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Relationships among ERP post-implementation success constructs:

An analysis at the organizational level
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2. Research context and theoretical background

2.1. Research scope and setting

Our notion of ERP system success is different from ERP imple-
mentation success in that the former refers to the utilization of such
systems to achieve organizational effectiveness (Gable et al., 2008;
Myers, Kappelman, & Prybutok, 1996, 1997). In IS literature, the
term “success” has been used synonymously with effectiveness
(see Markus & Tanis, 2000; Thong, Yap, & Raman, 1996), and we
concur with Thong et al. that the effectiveness of an IS can be “de-
fined as the extent to which an information system actually con-
tributes to achieving organizational goals” (p. 252). Our ERP
success excludes the technical installation success of such systems
that employ cost overruns, project management metrics, and time
estimates among other issues as measurement indicators (Markus
& Tanis, 2000; Martin, 1998).

Some researchers have discussed the value, benefit, or success
of ERP systems using financial indicators (e.g., Stefanou, 2001); this
study did not operationalize ERP success with such markers owing
to the inherent limitations of this approach. DeLone and McLean
(1992, p. 74) note that “MIS academic researchers have tended to
avoid performance measures (except in laboratory studies) be-
cause of the difficulty of isolating the effect of the I/S effort from
other effects which influence organizational performance.” Fur-

ther, the respecified, extended ERP systems success model dis-
cussed in this research is composed of subjective and perceptual
measures. Objective measures deal with the extent to which the
system has actually enabled organizational effectiveness through
such measurements as improved delivery times, reduced stock
turnover, reduced administrative costs, and so forth (Stefanou,
2001). The fact is that objective measures are difficult to quantify
and obtain from organizations (Mabert et al., 2003). Rather, we fo-
cus on perceptual measures that are easy to collect from organiza-
tions and also lend themselves to instrument development (Gable
et al., 2008; Ifinedo & Nahar, 2007). The shortcoming of perceptual
measures is that people (respondents) sometimes may not say
what they mean or say what they do not mean (Seddon, 1997).
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