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THE CHALLENGESOF ENTERPRISE INTEGRATION:
CYCLESOF INTEGRATION AND DISINTEGRATION
OVER TIME

Jiunn Chieh Leeand Michadl D. Myers
University of Auckland
Auckland, New Zealand
| c.lee@auckiand.ac.nz m.myer s@auckland.ac.nz

Abstract

In recent years enterprise integration has become an important theme in information systems research and
practice. Enterprise integration pervades enterprise resource planning (ERP), supply chain management
(SCM), and customer resource management (CRM) systems and applications. However, much ISresearchin
this area seems to assume that enterprise integration is inevitable and that enterprise integration is
strategically necessary. These assumptions appear to have held sway until now, probably because most IS
researchers have studied the life cycle of just one single enterprise systems project.

Our research throws into question these assumptions. Using critical ethnography, we studied a small-to-
medium sized company within the context of a large conglomerate over a seven-year period in total, frommid
1996 to early 2004. This company was one of many subsidiaries within a large conglomerate in the Asia-
Pacific region (one of the global 500 companies with annual revenues of more than US$4 billion). Looking
at the broader context (the conglomerate asa whol€), and seen over a sufficiently long time scale, our findings
suggest that enterpriseintegrationisnot inevitable, nor isit alwaysstrategically necessary. Rather, enterprise
integration is perhaps best described as a cycle: as one or more cycles of integration, disintegration, and
(perhaps) reintegration. This paper can be seen as one response to the call for more empirical in-depth case
studies concerning enterprise systems.

Keywords. Enterprise integration, critical ethnography, enterprise resource planning, ERP

I ntroduction

In recent years, enterprise integration has become an important theme in information systems research and practice. Enterprise
integration pervades enterprise resource planning (ERP), supply chain management (SCM), and customer resource management
(CRM) systems and applications (Davenport 2000b; Genovese et al. 2001; Markus 2000). However, there are two underlying
assumptions of much IS research in this area. These are (1) that enterprise integration is inevitable and (2) that enterprise
integration is strategically necessary. These assumptions appear to have held sway until now, probably because most 1S
researchers have studied the lifecycle of just one single enterprise systems project.

Our research throws into question both these assumptions. We challenge the assumption prevalent in much of the information
systemsliteraturethat enterpriseintegrationis, of necessity, acontinuing trend (Davenport 2000a; Genoveseet a. 2001; Markus
et a. 2003). We aso challenge the assumption that information technology-enabled enterprise integration is strategicaly
necessary for survival (Davenport 2000b; Markus 2000). This may well be the case for some organizations, but it is certainly
not truefor all. Viewed over asufficiently long time horizon, and looking at the broader context of one large enterprise (and not
just one organization within the enterprise), we suggest that enterpriseintegration is perhaps best described asacycle: asacycle
of integration, disintegration, and reintegration.
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Wefound that enterpriseintegration was cyclic in the organization we studied for afew reasons. First, every time anew manager
was appointed, he or she reinterpreted the purpose and val ue of the ERP system within anew context. Not knowing the original
objectives of the ERP system, the new manager often overturned earlier decisions. Second, actions at higher levels could have
adramatic effect on the strategic context of action at lower levels of the firm. A decision to integrate (or disintegrate) various
business units at the division or corporate level swould cascade down (sometimes over many years) to the subsidiaries. Thusthe
interaction between various levels of the enterprise was very important.

Theorganization of thispaper isasfollows. First, webriefly review theliteraturerelevant to the concept of enterpriseintegration
and enterprise resource planning (ERP). We then describe the theoretical framework (critical hermeneutics). We discuss the
research method (critical ethnography), followed by adescription of theresearch siteand thefindings. Thefindingsare discussed
and the conclusions presented.

Literature Review

There have been various approachesto enterpriseintegration, resulting in different definitions and conceptions of what enterprise
integration isall about (Alsene 1999; Goranson 1992; Hassel bring 2000). Markus (2000), for example, in her view of enterprise
integration, distinguishesbusinessintegration from systemsintegration. Businessintegration isdefined asthe* creation of tighter
coordination among the discrete business activities conducted by different individuals, work groups, or organizations, so that a
unified business process is formed” (Markus 2000, p. 4). Thisis supported by the integration of systems that involves “the
creation of tighter linkages between different computer-based information systems and databases’ (Markus 2000, p. 10).
Hasselbring (2000) defines three layers of systemsintegration: business architecture, application architecture, and technology
architecture. Business architecture refers to “the organizational structure and the workflows for business rules and processes.
Itisaconceptual level expressed in terms meaningful to actual users of application systems” (Hasselbring 2000, p. 33). Below
that layer, the application architecture refers to “the actual implementation of the business concepts in terms of enterprise
applications. At thislayer, it isthe central goal to provide the ‘glue’ between the application domain described in the business
architecture and the technical solutionsdescribed in thetechnology architecture” (Hasselbring 2000, p. 33). Lastly, thetechnology
architecture refersto “the information and communication infrastructure. At thislayer, IT is challenged to achieve the business
requirements’ (Hasselbring 2000, p .33).

The term enterprise systems may refer to enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems, enterprise application integration, or data
warehousing (Markus 2000). In this article we are concerned with ERP systems.

ERP systems have been defined as “ comprehensive, packaged software solutions [that] seek to integrate the complete range of
a business' processes and functions in order to present a holistic view of the business from a single information and IT
architecture” (Gable 1998, p. 3). However, athough intheory asingle T architectureisdesirable, theway ERPisimplemented
in practice differs substantially. Intheir study of several multisiteimplementations, Markus et al. (2000) found some variation.
Thisranged from acompany that had different ERP systems configurationsin different business units (although the ERP systems
were from the same software vendor), to a company that mandated a single ERP system across the whole organization.
Bhattacherjee (2000) found one corporation where ERP systems from two different vendors, SAP and BPCS respectively, had
beenimplemented. The large conglomerate we studied was different again. Sinceit wasalarge, highly diversifiedinternational
conglomerate, with aranking of around 400 on the U.S. Fortune 500 benchmarksin 1999 (Fortune 2000), its various subsidiaries
had over a dozen different ERP systems from all of the mgjor vendors. In this kind of situation, the concept of one tightly
integrated package for the entire enterprise is not feasible (although it may be feasible for individual companies within the
conglomerate to have one ERP system).

A somewhat broader definition of ERPisoffered by Shanksand Seddon (2000, p. 243). Focusing more on the shared information
and data flows that enable integration of enterprise-wide processes, they define ERP as “comprehensive packaged software
solutions that integrate organizational processes through shared information and data flows.”

Over time, new modules and technol ogi es have been integrated with the various ERP offerings. Davenport (2000b) observesthat
astime progresses, enterprise systems vendors tend to incorporate more and more functionsinto their software to accommodate
new business challenges. In fact, ERP vendors like SAP, BaaN or PeopleSoft no longer tout themselves as ERP vendors but
describethemselvesasprovidersof “ collaborative businesssolutions’ (SAP 2003), “ enterprise application” (BaaN 2003), or “pure
Internet platforms for the real-time enterprise” (Peoplesoft 2003) respectively.
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There have been calls for longitudinal research studies in information systems (Hitt and Brynjolfsson 1996; Pettigrew 1985).
Some researchers on enterprise systems have moved beyond just the implementation episode to account for the entire
appropriation experience (Robertson et al. 1996), while others have studied enterprise systemsthroughout the adoption lifecycle
(Markus and Tanis 2000).

Recently, some IS researchers have drawn attention to the importance of taking alonger-term view with respect to the broader
strategic context of enterprise integration. For example, Larsen and Myers (1999) discussed a SAP implementation that failed
after the adopting organization merged with another company. Davenport (2000b) reported a similar instance of a company
merger |eading to the discontinuance of the SAP system. In another case, Davenport (2000b) reports of a chief operating officer
who changed his mind about his strategic assumptions after they had already started to become embedded into the enterprise
systems project. Eventually, the project was cancelled.

Clearly, acompany may experience many changes over the space of afew years, such as mergers, acquisitions, or divestitures
(Sasovovaet al. 2001). But changes of this magnitude may be missed if an IS researcher studiesthe lifecycle of just one single
enterprise systems project within one particular company. We suggest it isimportant to study the broader context within which
enterprise integration takes place, over an extended period of time, to better understand the changing nature of the relationship
between the enterprise and enterprise systems.

The Theoretical Lens: Critical Hermeneutics

The theoretical lens used in our research was that of critical hermeneutics. Critical hermeneutics is variously described as a
research philosophy, atheoretical lens, or amode of analysis (Myers 1994, 1995, 1997b).

Asaresearch philosophy, it provides the philosophical grounding for interpretivism, and particularly for interpretive research of
amore critical nature. Klein and Myers (1999) base some of their principles for interpretive research on critical hermeneutics.

Asatheoretical lens, it can be used as ameta-theory to provide interesting insights into hermeneutically grounded social action
(Thompson 1981). Critical hermeneutics, like structuration theory, isaconstitutive processtheory whereby structure and agency
mutually influence each other (Myers 1995; Walsham 1993). Both theories can be seen as emanating from the “school of
structuration” (Parker 2000). Both suggest how it ispossibleto examine how social structures enable and constrain social action.

Asamodeof analysis, critical hermeneutics can be used to analyze hermeneutically grounded social action. Thisusageof critical
hermeneutics is one where it becomes a method of qualitative data analysis (see Myers 1997b).

Inthispaper weareusing critical hermeneuticsprimarily asatheoretical lens. Weadopted critical hermeneuticsasthetheoretical
lensinthisstudy becauseit providesaway to study to the broader context of enterpriseintegration within an organization (Harvey
and Myers 1995). Organizationscan be considered to betext-analogues. It also providesaway to understand events holistically
over the long term (Myers 19974). One of the key insights of critical hermeneutics is the idea that the very act of interaction
between subjects and researcher creates history (Myers 1997a). Critical hermeneutics-informed research is thus a form of
historiography. Our goal was thus to provide interesting insights into hermeneutically grounded social action—social action
which in this case was concerned with enterprise integration within alarge conglomerate.

Fromacritical hermeneuticsperspective, power isexercisedin everyday socia encountersinthereflexive monitoring of everyday
action. The concept of leadership involves dominant actors pursuing intentions to enact courses of action drawing upon and
constrained by social structures. In exercising leadership, dominant actorsreify and/or change socia structures. Our concept of
power, following Jasperson et al. (2002), includesauthority, decision rights, participation in decision making, influence, palitics,
and power.

Some have suggested that |eadership is one of the main determinants of ERP implementation success (e.g., Sarker and L ee 2000).
Related to thisistherole of power and politicsin determining the outcome of enterprise systemsimplementation intertwined with
inherent conflict among subcultures (e.g., Hislop et a. 2000). It appeared to usthat critical hermeneutics was very appropriate
for analyzing such issues along with the broader context of enterprise systems integration.
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Research Method

One of the authors studied Stark—one of many subsidiaries within the Solteriagroup—using critical ethnography (all namesare
pseudonyms to preserve confidentiality). Ethnographic research has emerged as one important method for studying the social
and organizational contexts of IS development and use (Harvey and Myers 1995; Myers 1999; Schultze 2000). Critical
ethnography is one particular kind of ethnographic research, emphasizing that the research itself is an emergent process (Myers
19974). Also, “Critical ethnographers describe, analyze, and open to scrutiny otherwise hidden agendas, power centers, and
assumptions that inhibit, repress, and constrain” (Thomas 1993, p. 2). Given the focus of this research project on the effects of
enterpriseintegration over time at the strategic level of the enterprise, we believe the use of critical ethnography was appropriate.

Thedatawasobtained over an eight-year periodintotal, from mid-1996 to early 2004, with the most intensive period of fieldwork
relevant to enterpriseintegration being from August 1999 to August 2000. Thetimehorizon of interest ranged from 10to 25 years
depending on the level of the organization. Data sources included interviews, informal chats, meetings, observation, the
company’s intranet, and various documents such as e-mail, annual reports, and newspaper articles. Although the focus of the
researchwason oneparticular subsidiary (Stark), we considered it important to understand the broader context withinwhich Stark
operated. Hence data was collected at many levels of the conglomerate: at the sector, divisional, and corporate levels.

A total of 107 formal interviewswere conducted with 71 people (most of which were audio taped) from August 1999 to February
2004. Theduration of the interviews ranged from around half an hour to over two hours. The selection of participantsfollowed
acombination of purposeful and maximum variation sampling strategies. Many informal discussions with employees al so took
place. The peopleinterviewed ranged from the truck drivers delivering the product to the former chief executive officer of the
larger conglomerate (Solteria). Horizontally, across the organization, those interviewed included salespeople, IT personnel,
accountants, administration workers, customer service representatives, plant managers, logistics personnel, shop floor workers,
and customers.

Aswell asinterviews, meetingswere attended at variouslevel sand departments. Acrossthe organization, meetings such assales,
finance, production, meetings between functions, meetings between business units, meetings between Xenon and the SEKTOR
Information Services Group, Information Services Group (1SG) members dedicated to Stark and Xenon's information systems
meetings, SEKTOR group shared services project meetings that included people from various business units in Flavion, and
others, were attended. Apart from interviews, meetings and documentation, one of the authors was given access to the internal
network of Stark and aninternal e-mail addressfor research purposes. Thisaccesswasgivenin May 2000 and retained until April
2001.

From the data, following the principles of hermeneutic analysis (e.g., Klein and Myers 1999), avariety of contradictions, issues,
and controversies arose. A story of the enterprise integration effort was written from the mass of data and 46 issues were
highlighted. These issues were grouped into six themes: the relationship between leadership and enterprise integration,
knowledgeloss, enterprise-wideintegration challenges, Stark over-tight integration problems, Stark organizational changefailure,
and Stark ERP system implementation problems. |nsightswerethen sought that would inform current research and practice. The
insights discovered were juxtaposed with the existing literatureto refine its distinctive contribution to the literature on enterprise
integration. One of the insights, namely, the cycles of integration, is reported in this paper.

In summary, given the nature of the topic (the broader context of enterpriseintegration within alarge conglomerate), we believe
the research method (critical ethnography) was appropriate. Asisto be expected with such a method, the research project was
highly emergent, reflexive, and iterative. Also, given the huge mass of data at our disposal, we have chosen to discuss just one
aspect of the story in this paper (as recommended by Myers 1999).

Enterprise Integration at Stark

Stark is a small-to-medium sized enterprise within a large conglomerate within the Asia-Pacific region. Stark was part of the
SEKTOR group of companies with annual revenues of over US$300 million. SEKTOR wasin turn part of the Flavion division
(with annual revenues of around US$1 billion). Flavion was one of four divisions of Solteria. Solteriawas one of the global 500
companieswith annual revenues of morethan US$4 billion. Theorganizationa structure of the Solteriaempirefor the year 2000
isshown in Figure 1 (with the reporting line for Stark highlighted, and the subsidiaries of other divisions and sectors omitted).
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| Solteria |
|
[ [ [ |
| Sharpe Associates | ‘ Flavion Division ‘ | BlackBird Industries | | Trimark Limited
|
| [ [ |
Konstructor | | General Products | | SEKTOR | | Manufacturing |
|
[ [ [ [ |
CeremCo Xenon Stark PipeCo RockCo

Industries Limited

Figure 1. Organizational Structure of Solteria Limited (2000)

Many of the companies within the Flavion division held dominant market positionsin their respective markets with Stark being
no exception. The SEKTOR group of companies of which Stark was apart collectively made up anindustry supply chain. Stark
employs around 700 people at over 68 production sites throughout the country. Stark is now comprised of five businesses:
CamCo, MaxCo, HinoCo, DrinCo, and ModCo. Prior to November 1999, Xenon was aso part of Stark.

Stark was diverse with regard to its operations and information processing requirements. For example, CamCo was a make-to-
order business while MaxCo, DrinCo, and HinoCo were primarily make-to-stock businesses; Xenon was an engineer-to-order
business, while ModCo was a design-to-order business.

The Wider Context of Enterprise I ntegration at Stark

The Stark story cannot be understood in isolation from the sector, division and conglomerate levels of which it was a part.
Therefore, we will describe the broader context within which Stark’ s enterprise integration efforts took place.

Since 1981 Solteriaand its subsidiaries had gone through a cycle of centralization, decentralization, and recentralization. Let us
start at the Solterialevel where for decades a leadership style of federalism had been practiced.

Solteria (Corporate) Level

Over time, a corporate ethos of commensurate accountability, responsibility, and autonomy was practiced to the lowest level
practicable (even down to the manufacturing plant level). For example, a plant manager was described as the “king” of his or
her domain. Thisleadership styleaso led to IT decision making being localized at the business unit level. The dominant logic
was one that preferred business-unit effectiveness over cross-business-unit efficiency. This decentralized leadership was also
prevalent during the tenure of Sam Kennedy, the Solteria CEO from 1987 to 1997. He was succeeded by Clinton Grant, who
adopted a more centralized approach in management.

Grant initiated the “ One Firm” initiative that sought to share non-unique resources across the Solteria Empire. A move toward
tighter enterpriseintegration began. In 1999, ashared services project named Project Jigsaw wasinitiated at the Solteriacorporate
headquarterslevel. Jigsaw had four sections: information technology, human resources, accounting, and others (functions such
as supply chain, procurement, and customer rel ationship management). At the sametime as Project Jigsaw was under way, there
was a global procurement initiative and a global telecommunications outsourcing project. In addition, there was a global 1T
infrastructure project that was started at the SEKTOR group level but, due to the wider corporate move toward integration, was
escalated to the Flavion and Trimark Limited divisional levels.

However, inthefirst quarter of 2000, it was decided that Flavion should be spun-off as a separate business. Project Jigsaw was

cascaded down to the Flavion level. The global procurement and the I T infrastructure initiatives were al so cascaded down to the
Flavion division level aswell. Alongside these was the global telecommunications outsourcing project.
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Flavion (Divisional) L evel

Moving downtotheFlaviondivision: TheFlavion divisionwasheavily influenced by theleadership styleof Solteria. Successive
Flavion CEOsthat managed Flavion from 1991 to late 2000 were federalists. Under thisleadership style, a“best of breed for line
of business’ IT strategy was adopted. Thisstrategy was aso justified by Flavion’s extreme diversity where processes, markets,
technologies, products, and services differed substantially across its business units. This approach spawned a myriad of IT
systems and processes. In 1999, Flavion had 33 different business information systems from multiple vendors and had 13
different ERP systems.

Then in October 2000, given the new mandate that Flavion was to be spun-off, a new CEO, Hans Weissmann, was appointed.
Weissmann adopted a single ERP strategy for the whole of Flavion, a strategy that was relatively extreme compared to his
predecessors. (Thisisshown as“tighter integration” in Figure 2 within the Flavion row). A new ClO was also brought in who
initiated a shared services project similar to Project JigSaw mentioned earlier. However, Weissmann’s tenure was short-lived.
In June 2001, he was succeeded by Henry Thoreau.

In contrast to Weissmann, Theoreau’ s previous experiencewith large-scale I T implementations, particularly with onemajor ERP
vendor, was not positive. The shared services project was shelved resulting in the departure of the CIO. ThelT strategy reverted
to abest of breed for line of business strategy. There was, however, still an expectation to move toward fewer ERP systemsin
thelong term. But giventhediversity of Flavion’ sbusinessunitsit was expected that no single ERP systemwould be ableto cater
for the combined needs of al its business units.

SEKTOR (Group) Level

At the SEKTOR group level, asimilar federalist |eadership style was adopted by Billy Wilton, the founder of that group. The
SEKTOR group I T strategy was also one of best of breed for line of business. A movetoward tighter coordination of I T resources
started with the formation of an information services group shared services function for the SEKTOR group in January 1996.
By 1999, all SEKTOR business units were sharing the same I T networks, e-mail systemsand I T support staff.

In April 1998, anew SEKTOR chief executive, James Wadsworth, was appointed. Within the context of Solteria’ s movetoward
tighter integration, increased coordination and control of business application devel opment was exercised at the SEK TOR group
level. InMarch 2001, Flavion wasrestructured after being spun-off from Solteriaresulting in the SEK TOR group ceasing to exist.
Incidentally, James Wadsworth had also been the IT champion of Flavion with many IT projects under his belt. His departure
along with those aligned with him resulted in the cancellation of several IT projects.

Stark (Individual Business Unit) Level

Lastly, at the Stark level, Stark had traded over the years as a single entity, as three independent entities, and again asasingle
entity in 1993. From 1993 to 1998, the dominant logic of the management of Stark was to achieve greater integration acrossits
constituent businesses. However, from 1998 onward, there were signs that greater separation of Stark’s constituent businesses
was going to occur. The pendulum of integration and disintegration had begun to swing the other way—toward greater
disintegration. This started with Xenon, one of its businesses, being split off to become an independent business unit reporting
at the same level as Stark. This split was ordered by the then new SEKTOR group chief executive, James Wadsworth. Even
though both companies had shared the same ERP system, Wadsworth ordered the split because he wanted to manage Xenon
independently from Stark. The ERP system was split into two as well.

Recurring Patterns

If we take a sufficiently long term view, there are several patterns that accompanied these changes. One was a change in
enterprise integration strategy following a change of leaders. For example, prior to 1993, Stark traded as three independent
business units under the leadership of Billy Wilton, who then became the chief executive of the SEKTOR group of companies
(to whom the chief executive of Stark reported). Then, from 1993 onward, prior to David Callon becoming the chief executive
of Stark, Stark wasformed from the amalgamation of MaxCo, CamCo, and Xenon (HinoCo and M odCo, the other two businesses
of Stark, were added later). From then onward, an enterprise integration movement involving systems, processes, behaviors,
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mindsets, culture, and politics began at Stark. Thisincluded development of a single corporate culture, a Stark-wide corporate
mindset, promulgation of certain Stark behaviors, standardization of certain processes, and amalgamation of its information
systems.

The development of a single corporate identity during David Callon’s time as general manager of Stark from 1993 to 1998
required the use of asingle ERP system (developed by DAREA™) that went livein July 1998. This system was meant to enable
Stark to achieve its new strategic role of being the marketing arm of the SEKTOR group. Within this strategic context, Stark’s
role was to increase the use of SEKTOR products within the industry. However, Stark, being formed from three distinct
significant entities, had powerful actors (herein known asthe ol d-timersled by Wyatt Dunkins) that sought to pursuetheir hidden
agendas to preserve their power centers. These actors sought to influence the higher echelons of Solteria to change Stark’s
strategic role back to one of aproduction arm of the SEKTOR group.

Then in May 1998, as mentioned above, Xenon, one of Stark’s businesses, was split off. Following this, Gene Romm, took the
helm of Stark and greater separation of Stark’s constituent businesses ensued with divisional managers appointed for each
business. Ironically, Romm perceived that the ERP system had been implemented primarily asafinancial performancereporting
tool. Thisstood in contrast to the original intention of the previous management team to implement ERP as atool for better non-
financial performance measurement.

Eventually, by 1999, Stark had became a shadow of itsformer self whereits strategic role as the marketing arm of the sector was
taken over by the SEKTOR group headquarters. It reverted back to being a production arm of SEKTOR group. Thus, dominant
actors with hidden agendas acting to preserve certain power centers managed to change Stark’ s strategic context. However, the
ERP system that had been implemented was now inscribed with assumptions of tightly integrating the three businesses of Stark.
The change in strategic role meant that Stark no longer needed such atightly integrated system.

[The change of Stark’s strategic role has] certainly taken place since | left [in December 1998]. But [it was]
starting to take placealittle bit over theimplementation [of] Project Bridge. We' rechallenging, at senior levels
in Solteria, about what role Stark was to have inside the SEK TOR group of companies—whether it was about
strategic growth or whether it was just an operating unit that was at the end of the value chain, and we wanted
to keep it tight and simple. (Interview with David Callon, General Manager of Stark from 1993 to 1998, 16
February 2001)

This oscillation of strategic role was accompanied by the periods of 1ooser integration in the pre-Callon era, tighter integration
during David Callon’'s tenure, and then looser integration in Gene Romm'’s tenure.  Also, what appears to be an enterprise
integration movement enabled by integrativetechnol ogies (in thiscasethe use of ERP) over afiveto six year period, whenviewed
over a broader time horizon, was actually a cycle of integration, disintegration, and reintegration.

These oscillations between | ooser integration and tighter integration are characteristic of patternsthat seemed to occur at multiple
levels of Solteria. Thisisillustrated in Figure 2.

After discussing the longitudinal oscillations at each level of Solteria, we now discuss the interaction between the organi zational
levels. AsFigure 2 shows, Sam Kennedy, the CEO of the conglomerate, influenced |eaders at the lower levels of Solteria. They
in turn influenced the leadership at the SEKTOR group level.

Under the Solteriacorporate ethos of commensurate accountability, responsibility, and autonomy, leaderslike Billy Wilton thrived
and grew. He mentored his successor, James Wadsworth, within the same culture. When David Callon took over the general
manager’ s position, he adopted a similar federalist model of management. Hence, over time, we see leaders influencing other
leaders and culture at lower levels that in turn constrain or enable certain courses of action. In Stark’s case, federalism at the
highest levels of Solteriaalowed it to pursue its own systems integration strategy.

The figure also shows the relationship between leadership changes, enterprise integration strategy changes that accompany
leadership changes, and how changes at higher levelstrickle down to changes at lower levels. There appears to be acorrespon-
dence between the change of leaders (who are arguably the dominant actors) and the shape of the enterprise in the longer term.
Accompanying these management changes was the turnover of CIOs. In every case, the ClOsleft and were replaced soon after
anew CEO took over (usually due to disagreements between the new CEOs and incumbent ClOs).

DAREA is an acronym for one of the five largest ERP vendors at that time.
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Another observation isthat while changes at the higher echelons at the Solterialevel had mandated atighter integration strategy,
Xenon'ssystemwastotally split from Stark by the edict of the CEO of the SEKTOR group (two levelsdown from Solteria). This
aberration can be explained by the large degree of autonomy accorded by the culture of commensurate accountability,
responsibility and autonomy. Deviations from corporate policy were permitted provided they could be justified by the promise
of better performance.

Discussion

Drawing upon a critical hermeneutic perspective, one can understand the unique understanding that each actor brings to the
setting. Each incoming manager brings his or her experience to bear on the new organizational setting. Asthey make decisions
based on their background and experience, new organizational history is created.

In the case of Flavion, Ray Wilkins practiced a federalist approach, giving managers the responsibility of meeting corporate
performance targets. In October 2000, however, Hans Weissmann was brought in as a corporate doctor. He expressed
reservations about the capabilities of some members of the senior management team at Flavion and mandated that one ERP
software product should be used throughout the whol e of the division. After Weissmann’ sresignation, however, Henry Thoreau
cancelled a proposed shared services project that was promulgated under his predecessors’ tenure. His aversion to enterprise
integration was due to his previous bad experiences in implementing large-scal e enterprise systems.

The concept of historicity of understanding explainsto alarge degreethe differencesin enterpriseintegration strategy at the Stark
level. Here, Gene Romm perceived the role of the ERP system differently from his predecessor, David Callon. Romm saw the
ERP system as a financia performance reporting tool, whereas Callon saw it as an enabler of non-financial performance
measurement. Romm had not been involved in the original discussions about the objectives of the ERP system and thus did not
understand the broader goals of the original project.

Another emphasis of critical hermeneuticsisthe scrutiny of hidden agendas and power centers. Dominant actors played amajor
role in determining what was initiated, feasible, and successful across multiple levels of Solteria. For example, Wyatt Dunkins
lobbied to change the strategic role of Stark, against the wishes of the CEO of Stark at the time. Eventually Dunkins was
successful.

Nowhereistheinteraction between | eadership and social structuremore profound thanin the cycles of oscillationsobserved when
new leaders take the helm. While he or she may attempt to change the organization by installing a new system and processes,
it seems to take much longer for the influence of the leader on the social structure and culture of the organization to take effect.
These cultural and structural changes may be opposed by other dominant actors. In the case of Stark, in the end the social
structures at Stark were not changed to reflect a new corporate identity. They reverted to what they had been originaly.

Thereappearsto be some correspondence between the cyclesof centralization (integration), decentralization (disintegration), and
recentralization (reintegration) and theindustry economic cycle. When the economy wasdoingwell, thethree businesses of Stark
were said to be different enough to be managed as separate entities. Then, when there was an economic downturn (characteristic
of the boom and bust cycle of the industry in which Stark is participates), there was considerable pressure to consolidate to save
costs. It isinteresting to note that prior to Stark being merged to become a single entity, the three businesses CamCo, MaxCo,
and X enon collectively made an unacceptablelossin the eyes of Solteria s strong performance-oriented culture. Then, when the
economy recovered, a new general manager came in and observed that Stark had been over-tightly integrated.

There is evidence to suggest that the cycles of integration, disintegration, and reintegration are due to but not limited to the
interaction of the following forces:

e Management turnover and knowledgelossthat resultsfromit. Every timeanew manager isappointed, he or shereinterprets
the purpose and value of the ERP system within anew context. New managers may not know the original objectives of the
ERP system.

» Hidden agendas and power centers of dominant actors. The interaction between these actors determines the shape of the
enterprise in the long term by influencing systems, processes, social action, and structure.

» Theinteraction between various levels of the enterprise. Actions at higher levels may alter the strategic context of action
at lower levels of the firm and vice versa
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Theeconomic cyclesof theindustry. Inthriving times, the company tended to decentralize to maximizeflexibility; inlean times,
centralization was the order of the day to save costs.

Conclusion

Enterprise integration is a long term undertaking. We suggest that enterprise integration should be approached from a much
broader perspective than that of the single enterprise systems experience lifecycle. We also suggest it is instructive to look at
enterprise integration from the perspective of multiple levels of the firm (rather than just oneindividual businessunit). Wehave
seen that long term patterns emerge when one looks at enterpriseintegration effortsover arelatively long time span and considers
multiple enterprise integration projects (at least within the one large conglomerate).

In ISresearch, enterprise systems research has often been approached with the assumption that integration isthe order of the day.
But our findings suggest that there may be cycles of integration, disintegration, and reintegration. In the firm we studied, with
each new leader therewasanew strategy for the enterpriseasawhole, and anew cycle of enterpriseintegration (or disintegration)
began. However, it took many yearsfor the systems, processes, socia practices, and culture of the enterpriseto beinscribed with
the new leader’ s strategy. Unfortunately, by the time the new strategy was implemented in structures and systems, anew CEO
had come along—restarting the cycle al over again.

One practical implication of our research isthat enterprise systems vendors need to design their systemsto be reasonably flexible
to accommodate changesin organi zational |eadership and strategy. Perhapsfuture offeringsof enterprise systemswill allow more
extensive reconfiguration than is presently possible. From the perspective of the organization installing and implementing
enterprise systems, our work highlights the fact that it can be counter-productive to integrate systems too tightly if in the future
aclearer separation of business unitsisrequired. Thisisthe mistake that Stark made.

Asatheoretical perspective, wefound critical hermeneuticsto beparticularly useful for studying the broader context of enterprise
integration within theenterpriseasawhole. It providesaway to understand therelationshi psbetween theleadersand their actions
at the various levels of the firm, and how these actions and the corresponding events take place over time.

One important limitation of our paper is that we studied just one large organization. Therefore, it is possible that many of our
findings may not apply to smaller organizations. Another limitation is the fact that the conglomerate we studied and its
subsidiarieswere going through atime of dramatic change. Our findingsthus may not apply to those organizationsin more stable
environments (if there is such a thing).

Nevertheless, our research throws into question the meaning of information technology-enabled enterprise integration. Isthe
enterprise a conglomerate, a division, or a business unit? This paper has shown that the nature of the enterprise may change
dramatically over time. Seen over a sufficiently long time frame, the enterprise may centralize, decentralize, and recentralize
(Markus et al. 2000). The obviousimplication is that enterprise integration is by no means inevitable. Enterprise integration
strategieswill change asleaders change, asthe economy changes, and asthefirmitself changes. Wethus proposethat enterprise
integration is perhaps best described asacycle: as acycle of integration, disintegration, and (perhaps) reintegration.
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