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Abstract
Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems are
enterprise wide systems which, because of their integration
automate all of a company's business processes. They hav
rapidly become the de facto industry standard  for
replacement of legacy systems. Because there is evidenc
that the overwhelming majority of ERP implementations
exceed their budget and their time allocations, researchers
have begun to analyse ERP implementation in Case Studie
in order to provide an implementation framework which
maximises efficiencies. In this paper we argue that the
concept of an ERP implementation is not a generic
concept, and we present a taxonomy of ERP
implementation categories. The evidence for the taxonomy
is drawn from previous studies and from a series of
structured interviews with practitioners who are expert in
ERP implementation. We further argue that understanding
the differences between these categories is crucial if
researchers are to do case study research of ERP
implementation; otherwise, comparisons are being made
between ERP implementation projects which are
essentially incommensurate. Conclusions based on
incommensurate cases are inherently invalid. The
taxonomy of implementation categories is also presented a
a tool for implementation managers to delineate the scope
of an ERP implementation project prior to in depth
specification of the project processes.

1. Introduction

 ERP systems are comprehensive packaged softwar
solutions which aim for total integration of all business
processes and functions. Enterprise Resource Planning
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(ERP) is the generic name [9, 1, 4, 11]�of this new class of
packaged application software�� The major advantage of
these systems is that they provide a common integrated
software platform for business processes. These systems
have two important features: firstly, they facilitate a causal
connection between a visual model of business processes
and the software implementation of those processes, and
secondly they ensure a level of integration, data integrity
and security, which is not easily achievable with multiple
software platforms. The vendors of fully integrated
software offer software that is capable of processing all
commercial functions of any company, no matter how
large, diverse or geographically disparate the company’s
components may be. Moreover, the software is not limited
to specific industry sectors: it can be configured for retail
industries, mining companies, banks, airlines etc. ERP
market leaders [14] are SAP AG (39% of the world market)
Oracle Corporation, Peoplesoft Inc and Baan Co.

Early accounts of ERP implementation [2, 3]
distinguished only between a Phased and a Big Bang
approach. More recent studies have highlighted the many
differences between ERP implementations. In 1998 Ross
[15] emphasised that there was variance both in motivation
for an implementation and in design decisions made in the
planning stage of an implementation.  Holland, Light and
Gibson [10] draw attention to the many different
approaches to ERP implementation, at the level both of
technical factors and in terms of the business scope of the
project. In this paper we argue that the concept of an ERP
implementation is not a generic concept, and in particular
that:
1. The traditional distinction between a Phased and a Big

Bang implementation is too coarse to codify the range
of actual approaches to ERP implementation which are
extant in industry and
 $10.00 (c) 2000 IEEE 1
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2. ERP implementations fall into three broad categories,
which we call "Comprehensive", "Middle Road" and
"Vanilla." These categories are offered as archetypes
of ERP implementation. A combination of
implementation characteristics serves to place an
implementation within one of these three broad
categories. ERP implementations differ with respect to
several key characteristics: in this paper these are
described as the Physical Scope, the BPR Scope
Technical Scope, Module implementation Strategy,
and the Resource Allocation.

The categories and the characteristics together provide a
taxonomy for the classification of ERP implementation
projects. We recognise that theoretically there are
numerous combinations of these characteristics and so
there are numerous types of ERP implementation
approaches. However there is a positive reason to try to
delineate archetypal approaches to ERP implementation
Understanding the differences between these categories i
crucial if researchers and project managers are to
understand the process of designing a maximally efficient
implementation; otherwise, comparisons are being made
between ERP implementation projects which are
essentially non-commensurate. Such comparisons are
inherently invalid. Further, although ERP systems are now
the standard for replacement of legacy systems [6], over
90% of ERP implementations exceed both their budget and
the allocated time frame [12], so a tool that assists in the
determination of realistic project scope is crucial.

The evidence for the delineation of categories has been
gained from recent studies of ERP implementation and
from the experience of ERP senior implementation
managers, who between them have managed 42 ERP
implementation projects within Australia and the United
States. In structured interviews, the implementation
projects in which they had participated were rigorously
documented. An analysis of the documentation supports the
proposition that there are three broad categories of ERP
implementation. Each of the three broad categories is
delineated by key characteristics such as the level of
envisaged BPR, the range and type of module selection
and decisions concerning the strategy for linking the ERP
with legacy systems. Each of these may be inter-connected
For example the rationale for the implementation may
imply facts about the level of BPR, and/or the number and
nature of modules selected

This research has implications for practitioners who
wish to successfully implement these systems in that it
categorises implementation approaches in a way that
reflects the experience of recent studies and expert
practitioners. As such this taxonomy is envisaged as a too
for management, particularly in the initial determination of
the project scope and required resource allocation.  A CEO
who decides on an ERP implementation is deciding to
devote huge resources to the project. ERP projects are
measured in millions of dollars. Once the initial decision
0-7695-0493-0/00
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has been made, and the initial resources are allocated, there
is little scope for retreat: in 42 implementations which were
documented in this study, only one abandoned the project.
Most companies both over-spent their budget and exceeded
their time allocation, but once committed they felt impelled
to continue. The taxonomy is envisaged as a tool for
management which should assist them to place their
anticipated implementation into a practical perspective, and
provide them with a way of seeing, early on, the
dimensions and consequences of key decisions regarding
the characteristics of their implementation.

The taxonomy should also provide assistance to
researchers who engage in case study research of ERP
implementation. It should be useful first in multi-case
research in that it facilitates identification of comparable
cases. Further it provides a foundation for future research to
verify the applicability of the taxonomy in fluctuating
organizational circumstances.

2. Research Approach

This research is a synthesis of previous studies and a
series of interviews with highly experienced practitioners
of ERP implementation. The previous studies include those
of Bancroft [2.3], Ross [15], Holland, Light and Gibson
[10] and Parr, Shanks and Darke [13].

Structured interviews were conducted with a total of 10
implementation Project Managers, who between them had
participated in 42 ERP implementation projects. The
participants had been involved in ERP implementation
projects in Australia and the USA. They consisted of
Project Managers from within implementation companies,
and Project Managers and Senior Consultants from ERP
Consultancy companies. The range of their experience
varied. One participant had ERP implementation
experience both in Australia and in the USA. The most
experienced practitioner was Project Manager for 8
implementations. On average, participants had been
involved in 4.2 ERP implementations. Such practitioners
are highly sought after in industry, often after only one
implementation experience, and so access to them is
limited. The ERP systems that they had implemented
included SAP R/2, SAP R/3, Peoplesoft 7, Peoplesoft 7.5,
and Oracle. The range of industries represented in the
implementations of these participants was (deliberately)
extensive and various. They included Retail, Construction,
Oil, Airline and Chemical industries. It should be noted that
several of the very large companies had had several
implementation projects. All companies were large and
many were multi-nationals. So the expertise of the
interviewees’ represents ‘state of the art’ knowledge of
ERP systems implementation in a broad range of
international companies and industry sectors. A summary
of the participants and their experience is provided in Table
1 below.
 $10.00 (c) 2000 IEEE 2



Proceedings of the 33rd Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences - 2000
Table 1 Interviewees and their ERP Experience
Current Position Current Company

Type
ERP No. ERP

projects
Country Industry Sector

Project Manager ERP Consultancy SAP R/2, R/3 8 Aust. Oil
Chemicals

Construction
Automotive

Medical
Financial
Services

Project Leader Implementation
company

SAP R/3 3 Aust. Chemicals

Project Manager /Acct.
Systems Manager

Implementation
company

SAP R/3 5 Aust. Retail

Senior Peoplesoft
Consultant

ERP Consultancy PS 7/7.5 4 Aust.
U.S.A.

IT
Airline
Medical

Principal Peoplesoft
Consultant

ERP Consultancy PS
7/7.5Oracle

7 Aust.
U.S.A

Oil
IT

Airline

Manager of H.R. & Payroll Implementation
company

PS
7/7.5Oracle

7 Aust.
U.S.A

Public Sector
Airline

Senior Consultant ERP Consultancy PS 7/7.5 2 Aust.
U.S.A

IT
Airline

Senior Consultant ERP Consultancy SAP R/3 4 Aust. Manufacturing
IT

Communications

National  Manager &
Systems Dev. IT

Implementation
company

SAP R/3 1 Aust. Automotive

Technical Dev. Manager Implementation
company

SAP R/3 1 Aust. Medical

Total 10 42
,

2.1 The Interviews

The interviews were conducted in person, and both a
structured and an unstructured interview method was used.
In the structured part of the interview the interviewees were
asked, for each implementation in which they had
participated, questions concerning the following topics:

• Implementation Company description - core business,
size, company structure etc.

• Module implementation - number and names of
modules

• Resource allocation - budgets, personnel, time
allocations

After the structured interview a less formal interview,
which followed up points of interest, was frequently
conducted. In the less formal section of the interviews the
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uestions centred on the rationale and scope of the projects
nd features of the implementation approach such as the
se of specialised software and implementation team/s
omposition. Prior to each interview, the interviewer
ollected data on the company and on average, the
tructured part of the interviews lasted one hour. Additional
ata such as post-implementation evaluation reports was
lso collected and analysed.

. The Need for a Taxonomy

The interviews, together with the recent literature,
mphasised that ERP implementations differ significantly
ith respect to their motivation, and that these differences
 motivation affect the proposed scope, design, and
pproach to the ERP implementation. The motivations for
RP systems and the need for a tool to assist CEOs with

he implementation decision are discussed below.
 $10.00 (c) 2000 IEEE 3
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3.1 Differing ERP Motivations

The rationale for implementation varies between
companies and provides an indicator of the type o
implementation envisaged. This point has been recognise
in the literature. In a recent study [15], Ross noted tha
firms provided six reasons for implementing an ERP. The
chief reason was the need for a common IT platform. Othe
reasons included a desire for process improvement, da
visibility, operating cost reductions, increased
responsiveness to customers and improvements in strate
decision-making. Although several firms in her study gave
the need for Y2K compliance as a motivation, she viewe
this as simply the impetus for the replacement of a mix o
aging legacy systems with a common platform.
Replacement of legacy systems with a common platform
had become imperative for two reasons: a mix of agin
legacy systems had led to high cost support, and the firm
expected business benefits such as process improveme
and data visibility to result in cost reductions.

Another study [7], by Deloitte Consulting, of
individuals from 62 companies found that motivations for
an ERP implementation fell into two broad categories: a
resolution of technological problems and a vehicle for
solving operational problems such as uncompetitive
business performance and ineffective business process
Holland et al [10] recognised that the "ERP implementation
problem includes strategic, organisation and technica
dimensions". The range of motivations for ERP
implementation are summarised in Table 2 below:

These differences in rationale will to some extent
determine the type and scope of ERP implementation
Some cases drawn from the interviews illustrate this point.

Example 1. A construction company decided to
implement an ERP prior to selling their business. A centra
aim was to add value to the company to make them mo
attractive to potential purchasers. This required them t
undergo a process of significant BPR in order to transform
themselves into occupants of a niche market in th
construction industry. Adoption of an ERP would
underscore their unique position, and the busines
processes adopted for their new profile would be reflecte
in ERP processes. By implication, this rationale required
significant adaptation and modification of the existing
construction industry ERP software since it would be
required to map onto a unique business entity.

Example 2. Another example is drawn from a multi-
national oil company. The impetus for implementation of a
regional multi-site ERP was a long history of disjunction
between global managerial IT policies and regional IT
practices. The parent company had long wanted a
integrated, comprehensive IT system which could servic
the specific needs of an oil company, and which could ti
0-7695-0493-0/00
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together the systems across national boundaries. Howeve
over time, geographical units remote from each other had
developed their own systems. Many of these local sites
were happy with the local systems and reluctant to change
Concomitantly, business practices at local sites had
developed a regional flavour. When the parent company
saw an opportunity for a multi-national integrated system,
they viewed this as a resolution of the disjunction between
policy and practice. Given this rationale for the system, it
was not surprising that they opted for a tailored,
comprehensive system and that a prelude to system
implementation was wide-scale BPR.

Table 2 Motivation  for ERP
Implementation

Technical Operational Strategic

Common
platform/obsolesc

ence of legacy
systems

Process
improvement

Y2K compliance

Data
visibility

Multi-site
standardization

Operating
cost

reductions

Customer
responsiveness

Decision-making
improvement

Need for
efficiencies and

integration

Business re-
structuring

3.2 Deciding on an ERP implementation type

The above discussion illustrated that there are
significantly different motivations for implementation of an
ERP, and that these motivations may result in widely
differing projects. Moreover, once committed to an ERP,
the possibility of abandonment of the project is remote
because the initial resources allocated are so substantia
Given that companies envisage such widely differing
implementations, that the resources allocated are so large
and that once initiated there is no easy retreat, it is essentia
that senior management be assisted in determining, as earl
as possible, what the scope of their particular
implementation is likely to be. They need to know what the
key decisions are which will impact upon that scope, and
 $10.00 (c) 2000 IEEE 4
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what are liable to be the consequences of those decision
Senior management, who are frequently not IT people, are
faced with difficulties in the planning stages of estimating
the costs and resource allocation of ERP implementation
The financial investment is both in the software package
and in related services. These services include consulting
training, and system integration [5]. In 1997 Gartner Group
[8] reported that ‘companies spent $19 billion’ on ERP
services [5]. The investment can also be measured in time
Implementation of the systems varies from six months to
several years [2, 3] and requires considerable infrastructure
and planning. The size of implementation project teams
also varies with the scope of the project. For example, three
hundred people worked on one company's eleven-month
implementation in the United States. So Senior Managers
need a systematic, structured way of approaching the ERP
implementation problem. This is the role of the taxonomy.
It categorizes archetypal implementation approaches,
delineates the key characteristics of each of the types, an
for each characteristic, shows the key choices which will
affect the implementation type, thus indicating its likely
scope, and required resource allocation.

4. The Taxonomy

The taxonomy consists of implementation categories
and implementation characteristics. The three archetypa
categories are Comprehensive, Middle-road and Vanilla.
Each of these is discussed below. The characteristics o
each category are Physical Scope, the BPR Scope
Technical Scope, Module Implementation Strategy, and
Resource Allocation. Combinations of these characteristics
serve to place an implementation within one of the
categories. More than one combination of characteristics
might result in the same category.

4.1 ERP Implementation Categories

The data from the interviews indicates that there are
three archetypal implementation categories. An overview
of their characteristics, and the range of combinations of
these, follows. After clarifying the three categories, we then
discuss the characteristics which, in combination, place an
implementation within one of the three categories.

4.1.1 Comprehensive.� This category represents the
most ambitious implementation approach. Typically it
involves a multi-national company, which decides to
implement an ERP in multiple sites, often across national
boundaries. Apart from the physical scope of the project,
there is implementation of the full functionality of the
ERP, and occasionally this may involve the
commissioning of industry specific modules.  An ERP
such as SAP R/3 for example consists of 12 main
modules, each with a range of sub-modules. Accepting
0-7695-0493-0/00
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the full functionality of the ERP may mean implementing
all or most of the 12 modules, together with
implementation of an industry specific module.
Additionally, because there are multiple sites, usually
with independently evolved business processes, the scop
and level of BPR required is high. A further characteristic
concerns the method of linking the ERP module to legacy
systems. This may be either the 'module-by-module' or
the 'full ERP' method. In the 'Module-by-module' method,
the process is to implement a module, then link it the
legacy systems, then implement the next module, and link
it to the legacy systems, and so on until all modules are
implemented. The 'full ERP' method involves
implementing all the required ERP modules and then
linking the whole ERP to the legacy systems. The
complexities described above imply large resource
allocation. One such implementation, for example, took
seven years, and the cost was measured in tens of million
of dollars.

4.1.2 Middle-road. This category is, as the name
suggests, mid-way between a Comprehensive and a
Vanilla implementation. Characteristically, there are
multiple sites (although there may be only one extensive
site), and a major decision is to implement a selection
only of core ERP modules. For example, with the SAP
R/3 system it might be decided to implement Financials,
Controlling and Asset management and Project systems
The level of BPR is significant, but not as extensive as
that required for a Comprehensive implementation. Such
systems may take 3-5 years to implement, and cost abou
$A3M.

4.1.3 Vanilla� This is the least ambitious and least
risky implementation approach. Typically, the
implementation is on one site only, and the number of
prospective system users is small (less than 100). A
decision is made to have core ERP functionality only, and
to do minimal BPR in order to exploit fully the process
model built in to the ERP. This decision essentially is a
decision to align company processes to the ERP rathe
than modify the ERP to reflect unique business processes
These systems are the least complex, and typically they
may be implemented in 6-12 months, and cost $A1-2M.

4.2 ERP Implementation Characteristics

The interviews together with the recent literature
revealed that ERP implementations differ significantly with
respect to several characteristics. These characteristics a
discussed below.

4.2.1 Physical Scope.An ERP implementation may
involve a single site, multiple sites within the same
geographic region, or multiple sites scattered across
 $10.00 (c) 2000 IEEE 5
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national boundaries. Further, the number of users of the
ERP system may vary widely. Some examples will
illustrate that there are, because of these physical factors
wide differences in the complexity, cost and length of
ERP implementation.

Example 1.  A multi-national pharmaceutical company
with a turnover of $A250 per annum and 500 employees
decided to implement an ERP in October 1996. Their
expectation was that the project time would be 15 months
approximately, and would cost $A5.5M. There were three
reasons for adoption of an ERP. The first stemmed from a
company re-structure, which involved co-location of the
pharmaceutical and the medical arms of the company.
Secondly, the company was impressed by the "World-wide
move to SAP"1 and thirdly, they wished to replace an
obsolete system with a common systems platform. The
original project plan focused on a staged implementation
first covering four sites in Australia and New Zealand, and
then moving on to a rollout across other Pacific sites.
About four months into stage one, the SouthEast Asian
economic crisis forced a review of the site implementation
strategy. In response to the economic uncertainty in Asia,
the company revised its plans and decided to pursue a
national implementation while indefinitely delaying
expansion into S.E. Asia. This change resulted in the move
from a consultancy company with broad regional
experience to a company with local experience. This
change of consultancy team, and the redrawing of the
physical scope of the implementation imposed significant
delays and meant that the project was re-scheduled for
completion in January 1999, which was 12 months longer
than originally estimated, and $A3.5 M more than the
original budget. The implementation project took a total of
3 years.

Example 2: An Australian automotive company
decided to implement a SAP system for several reasons
They needed to replace an aging mainframe, they wished to
streamline their business processes, and they needed t
achieve Y2K compliance. The aim to streamline the
business processes included a need for improved
transaction (General Ledger, Accounts Receivable/Payable
Fixed Assets) processing speeds, and integration of
functions which were being performed outside the central
system. The company had in recent years ceased
manufacturing cars, and moved into sales and distribution
only. This move resulted in significant downsizing, with
between 3-4000 employees being declared redundant. Th
company decided to implement a SAP R/3 system on 3
servers on a single site with approximately 80 users.
Implementation took 8 months, which was 2 months longer
than expected. The original budget of $A1.8M was
exceeded by $A500, 000, because the original "Go Live"
date was changed when it was realised it would coincide
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with Christmas vacations, and because there were delays in
creating reports that were acceptable to the users.

The above examples demonstrate that ERP
implementation projects may be radically different in terms
of site numbers, geographical distribution of sites, the size
of the user group, and the resultant complexity of the
systems. Additionally, the examples make it clear that the
physical scope is subject to change during the project.

4.2.2 Business Process Re-engineering (BPR)
Scope.� Although it is widely believed that BPR is a
necessary feature of ERP implementation the interviews
showed that some companies deliberately opted to
minimise it. This selection of the level and type of BPR
was recognised by Bancroft in her study of 30 American
implementations of SAP R/3: "Not all companies wish to
make massive changes to their business processes" [2.
page 26]. The experts in the interviews emphasised this
point. They frequently referred to "Vanilla ERP" by
which they meant an implementation in which the
company substantially conformed to the ERP, rather than
implementation of the ERP being preceded by significant
ERP-independent BPR. It is true that some companies
saw the adoption of an ERP as an opportunity for
comprehensive BPR. In this context, BPR was seen as a
prelude to mapping the business processes onto the ERP
system. However, and interestingly, the most experienced
experts were adamant that implementation should be
accompanied by as little BPR as possible. Of course, even
if the vanilla ERP approach is adopted, some BPR is
inevitable, particularly when legacy systems are involved.

There are two dimensions to the change management
process which affect the resource allocation for the ERP
implementation. The first of these concerns the nature of
the change. The change may be essentially a refinement of
the current process, or it may involve the abandonment of
the current process and its replacement with a new one.
These are the sharp edges of the change dimension. As
Bancroft notes (See Figure 1 below) the nature of the
change is best represented as a continuum from a
refinement (Streamline) to a new process (Reinvention)

Figure 1 Change Continuum - (Bancroft 1998 page 27)

Streamline                                             Reinvent

Magnitude of Change

The second dimension of BPR concerns the scale of the
envisaged change/s. The change may affect only a few
people, or they may affect departments or regions. The
$10.00 (c) 2000 IEEE 6
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more people and business areas which are affected the
more complexity is built in to the project and the greater the
expected time and resource allocation

4.2.3 Technical Scope��A key initial decision for an
implementation manager is to decide if and how much the
ERP software is to be modified. The experts interviewed,
particularly those with most experience, insisted that this
decision was one of the most significant in ensuring that
budget and time frames were met. One of these experts,
who had been Project Manager of seven large SAP
implementations, provided us with his "10
Commandments for SAP implementation". Number 2 was
"Thou shalt not change SAP"! There are several types and
levels of change that may be contemplated. Each ERP has
its own built-in business processes. In the case of SAP
R/3 these are shown in the Reference Model. In a SAP
R/3 implementation, an early task for a project team is to
compare its own business processes with those shown in
the Reference Model, in order to decide which processes
will be adopted as is, and which are to be customised [3].
Not surprisingly, there is a correlation between the
amount of change and the complexity and length of the
project. Apart from customisation, a company may
require an industry specific module to be developed.
Again, this will necessitate a corresponding extension of
time, project complexity and budget allocation.

4.2.4 Module Implementation Strategy. There are two
key decisions to be taken in determining the module
implementation strategy [10]. The first decision concerns
the selection of modules. ERP systems are modular
systems. For example, SAP R/3 has core modules called
Financials, Controlling, Asset Management, Human
Resources, Materials Management, Plant Maintenance,
Production Planning, Project System, Sales and
Distribution, Quality Management, and Industry
Solutions. Each of these is in turn composed of sub-
modules. Financials has for example, sub-modules of
General Ledger, Accounts Payable, Accounts Receivable
etc. It is unusual for a company to implement all modules,
so the first decision is which modules to select. Of the 42
implementations documented in this study, only one had
opted for full functionality.

Having decided on the modules a second decision
concerns the process of connecting each module to existing
systems. There are two standard approaches: either
implement module-by-module, and as each is implemented
connect it to the existing system, or alternatively implement
all modules and then connect them to the existing system/s.
The first option is less risky, but more resource intensive.
The second is precarious but a less time consuming option

A company which selects the full functionality of the
ERP is committing to a radically more complex task than
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ne which selects only a few core modules (typically
inancials, Controlling, Asset Management and Project
ystem).

4.2.5 Resource Scope - time and budget. The 42
mplementations documented in the interviews took
etween 8 months and 7 years, and they cost between
.3M and 70M Australian dollars2. The project length
onfirms the Bancroft [2, 3 ] studies which estimated that
n implementation may vary from six months to several
ears. These figures imply that projects may reasonably
e viewed as so varying in resource allocation as to be
iewed as non-comparable.

.3 Summary - ERP Implementation
haracteristics.

Table 3 below tabulates all the characteristics which
ave been identified above as central to distinguishing
etween ERP implementation types.
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Table 3 Range of Characteristics and their values
Physical Scope BPR

Scope
Technical

scope
Module

Implementation
Strategy

Resource Allocation

1. Single site
2. Multiple sites,
regional
3. Multiple sites,
international

Number of users:
1. Small (<100)
2. Medium  (<200)
3. Large (>200)

1.Alignment
to ERP
2.Global
BPR
3.Local BPR

1.No
modification
to ERP
2.Minor
modification
3.Major
modification

Decision 1:
Skeletal
Or
Full functionality

Decision 2:
ERP Module-by-
module integration to
legacy systems
Or
All ERP modules
implemented then
integrated to legacy
systems

Time: 6 months - 6
years

Budget: $A1.3M -
$A70M
4.4 Combining characteristics

It is theoretically possible to generate numerous
combinations of the above characteristics. However, the
aim here is to identify the range of combinations which
together place a prospective implementation into one of the
three categories. This range of combinations is shown in
Table 4 below. Within each of the characteristics, the range
of possible values is shown. Then an X is placed against
each value if it is a possible value for that characteristic for
that category. So for example, Table 4 shows that a Vanilla
implementation will only involve one site, whereas a
Comprehensive implementation will involve multiple sites,
either spread across a region, or across countries. A
Middle-road implementation will either be on a single site,
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r on multiple sites within the same region. It is possible
or a category to have either one of several values within a
haracteristic. For example, a Comprehensive
mplementation may involve either Local BPR or
lobal/International BPR. However, the combination of
haracteristics is able to determine the appropriate
ategory. For example, although any one of the categories
ay involve a single site, that fact together with selection
f full functionality under Module Implementation Strategy
laces an implementation into the Comprehensive category.
he combinations shown are based on the interview data
oncerned with the documentation on module selection,
ite range and geographical location,  the approach to BPR
nd module  implementation strategy, and the time and
esource allocation.
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Table 4 Taxonomy of ERP Implementation Approaches
                              Characteristics
Category Physical

Scope
BPR Scope Technical Scope Module Impleme

1.
Comprehensive

Single
Multiple site
International

X
X

Alignment to
ERP
Local BPR
International
BPR

X
X

1. No modification to
ERP (except reports
and interfaces)
2.Minor modification
3. Major modification

X
X

Decision 1:
Skeletal - core - Core
Full functionality
+/- industry specific m
Decision 2:
Module-by-module
ERP integration to le

2. Middle-road Single
Multiple site
International

X
X

Alignment to
ERP
Local BPR
International
BPR

X

X

1. No modification to
ERP(except reports
and interfaces)

2.Minor modification
3. Major modification

X
X

Decision 1:
Skeletal - core - Core
Full functionality
+/- industry specific m
Decision 2:
Module-by-module
 ERP integration to l

3. Vanilla Single
Multiple site
International

X Alignment to
ERP
Local BPR
International
BPR

X 1. No modification to
ERP(except reports
and interfaces)

2.Minor modification
3. Major modification

X Decision 1:
Skeletal - core - Core
Full functionality
+/- industry specific m
Decision 2:
Module-by-module
ERP integration to le
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5. Implications for Practice and Research

This research has been concerned with the generation o
a taxonomy to assist senior management to clarify both the
scope of a proposed ERP Project, the key characteristics o
each implementation, and some implications of selecting
those characteristics. For example, if a company selects
multiple sites and advanced BPR, then the resource
allocation is greater than if a single site only is selected.
The CEO can see straightforwardly some of the
consequences of implementation decisions by
understanding the taxonomy, and the choices it highlights.
In this way, the taxonomy can be used to structure
discussions about ERP implementation and make the
decision making process more systematic. For example if
the CEO knows that the physical scope is a single site, he
envisages local BPR only, some minor modification to the
ERP, and intends to implement a limited set of 5 core
modules, then the implementation is middle road. From
that knowledge the framework indicates that the time scale
will be approximately 12 months and the budget around
A$3M.

Understanding of ERP projects is a relatively new area,
so the approach has been to synthesise the most rece
studies in this area with the expertise of experienced
practitioners. The studies and the interviews demonstrated
that there is no such thing as a generic concept of ERP
implementation; instead there are key characteristics of
each implementation. Each of these characteristics has 
range of values which represent fundamental decisions
which are made in the implementation process, and each o
them has consequences for the implementation. Togethe
the characteristics combine to produce three major or
archetypal categories of ERP implementation. These are
described as Comprehensive, Middle-road, and Vanilla.
The aim of the taxonomy is to provide non- technical
managers with an effective framework, early in the process,
to comprehend the dimensions and implications of the
enterprise. This may then help to reduce the budget and
time blowouts which have been noted above.

The taxonomy should also assist researchers,
particularly those who undertake case study research in thi
area to identify comparable cases. The central argument ha
been that there is no such thing as 'an ERP implementation
instead there are three major categories. Researchers wh
wish to compare like cases with like cases may find the
taxonomy useful for identification of the analogous cases.
Finally, case study research on the taxonomy itself is
required in order to acquire a deep understanding of each o
the categories and their characteristics within fluctuating
organisational contexts. Case study research would serve t
reinforce and validate the findings of this study.
0-7695-0493-0/00 
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