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ABSTRACT

One of the larger types of investments in Western companies the pastaseheen enterprise sys-
tems acquisition and implementation — typically promoted as making the entenprisefficient. But
such projects are often part of power struggles concerning preferred busigesand management
principles, struggles often not openly discussed in the organisationss larticie, | examine attitudes
to enterprise systems and examples of implementations, to expose ngaenhgeptions of business
logic and management control. Perspectives presented by enterpresmsysbviders, and in case
studies, serve as illustrations and material for analysis. The exam@eksaussed in terms of
change management and competing business logics, resulting in a suggestion for arhappeoac
terprise systems ventures that acknowledges political dimensions.

Keywords: Socio-technical chang€hange management, Organisational cha@bange prac-
tice, Change stories

The basic idea — and the attraction — of the enterprise slistein standardisation, coordination and
overview. The enterprise system concept does not primarily duppal practices, variation and in-
dependence within an enterprise. Standardisation, coordination asdatr@ency are words that have
held a strong positive connotation at least since the 1990s. Tdésnisnstrated by the strong interest
in business process mapping; ISO 9000; ISO 14000; ISO 26000; stredegruence; rationalisation;
core business; concentration; synergies — the list can easktdreded. Simultaneously, the IT devel-
opment has been rapid and use of IT has been viewed as desiltdeidable. The "digital divide”
has been depicted as a problem — not keeping abreast with diegdlopment makes you fall behind,
and creates or cements an economic and social lower class. Maognisations use modern IT, and
enterprise systems (like SAP, People Soft and Lawson) isfaie large classes of use of IT that an
organisation is expected to exhibit in order to be viewed as mo8likithis makes it easy to depict
resistance to an enterprise system implementation as old+ashireactionary or subversive. Big
facto an enterprise systems venture can be a political tableirstruggle for dominance between ad-
herents of different business logics. Those who view localnbssimanship, decentralisation, cus-
tomer adaptation, empowerment, etc, as the important and legitbaate values can find them
threatened by an enterprise systems venture. And those who tiegtdhe business logic in the direc-
tion of standardisation, benchmarking, synergies,agin view the enterprise system as an attraaliye

In this article, | critically examine attitudes to enter@riystems and examples of implementations,
to expose the underlying conceptions of business logic and marrggmnéol, and derive a possibly
more fruitful approach to conducting enterprise systems ventusging with perspectives presented
by enterprise systems providers, | then turn to academic literatless problematised and more criti-
cal case studies on enterprise systems ventures, and waltirgisategy, IT, and change management.
Then follows a discussion of the examples on the basis of compeisigess logics, power and con-

trol, concluding with a more nuanced approach to enterprise systems sehtunréhe provider view.
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ENTERPRISE SYSTEMS PROVIDER PERSPECTIVES

If we study the websites of enterprise systems provideedjamal image of systems appears. We en-
counter words such as cost-efficient, standardisation, sdtisfistomers, development in collabora-
tion with customers, and component-based. Standardisation is berfefidia customer: it protects
the customer from being locked in, and it enables flexibilitan&ardisation enables the customer to
adjust the systems support to meet changed customer demanddjoreguiaarket conditions, and
other unanticipated changes. On their websites, in addition to miestsi of the product, their phi-
losophy and approach, the providers present brief customer casaswih the customer’s project
manager as narrator or stated source. Below, | provide exafrgpiesarge enterprise systems provid-
ers’ websites: three with Swedish roots and one with Gernfanfiist is a bit more comprehensive,
the following ones briefer, mainly presenting similarities and diffege in comparison with the first.
IFS Presentations
At the IFS webpages, we meet statements of modern sydmrakpment principles. Not only the
English texts, but also the Swedish ones are heavily lacadBniylish trendy concepts: IFS applica-
tions build on SOA (Service Oriented Architecture) for @ased user friendliness, lower TCO (Total
Cost of Ownership) and easier upgrades. The design of the emtesysiem enables easy integration
with the best systems on the market for POS (Point of Sa$#t register and related systems), WMS
(Warehouse Management Systems) and all types of handheld tsrniihel enterprise system has
multi-site functionality, which reduces the risk of errors ammection with planning, and simultane-
ously it enables increased efficiency in the supply chain and decreased lesthtioughout the value
chain. The consistent focus on open standards results in costréféinterprise systems, both because
it facilitates IFS’ systems development and recruiting o$qenel, and because it facilitates the inter-
face between IFS applications and the customers’ existing Holpmrand helps the customer avoid
lock-in to one provider. IFS strives for long-term, close @ugtr collaboration by being an efficient,
committed and businesslike partner, not by locking the custtamgroprietary technical solutions.
The importance of the systems abgapearingmodern is specifically stated: “You need to reach the
iPod generation. You need to give them tools that they want and that appeai.to the

It is pointed out that the enterprise system is not onlgnieally efficient and modern, it is also
based on considerable business experience: “IFS Applicationsh& redult of more than 750,000
hours of development, many of them in collaboration with our custotrieis user-friendly and eco-
nomical by “not only providing numerous business functions, but also antsdace that increases
employee productivity.” Also the customer mini-cases promote thgédnof the efficient, integrated,

transparent information processing, In the quotation below, | have highlighteckegmiords.
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DEBUT - Consolidation of All Information into One System: Debut implemented IFS Applications for
Service Management &fficiently managé¢he contract. IFS is a complete solution desigoetelp service
organizations with processes such as all managersentice order handling, reactive and preventive
maintenance, contract management, resource plantugigtics, and service analysis. IFS Applications
consolidates all project information inbme comprehensive systgmoviding the 800 Debut project users
with total visibility. “IFS Applications hadinked the Delivery Sites togetheso thatall project members
and the customer can check how the project is gairamy time Due to the open and component-based ar-
chitecture, Debut has not had to deploy any majdifications to the application,” adds Brendan \&gg
(Debut’s Business Application Support Manager).

Thus, the integration enables efficient management and comttbtha transparency (total visibility)
is entirely beneficial. This tone is repeated in both IFS’ and other providestenger cases. The prob-
lem that is sometimes raised is that implementation d¢antitme away from the regular work, and can
add pressure on the employees.
Lawson Presentations
The tone is similar at the competitor Lawson: “Why Lawsor@aBise simpler is better.” They claim
to help enterprises streamline their processes, reduceacasteecome more efficient, and simultane-
ously more flexible. Again, we meet the idea that the sys$ebuilt on open standards and widely
used technology in order to simplify and to increase flexibiBtYA, easily integrated Java solutions,
and compatibility with the customer’s other solutions, provide sdwetal Cost of Ownership. Like
on the IFS web, the focus is not singularly technical. Lawson prefmsgness consulting in a stan-
dardising spirit: "The solutions, in combination with our profesdi@@avices, support enterprises
throughout the product life cycle by focussing on best practice and delivating'v
IBS Presentations
When moving on to IBS, we again meet claims of delivering solstioat support companies in mak-
ing their business processes more efficient. These procesdedei everything from procurement,
customer service, order management, manufacturingntory management and business performance
measurement, to financial control. IBS offers open systens fiomber of popular operating systems.
But IBS claims not to compete mainly on software: ‘aVdifferentiates IBS from many other providers
is that we are a total solution provider. We can offeryglierg that is needed in an enterprise system:
software, consulting, hardware and infrastructure, and finariciigs way, they want to help im-
prove business processes and deliver measurable valupoibied out that the staff has both a wide
experience in business, systems development arehtlthat 80% hold a university degree. The texts
emphasise that it all revolves around being abélapt to what works for managers and employees at a
local level. But this is not in contradiction to standardisgtintegration and transparency: “Yet, de-
spite cultural differences, everyone can still share common valuesaaddos the same platform.”
SAP Presentations
The fourth, and last, example is from the giant in this fiSWP. Integration is again a central word,
but here, the enterprise system is even more in focus: “$¥Pdelivers a comprehensive set of inte-
3
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grated, cross-functional business processes.” and “With SA&mM®&ss Suite, your company can im-
prove the strategic alignment and efficiencies of findnbiaman capital, and operational processes.”
Measuring and evaluation are also central: "Gain deep visibilibyyour organization with financial
and management accounting functionality combined with businessiesidlgind “Link employees'
performance to compensation programs such as variable pay plaleg#tdrm incentives.” Here,
the use of wide-spread, open standards is not a selling potherRée proprietary technological in-
novations are presented as one of SAP’s strengths. Butishstit an emphasis omoderntechnol-
ogy, and also in SAP’s descriptions, the catchword SOA (Service-QtiAntkitecture) appears.

SAP, too, claims to reduce the customer’s total cost. But heres this {0 be achieved by easy in-
tegration with the customer’s existing IT portfolio, or withngponents from niche providers. Here,
the need for expensive integration is eliminated by relyimtusively on SAP’s "comprehensive set of
integrated, cross-functional business processetimised right from the start. The system can biwv-de
ered with pre-configured, industry-specific paramettinggs. For example, standardised work processes
and best practices will result in efficient HRM and gtiemce with regulations. Interestingly enough, this
business process standardisation is said to prak@dasis for sustainable competitive advantage an
profitable growth. Tightly integrated business sses and increased transparency and accessredsusi
information will lead to a superior flexibility, enabling the customer totmee business challenges.

Concurrently with this strong emphasis on standards and bestesadliey claim that the system
can support the individual’s needs through tailored views, indivithgalsures and indicators. But the
belief in centralised management is strong. The customereaith success because the concepts and
the software package will free skilled accountants and stisalsom routine chores and provide them
the possibility to create more value by providing the basistfategic action through improved in-
sight in the operations and understanding of what generates value and drfpraneial results.
Observations from the Provider Presentations
Generally, the presentations claim that the technicalisnfuare modern and cost-efficient, at least in
a lifecycle perspective. All the providers talk about redyce lowest, Total Cost of Ownership. All
the providers also promise to help achieve efficiency amdbility — without any notion that these
two could be incompatible. To some extent, the results will bieeaed by adjusting to the individual
or to specific customer demands. But mainly, the desirable £fieetto be reached through standardi-
sation, integration, access to data and compatibility, a traargpawhere “everyone” can reach “eve-
rything”. However, SAP distinguish themselves by emphasisingotheof skilled accountants in cap-
turing the improvement possibilities: "the SAP ERP Finanaalsition empowers your finance de-
partment to transform its role into that of a strategicrimssi partner — providing the critical business

insight your organization needs to improve financial performanceré,Heentralisation includes
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where the analyses are made, not just the provision of a cedealned, optimised information sys-
tems architecture. The smaller providers note how thehitacture and development principles re-
duce the customer’s risk of being locked in to a single providgraables the integration of compo-
nents from different providers into a functioning, enterprisgevgystem. The dominant SAP, on the
other hand, declares the advantages of relying solely on their tegdution for efficient and com-
petitive business operation. The smaller ones thus attempt towpdemselves as providers of adap-
tive enterprise systems, while SAP emphasises the advantaayesrafolling enterprise system.

It is also notable how the providers mainly provide positive @natf enterprise systems projects.
They do not point out the potential conflicts in the companies anguine systems. Extra work re-
quired during the implementation project and the go-live is somastmentioned, but not outright
conflicts. That there can actually be people who believe iti,ssHf-governing units ahead of a large,
coordinated whole; who view far-reaching local adaptations,tantardisation, as the ideal — that is
not part of the business world the providers describe. Nor do they raise the pairdliaatd database
and the possibility to access data vertically and horizonitaltiie organisation is not just efficiency-
enhancing, but could also enable a degree of scrutiny and evaluation thavzameokeas threatening.

OTHER SOURCES ON ENTERPRISE SYSTEMS PROJECTS AND USE

Why should we want to install enterprise systems? Oneisdbat some infrastructure for administra-
tive data processing is needed in a contemporary organisationp®énkause is not a differentiator
for the organisation, or provides strategic advantages, daég entail costs and risks. In an article in
HBR in 2003, the journalist Carr proposed that IT lacks strategportance. The article sparked a
debate, not only in that journal, but also in traditional media, on biodgjsiness and in academia.
Innovative IT systems can not provide sustainable competitivantage. Experimenting can be ex-
pensive and costly, and good ideas will quickly be copied by conmgetat to say no to IT support
does not work; the infrastructure is needed. The wise company sheunldnit the risks and costs of
the IT support they need. Those who believe in this line of reasoninlyl Semk a cost-efficient, tried
and stable solution that provides for the organisation’s needtructured information processing.
Business systems providers claim to be able to deliver thisnangl IT managers join in and testify
that, according to them, the promises have been fulfilled.

Carr's opponents maintained that it is the use of IT, ratherlthin itself, that is difficult to mas-
ter. The use depends both on training and on organisational routines and values thiamngkine to
develop, and that, according to the strategy researchers Zamd®yut, among others, are more suc-
cessfully transferred within an organisation than copied ltweganisations, partly because of the
sense of identity that can be developed in a firm, making peopiiegwto share for the sake of the

group, even when the individual does not get immediate compensatimie(Z&a Kogut 1995; Kogut
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& Zander 1996). The providers could be seen as exploiting both sideis dibate when they claim
to be able to offer a standardised, communication-enhancing ITaspliit with the flexibility to
meet changing demands. The combination of standardisation and flexilililienable the adopters to
become competitive. The apparent paradox in promising sustainabpetiore advantage by offer-
ing standardised solutions would then be resolved, because staatiandenhances efficiency, while
flexibility allows each organisation to (further) develop distinctiveness. "Best business practice”
serves as a starting point by bringing the buyer up to theesfigifrontier. The flexibility then allows
those adopters who well understand to use it, to stay at theoftraihd to differentiate from other
successful companies. The line of argument is logical, although pedtagrgtinely convincing.

In the academic literature, there is no shortage of astadscribing successful enterprise systems
implementations, mainly relying on the proponents’ accounts, andthiikeustomer cases provided
by the systems providers, without suggesting that the eis@igyrstems ventures were anything more
than a part of an effort to increase efficiency (e.g., YusuhaSekaran & Abthorpe 2004; Markus,
Axline, Petrie & Tanis 2000). Problems in the projects are tepias of a technical or training char-
acter, not as due to differences in views regarding the goal, walile, of the enterprise systems ven-
ture. But there are also articles that expose the cortfittgeen business logic or management ideals,
conflicts wherein enterprise systems ventures play a conuaeteand where the IT venture’s image
as a modern, efficient business aid is an asset to its proponetits.Jame time, opponents to change
can formulate their resistance as criticism of the entermystem, rather than openly question the
underlying governance ideals. Below, | provide four examples from diffeeetdrs of society.

In the IT enthusiasm at the turn of the millennium, a webéasgerprise system was meant to
support the development of a more co-ordinated and network-basedsatiganin the outdoor activ-
ity NPO Friluftsframjandet (Westelius 2006a). The idea was to develop a standardi$ecdhe
package in collaboration with a software company. The informayisters would facilitate communi-
cation within each type of activity and across existing orgaaisatunits, in addition to supporting
communication according to the traditional organisational struciirese who saw the system’s po-
tential in improving the information exchange between particgpant activity leaders, viewed the
lack of interest in many parts of the organisation as scepticism t®Werdechnology. This interpreta-
tion was supported by the criticism of the enterprise systeivedad by opponents to the organisa-
tional change. The technology criticism also derived fuel anagsférom the slow development of the
application at a time when development of web applications ietyosias vivid and constantly pro-
vided new points of reference, gradually making the Friluftsframjanbdication appear outdated.

Even though the average utilisation of the application was lospnme parts of the organisation

the system soon became a prerequisite for the operations. difeese where the web application
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really was adopted, were ones where networked organisingbgdéledeaders and participants clear
advantages as compared with a traditional, geographical sajani. But due to these successes, the
application could also be experienced as a clear threat to the establdsgred or

In an ABB company the enterprise system project was complicated by its supparhew, cen-
tralised management concept and impeded the existing, infofixiab" culture. This cultural shift
was not fully anchored, and the impact the enterprise syistpiementation would have on daily
work did not become apparent to the employees until the go-live. Diecjpmanager did not have
the authority to force compliance with the new management conogpth@ opponents, even at high
management levels, undermined the venture by supits a mere computer project (Askenads 2000).

In BT Industries, an enterprise systems project was employed in the &ffoeorient the previ-
ously very independent European companies, forming a more homogenousaBudofigion. The
design of the project as a strategic partnership betwekassical industrial enterprise and a growing
enterprise systems provider was also, by some of the proponiemied as a signal to the business
world and potential employees that BT Europe was modern and cammpéee business processes
were so good that an enterprise systems provider would use sttt model for a new set of system
components. The development work came to be far larger and moptegattman either party had
envisaged, partly due to technical challenges, partly becausketie favouring local customer adap-
tations and local self-determination were still strong in BT Industries.

Many years later, when the installation of the systemlfirc@me to an end, the European division
had a far more uniform platform for administrative data psingsthan previously. But the compro-
mises between the proponents for standardisation and for local adaptatiorutiad nesolutions that
certainly did not sum up to one, integrated division from an entergystem perspective. On the one
hand, the platform and the experiences of the potential and congrigati coordination and stan-
dardisation came to form the basis for more delimited and oleagly successful enterprise systems-
based ventures with a coordinating ambition. On the other hand, the ouaand complicated ven-
ture meant that already by the time the project ended, newstong of the enterprise system were
available on the market. But the effort and energy spent, atttkahegotiations required in the pro-
ject, made the coordination proponents hesitate to propose an upgjgae that could result in more
coordination and standardisation. It took many years, and organisatiimed than IT-supported ef-
forts, to create a more coordinated organisation, with more convédgafs, before the division man-
agement judged the time was ripe for the next, large enterprisensystep (Westelius 2006b).

A fourth example comes from a university setting. In 1@86American lvy League university
brought in a vice president from the business world with the onigsi give the university a modern

administrative infrastructure, and prepare it for the agmillennium. A part of this was to not listen to

-
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university grassroots knowledge, but instead bring in what heasavest business practice amassed
and encoded by Oracle in their enterprise systdns. Would be quicker than bespoke system develop-
ment. Oracle saw the possibility of a new business segment and entesteigicspartnership with the
university to jointly develop an industry-specific solution for higher atian (Scott & Wagner 2003).
The idea grew stronger in society that bespoke systems shealevgy to standard systems, and

also within the university comments like the following wiseeoming the norm rather than exceptions:

We all know thatnobody builds their own systems anymoiejust isn’t an option-ffe is too confusing
now, so why reinvent the whé&e{p301)

In addition, the notion that it is the development in societydbt# the rules, also for renowned uni-

versities, was gaining ground:

There is what | calthe osmosis factorthe osmosis factor was that in the old-days ifdic nothing—
nothing happenedlhe osmosis factdodayis that theworld keeps changingnd there’sothing you can
do about it—gotta keep up—changeith it . (p302)

But the project was dragging on, and when the vice presidemittd to speed it up by pressuring
Oracle and by modifying his own ambitions concerning how completey#itens should be at the
time of launch, the smooth fagade started to crack. Facultyoaabladministrators, who found that
the new system did not support their previous management legigraled that parts of the old sys-
tem should be retained. The vice president saw that this would hamper theradbfite new system,
and ordered some corresponding logic to be built into it. But byiriree this was ready for launch,
people had already built — and exchanged — local spreadsheet sollitiensew system only partly
conformed to the vice president’s vision, the old manageprantiples lived on, and the vice presi-
dent went back to the business sector. But Oracle had alneatlyged to sell the higher-education
industry solution to a number of other universities, helped by theiaffiacking of the vy League
reference (up to the failed implementation).

These four examples display other pictures than the uncontalvensi presented by the providers
(and many academics). There is dissent in the organisations cogoatrat constitutes desirable effi-
ciency and which goals to strive for. Differences in opinion prgbekisted all along, but an enter-
prise system implementation, with its far-reaching suppeorthi® daily activities and routines, and its
opportunities for co-ordination, standardisation and transparency, foyaetpbses the differences in
practice. The actual installation will support some manageneenitot principles, and not others, or at
least support some far better than others. For those who findvéthegs compromised, the alterna-
tives are to either change their mind, or to resist the ggersystem supported changes more or less
visibly, in order to create room for the work practices and the businessHagthey espouse.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
We have thus seen that enterprise systems tend to be désgib®dern, efficiency-enhancing — and

flexible — solutions for modern organisations. From a techpieadpective, much supports this view:
8
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standardisation facilitates the transfer of data betweepaoemts within the standardised system. But
standardisation is always a negotiated solution and providesncbenefits at the cost of a less good
fit with some purposes or perspectives, for example thesami®f locally developed measures. Fur-
thermore, through their standardisation and easy access to datprie@ systems enable insight and
scrutiny. This possibility need not be used in order to be expedeas a threat — its existence suf-
fices. Based on that idea, the English 18th century philosophemarad ieformer Jeremy Bentham
developed the plan of the Panopticon, according to him the perfiégingufor centrally controlled
activities — prison, education or factory. At the centre afuad building, the guard, teacher or super-
visor would stay, able to see and make himself heard, but remaiwisiple to the prisoners, pupils
or workers, who would be placed in cells radiating from thdree The supervised should not be able
to determine whether they were actually supervised, but vkmald that the possibility existed. How-
ever, the supervision would not be complete — the supervisor’s view would begbaitiycted to give
the supervised a reasonable privacy. The point of the desigtowedsain a desired influence on the
behaviour of the supervised without the demand for resourcesotisttint supervision would require,
while the restricted visibility would make the supervised viewatinengement as acceptable.

Likewise, an enterprise system can provide possibilitisstatinise and limit such possibilities. In
principle, anything entered into the system can be accessed by sorisepbeitevhat is not entered is
not accessible. This means that those who desire insight intlsogican move to have it included
in the enterprise system, while those who want to prdtechgelves from scrutiny may want to see to
it that some things are not included in the system. And, likehBeris Panopticon, the enterprise sys-
tem will contribute to the performance of the visible aspeftie operations in line with the centrally
agreed directions. But in the Panopticon, the supervisor isdpkictne centre. Proponents of enter-
prise systems also promote the advantages of unobstructetityibiéiween the cells. "Total visibil-
ity” is the ideal. The more access we get to data desgrésch other’s activities, the better we can
cooperate. This would work well if we trust each other andnsedisadvantages with this transpar-
ency. But if there is competition between us, possibly encouragdgk valuation and incentive sys-
tems in the organisation, and we do not have complete confideeeehnother, unlimited transpar-
ency can be a threat: if you have full access to my custorteryaa might be tempted to try to steal
my customers; if you have full access to the detailswpfvork practices, you might adopt the good
ideas and become as successful — or even better. If we do ndulhaamfidence in each other, we
will not trust that agreements on how data maybe used are actually observed by colleagues as well
as by centrally placed actors (controllers, managers) or by subordinates.

And if | hold other values to be more important than those accordingpich the system is con-

structed, the indicators used for assessment and benchmarkimyolibly show a less favourable

9
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image of my operations than what | deem to be its relevant perfime. If | judge that customer con-
tact in order reception is important in building customeatrehs, but the enterprise system only pro-
vides a basis for assessing number of orders per clerk, haw problems in arguing my case.
Changes in information systems upset the power balance. If theclzess available to central ana-
lysts increases, the ranking between employees is ligathidnge as more or other indicators become
available. But the horizontal transparency — the openings iwahe between the Panopticon cells —
also reduces the information advantage of the central pusitiis can make managers at the centre
critical to horizontal data access. In the four cases pegbaitove, there are numerous examples of
how the new enterprise system changed the power balance and provoked reactions.

In Friluftsframjandet, there were people in the managensam tand at regional or local board
level who were pleased that the enterprise would give thepogbility of increased insight into the
operations — not least that of other sections or regions. Theecalg® those who viewed the whole
venture as an attempt to increase the central control afp@tions — even though the initiators pri-
marily saw the system as a means to facilitate horizootaghct. Others saw this facilitation of lateral
contact as the problem — it risked decreasing the senskemfty in the local units and would also
decrease the need for a regional level, that had previously servédkalseaween local units.

In the ABB company, controversy arose because some weret@xgecprioritise entering data
that was only useful to others. And at the heart of itladlret was the contradiction between the exist-
ing informal “fixing” culture, that many adhered to, and the newwmal, centrally planned material
and production planning that the enterprise system would help momBatlier, the one who could
somehow see to it that an important order was completed, for exaslerrowing material from
another work order that was less prioritised, or was champioynéess vocal proponents, would be
viewed as a hero. Under the new system, someone exhibiting thédshawour would be a villain —
the "fixer” would destroy the central planning, so that the pradagilanning, that the enterprise sys-
tem provided to the work teams, would be incorrect.

In BT Industries, numerous actors did not view standardisation aldraotsparency as something
clearly desirable, despite these being trendy managememptentherefore, the subsidiaries negoti-
ated technical and informational deviations from the commornr@ige system model, partly to pro-
tect from central insight and comparison, and to stop or limit the horizoataptrency.

In the university case, the vice president found that the propookttie existing order not only
criticised his rational new order when the enterprise sydieally started being implemented, but
could also muster such strength that he had to back down and comprgrtiseéhe point where the

enterprise system was no longer a good tool to introduce the new busines®logampioned.
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In all these cases, the modernity of the software solutionghengse of IT, that was initially used
to promote the ventures, turned into a liability. IT use continodsetfashionable, but for this very
reason, the development of functionality and user interfacearrged out by so many actors and
backed by so large resources, that a specific installadimm &ppears unfashionable and outdated. The
tailored version or laboriously negotiated compromise that has inslled is not easily upgraded
when the provider presents general upgrades. For organisationainmm#c reason, the modified
solution, that was probably already appearing a bit outdated whes itnstalled, lives on for many
years before an upgrade becomes organisationally prioritised egpteat. And the enterprise system
is compared with “the latest”, even when the latest actuallynfge to another sphere. IFS chose to
spend resources and energy on developing a user interface that shoaldathyge’iPod generation”.
The reason is that their strategists believe thartterprise systems look boring and outdated, theago
people who now enter the business world will notding to work with such systems. Therefore,st i
not sufficient if a provider delivers rational business functiondt also has to be appealingly pack-
aged and modern-looking, not only to be at the forefront of entergdsenss providers, but also be-
cause the entertainment industry has now become a point of reference forerdragatl systems.

Were then the visions of enterprise system supported chamgeg o unrealistic? Should these
actors not have attempted these ventures to get a more netvap&eation under a strong, joint
brand; a more predictable, planned and less capital-intense foodilncough integrated information
exchange and central planning; better conditions for cooperationppedrang as a European group,
rather than a collection of separate companies; make theniattative routines more efficient and
modern? My point is not that the basic ideas behind these vemtaresnappropriate. The point is
rather that these basic ideas where much more controvérammitanagement fashion would make
them appear. In particular, the images promoted by enterprisamsygroviders and enterprise sys-
tems proponents tend to base themselves on fashionable managemeptscasi¢f these where the
only reasonable business logics. But the alternative, anfblgssnable values and management con-
cepts can have many adherents, as in the four cases above. Furthermorerghiseesystem does not
in itself have sufficient power to convert those withalimg ideas, or force them to comply. Drawing
on Stewart Cleggs notion of circuits of power, this lack of pogan be analysed thus: since the
norms and values, that the efficiency-enhancing use of entegyssems build on, are not uncon-
tested, the social circuit of power is flawed; it does notideothe enterprise system proponents a
dependable power base for making resisters conform. And pdreiofproblem is that the systemic
circuit of power, of which an implemented enterprise system welldn important part, disciplining
members into becoming (more) efficient parts in a (mor®)ieft organisation, provokes resistance,

precisely by appearing to be a potential tool for disciplining rasgdéional members. The enterprise
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systems are not universally viewed as the benefigiattstres painted in their proponents’ rhetoric.
The cases show how proponents of alternative business logier sivdater demonstrate their con-
victions, by more passively not using the system as intendedpie actively opposing them, and
then preferably at a point when changes are difficult and exjeatassmake. And by making the enter-
prise system the object of the explicit, formal opposition, tylyigdirased as complaints about inade-
quate functionality, the underlying power issues are kept from the delvateénireg unresolved.

There is probably yet much wisdom in the old idea to identifgesdries early on — those who see
advantages in keeping tlatus quoand who Machiavelli termed enemies and Checkland termed
victims. In the sixth chapter of his work The Prince, Niocklachiavelli depicts the difficulties in
bringing change about. He warns "there is no undertaking more tifficare uncertain to succeed,
more dangerous to manage than to lead the introduction of a new. drikerMachiavelli, Peter
Checkland takes institutional inertia and human motives and leemaato account when he shapes
his ideas about how you could, after all, attempt to bring chahgat. To emphasise the strong hu-
man and social foundation, he has named his approach Soft Syst¢hosldfiegy, see for example
Checkland & Scholes (1990). Machiavelli views the adversaiethose who energetically will resist
the new order (in contrast to the proponents, who in the fasppafsition will probably only deliver
lukewarm support). Checkland views therceptionof being victims of the change, as key. By
showing an interest in their views, listening to them and rtte@ participate and influence, it can be
possible to influence their perception and make it less negating if they still have reservations,
their objections contain valuable information that it would bgewid take into account when design-
ing the change. One of Checkland’s fundamental points is thathgelcan possibly be systemically
desirable: apparently well lead to a desirable goal, acuptdi a specific set of values and criteria.
However, it can not be expected to be socially desirable — that all thodedfigic view it as the best
course of action. The reasonable ambition is to see to it thahts=n course of action is socially
feasible: a compromise that all concerned can accept. Watlntimind, the chances increase to con-
duct a reorientation of the management principles, and supportingresgesystems ventures, in a
feasible manner. Perhaps, the initiators’ ideas will noinigemented unchanged, but on the other
hand, neither do the initiators reach their original goals in griger systems ventures like the four
described above. Conducting enterprise systems ventures as if stanidatdisatdination and result-
ing efficiency increase were the only reasonable goals organisation, makes it likely that one will
have reason to concur with Machiavelli that "there is no uakiexgy more difficult, more uncertain to

succeed, more dangerous to manage than to lead the introduction of a new order”.
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