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Abstract5

Implementation processes of systems in organizations follow different strategies and one of6

these strategies is to understand the uncertainties associated with the integration of the new7

system into an existing system environment so as to limit any challenges that may arise8

during the system implementation. Systems are implemented to address specific9

organizational needs, that is, activities the organization engages in. This paper explores10

organization information processing theory (OIPT) and activity theory in enterprise resource11

planning (ERP) systems implementation. A framework for the ERP implementation has been12

developed from a conceptual model on the interaction of organizational culture and structure.13

The modified model incorporates the activity theory and the OIPT and provides a formal way14

of bringing on board various interplaying variables in the system implementation process,15

more so for ERP systems.16
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1.0 Introduction21

Implementation processes of systems in organizations follow different strategies. One22

of these strategies is to understand the uncertainties associated with the integration of a new23

system into an existing system. This is so as to limit any challenges that may arise during the24

system implementation. This is well appreciated through the organizational information25

processing theory (OIPT). The topic of OIPT has been discussed widely by different26

researchers, including Chen & Chou (2009), Chou & Chang (2008), Gattiker & Goodhue27

(2005), Premkumar et al (2005) and Karimi et al (2004). The researchers have mainly28

discussed how OIPT helps address environmental considerations and uncertainties in systems29

implementation.30

Gattiker & Goodhue (2005) uses the organizational information processing theory31

(OIPT) to explore uncertainties within an organization with the aim of finding a way of32

mitigating the challenges beforehand. In their application of the theory, Gattiker & Goodhue33
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(2005) describe the uncertainties experienced by organizations as the difference between the34

amount of information required to perform the task and the amount of information already35

passed by the organization. The sources of these uncertainties from the organizational36

perspective include technology, internal contexts and external contexts. Inherently these37

sources can be categorized into two; technological and environmental. The uncertainties can38

be associated with an absence of information, which may lead to acquisition of more data and39

may result in the inability to confidently assign probabilities about how environments will40

affect the success or failure of a decision-making task (Karimi et al. 2004; Milliken 1987;41

Daft & Lengel, 1986). The challenges of reconciling these needs are the sources of inherent42

resistance to system implementation.43

Chou and Chang (2008) indicates that environments are always the main sources of44

information uncertainty, which often impact the process of mission and influence, and the fit45

between organizational process and best practice brought about by enterprise resource46

planning (ERP) systems. In this paper we present a framework for the analysis of the47

environmental uncertainties and then bringing them on board during the system48

implementation indirectly through the development phase of the ERP so as to mitigate the49

challenges that may arise during system implementation by using the OIPT.50

In this paper, section 2 discusses the OIPT and in section 3 we delve into OIPT and its51

application in ERP implementation. In section 4 we discuss activity theory and its application52

in ERP implementation. In section 5 we present a model for the implementation of ERP53

incorporating concepts of activity theory and OIPT, addressing environmental uncertainties.54

We include the application of the model in a university set-up under sub-section 5.1. We55

present our conclusion in section 6.56

57

2.0. Organizational information processing theory (OIPT)58

OIPT posits that resolving uncertainty is the central task in organizational design.59

Previous studies find a lot of factors that impede the connectivity of function and process that60

lead to the uncertainty, such as organizational misfit (i.e. data, process, use) (Soh 2000),61

organizational resistance (Copper & Zmud, 1990), adaptation problems (ERP adaptation, or62

process adaptation) (Hong & Kim, 2002), differentiation among sub-units (Gattiker &63

Goodhue, 2005), and organizational structure (Morton & Qing, 2008).64

OIPT conceptualizes uncertainty as a lack of information about organisational tasks65

and the environment of operation (Gattiker & Goodhue, 2004). The amount and types of66

uncertainty vary across organizations and among individual departments within67
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organizations. Literature states that mechanisms such as hierarchical structures and standard68

operating procedures are appropriate when uncertainty is low, while computerized69

information systems and lateral relations are better choices in high uncertainty situations.70

Therefore, in order to prosper, the organization must match the appropriate mode(s) of71

coordination with its particular uncertainties (Gattiker & Goodhue, 2004).72

Gattiker and Goodhue (2004) have further noted various sources or types of73

environmental uncertainty, including: the characteristics of the self-contained tasks that74

departments must execute (internal context), instability of the external environment,75

interdependence with other sub-units and differentiation among sub-units.76

For the success in the implementation of the ERP, integration and standardization are77

considered as the most critical characteristics of ERP. These are closely related to the78

interdependencies and differentiation between sub-units of an organization as the main79

sources of uncertainties which are internal in context. Theory suggests that greater80

interdependence among organizational departments is associated with greater benefits from81

ERP; on the other hand, differentiation among organizational departments can lead to some82

significant ERP-related costs which are the most direct uncertainties in the implementation of83

ERPs (Gattiker & Goodhue, 2004; Karimi et al 2004).84

In addressing the environmental uncertainty, we look at the complexity of the85

environment and dynamism or the frequency of changes to various environmental variables86

affecting systems implementation from the perspective of interdependencies and87

differentiation. Jones et al (2006) note that individuals operate in an environment of constant88

risk and uncertainty this influences the choices people make. Not only are individuals89

unaware of the outcomes that will result from strategic choices, but they are uncertain of the90

procedures of making choices and are also uncertain about their own preferences and91

procedures for choices they make (Jones et al, 2006).92

In implementing ERPs, it helps to appreciate the conducted factors (CF) as well as93

environmental factors (EF). Chen and Chou (2009) referencing various authors indicates that94

conducted factors (CF) that influence ERP implementation success tend to be internal and95

include, among others, top management support, user support, project team member96

competence, project manager leadership skills, vendor support, consultants competence; level97

of system customization and data quality and post-implementation support for the ERP98

system. On the other hand, Daft and Lengel (1986), Milliken (1987) and Karimi et al. (2004)99

have discussed environmental factors that influence organizational task environments as100

being among others: rapid technological changes, global competitors, unpredictability of101



UNDER PEER REVIEW

4

customer taste, severe regulatory restrictions, shortage of labour or raw materials, relative102

lack of exploitable opportunities and resources.103

Chen and Chou (2009) point out that conducted factors (CF) have the positive104

influence on  coordination improvement and task efficiency while environmental factors (EF)105

have the positive influence on coordination improvement but negative influence on task106

efficiency, coordination improvement, and task efficiency have the positive influence on ERP107

benefits.108

In the context of ERP implementation, there is need to remove any uncertainties that109

relate to ERP implementation. These uncertainties include: the system specifications, user110

requirements, budget (cost) estimates, time to be spent in the system implementation and how111

the system implementation process will affect normal operations of the business. The112

uncertainties need to be addressed at the time of systems planning and is significant,113

especially for large projects such as ERP implementation.114

115

2.1 Interdependence and differentiation factors in OIPT116

2.1.1 Interdependence influence on ERP benefits117

Interdependence describes the degree to which organizational units exchange information or118

materials in order to complete tasks (Wybo & Goodhue, 1995). Interdependence increases the119

need for ‘‘mutual adjustment’’ and decreases the degree to which activities can be pre-120

planned. When interdependence is low, simple coordination modes, like standard operating121

procedures, suffice. However, high interdependence increases the need for a common122

formalized language in order to enable the exchange of information among departments.123

OIPT posits that the benefits of a highly integrated, standardized system, such as ERP, are124

influenced positively by the level of interdependence. That is, the higher the interdependence125

the more the benefits of the system to the users and organisational units.126

Managing interdependence and improving the flow of information across departments127

is a major reason many firms have implemented ERP (Cooke & Peterson, 1998). ERP128

facilitates departments to exchange information and materials. After all, data standards129

eliminate the burden of reconciling or translating information that is inconsistently defined130

across two or more departments. Data standards also do away with data ambiguity. ERP also131

improves the timeliness of information for decision making.132

133

2.1.2 Differentiation influence on ERP costs134
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The costs of a standardized system, such as ERP, increase in proportion to the degree135

of departmental differentiation, which is the uniqueness of tasks, technologies, environment,136

goals, and standard operating procedures across the departments. According to a model137

developed by Goodhue et al. (1992) when an integrated information system is implemented138

across a number of differentiated departments, two types of costs result: design costs and139

compromise costs.140

Designing a single common system to accommodate the diverse needs of departments141

that differ greatly from one another is a difficult and expensive task, compared to designing a142

system for a collection of relatively homogeneous departments and units. These design costs143

include the time and money spent developing a common understanding across very different144

points of view, creating complex information system designs, and sometimes database145

structure redesign. On the other hand, when standardized systems are implemented across146

differentiated departments and units without such complex designs, some departments will147

experience compromise costs. These costs include decreased operational performance or148

decreased data relevance due to one or more departments having to use an information149

system that is not well-tailored to the specialised tasks that the department must execute.150

Hong and Kim (2002) found out that the fit of an organization’s ERP system with its tasks,151

data, and related needs explains a significant amount of the company’s ERP implementation152

success.153

Understanding these two factors, that is, interdependence and differentiation is critical154

for successful implementation of an ERP. In this paper, we explore these factors by applying155

the OIPT.156

157

3.0. Organizational Information Processing Theory and ERP implementation158

Premkumar et al. (2005) note that OIPT identifies three important concepts, that is,159

information processing needs, information processing capability, and the fit between the two160

to obtain optimal performance. Information processing needs portend the user requirements,161

thus addressing the business area the system will be used to solve an organizational need. On162

the other hand the information processing capability addresses the system specifications and163

the features of the system that will make it effective for purposes of solving business164

problems it is expected to address.165

Otieno (2010) points out that the difficulty in ERP implementation in developed166

countries may be exacerbated by the claim that ERP embodies established ways of doing167

business thereby requiring organizations adopting ERP systems to change their business168
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processes to conform to business practices inbuilt in ERP packages. Vendors argue that the169

adoption of these best practices makes the configuring of the software less costly and brings170

about improvement in the organization’s processes. Furthermore, ERP systems are developed171

by vendors who draw on their existing sources of knowledge, resources and norms. These172

would include the developer organization’s own business strategy and prevailing norms about173

what constitutes best practice. The challenge with this approach is that the ERP is developed174

without consideration of the implementation challenges that are environmental in nature. The175

lack of this consideration is considered to be the main source of resistance in the176

implementation of ERP by the users.177

Premkumar et al (2005) further notes with increased information needs, the uncertainty178

can be dealt with by developing buffers to reduce the effect of the uncertainty, and by179

implementing structural mechanisms and information processing capability to enhance the180

information flow and thereby reduce uncertainty. Thus, the establishment of the likely181

uncertainties before the design of the ERP is important for the success of the implementation182

of the ERP.183

Redesign of business processes in organizations and implementation of integrated184

information systems, such as ERPs, is expected to improve information flow and reduce185

uncertainty within organizational units. This strategy can also create better information flow186

between organizations to address the uncertainties in an organization. In this paper, we187

propose the consideration of the uncertainties during the redesigning stage by the application188

of OIPT to evaluate the associated interdependencies and differentiations. By applying the189

OIPT in the ERP implementation an organization needs not to re-organize itself but rather the190

ERP should fit into the organization, thus eliminating any resistance (by users- both191

management and workers) to the system implementation process.192

193

4.0. Activity Theory and ERP implementation194

Activity theory informs systems design through the identification of the actions and195

processes for organizational use. Mursu et al (2007) in their review of the work by Bødker196

(1991) note that Activity Theory is an analytical framework in understanding computer-based197

artefacts as instruments for work activities and materials for systems design for organizations.198

Mursu et al (2007) also notes that Activity Theory is a philosophical and cross-disciplinary199

framework for studying different forms of human practices as development processes, with200

both individual and social levels interlinked at the same time in reference to work by Kuutti201

(1996). The salient features of the two perspectives imply that the ERP should address both202
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the interactions between the human activities and the elements that form the ERP (the203

artefacts). The social context addressed by the Activity Theory is centric to the understanding204

of the key human practices that are to be considered in the implementation of the ERPs.205

Wenger (1999) describes these human practices as a community of practices. These206

communities of practices will inform the artefacts that are to be used in the design and207

actualization of the ERP. Thus systems should not imposed on users but should be negotiated208

implementations so that the artefacts are derived from the activities of the community, that is209

the users.210

Since the activity theory emphasizes on work-oriented and participatory approaches to211

information systems development designs, we draw our framework for the ERPs212

implementation by not creating a method or methodology, but rather we collect usable213

methods under the activity-philosophical approach by creating an activity-philosophical214

model. This in effect will give individual institutions an opportunity to apply the proposed215

framework of designing ERPs that take care of the prevailing circumstances and hence216

eliminate the potential user resistance to ERP implementation.217

Activity theory underpins the need to have an all inclusive approach in developing an218

information system. Korpela et al (2004) note that there is need for an analytical model for219

work-oriented information system design that considers the requirement that what people are220

doing in their everyday tasks and duties should have an opportunity to make an impact on the221

prospective information systems an organization may be implementing. Korpela et al (2004)222

further propose that when designing an information system from the worker’s perspective,223

the following be considered: start with the work activity as a systemic entity; see the224

technology, including computer-based technology, as a tool to facilitate work, embedded in225

the work system; take into account both collective and individual aspects of work; and study226

the work systems in their organizational context.227

The analytical model for the ERP implementation must be applicable to both228

technological development by software and information system professionals and the229

development of work practice itself by the workers.230

231

5.0. Framework for the implementation of ERP232

The proposed framework is anchored on the understanding that ERP implementation for any233

organization should take into consideration organizational culture and structure.234

Organizational culture explains people’s ways of behaving as exemplified by the235

organizational structure which includes the rules, programmes and operating procedures. The236
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organizational structure equally defines the practices as indicated by the Activity Theory;237

which defines the processes through the practices. There is, therefore, need to direct the ERP238

implementation to the information processing needs (IPN) and information processing239

capability (IPC). This is to ensure the organization attains a fit between the IPN and IPC for240

successful system implementation process.241
Gattiker and Goodhue (2005) indicate that ERP systems are a class of information processing242

mechanisms aimed at reducing uncertainty by either providing compatibility among stand-alone243
systems or fostering exchange of information between the departments within the hierarchical244

structure. Through OIPT, the assessment of organizational uncertainties in relation to the245

structure is made possible. For instance, if the information-processing capacity of the existing246

structure does not support the information-processing requirements (explained by OIPT),247

employees can refer the uncertainties to upper levels of the hierarchy (structure) for decision-248

making or further direction. This is so because in any hierarchy, it is expected that the higher249

levels of the organization have more access to detailed and organization-wide information for250

decision making than the lower levels, who may not be decision makers.251
Uncertainty is associated with insufficient information, leading to inability to confidently252

predict probabilities of how environments will affect the success or failure of a decision-making task.253

For instance, the information processing needs of an organization are shaped by the254

relationship between organizational culture and its structures. Therefore, if the information-255

processing capacity of the existing organizational structure as identified by OIPT is not high256

enough to accommodate the information-processing requirements, there is an escalation of257

uncertainties by the employees to upper levels of the structure. An organization is assumed to258

be effective if there is a fit between information processing capacity and information259

processing requirements of its environment (Wald, 2009). This gives credence to the need for260

organizations to implement ERPs that accommodate the organizational structure and culture261

so as to reduce uncertainties. The net effect will be improved information processing262

capabilities of the ERPs which will address the increased information processing263

requirements across departments.264

Li, Fellows and Liu (2008) developed a model (figure 1) that attempts to address the265

uncertainty issues associated with the ERP implementations. In the model, they offer266

explanations on the interaction between organizational culture and organizational structure.267

In the model, a close relationship is established between organizational structure and culture268

whereby the organizational structure modifies organizational culture while organizational269

culture determines the organizational structure. By understanding the organization structure270
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the interdependencies and differentiation characteristics cannot fully be established. We thus271

propose a modification to the conceptual model presented by Li, Fellows and Liu (2008) to272

include the OIPT and activity theory concepts as presented in the model figure 2.273

274
Figure 1: A conceptual model on the interaction of organizational culture and organizational275

structure (from Li, Y. I. H. Fellows, R. and Liu, A.M. M. (2008)276

As indicated in section 3 above, when an ERP is not a good fit for an organizational277

unit’s unique business processes, processing capability is likely be compromised and when278

differentiation between units is greater, it is unlikely that an ERP which standardizes279

processes between units will meet all the unit’s needs equally well. Organizational managers280

therefore need to appreciate the information processing needs of their businesses and measure281

against the capabilities of the ERP solution to be implemented.282

283
284
285
286
287
288
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Figure 2: Modified Li, Y. I. H. Fellows, R. and Liu, A.M. M. (2008) model for successful308

implementation of ERPs309

From the figure above, inputs to the ERP system selection for implementation include310

policies of the institution, the strategic plan, ICT action plan and ICT infrastructure that may311

already be in use. In the transformation process, the OIPT and activity theory concepts come312

to play. Activity theory influences the behavior of people, their performance of work, and313

their interactions in system implementation process. On the other hand, OIPT concepts314

influence the interdependence of the systems and users as well as the differentiation. In the315

end the OIPT and activity theory impact on the output shown here as desirable characteristics316

of ERPs. These characteristics include resource optimization, system integration, flexibility,317

and adaptability.318

The integration of OIPT in ERP implementation can significantly modify the319

organizational structure to form a new culture, especially where a standard solution like ERP320

is implemented and staffs are directly involved in the system implementation which321

effectively reduces the uncertainties associated with the ERP implementation. ERP322
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implementation can bring about new ways of working that can equally lead to modification of323

the structure, inevitably leading to a flat organization structure as opposed to a tall324

hierarchical structure. This is because the ERP allows workers to access information stored in325

large databases that cuts across departments.326

327

5.1 Application of the proposed ERP implementation strategy in a university set up328

For purposes of informing the practice of systems implementation, the OIPT helps329

bring forth the needs to ensure capabilities of systems being implemented are well330

appreciated by the implementers and that the user needs are fully addressed by the solutions331

proposed. To illustrate on the applicability of the proposed model, a University set-up is332

considered as it presents an environment in which the various components of the OIPT and333

Activity Theory are easily identifiable.334

Cornelius (2007) and Pollock and Cornford (2004) note that an ERP for a university335

should be implemented on the strength of the modules in it that should facilitate information336

processing covering students administration (admissions, examinations, fees management,337

course materials management); staff management (human resources functions, welfare) and338

resources management (finances, motor vehicles, classrooms, and related facilities). Rico339

(2004) points out that a good ERP for the university set-up should facilitate easy and quick340

access to students and staff records and should facilitate administration to serve both students341

and staff efficiently.342

In applying the proposed model in the university as pointed out by Rico (2004), it is343

expected that organizational culture, structure, community of practices and existing ICT344

infrastructure will form important input to the process of procuring and implementing of an345

organizational ERP. The organization structure, activities to be supported by the system, and346

the organizational information processing needs form the basis for selection of the ERP. If347

the process is well managed, then the implementation will be effective and the ERP will lead348

to important outcomes including resource optimization, integration of business processes,349

greater flexibility in operations, and optimal adaptability of the business to the operating350

environment.351

In a university, the application of the model will assist in the identification and352

alignment of the various interplaying variables as indicated by Cornelius (2007) and Pollock353

and Cornford (2004). For instance, the use of OIPT will assist in the identification of the354

components of ERPs that are in tandem with the culture and structure of the organization.355

Some of the components like system values, language within the institution, the legal356
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systems, meaning attached to every action which are critical for system implementation are357

easily identified. These identified cultural components by the OIPT will define the inputs that358

will be taken considered by the ERP. By applying the Activity Theory the activities that359

influence the processes based on the cultural and structural components as formulated by the360

OIPT is established. Activities like student administration, staff and resource management are361

aligned with beliefs of the recipient and a hybrid output (processes and input) that represents362

the desire of all parties in achieved.363

Through the application of the proposed model in ERP implementation the users of the364

ERP will identify with the system through the identified inputs that reflect on their beliefs.365

The process alignment with the input which occurs through the Activity Theory will further366

enhance harmony between the users and the systems.367

368

6.0. Conclusion369

Information processing requirements and interactions of the various characteristics of370

an organization are critical components for systems to be implemented successively in any371

organization. By the application of the OIPT the ERP designers and implementers are in a372

position to establish the organization requirements to be addressed by the system. The373

activity theory on the other hand is used to establish the work-oriented and participatory374

approaches to information systems development designs, so as to bring into the system375

inclusiveness and hence minimize the chances of ERPs implementation resistance by376

workers.377

By applying the proposed model it is anticipated that a balance between input and378

process while having the user as the central element will promote acceptance of the ERP379

implementation. Whereas the paper has looked at culture and structure at organizational level,380

we consider that current organizational models have departmental cultures and structures that381

contribute to organization-wide processes. Further analysis of the effects of departmental382

cultural factors on the unit/departmental processes needs to be investigated on how they383

affect the implementation at the departmental level.384

385



UNDER PEER REVIEW

13

References386
Akgün, A., J. Byrne, G. Lynn, et al. (2007). "New product development in turbulent environments:387

Impact of improvisation and unlearning on new product performance." Journal of388
Engineering and Technology Management 24(3): 203-230.389

390
Bødker, S. (1991). Activity theory as a challenge to systems design, in H. E. Nissen, H. Klein and R.391

Hirscheim (eds.), Information systems research: contemporary approaches and emergent392
traditions, (pp. 551-564), Amsterdam: Elsevier.393

394
Chen, C and Chou, S. W. (2009). “The environmental factors and conducted factors that influence the395

ERP (enterprise resource planning) benefits.” Pacific Asia Conference on Information396
Systems (PACIS). PACIS 2009 Proceedings Association for Information Systems.397

398
Chou, S. W., and Chang, Y. U. (2008). “The implementation factors that influence the ERP399

(enterprise resource planning) benefits,” Decision Support Systems, 46: 149–157400
401

Cooke, D.P. and Peterson, W.J. (1998). SAP implementation strategies and results, Conference402
Board, Research Report.403

404
Copper, R.B., and Zmud, R.W. (1990). “Information technology implementation research: a405

technological diffusion approach,” Management Science, 36 (2): 123–139.406
407

Cornelius, E.T (2007). Seven Steps in the ERP Process: An Overview of the Higher Ed ERP Journey.408
http://www.collegiateproject.com accessed 23rd February 2012409

410
Daft, R.L.&  Lengel,  R.H., (1986). Organizational information requirements, media richness and411

structural design. Management Science 32, 1986, pp. 554–571.412
413

Egelhoff, W. G. (1991), Information-processing theory and the Multinational Enterprise, Journal of414
International Business Studies 22, 341-368.415

416
Gattiker, T. F., & Goodhue, D. L. (2005). What happens after ERP implementation: Understanding417

the impact of inter-dependence and differentiation on plant-level outcomes. MIS Quarterly,418
29(3), 559-585.419

420
Gattiker, T. F., & Goodhue, D. L. (2004). Understanding the local-level costs and benefits of ERP421

through organizational information processing theory. Information & Management 41; 431–422
443423

424
Goodhue, D.L., Wybo, M.D. and Kirsch,L.J. (1992). The impact of data integration on the costs and425

benefits of information systems, MIS Quarterly 16, pp. 293–311.426
427

Hong, K. K. and Kim, Y. G. (2002). “The Critical Success Factors for ERP Implementation: An428
Organizational Fit Perspective,” Information and Management, 40: 25-40.429

430
Jones, B. D., Boushey, G., and Workman, S. (2006) Behavioral Rationality and the Policy Processes:431

Toward A New Model of Organizational Information Processing on432
http://www.princeton.edu/~smeunier/JonesBousheyWorkman.pdf433

434
Karimi, J., Somers, T. M., and Gupta, Y. P. (2004), “Impact of Environmental Uncertainty and Task435

Characteristics on User Satisfaction with Data,” Information Systems Research, 15(2),436
pp175-193.437

438
Korpela M, Mursu A, Soriyan A, Eerola A, Häkkinen H & Toivanen M (2004), I.S. research and439

development by activity analysis and development - dead horse or the next wave? In Kaplan B.,440
Truex III D., Wastell D., Wood-Harper A.T. and DeGross J.I. (eds.), Information systems441
research – relevant theory and informed practice, (pp. 453-471), Boston: Kluwer Academic.442

443



UNDER PEER REVIEW

14

Kuutti K. (1996). Activity theory as a potential framework for human-computer interaction research,444
in Nardi (ed.), Context and consciousness: activity theory and human-Computer interaction,445
(pp. 17-44), Cambridge: MIT Press.446

447
Li, Y. I. H. and Liu, A. M. M. (2007) “Impact of culture on organizational structure and448

effectiveness.” Collection of thesis for the Academic Forum for Management Science and449
Engineering, Tianjin, October 2007, 33-42.450

451
Li, Y. I. H., Fellows, R. and Liu, A.M. M. (2008). Application of Information Processing Theory on452

the Inter-Relationship of Organizational Culture and Organizational Structure.453
International Conference on Multi-National Construction Projects- “Securing high454
Performance through Cultural awareness and Dispute Avoidance”, Shanghai, China.455
November 21-23, 2008456

457
Markus, M.L. & Tanis, C. (2000), ‘The Enterprise Systems Experience - From Adoption to Success’,458

in Framing the Domains of IT Management: Projecting the Future through the Past, ed.459
RW Zmud , Pinnaflex Publishing, Cincinnati, OH, pp.173-207.460

461
Morton, N. A. and Qing, H. (2008). “Implication of the fit between organizational structure and ERP:462

A structural contingency theory perspective,” International Journal of Information463
Management, 28: 391-402.464

465
Mursu A., Luukkonen I., Toiranen M., Korpela M. (2007). Activity Theory in Information Systems466

Research and Practice: Theoretical Underpinning for an Information System Development467
Model. IRInformationResearch Vol.12 (3)468

Otieno, J.O. (2010). Enterprise Resource Planning Systems Implementation and Upgrade: A Kenyan469
Study. Unpublished PhD thesis, Middlesex University, UK470

471
Pollock, N. and Cornford, J. (2004). "ERP systems and the university as a “unique” organisation",472

Information Technology & People, Vol. 17 Issue: 1.473
474

Premkumar, G.; Ramamurthy, K.; and Saunders, C. S. (2005). “Information Processing View of Fit in475
the Context of Interorganizational Relationships.” Journal of Management Information476
Systems 22, 257-294.477

478
Rico, D.F. (2004). “ERP in Higher Education” [online] http:// www.davidfrico.com accessed 23rd479

February 2012480
481

Soh, C., & Sia, S.K. (2004) "An institutional perspective on sources of ERP package-organisation482
misalignments," Special issue "Understanding the Contextual Influences on Enterprise483
System Design, Implementation, Use and Evaluation" (13:4), pp 375-397.484

485
Soh, C., Kien, S. S., and Tay-Yap, J. (2000). “Cultural Fits and Misfits: Is ERP a Universal Solution,”486

Communications of the ACM 43(4): 47-51.487
488

Wald, A. (2009). “A Micro-level approach to Organizational Information Processing.” Schmalenbach489
Business Review. 61 July 2009 270-289490

491
Wenger, E. (1999). Communities of Practice: Learning, meaning and identity. Cambridge University492

Press.493
494

Wybo, M.D., & Goodhue, D.L. (1995). Using interdependence as a predictor of data standards:495
theoretical and measurement issues, Information and Management 29, pp. 317–328.496


