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Valuation of IT Investments Using Real Options
Theory
Real Options Theory is often applied to the valuation of IT investments in scientific
literature. As a result, the application of Real Options Theory is often accompanied by the
monetary valuation of real options through option pricing models. However, due to their
assumptions, the application of option pricing models is subject to criticism. By means of a
structured literature review, this paper reveals that critical assumptions are frequently
neglected although their non-fulfillment is known. This analysis points out that the
fulfillment of assumptions depends on the type of IT investment that is evaluated.
Moreover, further option pricing methods can be found in scientific literature which allow
for the relaxation of critical assumptions.
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1 Introduction

Investments in information technology
(IT) often bear great uncertainty which
arises, amongst others, from their com-
plexity or from unpredictable, chang-
ing circumstances (Fichman et al. 2005,
p. 74). In order to be able to adequately

react to uncertain developments, compa-
nies need to possess managerial flexibil-
ity. Managerial flexibility enables com-
panies, e.g., to pause or abandon an IT
investment in case of a negative devel-
opment, or to extend it in case of a
positive development. But traditional in-
vestment valuation methods such as ‘net
present value’ are incapable of account-
ing for managerial flexibility in the val-
uation. Therefore, critical scientists argue
that IT investments are undervalued (Tri-
georgis 1996, p. 152). Thus, scientific lit-
erature suggests the application of Real
Options Theory (ROT) to the valuation
of IT investments because it leads to a
more precise valuation (Benaroch 2002,
p. 47).

ROT is derived from the theory of fi-
nancial options and assumes that man-
agerial flexibility can be modeled as a real
option. Whereas securities, e.g. stocks,
serve as underlyings for financial options,
real investment projects constitute the
underlying in case of real options. Finan-
cial options as well as real options can
both be considered options for conduct-
ing a certain action for an agreed price
in a certain period of time. The option is
European if the execution of the option
is only possible at the maturity date. If
an execution prior to the maturity date is
possible, the option is American.

The idea of transferring options the-
ory to real investments traces back to
Myers (1974), whereas the application
of ROT to the valuation of IT invest-
ments started in the early 1990s. The
application of ROT is often accompa-
nied by a monetary valuation of real

options, for which mostly option pric-
ing models (OPMs), known from finan-
cial theory, are used. The most popu-
lar OPMs are the “Black-Scholes Model”
(BSM), developed by Black and Scholes
(1973) and Merton (1973), and the “Bi-
nomial Model” (BM), developed by Cox
et al. (1979). However, the application of
these pricing models is subject to crit-
icism due to the fact that essential as-
sumptions are not fulfilled, which can
lead to false valuations and, therefore, to
wrong investment decisions (Zhu 1999).
This issue prompted Kruschwitz (2011)
to state, “that the concept of real op-
tions is a meander. The valuation formu-
las known from financial options must
not be applied (. . . ) [to the valuation
of real investments]” (Kruschwitz 2011,
p. 420).

Despite this criticism, several scientific
articles can be found that apply ROT to
the monetary valuation of IT investments
and thus valuate real options monetarily.
Therefore, the question arises to which
extent the application of ROT and, ac-
cordingly, the application of OPMs is jus-
tified in the respective context. This paper
addresses this question and pursues two
objectives:
1. It will be revealed which scientific arti-

cles monetarily valuate IT investments
with the help of ROT. Since different
types of IT investments possess differ-
ent characteristics which are relevant
for the valuation, it will be further an-
alyzed which types of IT investments
are evaluated.

2. It will be analyzed how the identi-
fied articles address the critical as-
sumptions. Furthermore, it will be
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discussed whether the approach pur-
sued in an article is compatible with
the characteristics of the type of IT
investment valuated.

The research approach pursued in this
“state-of-the-art” article is based on the
five phases of review-research introduced
by Fettke (2006, p. 260). It extends the
five phases to an explanation of the theo-
retical background required for this arti-
cle. After formulating the research ques-
tions in this section (“problem formula-
tion”), the fundamentals of ROT as well
as the fundamentals of OPMs are de-
scribed in Sect. 2. This is followed by the
selection of relevant literature (“literature
search”) and the classification of identi-
fied articles according to the respective
type of IT investment evaluated (“liter-
ature review”) in Sect. 3. After that, the
different types of IT investments are an-
alyzed with respect to the characteristics
which are relevant for the valuation. Ad-
ditionally, the implications of the charac-
teristics for the assumptions of the OPMs
are investigated. Based on this analysis, it
is discussed how the respective authors
address these assumptions in their arti-
cles and if this is legitimate with respect
to the type of IT investment considered
(“analysis and interpretation”). The pub-
lication of this article presents the results
(“presentation”).

2 Foundations of Real Options
Theory

2.1 Managerial Flexibility as Real
Options

Changing circumstances often influence
ongoing IT projects. Therefore, compa-
nies must be able to flexibly react to new
situations. However, companies do not
have to react, but rather can react ac-
cording to their current situation. There-
fore, this possibility to react can be mod-
eled as a real option. Trigeorgis (1996,
p. 2) provides a good overview of possi-
ble types of managerial flexibility as well
as corresponding types of real options
(Table 1).

Whereas the option to abandon and the
option to contract are usually modeled

Table 1 Types of managerial flexibility/real options

Type of managerial flexibility Type of real option

A project can be abandoned at predefined milestones if it evolves
unfavorably

Option to Abandon

The scope of a project can be scaled down if it evolves unfavorably Option to Contract

The scope of a project can be scaled up if it evolves favorably Option to Expand

The implementation of a project can be carried out in stages Staging Option

The start of a project can be delayed Option to Defer

The successful implementation of a project can lead to follow-up projects Growth Option

Depending on the course of a project, the input resources can be replaced Option to Switch

as put options, the other types of real
options are modeled as call options.

Besides articles that proclaim “Option
Thinking” in the context of IT invest-
ments (Fichman 2004; Fichman et al.
2005), there are also empirical investi-
gations regarding either the perception
of real options (Lankton and Luft 2008;
Tiwana et al. 2006) or option-based risk
management (Benaroch et al. 2006; Hil-
horst et al. 2008). Furthermore, several
articles apply ROT to the monetary val-
uation of IT investments. As a result, the
net present value of an investment is ex-
tended by the value of managerial flex-
ibility, i.e., the value of the real option
(Trigeorgis 1996, p. 152). OPMs are often
used to determine the value of real op-
tions, which is why they will be described
in the following section.

2.2 Valuation of Real Options

The BM and the BSM are the most
highly-favored OPMs, which is why they
are hereinafter referred to as “traditional
OPMs”. Traditional OPMs assume that
the value of the option is known at the
date of maturity and that this either
equals the positive difference between the
value of the underlying and strike price or
zero at that time. Traditional OPMs also
assume that the pay-off of the option can
be replicated by a self-financing portfolio
consisting of the underlying and a riskless
asset (Perridon et al. 2009, p. 335). The
risks of the portfolio can then be hedged
by choosing the right portfolio shares and
adjusting them according to the current
value of the underlying, which is why this
portfolio yields a risk-free rate. Since this

option valuation is solely based on mar-
ket instruments, the valuation is free of
any preferences.

The BM assumes a binomial evolution
of the value of the underlying for discrete
points in time. In the resulting binomial
tree, the option values of the final states
are discounted to the time of acquisition
and weighted with risk-neutral probabili-
ties in order to determine the value of the
option at that point in time. In contrast,
the BSM is based on continuous time and
assumes that the underlying evolves ac-
cording to a continuous stochastic pro-
cess, more precisely a geometric Brown-
ian motion (GBM). From this, Black and
Scholes (1973) derived an analytic, solv-
able equation which determines the value
of a European option.

In order to determine the value of the
option with the help of traditional OPMs,
the following assumptions have to be
fulfilled1:
(A1) There is a complete market that al-

lows for continuous trading of both
the underlying and the option.

(A2) The value of the underlying evolves
according to a GBM and has a
constant variance.

(A3) The strike price of the option is
known and constant over the dura-
tion of the option.

(A4) The option can be exercised only
at the certain maturity date (Euro-
pean option).

(A5) The market is perfect.2

Five input parameters are required to de-
termine the value of the option.3 Table 2
shows the parameters and their interpre-
tation for both financial options and real
options in the context of IT investments.

1Here, the assumptions of the BSM are listed although only assumption (A2) differs from the assumptions of the BM. But if the time intervals of
the BM are scaled down, the binomial process of the BM can be converted to the continuous process of the BSM (Trigeorgis 1996, p. 83).
2Assumption (A5) will not be further considered since it is not ROT-specific but rather necessary for several capital market models (as, e.g., the
Capital Asset Pricing Model).
3For the derivation of the formulas necessary for option valuation, see standard literature such as Franke and Hax (2003) or Perridon et al. (2009).
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Table 2 Comparison of the parameters for the valuation of financial options and
real options

Financial option Real option

Stock (value of the underlying) Present value of the cash inflows of IT investments

Strike price Present value of cash outflows of the IT investments at
the maturity date

Standard deviation of the underlying Standard deviation of the present value of cash inflows

Time to maturity Time until the managerial flexibility can be exercised

Risk-free interest rate Risk-free interest rate

Table 3 Criteria for the literature selection

Criterion Characteristic

Database AIS Electronic Library, EBSCOhost, EmeraldInsight, IEEEXplore,
ProQuest, ScienceDirect, SpringerLink

Additional conferences Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS), European
Conference on Information Systems (ECIS), International
Conference on Information Systems (ICIS)

Search fields Title, abstract, keywords (if applicable)

Search strings (“real option” OR “real options”) AND (“information systems” OR
“information technology”)

If the assumptions described above are
not fulfilled, a correct option valuation
conducted by means of traditional OPMs
would fail. Therefore the following sec-
tion analyzes how these assumptions are
compatible with the characteristics of dif-
ferent types of IT investments and how
scientific literature addresses them.

3 Identification and Classification
of Literature

3.1 Identification of Relevant Literature

The selection of literature relevant for the
following analysis was obtained by a sys-
tematic database search based on key-
words. In addition to the scientific jour-
nals considered, IS-related conferences
were also included in the selection pro-
cess. Table 3 provides an overview of the
databases and search strings used for the
database search.

In order to consider the most relevant
IS journals, journals listed in the VHB-
Ranking for Wirtschaftsinformatik (VHB
Jourqual 2, rating category A or B) were
also scanned for the search strings “real
option” or “real options”, which made
the results more comprehensive. In a last
step, the identification of relevant articles
was concluded with a forward and back-
ward search of the citations, as postulated
by Webster and Watson (2002).

After reviewing all articles, only those
which monetarily evaluate real options
were considered, because only these ar-
ticles must consider the assumptions of
OPMs. After this search, a total of 35
articles could be identified.

3.2 Classification of Literature

The articles identified in the approach
described above are similar in that they
monetarily evaluate IT investments with
the help of ROT. As mentioned ear-
lier, the valuation object “IT investment”
needs to be further specified for a de-
tailed analysis of the applicability of ROT.
Therefore, in a first step, these articles
were analyzed with regard to the concrete
IT investment (valuation object) they fo-
cus on. In a second step, the type of
real option considered was analyzed. For
most types of real options, the underlying
of the option corresponds to the valua-
tion object of the IT investment. The only
relevant exception is the growth option,
which specifies the flexibility to conduct a
follow-up project (underlying of the op-
tion) after a successful implementation of
a prior project (valuation object). Thus,
it must be separately analyzed for growth
options which type of IT investment the
underlying refers to.

After the valuation objects had been
specified, the articles were categorized
according to the type of IT investment

which results from the underlying of
the real option. Table 4 shows that 28
out of 35 articles fit into the three cat-
egories “Investments in Standard Soft-
ware” (10 articles), “Investments in In-
dividual Software” (6 articles), and “In-
vestments in New Technologies” (13 arti-
cles, with one article fitting into two cat-
egories). Seven articles could not be as-
signed to one of those categories. This is
due to the fact that some of these arti-
cles consider abstract IT investments and
do not describe their valuation object in
greater detail (Banker et al. 2010; Kumar
1996; Lee et al. 2009; Zandi and Tavana
2011). Gull (2011) determines the value
of discount options which are often part
of licensing agreements for commercial
standard software. Heinrich et al. (2011)
evaluate the option of a bank to sell soft-
ware which was developed in-house as a
service over the internet. Since the sale of
IT services corresponds to the underly-
ing of the option, the underlying does not
refer to a classical IT investment. Herath
and Herath (2008) evaluate the cash out-
flows of a company for IT security ar-
rangements, which is why this article can-
not be assigned to one of the identified
categories.

4 Analysis of the Identified
Literature

The analysis of the identified literature
was carried out sequentially for each type
of IT investment and structured as fol-
lows: First, the characteristics relevant
for the valuation were described for each
type of IT investment and compared with
the assumptions of the traditional OPMs
(‘General Description’). Here, each as-
sumption was discussed as to whether
it hinders the use of traditional OPMs
(‘critical’) or if it could possibly be ful-
filled (‘rather uncritical’). Furthermore,
some characteristics of IT investments
might not allow conclusions to be drawn
about the fulfillment of an assumption
(‘no statement’). Second, it was deter-
mined how the identified articles dis-
cuss the assumptions or how they address
them in their models (‘Analysis of the Ar-
ticles’). Three levels of consideration were
distinguished:
� Discussion of the assumption, consid-

eration in the model (+)
� Discussion of the assumption, no con-

sideration in the model (◦)
� No discussion of the assumption, no

consideration in the model (−)
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Table 4 Classification of the Identified Literature

Article Valuation object Type of real option Underlying of the real option
(if deviating)

Type of IT
investment

Angelou and Economides
(2008)

Prioritizing a portfolio of IT projects with
interdependencies to follow-up projects of a
water supply and sewage company

Growth Option Extension of the existing IT
infrastructure by standard
functionalities

Investments
in Standard
Software

Balasubramanian et al.
(2000)

Implementation of a document imaging
software in a Canadian mortgage bank

Growth Option Roll-out of the software in all
offices

Cao et al. (2009) Implementation of a supply chain management
system considering alternative implementation
strategies

Staging Option

Ekström and Björnsson
(2005)

Purchase of an enterprise resource planning
software

Growth Option Extension of the system by
additional standard
functionalities

Hilhorst et al. (2006) Implementation strategy for the introduction of
a capability management information system

Staging Option

Maklan et al. (2005) Purchase of a customer relationship
management software

Staging Option

Singh et al. (2004) Leasing of a total accounting package from an
application service provider

Option to Abandon

Taudes (1998), Taudes
et al. (2000)

Switch from SAP R/2 to SAP R/3 Growth Option Implementation of web-based
standard functionalities

Wu et al. (2009) Implementation of an enterprise resource
planning software

Staging Option

Bardhan et al. (2004) Valuation of the IT project portfolio of an
energy provider

Growth Option Valuation of web-based
follow-up projects

Investments
in Individual
Software

Diepold et al. (2009; 2011) Purchase of a new backend system by a retail
bank

Growth Option Connection of the sale
frontends to the backend

Dolci et al. (2010) Implementation of a system for managing the
delivery date of products required by the market

Growth Option Development of additional
features, e.g. an
e-procurement website

Kumar (2002) Development of a computer-aided software
engineering (CASE) tool

Option to Defer

Schwartz and
Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003)

Development of individual software Option to Defer

Benaroch and Kauffman
(1999, 2000)

Deployment of point-of-sale debit services by an
electronic banking network

Option to Defer Investments
in New
Technologies

Dos Santos (1991) Implementation of a company-wide ISDN
infrastructure

Growth Option Conduct of an ISDN-based
follow-up project

Harmantzis and
Tanguturi (2007)

Investment of a telecommunications service
provider into the extension of either the UMTS
network or the Wi-Fi network

Option to
Defer&Growth
Option

Integration of both
technologies

Ji (2010) Deployment of point-of-sale debit services by an
electronic banking network

Option to Defer

Kauffman and Kumar
(2008)

Investment in a network technology Option to Defer

Kauffman and Li (2005) Investment in one of two competing
technologies considering competition

Option to Defer

Kim (2008) Determination of the optimal technology
migration path for a telecommunications service
provider

Growth Option Investment in a new and
revolutionary technology

Li (2009) Investment in new technologies considering
organizational learning

Option to Defer

Miller et al. (2004) Investment in an information super-highway
infrastructure

Growth Option Implementation of an IPv6
address system

Panayi and Trigeorgis
(1998)

Development of an information system required
for extending the telecommunications network
of a federal communications authority

Growth Option Extension of the
telecommunications network

Schwartz and
Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003)

Deployment of point-of-sale debit services by an
electronic banking network

Option to Defer

Tao et al. (2007) Deployment of point-of-sale debit services by an
electronic banking network

Option to Defer
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Articles which at least discuss the as-
sumptions (+ or ◦) were analyzed in
greater detail. Finally, preliminary con-
clusions were drawn for each subsection.

4.1 Investments in Standard Software

4.1.1 General Description

Standard Software is a collective term
for programs that “are not written for
an individual customer of the software-
vendor, but rather for a group of cus-
tomers with similar problems” (Mertens
et al. 2010, p. 18). One key feature of
standard software is that it can be used
shortly after being purchased and there-
fore the cash inflows can be realized
promptly, provided that customizing is
not necessary.

Assumption of the Complete Market (A1)
As stated earlier, a complete market is
necessary to build and – in case of a
change in the value of the underlying –
hedge a replicating portfolio consisting of
the underlying and a riskless asset. Even
though standard software is traded on a
market and therefore has a price, the as-
sumption is not fulfilled from the users’
perspective. This is due to the fact that the
value of the underlying corresponds to
the present value of cash inflows resulting
from the use of the software (and thus not
to cash outflows). Cash inflows gener-
ated by the use of the software are highly
specific for each company. Therefore, as-
sumption (A1) is critical for the valuation
of investments in standard software using
traditional OPMs.

Assumption of the Stochastic Process and
Constant Variance (A2) The GBM de-
scribes how the value of the underlying,
and therefore the present value of cash in-
flows of the IT investment, evolves dur-
ing the duration of the option. This evo-
lution is further characterized by the fact
that the value of the underlying changes
only slightly in a short period of time
(Franke and Hax 2003, p. 380). There-
fore, volatile changes in the value of the
underlying cannot be taken into account.
If a growth option is considered, the du-
ration of the option equals the runtime
of the earlier base project. Therefore, the
GBM describes the deviation of the un-
derlying which occurs during the run-
time of the base project. Due to this, no
general statement can be derived regard-
ing the question of whether the GBM
correctly describes the evolution of the

underlying in the case of investments in
standard software.

Assumption of the Certain Cash Outflows
(A3) Cash outflows for the purchase of
standard software are mostly known or
can easily be assessed (Bernroider and
Koch 2000, p. 330). But standard software
often does not fulfill all firm-specific re-
quirements (Krcmar 2010), so additional,
uncertain cash outflows for customizing
the software can occur (Bernroider and
Koch 2000, p. 330). If one puts aside these
uncertain cash outflows, it can be stated
that assumption (A3) is rather uncritical
for the valuation of options. However, if
high and uncertain cash outflows for cus-
tomizing occur, the investment should
rather be treated as an investment in
individual software.

Assumption of the Certain Duration of
the Option (A4) In case the investment
in standard software is modeled as a
growth option, the duration of the base
project determines the duration of the
option. However, since investments in
standard software often also serve as base
projects for real options (Taudes 1998),
it can be assumed that the duration of
the option can be estimated reliably if
there is no effort for customizing. For
other types of real options, the under-
lying corresponds to the investment in
standard software, which means that also
here assumption (A4) seems to be rather
uncritical.

4.1.2 Analysis of the Articles

Assumption of the Complete Market (A1)
Angelou and Economides (2008), as well
as Singh et al. (2004), legitimate the ap-
plication of OPMs – despite the fact that
the underlying is not traded – by refer-
ring to the argumentation used by Be-
naroch and Kauffman (1999). These au-
thors state that “irrespective whether a
project is traded, we seek to determine
what the project cash flows would be
worth if they were traded” (Benaroch and
Kauffman 1999, p. 77). A potential dif-
ference between the subjective estimate
and the objective market value, and thus
a misevaluation, will lead to an over- or
undervaluation of the whole company,
which will be corrected by market adjust-
ments in the long term (e.g., in an acqui-
sition or sale of the company) (Benaroch
and Kauffman 1999). Taudes (1998) also
acknowledges that there is no traded

underlying in the context of IT invest-
ments. He points out that a preference-
dependent valuation would be necessary.
However, he also defends the application
of OPMs since BSM-based models allow
for a straightforward sensitivity analysis,
which helps to check the robustness of
the results. As he also states in his follow-
up paper (Taudes et al. 2000), Taudes
(1998) argues that the determination of
the precise option value is of secondary
importance because the value of the un-
derlying also has to be estimated. Instead,
he wants to determine a lower boundary
for the value of flexibility. Ekström and
Björnsson (2005) argue that the under-
lying itself does not necessarily need to
be traded on a market if there is a traded
asset that is perfectly correlated with the
underlying (twin security). Because the
authors put aside project-specific risks
and only consider market risks, they ac-
count for assumption (A1) in case a twin
security exists.

Two articles extend their OPM by a
preference-dependent valuation so that
assumption (A1) can be avoided: Bala-
subramanian et al. (2000) distinguish be-
tween project-specific risks and market
risks. In addition to the valuation of mar-
ket risks with a binomial tree, the au-
thors suggest evaluating project-specific
risks using a decision tree. Hilhorst et al.
(2006) also consider individual prefer-
ences besides a market valuation and
compute an expected option value. Wu
et al. (2009) acknowledge that OPMs in
general do not have the ability to cor-
rectly account for the complexity of IT
investments. Therefore, in their paper the
authors formulate the determination of
the option value as a stochastic optimiza-
tion problem. Thus, the assumptions of
the OPMs become irrelevant to them.

Assumption of the Stochastic Process and
Constant Variance (A2) Besides a tra-
ditional OPM, Angelou and Economides
(2008) apply the “Analytical Hierarchy
Process”, through which the quality of
different sources of uncertainty can be
considered. However, assumption (A2)
is not directly considered. In contrast,
Taudes et al. (2000) explicitly take up
this assumption and argue that empiri-
cal studies have shown that the GBM is
a valid descriptor of the future develop-
ment of the underlying value. Hilhorst
et al. (2006) also discuss this assump-
tion and admit that the variance does
not remain constant over time. There-
fore, the authors conduct sensitivity anal-
yses for different variances at different
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Table 5 Assumptions of the OPMs – Investments in Standard Software

Investments in standard
software

Critical No statement Rather uncritical Rather uncritical

A1 A2 A3 A4

Angelou and
Economides (2008)

◦ ◦ +/◦ −

Balasubramanian et al.
(2000)

+ − − −

Cao et al. (2009) − − − −
Ekström and Björnsson
(2005)

◦ − − −

Hilhorst et al. (2006) + ◦ − −
Maklan et al. (2005) − − − −
Singh et al. (2004) ◦ ◦ − −
Taudes (1998) ◦ − + +
Taudes et al. (2000) ◦ ◦ − −
Wu et al. (2009) + − + +

“+”= Discussion of the assumption, consideration in the model

“◦” = Discussion of the assumption, no consideration in the model

“−” = No discussion of the assumption, no consideration in the model

points in time. Singh et al. (2004) argue
that the value of the variance depends
on the value of the underlying and de-
creases with the diminishing time to ma-
turity. However, the authors act on the as-
sumption of a constant variance due to
the simpler valuation in their article.

Assumption of the Certain Cash Outflows
(A3) Angelou and Economides (2008)
account for assumption (A3) and initially
calculate the option value considering
uncertain cash outflows using a single-
step binomial tree. As a result, the au-
thors find that uncertain cash outflows
increase the option value, but the authors
assume certain cash outflows for further
calculations.

Taudes (1998) is the only article which
considers assumption (A3) in the model.
The author applies, amongst others, the
Margrabe (1978) model to account for
uncertain cash outflows.

Assumption of the Certain Duration of the
Option (A4) Taudes (1998) mentions
that the possible investment can take
place at different points in time, which
is why the investment should rather be
modeled as an American option. Thus,
the author uses an OPM to evaluate
American options.

Table 5 compares the articles and their
handling of the four assumptions of
traditional OPMs.

Interim Conclusion As a conclusion for
the valuation of investments in standard
software, it can be stated that assumption
(A1), which is critical for the option val-
uation, is mostly discussed in a qualita-
tive way. Seven of the ten identified arti-
cles use traditional OPMs without con-
sidering assumption (A1) in their mod-
els. Only Balasubramanian et al. (2000)
and Hilhorst et al. (2006) construct their
OPM in a way that assumption (A1)
no longer prevents the option valuation,
whereas Wu et al. (2009) distance them-
selves from OPMs. Furthermore, it can
be shown that the majority of the arti-
cles do not consider assumptions (2), (3),
and (4). However, due to the characteris-
tics of investments in standard software,
especially assumptions (A2) and (A3) do
not necessarily hinder the application of
traditional OPMs, as long as uncertain
efforts for customizing, which can af-
fect cash outflows as well as the time to
maturity of the option, can be neglected.

4.2 Investments in Individual Software

4.2.1 General Description

In contrast to standard software, indi-
vidual software is “individually fabricated
for a special business requirement with
the corresponding hardware and soft-
ware environment” (Mertens et al. 2010,
p. 24). Therefore, it can be described as

“customized software for special applica-
tions” (Krcmar 2010, p. 167). Compared
to standard software, individual software
only becomes available at an uncertain
future point in time due to the devel-
opment time, which is why cash inflows
generated by the use of individual soft-
ware can also only be realized at a later
and uncertain point in time (Krcmar
2010).

Assumption of the Complete Market (A1)
In case of investments in individual soft-
ware, the existence of a market for the
underlying is implausible, which is why
assumption (A1) is critical.

Assumption of the Stochastic Process and
Constant Variance (A2) Similar to in-
vestments in standard software, it is not
possible to make a general statement due
to the fact that the development of the
underlying is highly project-specific.

Assumption of the Certain Cash Out-
flows (A3) Cash outflows for the de-
velopment of individual software are of-
ten accompanied by high uncertainties
(Bernroider and Koch 2000), since cost
estimates are difficult, resulting from
both little experience in companies and
rapidly changing circumstances (Hen-
rich 2002). Therefore, assumption (A3)
is critical for the valuation as long as
in-house developments are considered. If
the individual software is developed by
an external service provider, it is essen-
tial to determine who bears the risks and
therefore the potential additional cash
outflows.

Assumption of the Certain Duration of the
Option (A4) Since investments in in-
dividual software are often modeled as
growth options, the duration of the op-
tion depends on the runtime of the base
project. Therefore, there is no connection
between the duration of the option and
the time for the developing the individ-
ual software. This also holds true for de-
ferral options. In both cases, the develop-
ment of the individual software begins at
the maturity date of the option. Thus, no
conclusion can be drawn from the char-
acteristics of this type of IT investment
for the fulfillment of assumption (A4).

4.2.2 Analysis of the Articles

Assumption of the Complete Market (A1)
Bardhan et al. (2004, p. 39) base their dis-
cussion about assumption (A1) on the ar-
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Table 6 Assumptions of the OPMs – Investments in Individual Software

Investments in individual
software

Critical No statement Critical No statement

A1 A2 A3 A4

Bardhan et al. (2004) − − + −
Diepold et al. (2009) + − − −
Diepold et al. (2011) + − − −
Dolci et al. (2010) − − − −
Kumar (2002) ◦ − + ◦
Schwartz and
Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003)

+ − + ◦

“+” = Discussion of the assumption, consideration in the model

“◦” = Discussion of the assumption, no consideration in the model

“−” = No discussion of the assumption, no consideration in the model

gument made by Benaroch (2002). Ac-
cording to this argument, the valuation of
non-traded assets is legitimate since com-
panies “seeking to maximize sharehold-
ers’ value may use risk-free discounting
to evaluate real options” (Benaroch 2002,
p. 78). The application of a risk-adjusted
discount rate would only lower the op-
tion value marginally. Kumar (2002) ar-
gues that the option value constitutes a
good approximation for the value of flex-
ibility, even though there is no replicating
portfolio.

Diepold et al. (2009, 2011) apply
a preference-dependent valuation ap-
proach in their articles. They extend
the BSM by using a decision tree sim-
ilar to Balasubramanian et al. (2000).
Schwartz and Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003)
assume that because of the missing mar-
ket, the value of the cash inflows equals
the expected value of a random vari-
able which also contains a risk premium.
The authors therefore do not use a tra-
ditional OPM, but rather model the op-
tion valuation as a dynamic optimization
problem.

Assumption of the Stochastic Process and
Constant Variance (A2) None of the
identified articles dwell on this assump-
tion.

Assumption of the Certain Cash Outflows
(A3) Bardhan et al. (2004) as well as
Kumar (2002) account for the uncertain
costs of software development projects
by applying the Margrabe model and,
therefore, by modeling the cash out-
flows as a random variable following a
stochastic process. Schwartz and Zozaya-
Gorostiza (2003) also represent the un-
certain cash outflows of software devel-

opment projects as a stochastic process.
This process accounts for a decrease of
uncertainty in cash outflows over time, a
decrease of the costs of necessary IT as-
sets over time, the technical uncertainty
of the implementation, and volatile cash
outflows for time and material.

Assumption of the Certain Duration of the
Option (A4) Kumar (2002) discusses
the assumption and states that the dura-
tion of software development can be un-
certain; however, he assumes the dura-
tion to be certain in his model. Schwartz
and Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003) also ad-
dress the fact that software develop-
ment projects are characterized by uncer-
tain durations, although they neglect this
issue in their model.

Table 6 compares the identified articles
and their handling of the assumptions.

Interim Conclusion The analysis of the
identified literature, which valuates in-
vestments in individual software, re-
veals that four out of the six articles at
least discuss the critical assumption (A1),
whereas three of them use preference-
dependent valuation approaches. How-
ever, no article discusses assumption
(A2). In contrast to the investments in
standard software analyzed above, it can
be stated that half of the articles ac-
tively address the uncertainty of cash out-
flows of the investment and adequately
account for this by applying a suitable
valuation approach. Therefore, these ar-
ticles allow for the essential characteris-
tics of investments in individual software.
Kumar (2002) as well as Schwartz and
Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003) further discuss
the fact that the duration of the option

could be uncertain. They are the only au-
thors in this category who model and val-
uate deferral options. Since the start of
the investment does not depend on previ-
ous basic projects in deferral options, but
rather on more favorable conditions, the
discussion of an execution of the option
before maturity seems appropriate.

4.3 Investments in New Technologies

4.3.1 General Description

Investments in new technologies are
characterized by significant and irre-
versible upfront cash outflows opposed
to uncertain future cash inflows (Har-
mantzis and Tanguturi 2007, p. 110). The
determination of optimal timing consti-
tutes an important issue for the valua-
tion of investments in new technologies.
The best moment for these investments
is highly uncertain due to external influ-
ences, e.g., the behavior of competitors or
technological change, which in turn also
influence the cash flows of the investment
(Kauffman and Li 2005, p. 15). In order
to integrate the characteristics of invest-
ments in new technologies into the valu-
ation, ROT is frequently used. As a result,
the investment situation is often mod-
eled as a deferral option (Benaroch 2002,
p. 45). This represents the possibility of
companies to watch for uncertain market
developments and delay the investment
decision. It is assumed that uncertain-
ties decrease over time and that primar-
ily estimated values and realized values
converge. This type of managerial flexi-
bility is often called the “wait-and-see”-
strategy (Benaroch 2002, p. 45). But the
delay of investment decisions also bears
additional risks, e.g., the occurrence of
competition or alternative technologies.

Assumption of the Complete Market (A1)
The assumption of the complete market
is also critical for this type of investment.

Assumption of the Stochastic Process and
Constant Variance (A2) As described
earlier, the GBM describes only small
changes in the value of the underlying
over a short period of time. But the de-
velopment of new and innovative tech-
nologies is characterized by external in-
fluences which can have a significant im-
pact on cash inflows generated by the use
of the new technology. Therefore, this as-
sumption is critical for the valuation of
the option.
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Assumption of the Certain Cash Outflows
(A3) The uncertain development of
new technologies described above also af-
fects corresponding cash outflows, since
it cannot be foreseen how they evolve.
Particularly due to the fact that this type
of IT investment is often modeled as an
option to defer, which means that the
cash outflows will only incur at an un-
certain future point of time, assumption
(A3) is also critical.

Assumption of the Certain Duration of the
Option (A4) As mentioned earlier, in-
vestments in new technologies are of-
ten modeled as options to defer in or-
der to evaluate a “wait-and-see” strategy.
Since the optimal timing of the invest-
ment is normally uncertain, this assump-
tion is also critical for the valuation of the
option.

4.3.2 Analysis of the Articles

Assumption of the Complete Market (A1)
Dos Santos (1991, p. 79) mentions that it
is nearly impossible to identify a traded
twin security. Nevertheless, he applies
the BSM-based Margrabe model to value
the real option. Benaroch and Kauffman
(1999) also discuss the assumption of the
complete market and go back to the ar-
gumentation described in Sect. 4.1.2 to
justify the application of OPMs.

Other authors address the critical as-
sumption (A1) in their models: Kauff-
man and Li (2005), as well as Li (2009),
acknowledge that the underlying itself is
not traded and that there is no traded
twin security. The authors reason that
traditional OPMs should, therefore, not
be applied. While Kauffman and Li
(2005) formulate an optimization prob-
lem and derive their own analytical so-
lution, Li (2009) determines the option
value by means of a simulation. There-
fore, assumption (A1) does not oppose
these approaches. Kauffman and Kumar
(2008), as well as Schwartz and Zozaya-
Gorostiza (2003), model the underlying
as a random variable that contains a
risk premium. Both approaches formu-
late the option valuation as a dynamic
optimization problem so that assump-
tion (A1) is of no importance for the so-
lution. Benaroch and Kauffman (2000),
as well as Harmantzis and Tanguturi
(2007), account for assumption (A1) in
the valuation by applying a preference-
dependent valuation approach. Both ex-
tend the BSM by adding the parame-
ter “rate-of-return shortfall” due to the

following reason: According to Trigeor-
gis (1996, p. 101ff), the return of an
underlying which is either not traded
or only traded in a limited amount is
lower than the return of a traded asset
bearing the same risk. This difference is
called “rate-of-return shortfall”. Trigeor-
gis (1996, p. 101ff) concludes that irre-
spective whether the underlying is traded
or not, the option valuation is valid
as long as project-specific risks are ac-
counted for by adapting the growth rate
of the underlying.

Assumption of the Stochastic Process and
Constant Variance (A2) Benaroch and
Kauffman (1999) assume a GBM in their
article. However, the authors mention
that there are extensions of OPMs which
can account for alternative stochastic
processes, and these in turn can lead to
imprecise results. Kauffman and Kumar
(2008) address this issue and model a
jump diffusion process. Therefore, they
explicitly allow for jumps in the evolution
of the underlying.

Assumption of the Certain Cash Outflows
(A3) Benaroch and Kauffman (1999)
assume the cash outflows for the invest-
ment to be certain, but they refer to the
Margrabe model for the case that cash
outflows are uncertain. Ji (2010) explic-
itly addresses the cash outflows and as-
sumes that the cash outflows for the in-
vestment depend on the cash outflows for
organizational learning. To address as-
sumption (A2), Dos Santos (1991) also
models uncertain cash outflows by ap-
plying the Margrabe model in addition
to uncertain cash inflows Kauffman and
Kumar (2008), as well as Schwartz and
Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003), account for the
uncertainty of cash outflows by modeling
it as a random variable which follows a
stochastic process.

Assumption of the Certain Duration of the
Option (A4) Harmantzis and Tangu-
turi (2007) mention assumption (A4) but
state that the duration of the option is
given exogenously.

Li (2009) argues that the timing of
the investment in a new technology, and
therefore the duration of the option,
depends on the process underlying the
model. He concludes that the timing of
the investment depends on both organi-
zational learning as well as a company’s
absorptive capacity. Therefore, the au-
thor models the duration as a random
variable. Kauffman and Li (2005) also

model the point in time of the investment
as a random variable. The investment
should be conducted as soon as the devel-
opment of two competing technologies,
which follows a stochastic process, ex-
ceeds a certain threshold. Benaroch and
Kauffman (1999, 2000), Harmantzis and
Tanguturi (2007), and Ji (2010) also take
up assumption (A4) and apply Black’s
Approximation (Black 1975) in order to
determine the optimal timing of the in-
vestment. This approach is based on the
BSM and allows for an approximation
of an American option by evaluating
multiple European options with different
durations.

Table 7 compares the identified articles
and their handling of the assumptions.

Interim Conclusion The analysis of the
identified literature reveals that, in con-
trast to the other types of IT investments,
all assumptions are critical for the valua-
tion. It should be noted that some articles
refrain from applying traditional OPMs
or their extensions and rather base their
option valuation either on simulations
or on dynamic programming. This un-
derlines the fact that traditional OPMs
are not adequate for the valuation of
this type of IT investment. Several fac-
tors such as competition or technologi-
cal progress influence the investment de-
cision, which is why some articles model
alternative stochastic processes. Assump-
tion (A3) also seems to be very restric-
tive for this type of IT investment, thus
some articles model cash outflows as ran-
dom variables. Since the optimal timing
of the investment can be critical for its
success (Benaroch and Kauffman 1999)
and therefore is important for the valu-
ation, assumption (A4) is also very re-
strictive. Schwartz and Zozaya-Gorostiza
(2003), as well as Kauffman and Kumar
(2008), are the only articles which ac-
count for at least three out of the four
assumptions.

4.4 Conclusions from the Literature
Analysis

The analysis of the literature revealed that
extensions of the traditional OPMs are
applied in some articles in order to relax
individual assumptions of the traditional
OPMs (Table 8).

The assumption of the complete mar-
ket (A1) can be addressed by distinguish-
ing between market risks and project-
specific risks. Market risks can be val-
uated with OPMs, however, project-
specific risks need to be addressed by
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means of a preference-dependent val-
uation. Therefore, project-specific risks
need to be assessed subjectively by the
decision makers and taken into account
in the valuation. This can be achieved,
e.g., either with help of the integration
of a decision tree or the “rate-of-return
shortfall” (Trigeorgis 1996, p. 101ff).

If the evolution of the underlying is as-
sumed to be erratic and therefore can-
not be described by the GBM, then – ac-
cording to Merton (1976) – a jump pro-
cess can be assumed to describe the evo-
lution of the underlying (Jump Diffusion
model) However, this approach increases
the complexity of the option valuation.

The application of the Margrabe
(1978) model is suitable if an IT in-
vestment is characterized by uncertain
cash outflows. It is based on the BSM and
values an option by which one risky asset
is exchanged for another. The strike price
of the option is uncertain and follows a
continuous stochastic process with con-
stant variance, which is correlated with
the stochastic process of the underlying.
Therefore, uncertain cash outflows can
be considered in the application of this
model.

If the duration, and therefore the exer-
cise date, of the option is uncertain or if
the option can be executed prior to the
maturity date, Black’s approximation can
be used to approximate the value of an
American option. Therefore, e.g. in the
case of deferral options, the optimal ex-
ercise time can be determined (Benaroch
and Kauffman 1999, 2000).

The partial extensions identified in this
literature analysis can be further com-
bined so that several critical assump-
tions can be considered at the same time.
When the characteristics of the real op-
tions to be valued are incompatible with
the assumptions of traditional OPMs,
some authors use dynamic programming
approaches to model the investment de-
cision. Therefore, traditional OPMs, or
rather their partial extensions, are not
used anymore, and thus corresponding
assumptions do not need to be met.

5 Conclusion

The objective of this paper was first to
reveal which articles monetarily evaluate
IT investments with ROT. These articles
were analyzed in particular with regard
to what types of IT investments serve as
valuation objects. A second analysis dealt

Table 7 Assumptions of the OPMs – Investments in New Technologies

Investments in new
technologies

Critical Critical Critical Critical

A1 A2 A3 A4

Benaroch and Kauffman
(1999)

◦ ◦ ◦ +

Benaroch and Kauffman
(2000)

+ − − +

Dos Santos (1991) − − + −
Harmantzis and
Tanguturi (2007)

+ − − ◦

Ji (2010) − − + +
Kauffman and Kumar
(2008)

+ + + −

Kauffman and Li (2005) + + − +
Kim (2008) − − − −
Li (2009) + − − −
Miller et al. (2004) − − − −
Panayi and Trigeorgis
(1998)

− − − −

Schwartz and
Zozaya-Gorostiza (2003)

+ + + −

Tao et al. (2007) − − − −

“+” = Discussion of the assumption, consideration in the model

“◦” = Discussion of the assumption, no consideration in the model

“−” = No discussion of the assumption, no consideration in the model

Table 8 Extensions of the traditional OPMs

Assumption of OPMs Partial extension for relaxation

(A1) Complete market Preference-dependent valuation

(A2) GBM and constant variance Jump diffusion model

(A3) Certain cash outflows Margrabe model

(A4) Certain duration Black’s approximation

with the way in which the authors ad-
dress critical assumptions of the OPMs
and how far their approaches are compat-
ible with the characteristics of the related
type of IT investment.

The analysis of these twenty-eight ar-
ticles has shown that the criticism by
Kruschwitz (2011) mentioned above is
valid because traditional OPMs contain
assumptions which are not met in the
context of IT investments. Not surpris-
ingly, the assumption of the complete
market contradicts the applicability of
ROT to the highest degree. This issue is
known in scientific literature and is of-
ten discussed qualitatively. Instead, how-
ever, users of ROT should address this
assumption through adequate modeling
which can be achieved for instance with
a preference-dependent valuation. There

also might be situations in which as-
sumption (A1) is fulfilled: If a company
e.g. develops software and sells it on a
market, the resulting revenues determine
the value of the underlying. A similar dis-
cussion can be found in the article writ-
ten by Heinrich et al. (2011). This analy-
sis reveals that the criticality of assump-
tions (A3) and (A4) in particular depend
on the type of IT investment evaluated,
which leads to the following insights:
� Investments in standard software are of-

ten evaluated with traditional OPMs
in scientific literature. This is due to
the fact that uncertainty regarding the
costs is relatively low as long as costs
for customizing the software can either
be neglected or reliably estimated. Ad-
ditionally, the utilization of standard
software begins immediately so that

Business & Information Systems Engineering 5|2013 339



www.manaraa.com

BISE – STATE OF THE ART

Abstract
Christian Ullrich

Valuation of IT Investments
Using Real Options Theory

Real Options Theory is often applied to
the valuation of IT investments. The ap-
plication of Real Options Theory is gen-
erally accompanied by a monetary val-
uation of real options through option
pricing models which in turn are based
on restrictive assumptions and thus
subject to criticism. Therefore, this pa-
per analyzes the application of option
pricing models to the valuation of IT
investments. A structured literature re-
view reveals the types of IT investments
which are valued with Real Options
Theory in scientific literature. These
types of IT investments are further in-
vestigated and their main characteris-
tics are compared to the restrictive as-
sumptions of traditional option pricing
models. This analysis serves as a basis
for further discussion on how the iden-
tified papers address these assump-
tions. The results show that a lot of pa-
pers do not account for critical assump-
tions, although it is known that the as-
sumptions are not fulfilled. Moreover,
the type of IT investment determines
the criticality of the assumptions. Ad-
ditionally, several extensions or adap-
tions of traditional option pricing mod-
els can be found which provide the
possibility to relax critical assumptions.
Researchers can profit from the results
derived in this paper in two ways: First,
it is demonstrated which assumptions
can be critical for various types of IT in-
vestments. Second, extensions of op-
tion pricing models that relax critical
assumptions are introduced.

Keywords: Real options, Black-Scho-
les model, Binomial model, Investment
valuation, Information technology, Proj-
ect valuation

cash inflows can be predicted more ac-
curately. If assumption (A1) is con-
sidered with a preference-dependent
valuation, the characteristics of this
type of IT investment do not hinder
the application of ROT. However, if
the IT investment is characterized by
high and uncertain costs for customiz-
ing, it should instead be treated as an
investment in individual software.

� Investments in individual software are
characterized by uncertain cash out-
flows which result from uncertain du-
ration of development and from other
project-specific risks during the devel-
opment. Therefore, an OPM should
be used to account for an uncertain
strike price (e.g., the Margrabe model).
Moreover, a differentiation between
in-house development and outsourc-
ing is needed since risks can be par-
tially shifted in the latter case. Also
here, however, a preference-dependent
valuation is necessary.

� Investments in new technologies are par-
ticularly characterized by the uncertain
future development of cash inflows as
well as cash outflows and regarding the
right timing of the investment. Since
there is also no complete market, all
assumptions of the traditional OPMs
discussed in this article can be viewed
as critical. Thus, it is no surprise that
the majority of the identified articles
fall back on simulations or dynamic
programming approaches in order to
evaluate real options.
As the analysis reveals, the legitimacy

of the monetary valuation of real options
has to be investigated for both the con-
crete valuation object, i.e., the type of IT
investment, and the concrete OPM used
for the valuation. This is due to the fact
that often specific characteristics of the
investments contradict the assumptions
and, therefore, the applicability of OPMs.
However, it needs to be pointed out that
the insights generated in this article do
not possess general validity for every IT
investment of each particular type. These
insights should be treated rather as ten-
dencies, and they possess the status of
recommendations due to the abstractive
perspective taken in this article. Thus,
for the valuation of a specific IT invest-
ment on the basis of ROT, its characteris-
tics have to be compared to the assump-
tions of existing OPMs. Nonetheless, it
should be noted that future IT invest-
ments most likely will not only be char-
acterized by the types of IT investments

considered in this article. Rather, new de-
velopments and trends in IT will influ-
ence the characteristics of IT investments
and also the applicability of ROT. If one
considers the increasing interconnections
in IT, the consequences of corresponding
risks (e.g., cyber-attacks or viruses) for
the assumptions of the OPMs also need
to be analyzed.

The connections demonstrated in this
article therefore should provoke thoughts
for further research concerning the val-
uation of IT investments with the help
of ROT. Furthermore, they should cre-
ate awareness for an active discussion
and consideration of the assumptions of
OPMs.

Acknowledgement

Grateful acknowledgement is due to the
DFG (German Research Foundation) for
their support of the project “IT-Port-
foliomanagement (BU 809/10-1)” mak-
ing this paper possible.

References

Angelou GN, Economides AA (2008) A deci-
sion analysis framework for prioritizing a
portfolio of ICT infrastructure projects. IEEE
Transactions on Engineering Management
55(3):479–495

Balasubramanian P, Kulatilaka N, Storck J
(2000) Managing information technology
investments using a real-options approach.
Journal of Strategic Information Systems
9(1):39–62

Banker R, Wattal S, Plehn-Dujowich JM (2010)
Real options in information systems – a
revised framework. In: Proc 31st interna-
tional conference on information systems,
St Louis

Bardhan I, Bagchi S, Sougstad R (2004) Prior-
itizing a portfolio of information technol-
ogy investment projects. Journal of Man-
agement Information Systems 21(2):33–60

Benaroch M (2002) Managing information
technology investment risk: a real options
perspective. Journal of Management Infor-
mation Systems 19(2):43–84

Benaroch M, Kauffman RJ (1999) A case for
using real options pricing analysis to eval-
uate information technology project in-
vestments. Information Systems Research
10(1):70–86

Benaroch M, Kauffman RJ (2000) Justifying
electronic banking network expansion us-
ing real options analysis. MIS Quarterly
24(2):197–225

Benaroch M, Lichtenstein Y, Robinson K
(2006) Real options in information tech-
nology risk management: an empirical val-
idation of risk-option relationships. MIS
Quarterly 30(4):827–864

Bernroider E, Koch S (2000) Entscheidungsfin-
dung bei der Auswahl betrieblicher Stan-
dardsoftware – Ergebnisse einer empiri-
schen Untersuchung in österreichischen
Unternehmen. WIRTSCHAFTSINFORMATIK
42(4):329–338

340 Business & Information Systems Engineering 5|2013



www.manaraa.com

BISE – STATE OF THE ART

Black F (1975) Fact and fantasy in the
use of options. Financial Analysts Journal
31(4):36–41

Black F, Scholes M (1973) The pricing of op-
tions and corporate liabilities. Journal of
Political Economy 81(3):637–654

Cao Q, Gu VC, Burns JR (2009) Applications
of real option analysis to vendor selec-
tion process in IT outsourcing. Interna-
tional Journal of Information Systems and
Change Management 4(2):143–155

Cox JC, Ross SA, Rubinstein M (1979) Option
pricing: a simplified approach. Journal of
Financial Economics 7(3):229–263

Diepold D, Ullrich C, Wehrmann A, Zimmer-
mann S (2009) A real options approach
for valuating intertemporal interdepen-
dencies within a value-based IT portfo-
lio management – a risk-return perspec-
tive. In: Proc 17th European conference on
information systems, Verona

Diepold D, Ullrich C, Wehrmann A, Zimmer-
mann S (2011) Bewertung intertempora-
ler Abhängigkeiten zwischen IT-Projekten
– Anwendung eines realoptionsbasierten
Ansatzes unter Berücksichtigung projekts-
pezifischer Risiken. Zeitschrift für Betriebs-
wirtschaft 81(7):805–831

Dolci PC, Macada ACG, Becker JL (2010) IT
investment management using the real
options and portfolio management ap-
proaches. In: Proc 16th American confer-
ence on information systems, Lima

Dos Santos BL (1991) Justifying investments
in new information technologies. Jour-
nal of Management Information Systems
7(4):71–90

Ekström MA, Björnsson HC (2005) Valuing
flexibility in architecture, engineering, and
construction information technology in-
vestments. Journal of Construction Engi-
neering and Management 131(4):431–438

Fettke P (2006) State-of-the-Art des State-
of-the-Art – Eine Untersuchung der For-
schungsmethode “Review” innerhalb der
Wirtschaftsinformatik. WIRTSCHAFTSIN-
FORMATIK 48(4):257–266

Fichman RG (2004) Real options and IT
platform adoption: implications for the-
ory and practice. Information Systems Re-
search 15(2):132–154

Fichman RG, Keil M, Tiwana A (2005) Beyond
valuation: “option thinking” in IT project
management. California Management Re-
view 47(2):74–96

Franke G, Hax H (2003) Finanzwirtschaft des
Unternehmens und Kapitalmarkt, 5th edn.
Springer, Heidelberg

Gull D (2011) Valuation of discount options
in software license agreements. Business &
Information Systems Engineering 3(4):221–
230

Harmantzis FC, Tanguturi VP (2007) Invest-
ment decisions in the wireless industry ap-
plying real options. Telecommunications
Policy 31(2):107–123

Henrich A (2002) Management von Software-
projekten. Oldenbourg, München

Heinrich B, Huber A, Zimmermann S (2011)
Make-and-sell or buy of web services – a
real option approach. In: Proc 19th Euro-

pean conference on information systems,
Helsinki

Herath HSB, Herath TC (2008) Investments
in information security: a real options per-
spective with Bayesian postaudit. Jour-
nal of Management Information Systems
25(3):337–375

Hilhorst C, van Heck E, Ribbers P, Smits M
(2006) Combining real options and mul-
tiattribute decision analysis to define the
favourable IT infrastructure implementa-
tion strategy: a case study. In: Proc 14th
European conference on information sys-
tems, Göteborg

Hilhorst C, Ribbers P, van Heck E, Smits M
(2008) Risk management and valuation of
real options in IT projects: an exploratory
experiment. In: Proc 16th European confer-
ence on information systems, Galway

Ji Y (2010) Incorporating knowledge build-
ing in real options analyses of technology
project investment. In: Proc 31st interna-
tional conference on information systems,
St Louis

Kauffman RJ, Kumar A (2008) Network effects
and embedded options: decision-making
under uncertainty for network technol-
ogy investments. Information Technology
Management 9(3):149–168

Kauffman RJ, Li X (2005) Technology competi-
tion and optimal investment timing: a real
options perspective. IEEE Transactions on
Engineering Management 52(1):15–29

Kim HJ (2008) Real options: strategic tech-
nology migration options in wireless indus-
try. In: Proc 14th American conference on
information systems, Toronto

Krcmar H (2010) Informationsmanagement,
5th edn. Springer, Heidelberg

Kruschwitz L (2011) Investitionsrechnung,
13rd edn. Oldenbourg, München

Kumar RL (1996) A note on project risk and
option values of investments in informa-
tion technologies. Journal of Management
Information Systems 13(1):187–193

Kumar RL (2002) Managing risks in IT projects:
an options perspective. Information & Man-
agement 40(1):63–74

Lankton N, Luft J (2008) Uncertainty and in-
dustry structure effects on managerial in-
tuition about information technology op-
tions. Journal of Management Information
Systems 25(2):203–240

Lee KJ, Shyu DS, Dai ML (2009) The val-
uation of information technology invest-
ments by real options analysis. Review of
Pacific Basin Financial Markets and Policies
12(4):611–628

Li X (2009) Preemptive learning, compe-
tency traps, and information technology
adoption: a real options analysis. IEEE
Transactions on Engineering Management
56(4):650–662

Maklan S, Knox S, Ryals L (2005) Using real
options to help build the business case
for CRM investment. Long Range Planning
38(4):393–410

Margrabe W (1978) The value of an option to
exchange one asset for another. Journal of
Finance 36(1):177–186

Mertens P, Bodendorf F, König W, Picot A,
Schumann M, Hess T (2010) Grundzüge der

Wirtschaftsinformatik, 10th edn. Springer,
Heidelberg

Merton RC (1973) Theory of rational option
pricing. The Bell Journal of Economics and
Management Science 4(1):141–183

Merton RC (1976) Option pricing when un-
derlying stock returns are discontinuous.
Journal of Financial Economics 3(1–2):125–
144

Miller L, Choi SH, Park CS (2004) Using an
options approach to evaluate Korean in-
formation technology infrastructure. The
Engineering Economist 49(3):199–219

Myers SC (1974) Interactions of corporate fi-
nance and investment decisions – impli-
cations for capital budgeting. Journal of
Finance 29(1):1–25

Panayi S, Trigeorgis L (1998) Multi-stage real
options: the cases of information technol-
ogy infrastructure and international bank
expansion. The Quarterly Review of Eco-
nomics and Finance 38(3):675–692

Perridon L, Steiner M, Rathgeber AW (2009)
Finanzwirtschaft der Unternehmung, 15th
edn. Vahlen, München

Schwartz ES, Zozaya-Gorostiza C (2003) In-
vestment under uncertainty in information
technology: acquisition and development
projects. Management Science 49(1):57–
70

Singh C, Shelor R, Jiang J, Klein G (2004)
Rental software valuation in IT invest-
ment decisions. Decision Support Systems
38(1):115–130

Tao C, Jinlong Z, Benhai Y, Shan L (2007) A
fuzzy group decision approach to real op-
tion valuation. Rough sets, fuzzy sets, data
mining and granular computing. In: Lec-
ture notes in computer science, vol 4482.
Springer, Heidelberg, pp 103–110

Taudes A (1998) Software growth options.
Journal of Management Information Sys-
tems 15(1):165–185

Taudes A, Feurstein M, Mild A (2000) Options
analysis of software platform decisions: a
case study. MIS Quarterly 24(2):227–243

Tiwana A, Keil M, Fichman RG (2006) Infor-
mation systems project continuation in es-
calation situations: a real options model.
Decision Sciences 37(3):357–391

Trigeorgis L (1996) Real options: manage-
ment flexibility and strategy in resource
allocation. MIT Press, Cambridge

Webster J, Watson RT (2002) Analyzing the
past to prepare for the future: writing a
literature review. MIS Quarterly 26(2):xiii–
xxiii

Wu F, Li HZ, Chu LK, Sculli D, Gao K (2009)
An approach to the valuation and deci-
sion of ERP investment projects based on
real options. Annals of Operations Research
168(1):181–203

Zandi F, Tavana M (2011) A fuzzy goal pro-
gramming model for strategic informa-
tion technology investment assessment.
Benchmarking: An International Journal
18(2):172–196

Zhu K (1999) Evaluating information technol-
ogy investment: cash flows or growth op-
tions. In: Workshop on information systems
and economics (WISE), Charlotte

Business & Information Systems Engineering 5|2013 341



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.01667
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 2.03333
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 2400
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


