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Abstract

The objective of our research was to explore the critical success factors for successful ERP sys-
tems implementation in public administration. First of all, the paper explains the nature of busi-
ness process management, especially in public administration. Special attention is paid to ERP
systems that are supporting business process management as well as critical success factors for
their implementation are shown. Next, the case study of ERP systems implementation in the
Polish government agency is described. Then, research findings concerning critical success fac-
tors for ERP systems implementation in public administration in Poland are shown. The results
obtained from this research may prove to be helpful for researchers and scholars in developing
studies on ERP systems supporting processes in public administration as well as government
agencies interested in implementing ERP systems.
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Introduction

Looking for ways to increase efficiency, reduce costs, improve product quality, and increase cus-
tomer satisfaction and shareholder value, organizations have realized that the source of success in
this area lies in the performance of their processes. It turned out that it is not enough to look at an

organization in terms of its functional structure, but also as a network of interrelated business
processes. This led to the formulation of new management concepts, such as business process
orientation (BPO) (Cieslinski, 2011; McCormack & Johnson, 2001), process-based organizations
(PO) (Hernaus, 2008; Levi, 2002; Seltsikas, 2001) and business process management (BPM)
(Jeston & Nelis, 2008; Lu, Sadiq, & Governatori, 2009; Smith & Finger, 2003; Trkman, 2010;

Weske, 2007).

The process approach is based on an assumption that the optimization of an organization is fo-
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cused on optimizing processes rather
than optimizing functional units. As
organizations move away from the pro-
cess of grouping resources and expertise
in hierarchical functional units, in order
to move to the process level, a hierar-
chical structure of an organization is
replaced by a horizontal process-
oriented structure, which foundations lie
in the identified processes. The process
organization is a set of mutually inter-
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woven processes that need to be effectively and efficiently managed (Smith & Finger, 2003).
Studies show that process management ensures more dynamic activities and allows for better use
of resources (material, financial, and human) in the era of the economy based on knowledge, in-
cluding knowledge resources (Han & Park, 2009; Savvas & Bassiliades 2009).

The process approach has already been used for a long time, but only in the production industry,
and its aim was to enhance and improve the manufacturing processes (Hammer & Champy, 1994;
Jokiel, 2009). In contemporary organizations, a crucial role is not only played by the manufactur-
ing processes but also by processes related to strategic management, communication with cus-
tomers, cooperation with suppliers, workforce development, maintenance of machinery and
equipment in motion, logistics, etc. (APQC, 2012).

Currently, the BPM principles and practices are used in public administration (Batko, 2011). This
is due to the fact that government agencies as well as business organizations are evaluated in
terms of competitiveness and attractiveness for the beneficiaries of their services. Every society
and economy depends on the smooth and efficient operation of government agencies (Bhuiyan,
2011; Hwang & Akdede, 2011; Pillania, 2011). The implementation of BPM in government
agencies means the reconstruction and improvement of internal processes and administration
processes related to the provision of government services for citizens, enterprises, and employees
(Weerakkody, Janssen, & Dwivedi, 2011). Its goal is to improve the efficiency and transparency
of government services as well as increase in the participation of citizens and enterprises in the
process of government decision making. Some researchers, due to the specific nature of govern-
ment processes, introduce the concept of government process management (GPM) (Tregear &
Jenkins, 2007).

The application of a process approach and process management in organizations always requires
the support of information systems (IS) and information technology (IT) (Taylor & Williams,
1991). A key role is played here by Enterprise Resources Planning systems (ERP) (Umble, Haft,
& Umble, 2003). ERP systems incorporate best business practices and IT (Westrup & Knight,
2000). Moreover, their implementation results in reducing cost and time cycle and in improving
productivity, quality, and customer service benefits (Shang & Seddon, 2002). ERP capability is
expected to result in:

e business process efficiency (by reducing cost and time cycle, increasing productivity of
the production process, and improving quality and customer service);

o cffectiveness (by improving decision making and planning, and resource management
and delivery); and

o flexibility (by building flexibility into IT infrastructure to reduce IT cost, by differentiat-
ing products and services, and by establishing and maintaining external linkages to cus-
tomers and suppliers) (Karimi, Somers, & Bhattacherjee, 2007).

The implementation of ERP systems is a complex technological, organizational, and business
undertaking. It requires knowledge of a process approach, a specific organization of processes, its
environment, competition, and IT. Business organizations already have significant experience in
the implementation of ERP systems (Sammon & Adam, 2010). However, the implementation of
ERP systems in public administration requires cognitive and practical studies. There are major
differences between business organization and public administration. Therefore, the same solu-
tions, which are successfully used in business do not apply to public administration. Due to the
nature of public administration, the good practices used in the implementation of ERP systems
require verification and adjustment to their specific conditions. Most of the ERP systems are
generally designed for private sector and do not meet specific public administration requirements.
Bearing this in mind the critical success factors (CSFs) essential for the successful implementa-
tion of ERP systems are one of the researched spheres. CSFs are those areas and activities which
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should be primarily focused on in order to achieve the most satisfying results of the ERP systems
implementation (Amid, Moalagh, & Ravasan, 2012; Bueno & Salmeron, 2008).

The objective of our research was to explore the critical success factors for successful ERP sys-
tems implementation in public administration. The paper explains the nature of business process
management, especially in public administration. Special attention is paid to ERP systems sup-
porting business process management, and critical success factors for ERP systems implementa-
tion are presented. Next, the case study of ERP systems implementation in the Polish government
agency is described. Then, the research findings concerning critical success factors for ERP sys-
tems implementation in public administration by the example of Poland are shown. Finally, the
discussion of the presented research findings is conducted and the directions for future work are
suggested. In order to achieve the research goals, various scientific methods and techniques have
been applied, such as a critical analysis of literature, case studies, an action research as well as
methods of creative thinking and logical deduction.

We are confident that the results obtained from the research may prove to be helpful for research-
ers and scholars in developing studies on ERP systems supporting processes in public administra-
tion as well as government agencies interested in implementing ERP systems.

Literature Review and Related Works —
Process Management and ERP systems

Business Process Management

Business process management is a stage of business orientation evolution (Weske, 2007). This
evolution began with the first wave — continuous process improvement — passed through the sec-
ond wave — business process reengineering — then the third wave — BPM (Smith, & Fingar, 2003)
— and finally achieved the fourth wave of business automation — process-based competition (Fin-
gar, 2012). To get to the fourth wave, an organization must first make process excellence a sus-
tainable asset. The third wave enables that asset, so this paper will concentrate on that. BPM is
very closely related to other management concepts, such as change management and human re-
source management (Jeston & Nelis, 2008; Lee, Kim, Seo, Kim & Kim, 2011). Additionally, the
management concepts of project management, quality management, and risk management (Jal-
low, Majeed, Vergidis, Tiwari, & Roy, 2007; Trkman, 2010) have a strong impact on the BPM
implementation.

BPM is a collection of concepts, methods, and techniques to support the administration, configu-
ration, and analysis of business processes (Rudden, 2007; Smith & Fingar, 2003; Weske, 2007;
Zari, 1997). It is also defined that BPM is the management of cross organizational processes by
gathering all sorts of methods, techniques, design tools, and analyses of operational business pro-
cesses involving humans, organizations, IT, documents, and other sources of information (Aalst,
Hofstede & Weske, 2003). BPM might be perceived as organization’s attempts of enhancing
basic activities, i.e., manufacturing, marketing, communications, and other aspects of its opera-
tions (Trkman, 2010).

BPM has a specific lifecycle which consists of several steps that aim at improving the quality of
business process in an incremental way (Debevoise, 2005). Usually, it is described in literature
that BPM follows a life cycle that consists of three stages: process modeling, process execution,
and process monitoring (Schumm, Leymann, & Streule, 2010). Moreover, there is representation
of BPM lifecycle in four stages: design (modeling), implementation, enactment, and analysis
(Muehlen & Rosemann, 2004). However, there is also wider understanding of the lifecycle: dis-
covery and modeling of business process, validation and simulation, deployment and execution,
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monitoring and performance management, improving the process and starting everything from
the beginning (Pourshahid, Amyot, Peyton, Ghanavati, Chen, Weiss, & Forster, 2009).

To sum up, BPM is a collection of methods and techniques to manage stages of the BPM life-
cycle involving humans, IT, data, and physical objects on the basis of business process. BPM
allows organizations to automate and integrate internal and external business processes. Further,
BPM enables an organization to optimize and increase the efficiency of processes, both those
conducted by humans as well as fully automated.

The implementation of BPM requires perceiving an organization as a whole composed of many
processes which determine its success. Additionally, it is necessary to apply information systems,
ERP systems especially, that combine IT with BPM methodology (Winn & Oo, 2011). This ap-
proach in the science of management and business practice is called Business Process Organiza-
tion (BPO) (Cieslinski, 2011; McCormack, 2001; gkrinjar, Bosilj-Vuksic & Indihar—Stemberger,
2008). Empirical studies have shown that BPO raises the overall performance of an organization,
promotes innovation, and increases efficiency of employees (Skrinjar, Stemberger, & Hernaus,
2007; Zaheer, Rehman, & Khan, 2009).

Government Process Management

Contrary to business organizations, focused on their profitability and stakeholders’ value, gov-
ernment agencies have the public interest at heart. Their success goes along with their reaching of
social goals. Simultaneously, these agencies have to cope with social and political demands,
which are not the regard of the private sector. To compound the problem, government agencies
create policies or policy advice, which are more difficult to identify than the physical output or
financial results of private sector organizations (Tregear & Jenkins, 2007). The fundamental dif-
ferences between business and government frameworks lead to occurrences in the public sector
which bear the influence upon the attainment of effective, continuous process management.

Efficient public administration is one of the factors affecting the quality of life in a country; it
plays an important role in the development of an economy as well as influences the evaluation of
the economy by investors (Hezri & Dovers, 2006). However, creating efficient administration is
impeded by such factors (barriers) as (1) increasing bureaucracy (greater number of documents,
statements, and reports), (2) complex and frequently changing administrative procedures, (3)
inflation of law (the establishment of new laws and regulations by the legislators), (4) competi-
tion for financial resources (budget item justification, application for EU funds) (Batko, 2011;
Hall, 2007). In order to overcome these barriers and become more competitive, public administra-
tion changes the management system from the functional model to the process oriented model. It
faces the challenge of BPO implementation and what entails the implementation of BPM, change
management, and project management (Sarantis, Charalabidis, & Askounis, 2011; Young,
Young, Jordan, & O'Connor, 2012).

Public administration processes are more complex than in business organizations (Repa, 2006).
This is due to the fact that public administration is a closely set organizational structure, where
processes are formalized and decision-making is slow. This is compounded by the decision-
making independence of individual departments of a government agency, which often pursue
their own goals unrelated to the whole government agency. The process flow across departments
is much more complex and depends on the task scope of individual employees. In addition, all
government actions are hedged around with a great number of legal regulations. Those make the
modification or improvement of processes not an easy task. They often require the introduction of
changes in the law which is a lengthy process (Wilson, 1887).

Hence, in the context of public administration there is government process management (GPM)
rather than business process management (Tregear & Jenkins, 2007). GPM means the use of
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standard BPM principles and practices in public administration. Process management is funda-
mental to the development of an accountable, transparent, and responsive public administration.

Summing up, process management in public administration has a completely different character
than in business organizations, where a process can be improved almost day by day (Schéafermey-
er, Rosenkranz, & Holten, 2012). This distinction comes from the public administration basics.
Nevertheless, government agencies are aware of the key importance and necessity to improve
government processes and the need to implement BPM (GPM).

In Poland, BPM is an often discussed and examined issue in the context of information-
conditioning systems of public administration. This is reflected in current projects. One of them is
the "E-government as a condition for development of Poland" (E-administracja warunkiem
rozwoju Polski), the aim of which is to develop a reference model of public administration pro-
cesses for city offices, regional offices and marshal's offices (official web site:
http://www.uwm.edu.pl/eap ).

ERP Systems in Government Processes Management

Information systems and business processes are linked by the mutual relationship, the potential of
which was defined, in the 90's, by Davenport and Short (1990). In Karim et al.’s (2007) opinion,
information systems have a positive impact on the organization only when they comprehensively
support business processes. Moreover, due to the high degree of complexity and interdependence
of business processes, we are unable to manage them without the use of IS. Until recently, infor-
mation systems could not support different stages of a BPM lifecycle, and business processes had
to be adapted to the processes defined in the IS (Aalst et al., 2003). A few years ago, information
systems were not able to cope with the dynamics, agility, and transparency of business processes.
Currently, thanks to workflow engines (Smith & Fingar, 2003) and web services technologies
(Leymann, Roller, & Schmidt, 2002; Moitra & Ganesh, 2005) to support SOA architecture (Li,
Muthusamy, & Jacobsen, 2010; Specht, Drawehn, Thranert, & Kiihne, 2005), it is possible to
manage processes occurring throughout the entire organization, not just within a single functional
unit. ERP systems have significantly enhanced that as they integrate business processes and man-
age them (Davenport, 1998; Hammer & Stanton, 1999; Robey, Ross, & Boudreau, 2007). ERP
systems enable management of business processes within functional units as well as those passing
across the organization (Mabert, Soni, & Venkataramanan, 2003). Furthermore, they integrate the
flow of information within an organization (Cline & Guynes, 2001) and manage and integrate
physical, financial, and human resources of an organization (Kumar, Maheshwari, & Kumar,
2002). As a result, ERP systems enable conducting business processes more efficiently and effec-
tively and significantly affect business process improvement (Law & Ngai, 2007; Wieder, Booth,
Matolcsy, & Ossimitz, 2006).

ERP systems implemented in public administration differ greatly from ERP systems for business.
Due to the nature of processes and regulations, the functionality of ERP systems for public ad-
ministration is different from its functionality for business organizations. ERP systems in public
administration back up supporting processes rather than core processes (Becker, Kugeler, &
Rosemann, 2003; Porter, 1985), whose aim is to meet the collective and individual needs of citi-
zens, resulting from the co-existence of people in communities (Kelly,1998). ERP systems in
government agencies are mainly used to back up the supporting processes for accounting, human
resource management, payroll management, inventory management, and fixed assets manage-
ment. But even in this respect, ERP systems must be adapted to the requirements of public admin-
istration and, above all, to the applicable laws and standard procedures. This mostly concerns the
law and procedures for accounting and budgetary accounting, employment, wages, and fixed
assets management. In Poland, legal regulations and processes in this respect are different for
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public administration and business. Also, the management of inventory in a warehouse is based
on a different principle than it is in manufacturing organizations.

In the literature and studies on ERP, systems for public administration are presented (Balzli &
Fragniére, 2012; Kumar, Maheshwari, & Kumar, 2002; Raymond, Uwizeyemungu, & Bergeron,
2006; Subramanian & Peslak, 2012). In our opinion ERP systems dedicated to public administra-
tion should be considered as Government Resources Planning (GRP) systems. So far, the term
GPR systems is not present in the literature. Also, this term is not used in the software market.
Hence, in the further part of this paper the term ERP systems has been used.

Critical Success Factors for ERP Systems

ERP systems implementation is a complex exercise in technology innovation and organizational
change management (Kumar et al., 2002; Markus & Tanis, 2000) and it is not an easy task. It
requires the coordination of many activities of an organization and a close cooperation of em-
ployees, managers, IT specialists, business analysts, consultants, and trading partners (Sam-
bamurthy & Kirsch, 2000). Furthermore, the ERP systems implementation differs from the tradi-
tional systems implementation in scale, complexity, organizational impact, user’s participation,
cost, and business impact (Grabski & Leech, 2007). Additionally, there is a lack of proven scien-
tific theories and experiences on the implementation of ERP systems in public administration.

These all create the need for research on the implementation of ERP systems in public admin-
istration. An important challenge is to identify the factors that determine the success of the im-
plementation of ERP systems in public administration. CSFs are these areas and operations which
should be focused on primarily in order to achieve the most satisfying results of the ERP systems
implementation (Ziemba & Papaj, 2012, 2013). We are confident that the theory of critical suc-
cess factors gives good basis for stating what criteria should be followed during ERP systems
implementation.

In the literature there are several definitions of critical success factors. Leidecker and Bruno have
described CSFs as a set of characteristics, conditions and variables which should be adequately
sustained, maintained, or managed in order to affect success factors of an organization competing
in a specific industry (Leidecker & Bruno, 1984). Rockart and Bullen (1981) have defined the
critical success factors as the restricted number of fields in which positive outcome will result in
“successful competitive performance” for an employee, organizational unit, and an organization
as a whole. According to Ramaprasad and Williams, the CSFs should be used in three crucial
areas including project management (63.49 %), information systems implementation (49.21%),
and requirements (47.62 %) (Alaskari Ahmad, Dhafr, & Pinedo-Cuenca, 2012; Ramaprasad &
Williams, 1998).

CSFs for information systems implementation, including the ERP systems, have been popularized
by Rockart (1979). Since then, many researchers have defined the critical success factors that
affect the implementation of ERP systems in business organizations (Alaskari et al., 2012; Law,
Chen, & Wu, 2010; Liu, 2011; Ngai, Law, & Wat, 2008; Wang, Shih, Jiang, & Klein, 2008).
Table 1 summarizes the selected critical success factors for ERP systems implementation that are
mentioned in the literature. The most extensive set of CSFs, broken down into three categories is
presented by Hairul, Nasir, and Sahibuddin (2011). Critical analysis of those proposals has al-
lowed us to identify the most important CSFs for ERP systems implementation. They include top
management support and project management issues. Moreover, ERP systems implementation
must be managed by experienced and well qualified project managers. Equally important are
change management, business analysis, clear objectives, and effective communication between
the project partners.
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Table 1: CSF for ERP systems implementation according to different authors

Somers and Nelson
(2001)
22 CSF’s

Hairul, Nasir, and Sahibuddin
(2011)
26 CSF’s

Alaskari, Ahmad, Dhafr, and
Pinedo-Cuenca (2012)
22 CSF’s

e Top management support

e Project champion

o User training and education

e Management of expectations

e Vendor/customer partnerships

e Use of vendors’ development tools

o Careful selection of the appro-
priate package

¢ Project management

o Steering committee

¢ Use of consultants

e Minimal customization

¢ Data analysis and conversion

¢ Business process reengineering

¢ Defining the architecture

¢ Dedicated resources

e Project team competence

¢ Change management

e Clear goals and objectives

¢ Education on new business pro-
cesses

o Interdepartmental communica-
tion

o Interdepartmental co-operation

¢ Ongoing vendor support

People-related factors

o Effective project management
skills/methodologies (project man-
ager)

e Support from top management

o User/client involvement

o Skilled and sufficient staffs

e Good leadership

o Committed and motivated team

e Good performance by ven-
dors/contractors/ consultants

Process-related factors

o Clear requirements and specifica-
tions

o Clear objective/goal/scope

o Realistic schedule

o Effective communication and feed-
back

o Realistic budget

¢ Frozen requirement

¢ Proper planning

e Appropriate development process-
es/methodologies (process)

o Up-to-date progress reporting

e Effective monitoring and control

¢ Adequate resources

e Risk management

o Effective change and configuration
management

¢ Good quality management

e Clear assignment of roles and re-
sponsibilities

e End-user training provision

Technical-related factors

e Familiar with technolo-
gy/development methodology

o Complexity, project size, duration,
number of organizations involved

o Supporting tools and good infra-
structure

e Top management support

o User training and education on
software

o Business process reengineering

o Project management

o Effective communication

o Change culture

o Clear goals and objectives

o Use of consultants services

o Interdepartmental cooperation

o Upgrading infrastructure

o Financial resources

e Project team organization and
competence

e Legacy system management

e Change management

¢ Vendor support

¢ Project champion

o System technological

o ERP package selection

e Data accuracy

o Sponsorship

e Minimal customization

e Project manager

The literature lacks proven scientific theories and experiences referring to CSFs for ERP systems
implementation in public administration. Hence, identifying CSFs for ERP systems implementa-
tion in public administration is becoming an important task.

Research Methodology

The goal of our research was to explore the critical success factors for successful ERP systems
implementation in public administration. These are complex issues and they require research
tasks of cognitive, methodological, and utilitarian characteristics. Such a spectrum of work in-
volves adaptation of research methods to specific individual tasks and requires the use of different
research tools, allowing for clarification and verification of results.
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In order to achieve the research goals, various scientific methods and techniques have been ap-
plied, such as a critical analysis of literature, action research, as well as methods of creative think-
ing and logical deduction.

To explain the nature of business process management, especially government process manage-
ment, exploring ERP systems supporting business process management and identifying critical
success factors for ERP systems implementation, a critical analysis of literature as well as meth-
ods of creative thinking and logical deduction have been used. In order to present the practical
dimension of ERP systems implementation, especially CSFs for ERP systems implementation in
public administration, action research has been applied. Action research as well as creative think-
ing and logical deduction helped to define critical success factors which are essential in case of
managing ERP implementation in public administration.

The overall purposes of a literature review were to critically appraise and synthesize the current
state of knowledge relating to the public administration, information systems, and the role of the
business processes in the ERP system implementation. Action Research is characterized by an
intensive communication between researchers and subjects. At all stages of ERP implementation
one of the authors had a constant contact with project teams as a participant of the project. We
used a lot of our practical experiences of information system implementation, ERP systems im-
plementation in particular. We have been working as the IT project managers for many years.
One of us works in an IT company on a regular basis. This company specializes in implementing
ERP systems supporting processes in public administration.

The study on the ERP system implementation and its CSFs in public administration was conduct-
ed in 2010 and 2011. It concerned ERP system implementation in a big Polish government agen-
cy. This government agency consists of one central government unit and 21 local government
units. The ERP system was composed of five modules: finance and accounting, human resource
management, payroll management, inventory management, and fixed assets management. Semi-
structured interviews of the end users and the project team members were conducted, and sharea-
ble documentations related to ERP implementation were analyzed during the study. In addition,
logical deduction has been used to propound CSFs.

Research Findings — ERP System Implementation in
Polish Government Agency

The objectives of the researched government agency were to improve and automate government
processes and to implement an integrated information system, i.e. an ERP system. There were
many conditions for the ERP system implementation. First of all, the currently used information
systems were not fully adapted to the needs of public administration; it did not meet new and
emerging users’ requirements and had difficulties in adapting to the changing laws. The system
was technologically obsolete and, in terms of certain solutions, outdated. The individual modules
of the system were not interconnected (integrated). Each process had to be started manually. The
flow of information took a long time and it was impossible to perform a comprehensive analysis
of the data. It was unfeasible to integrate information resources, which would allow meeting the
analytical and reporting needs. This was due to the decentralized architecture of the system. In
this architecture, each local government unit had its own system, in no way related to the system
used in the central government unit. These all resulted in a significant prolongation of the deci-
sion-making process and a very negative effect on the efficiency and performance of the govern-
ment agency.

Hence, the central government unit decided to implement an ERP system. The main objective of
the implementation was the centralized management of the organizational structure of all gov-
ernment units and automation of supporting government processes for finance and accounting,
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human resources management, payroll management, inventory management, and fixed assets
management. The expected result of the implementation was to eliminate unnecessary documen-
tation, systemize document circulation, ensure a smooth flow of information, and make infor-
mation accessible (which is relevant, timely to appropriate users. and in an appropriate form). The
implementation work was undertaken by an IT company specializing in the development and
implementation of ERP systems in public administration. This IT company submitted the lowest
bid in response to a public procurement. A specifically set up project team of the central govern-
ment unit was responsible for the implementation of the ERP system. The project team was com-
posed of people from the departments of the central government unit, such as accounting, human
resources, payroll, fixed assets, and inventory management, and from the IT department. And on
the other hand, from the IT company the team was supported by business analysts, systems ana-
lysts, and project team leaders.

The aim of a project team should be to analyze and define the information requirements of ERP
system users. The project team of the central government unit was required to analyze users’ re-
quirements and define them. The defined requirements had to be reflected in the functionality of
the implemented ERP system and in government processes carried out in the system. The pro-
spective users of the system from individual local government units were not at all involved in the
process of creating requirements. This approach to studying requirements was a deliberate act
aimed at structuring information requirements of the government processes as well as top-down
imposition of a unified information model and uniform requirements of the process model for all
government units. Until then, each local government unit conducted processes in their own way.
This approach to defining information requirements resulted from the fact that the users knew
about the planned implementation of the new system, however, showed much resistance to the
coming changes. This was mainly due to the existing procedure habits, lack of understanding of
the need for clarification in the ERP system, and the fear of change.

Another goal of the project team should be to analyze and develop a model of government pro-
cesses. However, the government processes have not been defined. The project team assumed that
it is sufficient to define the information requirements and that the ERP system already had the
built-in procedures for implementing each process. This assumption was only partially correct. In
fact, the ERP system had been equipped with the defined procedures for executing processes, but
in some cases they differed from the actual needs of the government agency. It was also found
that the government agency, on the one hand, expected that the ERP system would impose a cer-
tain procedure, and on the other hand, wanted to adapt the system to its individual requirements.
An additional challenge was the fact that it was originally assumed that the processes would be
implemented at two levels: national and local. During the project it became clear that the two
levels intertwine with each other.

ERP system implementation always forces the introduction of changes in an organization. In our
case there was a lack of change management, which should be the responsibility of a management
team of a government agency. Neither were the employees of the government agency, who are
the prospective users of an implemented, integrated ERP system, provided with the benefits that
its application entails, nor with the challenges they would face and the tasks they would have to
undertake. The implementation of an ERP system is always associated with an increased work-
load of users. Unfortunately, in this case they were not prepared beforehand that they would have
to be actively involved in the implementation work, learn how to use the new system, and above
all, to adapt to the changes introduced within the system. In the analyzed case, inadequate prepa-
ration for the upcoming changes, lack of additionally defined responsibilities, and lack of em-
ployees’ motivation techniques resulted in reluctance to the implemented system.

The success of the implementation of the ERP system largely depends on the design team, its
powers, and its management. Due to the broad scope of the project, the IT company providing the
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ERP system applied a proven methodology of project management. For the position of project
manager a person with extensive professional experience in such projects was appointed. The
government agency staff were competent people, but unfortunately employees of local govern-
ment units were not involved in the design work. The success of the project not only depends on
the competence of the members of the project team, but also on the communication within the
team and on the line: government agency - IT company. In this case, the communication was
clear and mutual. However, due to the formality burdened public administration, the design deci-
sion-making process was very long.

Critical Success Factors for ERP System Implementation

Our action research has become the basis for identifying the most important CSFs for the ERP
system implementation in public administration. We have also used our experience in the field of
ERP systems implementation. Those methods as well as the critical thinking and inductive rea-
soning led us to indicate the four groups of CSFs (Table 2):

o factors related to public procurement procedure;
factors related to government processes management;

o factors related to project team competences (knowledge and skills of the project team re-
lated to implementation of information systems, especially ERP systems in public admin-
istration); and

e factors related to project management.

Table 2: CSFs for ERP systems implementation in public administration

Factors related to
public procurement

Factors related to
government processes

Factors related to
project team compe-

Factors related to
project management

procedure management tences
e Clear and precisely e Frozen information | e Project team compe- |e Top management support
defined tender speci- requirements tence on ERP systems |e Clear assignment of roles

fication (information
and government pro-
cesses requirements,
technological re-
quirements, organiza-
tional requirements )

¢ Realistic and chrono-
logically arranged
schedule

e Clear goals and ob-
jectives of the ERP
system implementa-
tion

e Identified govern-
ment processes

e Government pro-
cess reengineering

Project team compe-
tence on public admin-
istration

Use of consultants
Cooperation with re-
search centers
Expertise in IT

and responsibilities

e Change management

¢ Risk management

e Involvement ERP system
end-users

o Interdepartmental com-
munication

e Use of proven project
management methodolo-
gy

o Effective monitoring and
control

The listed CSFs for ERP systems in public administration implementation are similar to CSFs for
ERP systems implementation in business organization. However, there are two new groups of
factors. This means the factors related to public procurement procedures, which do not apply to
business organizations and the factors related to government management processes, which are
analogous to business organizations, but are different because of the specific nature of govern-

ment processes.
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Critical Factor Group One: Factors related to public procurement
procedure

Factors associated with the public procurement procedure are very important as they formally
limit the range of functionality of an implemented ERP system. If the requirements are not de-
fined, they are not a subject to the contract and, therefore, the IT company has no basis for their
implementation. Moreover, it quite often happens that due to a lack of knowledge of ERP systems
implementation very short and unrealistic deadlines for the system implementation are set. It may
also be associated with a long-term procurement procedure, which aims to select the most advan-
tageous offer. As a result, the initial date of the implementation is delayed in time, while the
completion date of the implementation, which was provided for in the procurement, remains un-
changed. Clear goals and objectives of the ERP system implementation are always specified in
the announced public procurement and usually there are no ambiguities here. Nonetheless, they
are included in this group of factors, since they largely determine the success of implementation.

Critical Factor Group Two: Factors related to government processes
management

Regarded as the most important factors related to government management processes are frozen
information requirements, identified government processes, and government process reengineer-
ing. Conducting the analysis of information requirements and government processes is an abso-
lutely essential component of adopting the ERP system to the requirements of public administra-
tion. Government process reengineering is very often necessary in order to improve processes and
increase their efficiency. Those all elements add up to the success of the ERP system implementa-
tion.

Critical Factor Group Three: Factors related to project team
competences

The most important factors for ERP system implementation in public administration are related to
project team competences. This refers to both the project team members, who are the employees
of the IT company, as well as the government agency. Employees of the IT company should have
experience and competence in implementing an ERP system in general, and especially in public
administration. Moreover, government agency employees, who are a part of a design team,
should have knowledge about government processes which will be supported by the ERP system
and about information which it will provide. Their knowledge should cover the functional scope
of the system. The government agency team should benefit from the knowledge of business anal-
ysis and information system implementation consultants. Support of research centers is also high-
ly recommendable here.

Critical Factor Group Four: Factors related to project management

Factors related to project management, especially lack of top management support and clear as-
signment of roles and responsibilities may adversely affect the implementation. In addition, the
use of proven project management methodology, especially for large projects, is essential. With-
out proper project management methodology there is a risk of system implementation failure. It is
also important to use change management and risk management. ERP implementation brings
many changes, which increase the risk of failure. Therefore, it is important to manage them
properly. Also, end user involvement is not without significance. They will benefit from the im-
plemented ERP system and should be involved in its implementation as soon as possible to be
able to accept the changes. Also, the communication between team members and between end
users from different departments has an impact on successful implementation. Effective monitor-
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ing and control should be used to coordinate the team’s work as well as their possible collabora-
tion with consultants and research centers.

To sum up, the obtained research results show that CSFs of ERP implementation in public admin-
istration in Poland can be classified into four groups: public procurement procedure, government
business management, project team competences, and project management. These groups are
analogous to the CSFs for ERP systems implementation demonstrated in the literature in general,
but they have specific nature concerning public administration.

Discussion

We are of the view that CSFs scope for GPR is wider than in the case of ERP and includes four
groups of factors, namely:

factors related to public procurement procedure;
factors related to government processes management;
factors related to project team competences; and
factors related to project management.

Particularly important are factors related to public procurement. Legal regulations in the public
procurement procedure impose the order and GRP system purchase procedures and usually affect
the prolongation of the purchase, but also the implementation time. The time between taking a
decision about the need for the GRP system implementation and the actual beginning of imple-
mentation may take up to a year. The implementation is often completed one year after its launch.
During this time, the system functionality requirements may change as a result of the so-called
inflation of requirements or changes in the law regulations. Therefore, such an important factor in
determining the success of the GRP system implementation is a straightforward and precisely
defined tender specification, which simplifies and speeds up the public procurement process.
Hence sufficiently long deadlines for the implementation in the event of prolonged tender should
be provided. Thus, another CSF is creating a realistic and chronologically arranged schedule. It is
also important to carry out a thorough analysis and to formulate a definition of government pro-
cesses, without which, as it is known, it is difficult to adjust the GRP system to the specific needs
of public administration.

The implementation of GRP systems is conducted as an IT project, and each project brings about
changes. In the case of the GRP implementation in public administration, the scope of changes is
quite extensive and mainly includes changes in government processes. In such cases, it is essen-
tial to apply the following management concepts: project management and change management
that support, respectively, the completion of projects and the implementation of changes.

Public administration processes are more complex than in business organizations and very often
their framework set by the law and statutory requirements. Therefore, BPM considered in the
context of public administration requires a heavier workload, a bit different from BPM in the
business context. Supporting business processes in public administration is associated with doc-
uments circulation and the GRP system that records changes made by these documents. Business-
administrative processes must be defined for the entire organization, not only for the actions of
those supported by the GRP system. The knowledge of process management and administration is
necessary here, as well as the knowledge of administrative law. Most of the processes are deter-
mined by the rules of law, which impose a specific flow of activities and their movement. They
also limit, to a large extent, the possibility of modifying the business and administrative processes
and their possible improvement. Management of such constructed processes imposes certain pat-
terns that need to be mapped in the GRP system. Hence it is important to define the business pro-
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cesses and administrative systems correctly in the initial phase of the project, so they could be
included in the proposed architecture of the GRP system.

The cooperation with external experts and research centers has a large impact on the successful
implementation of the GRP system. Those experts using their knowledge and experience usually
advise how to (1) improve the analysis and definition of requirements, (2) redesign processes, (3)
involve future users in the work on defining the needs and streamlining processes, and (4) achieve
greater benefits from the implementation of the GRP systems. This issue has been recognized by
the Chancellery of the Prime Minister in Poland (Kancelaria Prezesa Rady Ministrow, 2011) as a
result of a report on the decision-making processes in the public administration. It describes the
problems associated with knowledge management in public administration: the lack of coordina-
tion in the acquisition of expertise and ordering studies. It also defines the need to introduce
mechanisms on which a decision-making process can be based and to develop cooperation with
external advisory and analytical centers. In this way, an acquired knowledge of external experts
specializing in the implementation of the GRP systems has a significant impact on the success of
the project.

Similar studies related to the CSFs for ERP systems implementation in public administration
were carried out by Shah, Khan, Bokhari, and Raza (2011). They did not define CSFs for ERP
implementation; however they have indicated barriers to successful ERP implementation in pub-
lic administration in Pakistan. There are lack of user involvement, lack of top management sup-
port, lack of vendors’ experience and support, and lack of change management. Not without sig-
nificance was their identification of the role of social factors that are correlated with the barriers.
As it might be noticed, those finding are similar to CSFs already defined in this paper. The im-
portance of users’ involvement and top management support has been defined as a CSF related to
project management. Also vendors’ experience and change management was pointed out as a
CSF related to project team competences. Shah et al. put more emphasis on social factors; they
mainly observed the lack of cooperation between the users of the implemented ERP system. This
was also identified as one of the reasons for unsuccessful ERP implementation.

Other authors, who conducted research on ERP implementation in several public administration
agencies in Canada, identified a number of critical management challenges such as training, up-
grading infrastructure, project management, and stabilizing the ERP system (Kumar et al., 2002).
They also pointed out that incompetent consultants and unskilled project persons were a major
challenge in ERP system implementation. They found out that behavioral and management relat-
ed challenges, rather than pure technical glitches such as software bugs and technical difficulties
in configuration, were much more significant factors of trouble during ERP implementation.
Those behavioral issues include the end user not being ready, resistance to change, lack of train-
ing, lack of coordination between functional groups, and lack of project planning. Comparing
those finding with our research, the CSFs factors related to project management are similar to the
defined above management challenges and the CSFs factors related to project team competences
are similar to incompetent consultants and unskilled project persons. Moreover, the similarities
mentioned in the other authors’ studies do not point at business processes and public procurement
procedure. Those two factors might be not significant in other researches cases, as there are cul-
tural and legal differences between countries. To sum up other authors classified the barriers or
critical challenges in a different way; however, the results of their research are similar to those
presented in the paper.

Conclusion

Currently, government agencies as well as business organizations are increasingly adopting busi-
ness process management. This makes it possible to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of
government processes, resulting in a smooth and efficient operation of the society and the econ-
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omy. The BPM implementation is inextricably linked to the implementation of information sys-
tems, especially ERP systems. Due to the nature of public administration, the processes complet-
ed in it, and rules of law governing its functioning, the implementation of BPM and ERP systems
in public administration differs from their introduction in business organizations.

In our opinion it is justified to use the terms (1) government process management instead of busi-
ness process management and (2) government resources planning systems instead of enterprise
resource planning systems. Moreover, research on GPM and GRP implementation as well as un-
derstanding and identifying the CSFs for their successful implementation is needed. It can be a
valuable step towards enhancing chances of implementation because CSFs have a direct influence
on GRP systems implementation. Lack of knowledge about the CSFs or their underestimation can
contribute to the extended timing of the GRP systems implementation, failure of GRP systems
functionality to the actual requirements of government agencies, or even the failure to implement
the GRP.

Our paper makes an effort to make some contribution to the development of studies on CSFs for
successful ERP systems implementation in public administration. It explores process manage-
ment in public administration, investigates ERP systems implementation in a big government
agency in Poland, and identifies a comprehensive set of CSFs by reviewing the literature and
using the example of ERP systems implementation in this mentioned agency.

In our opinion, the implementation of ERP (GRP) systems in public administration poses a chal-
lenge and, thus, is an interesting subject of research. In view of the limitations of the literature on
the BPM and GRP systems implementation in public administration, there is a need to focus fu-
ture research efforts on their study. There is a need to conduct more in-depth research into the (1)
approach to BPM implementation in public administration, (2) approach to GRP implementation
in public administration, (3) “best practices” to be used to successfully manage ERP implementa-
tion, (4) CSFs for successful BPM and GRP implementation in public administration, and (5)
analytical systems, especially Business Intelligence systems implementation in public administra-
tion. These will be considered as future work.
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