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ABSTRACT

Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems are packaged
information technology (IT) suites that are increasingly becom-
ing the price of entry for running a business, and such systems
are gaining popularity worldwide. Researchers have discussed
their adoption and implementation. Few have investigated the
impacts of size, culture, and structure of the adopting organiza-
tion on ERP system success evaluations. There is also a dearth
of research on the effects of organizational IT issues or factors
such as IT assets and resources (i.e., the IT department’s value,
the IT department’s size, and the sophistication of the in-house
IT professionals, among others) on ERP systems success. To
our knowledge no study has investigated the interactions be-
tween these organizational IT issues and other contingency fac-
tors. To fill this gap in research, we designed an exploratory study
to investigate the impacts of the aforementioned factors in the
context of ERP systems success evaluations. Rather than consid-
ering the impacts of the three contingency factors on ERP suc-
cess assessment alone, we incorporated the interacting effects of
a few organizational IT issues which were selected for illustration
purposes. Surveys were conducted in Finland and Estonia — two
small technologically advanced Northern European countries.
We obtained empirical data from 62 respondents in 44 diverse,
private, and industrial organizations in the two countries. Using
the structural equation modeling technique to examine the re-
lationships, our analysis confirmed six of the eight hypotheses
formulated. The data revealed positive relationships between or-
ganizational size, structure, and culture, on the one hand and ERP
systems success, on the other. Also, IT resources (comprising of
measures such as the IS budget size and size of the IT department)
as a moderator in the relationships between the main contingency
factors and ERP success was found be significant. The implica-
tions of the findings for both practice and research are discussed,
and fruitful areas for future research outlined.

Keywords: ERP success, size, culture, structure, firm, IT as-
sets, IT resources, structural equation model

INTRODUCTION

Today, organizations worldwide adopt Enterprise Resource
Planning (ERP) systems under the pressure of changing business
environments rather than build their information systems (IS) in-
house (Markus and Tanis, 2000; Matthys and Shorter, 2000; Zvi-
ran, et al., 2005). ERP systems are gaining popularity and have
been described as the “price of entry for running a business” (Ku-
mar and van Hillegersberg, 2000, p. 24). Essentially, an ERP is a
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complex business information technology (IT) package designed
to integrate business processes and functions, and it is capable of
presenting a holistic view of a business by permitting the sharing
of common data and practices in a real-time environment (Dav-
enport, 1998; 2000; Markus and Tanis, 2000). ERP systems are
adopted for a variety of reasons, including replacement of legacy
IT systems and customer service improvement (Davenport, 1998;
2000; Markus and Tanis, 2000; Mabert et al., 2003). There is no
consensus on the benefits or impacts of ERP adoption (Mabert et
al., 2003; Pyun, 2002). Negative and positive results have been
reported in the IS literature and related trade press (META Group,
1999; Davenport, 1998; 2000; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 2000). Re-
gardless, ERP continues to grow globally and according to AMR
Research, the ERP market is to grow from US$47.8 billion in
2004 to US$64.8 billion by 2009 (AMR Research, 2005). It
comes as no surprise, then, that much of the extant literature on
ERP deals with issues relating to their adoption, implementation
critical success factors (CSFs), and implementation methodolo-
gies (Bingi et al., 1999; Holland and Light, 1999; Esteves and
Pastor, 2001; Ahituv et al. 2002; Hong and Kim, 2002). Few
studies have empirically examined the impact of organizational
contingencies such as size, culture, and structure on the one hand,
and ERP system success, on the other. Likewise, studies discuss-
ing the impacts of organizational IT issues or factors, such as IT
assets and resources on ERP systems are scarce.

Our study of the literature revealed only one study that ex-
amined the relationship between size and ERP systems success
(Sedera et al., 2003a). Jones and Price (2001) and Morton and Hu
(2004) discussed organizational culture and structure only at the
conceptual level and limited their discourse to ERP implementa-
tion success, which is different in scope to our concept of ERP sys-
tems success. Our notion of ERP success refers to the utilization
of such systems to achieve organizational goals (Hamilton and
Chervany, 1981; DeLone and McLean, 1992; Scott, 1994; Grover
et al., 1996; Gable et al., 2003). Our ERP success excludes the
technical installations’ success (Martin, 1998; Tan and Pan, 2002;
Markus et al., 2000) wherein the measurement indicators include
cost overruns, project management metrics, time estimate, etc.
(Martin, 1998; Markus and Tanis, 2000; Hong and Kim, 2002).
Literature discussing comparable themes of ERP systems success
includes: Nelson and Somers, 2001; Tan and Pan, 2002; Gable et
al., 2003; Sedera et al., 2003a, b; Wu and Wang, 2005. Unfortu-
nately, none of the foregoing researchers investigated the impact
of contingency factors as antecedents to ERP systems success as
we intend to do in this paper; rather, they reported the develop-
ment of ERP success frameworks and organizational users’ per-
ceptions of ERP success.
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Particularly worrisome is the imbalance in the ERP literature.
In January 2006, we searched the database (eLibrary) of the Asso-
ciation for Information Systems (AIS) containing peer-reviewed
articles and panel discussions for 5 major conferences, ICIS,
AMCIS, ECIS, PACIS, and BLED, for a ten-year period between
1995-2005. Our search word “ERP” yielded 397 entries, of which
49% (195) were for works related to ERP “implementation” and
“adoption”. A repeat of the process with other popular databases
(i.e., ABI Inform: ProQuest Direct, ScienceDirect, and Emerald)
yielded comparable results. Indeed, some commentators (e.g., Al-
Mashari, 2003) have called for more studies into other aspects of
ERP apart from the putative issues of adoption, CSFs, and imple-
mentation methodologies. This study is motivated in part by such
calls.

Researchers (e.g., Davenport, 1998; 2000; Al-Mashari and
Zairi, 2000; Markus and Tanis, 2000; Willcocks and Sykes, 2000;
Hong and Kim, 2002; Morton and Hu, 2004) have emphasized
the relevance of contingency factors, such as organizational cul-
ture, structure, and organizational IT factors in both ERP imple-
mentation and benefit (or success) realization. For example,
Davenport (1998; 2000) notes that adopting firms must be aware
of their existing culture and structure when adopting ERP pack-
ages, and the author cites examples of companies (e.g., Dell Com-
puters) that either failed with their implementation processes or
benefit realization when these salient contingency factors were
downplayed or ignored. Specifically, Davenport (1998, p. 122)
states, “An enterprise system [ERP], by its very nature, imposes
its own logic on a company’s strategy, organization, and culture”.
As more companies adopt ERP, the implementation techniques
seem to be improving with the accumulated knowledge (Martin,
1998; Davenport, 1998; 2000; Willcocks and Sykes, 2000). Thus,
success on this front may be increasing accordingly (Al-Mashari
and Zairi, 2000; Markus et al., 2000). However, the overall ERP
success rate, at the same time, is not increasing. This has led re-
searchers to suggest that perhaps contingency factors such as or-
ganizational culture, structure, management style, or size could
be the culprits. For example, Swan et al. (1999) argued that the
high failure rate associated with ERP could be attributable to
the differences between the organizational culture of the adopt-
ing firms and that of the ERP providers. Evidence in support of
the pertinence of contingency factors is provided in other studies
(Raymond, 1985; Krumbholz et al, 2000; Krumbholz and Maid-
en, 2001; Soh et al., 2000; Davenport, 2000). Again, most of these
researchers focused on ERP implementation (except Raymond,
which discussed firm size and IS success).

Thus, the dearth of research on other aspects of ERP studies
especially in areas relating to the impact of organizational con-
textual or contingency factors at the post-implementation phase
is the motivation for this research. Our primary objective is to ex-
amine the relationships or impact of the contingencies (i.e., size,
structure, and culture on ERP success). Nevertheless, this paper
does not seek to consider the contingency factors in isolation
(Weill and Olson, 1989; Gefen et al., 2000). Rather, this research
is designed to avoid one of the defects of the Contingency Theory
or approach; namely, the assumption of a “‘deterministic model”
(Weill and Olson, 1989). Thus, we examine the interactions be-
tween the main contingencies and organizational IT issues, in-
cluding IT assets and resources. It is critical to consider the mod-
erating roles or interacting effects of organizational IT factors on
ERP success assessment because firms that have been successful
with the software are those that have accepted that ERP acquisi-
tion is not only a business matter but a technological/technical

Summer 2007

matter as well (Davenport, 2000; Willcocks and Sykes, 2000). It
is hoped that this approach will provide useful insights, and that
our conclusions will be beneficial to practitioners and researchers
alike.

BACKGROUND
Contingency Theory and Approach

This study draws from the Contingency Theory developed
by Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), which several researchers have
modified (e.g., Kast and Rosenzweig, 1973; Venkatraman, 1989;
Donaldson, 2001). Among them Donaldson (2001) developed the
structural-contingency theory, and Venkatraman (1989) elaborat-
ed on the conceptualization of “fit”. In essence, the Contingency
Theory posits that organizational effectiveness can result from the
matching of organizational characteristics to contingency factors.
According to Donaldson (2001, p. 7), “any variable that moder-
ates the effect of an organizational characteristic on organization-
al performance” is a contingency. He also noted, “At the abstract
level, the contingency approach says that the effect of one variable
on another depends upon some third variable. . . .” (p. 5). Weill
and Olson (1989) note that IS researchers have traditionally as-
sumed a link between IS success and organizational performance;
thus the conceptualization as used in our study is consistent with
such traditions. That said, Weill and Olson (1989) listed strategy,
structure, size, environment, technology, individual, and task as
the six commonly used contingencies in the literature, and they
noted that organizational performance, in many respects, is often
modeled as the dependent variable. However, this study focuses
on ERP success, which is comparable to but different from orga-
nizational performance. Other researchers (e.g., Scott, 1994) have
studied the relationships between IS effectiveness (success) and
organizational performance. However, there is a salient differ-
ence between the two conceptualizations; namely, organizational
performance is often assessed by monetary returns to the organi-
zation (Scott, 1994; Grover et al., 1996) while ERP success, as
we clarified above, is concerned with the enhancement of organi-
zational effectiveness through the system’s acquisition (Hamilton
and Chervany, 1981; DeLone and McLean, 1992; Gable et al.,
2003).

The suggested operational measures for IS success and orga-
nizational contextual factors developed by Ein-Dor and Segev
(1978) include some of the contingencies listed by Weill and
Olson (1989). As noted above, in this paper, we investigate the
impact of only three main contingency factors for illustration
purposes. Before discussing each of the contingencies as used in
this paper, it is important to emphasize some of the assumptions
in the Contingency Theory or approach that have recently come
under scrutiny and criticism (Schoonhoven, 1981; Weill and Ol-
son, 1989; Venkatraman, 1989). In particular, Weill and Olson
(1989) discuss the shortcomings of the theory by suggesting that
researchers tend to use financial measures to evaluate effective-
ness. They also expressed dissatisfaction with the use of models
that are deterministic. Overall, Weill and Olson (1989) provide
guidelines for researchers wishing to use the theory or approach.
In brief, in this study, financial measures are not operationalized
as the indicator of ERP system success, and we “appreciate the in-
teractions of the various aspects of MIS” (Ibid, p. 79). Essentially,
our research model includes relationships designed to improve the
causal explanation by avoiding a “deterministic model” (i.e., only
the arrows representing a required association are shown and the

Journal of Computer Information Systems 29

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:-owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanw.manaraa.com



effects of other factors are ignored) (Weill and Olson, 1989). The
study by Hong and Kim (2002) provides an example of an ERP
study using the contingency approach where a non-deterministic
model is used to enhance insights. Finally, Venkatraman (1989)
assert that on many occasions, researchers do not verbalize or use
the appropriate statistical analysis for their studies when using
the contingency approach. He provides six paradigms (including
mediation, moderation, etc) to help researchers overcome those
shortcomings. This paper uses moderation in light of the interac-
tions among some of variables operationalized.

Organization or Firm Size

Although many researchers have described firm size differ-
ently (see Laukkanen et al., 2005), they seem to agree that firm
size can be assessed using employee workforce, and/or annual
turnover/sales (Ein-Dor and Segev, 1978). Accordingly, the Eu-
ropean Commission (EC, 2003) defines small and medium-sized
companies as follows. Firms with less than 250 employees and an
annual turnover of less than €50 million are medium-sized firms.
Those with less than 50 employees and an annual turnover of less
than €10 million are small firms. Firms not included in the fore-
going classifications, and with higher values for these two factors,
are labeled “large firms” (Laukkanen et al., 2005).

That said, the literature indicates that firm size is associated
with IS success (Raymond, 1985). Laukkanen et al. (2005, p. 7)
emphatically stated, “Company size, indeed, does matter in ERP
adoption”. Bernroider and Koch (2001) concluded the ERP se-
lection process is different among firms depending on size, and
that smaller firms tend to associate problems with implementa-
tion costs (Buonanno et al., 2005). Laukkanen et al.’s (2005)
findings suggest that small companies experience more knowl-
edge constraints than larger firms during ERP adoption. Mabert
et al. (2003) noted that ERP benefits differ according to firm size.
Sedera et al. (2003a), investigating a comparable theme to our
study, provided evidence to Mabert et al’s study with the confir-
mation that larger firms experience more ERP benefits when com-
pared to smaller firms. However, other studies (e.g., Gremillion,
1984) suggest insignificant relationships between size and IS use
(taken as a surrogate of IS success).

Organizational Culture

Organizational culture can be viewed from different perspec-
tives. According to Kanungo et al. (2001, p.32), “The multiplicity
of terms and concepts associated with organizational culture has
contributed to conceptualizing culture in different ways.” Howev-
er, the work of Schein (1985) and Hofstede (1984) are among the
most cited. According to the former, culture is “a pattern of basic
assumptions — invented, discovered, or developed by a given
group as it learns to cope with its problems of external adaptation
and internal integration — that have worked well enough to be
considered valid. . . .” (p. 9). Likewise, Hofstede (1984) assert
that culture is a way things are done in the business and shared
perceptions, beliefs, symbols, rites and rituals, and myths may be
“taken for granted” in an organization. Following these descrip-
tions, the existing culture in a company may have a bearing on
the way people within it work, deal with others, and adopt and
use technology (Krumbholz and Maiden, 2001). Schein (1985)
describe how organizations can be differentiated using some di-
mensions. These include shared meaning, and embedded skills,
among others. Kanungo et al. (2001) also provide a comprehen-
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sive list of organizational culture assessment instruments. Our
study of the literature for these instruments revealed that shared
beliefs and collaborative, supportive, and cooperative attributes
are pervasive. As noted above, organizational culture has many
views. Here, we concentrated on the aspects relating to shared
norms and values, and supportive, collaborative, and cooperative
behaviors. ERP implementation success, in some respects, is of-
ten reported as related to these issues (Bingi et al., 1999; Esteves
and Pastor, 2001).

As indicated above, the significance of organizational culture
in ERP studies has been noted in the literature. Many researchers
(e.g., Krumbholz et al., 2000; Krumbholz and Maiden, 2001; Soh
et al., 2000) have suggested that the core values in the corporate
culture of adopting firms can cause mismatch problems during
the ERP implementation process and for benefit realization from
such systems (Davenport, 1998; 2000; Kappos, 2000; Jones and
Price, 2001). Likewise, the overall success with ERP may also be
enhanced if there is a match between the culture of the adopting
firm and the underlying logic of the system (Davenport, 1998;
2000; Willcocks and Sykes, 2000; Kumar and van Hillegersberg,
2000).

Organizational Structure

The characteristics of organizational structure (also called
organizational design) can be described in several ways (Mintz-
berg, 1980; Fry, 1982; Daft, 1998; Donaldson, 2001). According
to Daft (1998, p. 15), “Structural dimensions provide labels to
describe the internal characteristics of an organization. They cre-
ate a basis for measuring and comparing organizations.” Morton
and Hu (2004) noted that commonly used structural dimensions
include centralization, specialization, standardization, formaliza-
tion, hierarchy levels, etc. Different researchers tend to use the
dimensions based on research purposes. For example, Morton
and Hu (2004) noted that Fry (1982) used centralization and for-
malization in assessing technology-structure relationships. Don-
aldson (2001) used centralization, specialization, standardization,
and formalization in his Structural-Contingency Theory. Mintz-
berg (1980) classified organizations into five main types, namely,
simple form, machine-bureaucracy, professional bureaucracy,
divisionalized form, and adhocracy. This typology describes
each of the five structures using the aforementioned structural
dimensions. Importantly, in reality, organizations rarely exist in
the distinctive pure forms articulated by Mintzberg (Morton and
Hu, 2004). Our pilot test using them was subsequently revised to
enhance understandability by our participants. Here, we focused
on the following three dimensions: centralization, specialization,
and formalization, which we believed are adequate for assessing
technology-structure relationships (Fry, 1982; Donaldson, 2001).

Centralization refers to the decision-making hierarchy in the
organization. When decisions are kept at the top, an organization
is centralized, whereas in decentralized organizations, decisions
are delegated to lower organizational levels (Daft, 1998). ERP
systems support command and control structure, which may al-
low those at the top of organizational hierarchy profit the most
(Davenport, 1998; 2000; Abdinnour-Helm et al., 2003; Amoako-
Gyampah, 2004). According to Daft (1998), specialization is the
extent to which tasks are subdivided into separate jobs in an orga-
nization. If specialization is extensive, it is likely that each worker
performs a narrow range of work. Formalization is the degree
to which rules and procedures are clearly documented and are
known to all employees. Lee and Kim (1992) discuss the rela-
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tionship between formalization in IS development and IS success.
It is known that ERP systems require disciplined task behavior
among workers in an organization (Strong et al., 2001), and ERP
might be more applicable for firms having distinct and special-
ized functions or tasks. One might argue that the numerous “best
practices”, modules, and procedures in an ERP system could be
exploited effectively were such tasks to be extensively special-
ized (Davenport, 1998; 2000; Strong et al., 2001).

INTERACTING VARIABLES:
ORGANIZATIONAL IT FACTORS OR ISSUES

As previously indicated, the effects or impacts of organiza-
tional IT factors in the assessment of ERP success are critical.
This is seen in the case of firms that have been successful with the
software after accepting the business-technological imperatives
of an ERP acquisition (Davenport, 2000; Willcocks and Sykes,
2000). Here, for illustration purposes, we highlight the interacting
effects of IT assets and resources, which were created from such
measures as the size and value of IT department, IT resources
(budget size), and in-house IT professionals skills in the organi-
zation, on the main contingencies. Essentially, our use of factor
analysis (see below) permitted us to group measures that loaded
together under new names. For example, both IT department’ val-
ue and skills/sophistication of in-house IT staff measures loaded
together, and were referred to as “IT assets”. Next, we briefly
discuss each of the organizational IT contingencies.

IT Assets: IT Staff Expertise and
the Value of the IT Department

Lee and Lee (2004) used the term “IT assets” in describing
the IT infrastructural support consisting of highly competent hu-
man IT assets and strong relationships between IT and business
(in other words, the value of IT to the business). The IT staff’s
quality (i.e., knowledge of technological changes and up-to-date
skills) is cited among the important factors required for IT sys-
tems success in general and for ERP implementation success
in particular (Essex et al., 1998; Esteves and Pastor, 2001; Lee
and Lee, 2004). Several ERP studies (e.g., Holland and Light,
1999; Esteves and Pastor, 2001; Markus and Tanis, 2000; Will-
cocks and Sykes, 2000; Lee and Lee, 2004) have suggested that
the knowledge base or expertise of the in-house IT professionals
must be adequate to ensure success with ERP implementation.
In a recent study Duplaga and Astani (2003) found that “Lack
of in-house expertise in ERP” ranked second on a list of 13 key
ERP implementation factors for 30 US manufacturing firms that
they interviewed. Empirical evidence suggests that IT systems are
more likely to succeed in organizations where general IT skills
and relevant in-house IT expertise exist (Igbaria, 1990; Lee and
Lee, 2004).

There is ongoing skepticism regarding the value that IT depart-
ments give to their organization (Benjamin et al., 1985; Ward and
Peppard, 1999; Willcocks and Sykes, 2000), this can be attributed
to two types of reasoning: 1) the inability of the IT department to
deliver or appreciate business issues, 2) cultural gaps between IT
personnel and other organizational members (Ward and Peppard,
1999; Willcocks and Sykes, 2000). Empirical evidence from the
works of Willcocks and Sykes (2000) indicate that ERP imple-
mentation tends to be more successful when IT departments are
rated highly and are consulted during ERP implementation than
when they are sidelined. Commenting on ERP adaptation strate-
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gies, Ho et al. (2004, p. 247) wrote the “MIS [IT] department
has changed from systems development to IT knowledge con-
sultation.” However, the reality in the context of ERP adoption
is that IT departments tend to have less important roles in ERP
initiatives compared to other departments (Willcocks and Sykes,
2000).

IT Resources: Size of the
IT Department and IT Budget’s Size

The levels of IT resources available to a firm can be gauged
through its IT department’s size and the budgets allocated to
that department. The IT department initially locates itself within
other departments, but as the IT unit matures or the organiza-
tion becomes wealthier, it eventually becomes autonomous
(Choe, 1996; Shields, 2001). Furthermore, as IT systems have
become increasingly valuable to organizations, the IT department
has morphed from its traditional role of supporting back-office
operations to offering competitive advantages (Benjamin et al.,
1985; Raghunathan, 1992). In brief, larger firms tend to have
specialized IT departments, usually with a sizeable number of
workers. This may not be the case, however, with small firms
due to lacking resources (Cragg and King, 1993; Laukkanen
et al., 2005).

Ein-Dor and Segev (1978, p. 1070) posit that “budgeting of
sufficient resources increases the likelihood of MIS success”.
However, Raymond (1990) found no evidence in support of the
proposition. ERP adoption requires huge sums of money, and
evidence tends to support the view that larger firms have more
resources and are capable of allocating resources to IT issues, in-
cluding software maintenance and upgrades, compared to smaller
firms (Cragg and King, 1993; Bernroider and Koch, 2001; Lauk-
kanen et al., 2005). Hunton et al. (2003) suggested that smaller
firms possess fewer resources and are less able to attract resources
compared to larger firms, “thus, large firms can more easily ab-
sorb and withstand ERP implementation costs (p. 170).

ERP SYSTEMS SUCCESS
MEASUREMENT MODEL

Studies on ERP systems success assessment in the IS literature
are beginning to emerge (Gable et al., 2003; Sedera and Gable,
2004). These researchers draw from the IS success evaluation
literature (e.g., DeLone and McLean, 1992). The DeLone and
McLean (D&M) IS success model is widely used and cited (Bal-
lantine et al., 1997). With regard to ERP systems success mea-
surement, Gable and colleagues developed an additive model that
redefines the dimensions in the original D&M IS success model.
Gable and colleagues eliminated (through multi-stage data col-
lection and statistical analysis) the Use and User satisfaction di-
mensions. Arguments against dropping them are also available in
Saarinen (1996) and Seddon (1997). The retained ERP success
dimensions in Gable and colleagues’ model are System Quality
(SQ), Information Quality (1Q), Individual Impact (II), and Or-
ganizational Impact (OI). These four were modeled to form an
overarching construct labeled ERP system success (see Gable
et al., 2003; Sedera et al., 2003a). Ifinedo (2006a) proposed an
extended ERP systems success measurement model. Through lit-
erature reviews and case interviews, two relevant dimensions not
included in the Gable and colleagues model were incorporated,
namely, Vendor/Consultant quality (VQ) and Workgroup Impact
(WI) dimensions.
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Among others, Rousseau (1979) and Bakos (1987) argued that
researchers should consider assessing the impact of IT from dif-
ferent levels, including the workgroup level. Myers et al. (1996),
heeding the call, incorporated the Workgroup Impact (W1) dimen-
sion to the DeLone and McLean model. Importantly, our notion
of “workgroup” encompasses sub-units and/or functional de-
partments of an organization. We contend that the underlying
philosophy of ERP systems (see, Davenport, 1998, 2000; Markus
and Tanis, 2000) lend support to Myers et al.’s conceptual-
ization of IS success measurement. ERP systems are usual-
ly acquired to enhance efficient cross-functional operations
within the adopting organization. Importantly, “interde-
partmental cooperation” and “interdepartmental communi-
cation” ranked 3rd. and 6th. respectively in a study of 22
critical success factors (CSFs) of ERP implementation by
Akkermans and van Helden (2002). Other ERP CSFs stud-
ies have produced comparable analyses (Esteves and Pas-
tor, 2001).

Vendor/Consultant Quality (VQ) is also incorporated
into the Gable and colleagues’ model. Our case study in
seven case companies in Finland and Estonia revealed that
the ERP adopting firms that we interviewed tend to asso-
ciate the overall success of their software with the qual-
ity of services, relationships, and so forth received from
the system’s vendors and consultants (Ifinedo, 2005).
Indeed, Markus and Tanis (2000) highlighted ‘“‘depen-
dence on vendors” as a key issue in ERP implementa-
tions that differentiate these systems from other IT implementa-
tions. Additionally, our study benefited from Ballantine et al.’s
(1997) 3-D model of IS success where technical development
was seen as an important dimension. More importantly, a re-
cent work by Wu and Wang (2005) discussing ERP systems
also recognizes the relevance measures relating to the providers
(e.g., suppliers, vendors, and consultants) as success measures
for the software. Importantly, we grouped both vendors and con-
sultants together because they represent an external source of
expertise to the organization regarding ERP implementation.
Sedera et al. (2003b, p. 1411) found that “consultant and ven-
dor items loaded together yielding a new factor named external
knowledge player.”

The extended ERP success measurement model is illustrated
in Figure 1. Full discussion on the framework is available else-
where in (Ifinedo, 2006a), where each dimension of success was
represented by differing numbers of measures (i.e., there were
45 measures in total). For the purposes of this study, we chose
an equal number (i.e., five) of measures for each dimension. The
Vendor/Consultant Quality had five measures in Ifinedo, (2006a).
In short, the 30 ERP success measures used in this study compare

Vendor/Consultant Quality )
System Quality —

Information Quality ’—D E;}sl: -
Individual Impact ¥  Success
Workgroup Impact —

Organizational Impact .

Figure 1. The Extended ERP Systems Success
Measurement Model
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with 45 measures in Ifinedo (2006a) in terms of reliability (see
Ifinedo, 2006a, and Appendix1), and also compares with the 27
ERP success measures used in other studies (e.g., Sedera et al.,
2004). The 30 measures chosen from the available 45 measures
were the ones that yielded the most favorable loadings on PLS
Graph 3.0 (see discussions below), and had better communalities
in a Principal Component Analysis compared to similar measures
for each dimension (Hair et al., 1998).

IT assets IT resources

ERP
Culture y A 4 » Systems
Success

Structure v P

>(__\

e

Figure 2. The Research Model

STATEMENTS OF HYPOTHESES

Based on the discussion presented in foregoing sections, we
developed our research model in which the three main contin-
gency factors and their interactions with the organizational IT
factors or issues are hypothesized (see Figure 2). The statements
of hypotheses are presented below.

As discussed, the size of a firm may have a bearing on the way
it assesses the success of its ERP software (Bernroider and Koch,
2001; Buonanno et al., 2005; Laukkanen et al., 2005). For exam-
ple, studies (e.g., Mabert et al., 2003; Sedera et al., 2003a) have
shown that larger firms experience more ERP benefits compared
to smaller firms perhaps because of the availability of resources
(Hunton et al., 2003). Thus, we hypothesize:

Hla: There would be a relationship between firm size and
ERP success.

ERP systems implementations, to some extents, benefit from
the supporting assistance provided by in-house IT professionals
(Willcocks and Sykes, 2000; Davenport, 2000; Markus and Tanis,
2000), and it is likely that bigger firms are able to house larger IT
departments (Choe, 1996; Shields, 2001; Hunton et al., 2003). It
is important to clarify that the sorts of skills required for an ERP
implementation are different from other IT systems implementa-
tions (Markus and Tanis, 2000); nonetheless, it may be reason-
able to suggest that firms with larger IT departments might have
increased their prospects of having people with relevant exper-
tise 