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ABSTRACT
This article discusses an interpretivist study of adoption of self-service based human resources management system in a utilities company. The study is conceptually based on a conceptual and analytical framework called Information View of Organization. Both the self-service systems and the framework are new. The main finding is that a number of specific cultural and political aspects that the framework applied has illuminated can help to explain the moderate adoption of the system. 
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This article presents a case study of a self-service based human resources management system (HRMS) in a Utilities Company (code name). The platform for HRMS is Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) software by SAP™. Self-service applications require end-users to directly and totally manipulate a system with no intermediary. Many people routinely resort to self-service when using ATM machines or purchasing travel arrangements on the Web. In the organizational context, elimination of intermediaries means that data entry, querying, and other system tasks become the duty of casual users. These users can no longer count on help from specially trained power or super users. This increment in work may be perceived differently, depending on the system task and end-user group. For example, it may go unnoticed when the benefit of looking up one’s own banked hours may obscure the fact that work is needed to get to this piece of data. In contrast, an hourly worker may feel that entering his work hours into the system is an odd burden. A manager who now accesses the system for approving the reported time, rather than having a secretary perform a part of the process, may develop a similar percept. Therefore, there exists a possibility that self-service applications may not be greeted enthusiastically by new users who either never wore users’ boots (hourly workers) or those who used to be indirect/casual users (managers). In principle, self-service applications could signal a major change in work processes and organizational cultures, since all employees can become systems users. This raises the bar for the information systems (IS) function that now faces an exponential growth of the user body. The organization that adopts a self-service system is also challenged in terms of changes in work processes and relationships between occupational groups. 
The discussion above charts the space of a new research problem whose importance is likely to increase: What are the key issues in adopting self-service applications in the domain of HR management?  This problem references two well-established lines of IS research—ERP systems and systems adoption. Each of these has generated insights that are relevant for studying adoption of ERP-based self-service HR applications. Still, the self-service character of ERP applications, due to its novelty, has been just meagerly studied (e.g., Lapointe and Rivard, 2005; Larsen & Myers, 1999; Stein et al., 2005). In addition to studying a new research problem, this study has taken on the additional task of advancing validation of a new conceptual and analytical framework called Information View of Organization (IVO) (Travica, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, forthcoming). 
Research Setting 
For over a century, Utilities Company has provided the services of power generation and distribution. After passing through numerous transformations of ownership and function, today the company is public. It enjoys a monopoly in a regional domestic market, while at the same time competing in the US market. Utilities Company belong to the category of large organizations. It employs both white and blue collar workers (clerks, professionals, managers, and a number of trades). The company’s operations are geographically dispersed. Considered by many as a desirable employer, the company provides attractive salary and fringe benefits. Hence, employees tend to have longer tenures. Organizational structure draws on a bureaucratic model. The central IS function numbers about 350 employees, 20% of which work in the SAP department. The IS function is responsible for the business domain, while separate IS resources support the engineering staff. 

Part of the transformation the company has been going through in recent years is centralization of the HR function. One goal is to rationalize administration, including reduction of headcount. HR specialists have been moved away from divisions into a central function, and clerical and professional staff are paired and tasked to support divisions. HR professionals provide consultation on HR matters for division management (managers and supervisors) on various issues, including salary, employment, filling positions, employee issues, labor relations issues, performance management, and training. The professionals also monitor HR processes that run across divisions. On their part, HR clerks help the professionals as well as divisions, inclusive of carrying out a help desk for HRMS. 
The system studied is a mySAP™ self-service application for HR management. It contains two modules. One is for all employees to enter and query their time, expenses, travel, and professional development (this one will be labeled with SSE after the term “self-service of employees”). Another module is intended for managers, to make online approvals of employees’ reports, claims, and requests. We will code-name it with SSM (self-service of managers). Managers can also print canned reports and view professional profiles. Of course, manages are also users of SSE. 
SSE and SSM are functionally connected since the output of the former provides the input for the latter. Technically, SSE is just a new user interface that is layered atop of a core R/3 SAP system. This user interface runs on the SAP portal. The older application with nearly the same functionality uses Web forms to access the R/3 system. It was introduced to clerks a few years ago, and has been adopted and used efficiently since then. 
One fact that sets the context of the study is that HRMS was implemented without implementing a process change beforehand. Unlike a typical implementation of ERP applications, the organization studied did not conduct a formal business process reengineering (BPR) before HRMS went live. Another important characteristic is the strategic management goal of reducing clerical work gradually with help of HRMS. Currently, clerks make up about 13% of all employees. Two in three clerks do time administration for field workers, which can take up to 30% of clerks’ time. The goal of reducing administrative costs applies to SSM as well. Without self-service applications, a clerk would print out reports and other data summaries out of the R/3 system, run a preliminary check on these, and submit them to a senior for approval. SSM is expected to change this process. 

With SSM, supervisors and managers are supposed to lookup data online on their own, to create reports, and to make approvals by entering checkmarks in check boxes on screens. Clerks ought to be prevented from doing what they used to do for superiors, as access to HRMS is protected by the portal password. If a manager shares the password with a clerk, the manager runs the risk of compromising the security of sensitive data he is authorized to access, including his own personal data stored in SSE. In the division of labor established with the introduction of HRMS, 700 managers and 150 clerks are placed in the user’s seat of SSM. A strategic decision was made that the clerks continue administering time and expense data on behalf of field workers (instead of these doing this through SSE), by using the older Web forms-based user interface to R/3. 

Adoption of self-service ERP: Terra incognita
The ERP literature has provided valuable insights into implementation situations, conditions and effects. For example, Sarker and Lee (2000) found that adoption of an ERP system was associated with changes in the organization’s old “dysfunctional culture” characterized by a “sea of paperwork,” lack of communication between divisions, and scheduling errors. Krumbholz and Maiden (2001) found that implementation of SAP R/3 in a pharmaceutical firm did not fulfill the promises of achieving integrated data because the system was not configured uniformly across organizational units. Bulkeley (1996) discovered that a combination of unprecedented external difficulties and implementation mistakes (poor testing, insufficient user training, and a rushed rollout) was responsible for the disastrous effects of implementing in a big-bang strategy SAP modules at Fox-Meyer Drug. Markus & Tanis (2000) developed a model of the entire experience firms pass through with an ERP system. The authors have proposed a process model with four phases—from planning to routine use. In between comes a “shakedown phase” that corresponds to system adoption. In this phase, a system goes live and users strive to achieve routine use or may end up with a system shutdown. Problems may occur during a shakedown, such as the maintenance of old processes, poor software ease of use, stalled user skills, and low usage of system. A well-configured and integrated system, redesigned business processes, trained users, resources to address problems, and action to fix problems are the main methods of overcoming the problems and securing successful adoption. 
Another segment of the literature on enterprise systems refers to the study of adoption of enterprise system-based self-service applications. Due to the novelty of the phenomenon, this literature is in an early stage. Stein and colleagues (2005) identified a success story of a self-service-based application for pay, leave, and benefit packages in an Australian telecommunications firm. The authors reported a 40% reduction in administrative staffing, 80% reduction in management HR duties, and 50% reduction of transaction costs. In contrast, Larsen & Myers (1999) discovered serious difficulties in the adoption of a SAP accounting module in a financial firm in New Zealand, where the accounts payable process was based on self-service. The difficulties involved skipping of BRP, lack of reports, and dissatisfied users. Although the number of accountants was reduced for 68%, knowledge was lost with the fired employees, which resulted in low skill and morale. Finally, Lapointe and Rivard (2005) have found that enterprise systems may fail if the political position of a key user group is threatened. Doctors who were supposed to enter prescriptions into new electronic medical record systems torpedoed the systems in three of four hospitals in Quebec. The doctors managed to sustain their preferred manual method of dictating prescriptions to nurses, as they criticized the systems for imposing extra, non-professional work on them.
The problem of the present study also links to the topic of IS adoption. This is a well-established area of research that draws on behavioral theory and on models of innovation dissemination. The behavioral research focuses on predicting results of deliberations an individual user makes with regard to system adoption. For example, the well-known Technology Acceptance Model (Davis et al., 1989) posits that users’ perception of system usefulness and ease of use are antecedents to the user’s intention to actually use the system. In other words, the user is placed in a role of an evaluating agency that determines the adoption fate of systems. This essentially cognitive assumption is valuable for the present study. On the other hand, the behavioral theory of IS adoption has to keep developing with new types of ISes. Self-service-based ERP systems in particular may present new adoption challenges that need to be reflected in new dimensions, which, in turn, could contribute to modeling of IS adoption.
The present study is conceptually based on Information View of Organization (IVO) (Travica, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, forthcoming). This is a new conceptual and analytical framework that focuses attention to aspects that sit at the intersection of IS research, organization theory, and cognitive theory (more in the next section). The broad-based and flexible character of IVO made it a suitable theoretical foundation for investigating the variant of ERP systems. Advancing the testing of the IVO framework was the second research goal of this study. 

Information View of Organization
This study is conceptually based on IVO that was introduced by Travica (2003). This is a conceptual and analytical framework that draws on the IS, organization, and cognitive theory. For more details on IVO and its research applications, the interested reader should consult the above-cited works. A brief description suitable to the present study will suffice here. As depicted in Figure 1, IVO places information artifacts and IT at the nexus of the organization. The concept of information used is broad (data, meaning, knowledge, and wisdom), with cognitive underpinnings, and is different from the usual concept implied in the data-information dichotomy. IT is also conceived more broadly, as any means of creating and manipulating information. Information and IT are tied in a yin-yang relationship. Information gives purpose to organizational IT, while being molded by it; IT makes a difference in information (medium is a message), while being in service of information. These premises are motivated by the goal of IVO to bridge gaps between research traditions that chart the space of the IS field. 
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Figure 1. The Information View of Organization Framework

Figure 1 further shows that the first orbit around information and IT consists of well-established themes in IS research, including IS adoption (acceptance). The next orbit consists of aspects that represent an intersection of information, IT and IS aspects with well-established themes in organization theory. IVO gives an IS theory slant to “views of organization,” while IS theory gets firmer anchoring in organization theory. The intersection aspects include infoculture and infopolitics. Infoculture refers to beliefs, behaviors and artifacts that are related to information and IT. Infopolitics refers to power, agendas, and fight/flight behaviors related to information and IT. These concepts have a background in both IS theory and organization theory (cf. Travica, 2005). The adjacent orbit exhibits organizational aspects that correspond to IVO aspects (e.g., organizational culture, corresponds to infoculture). The outermost orbit in the IVO framework refers to organizational goals and issues (things demanding attention, challenges, and problems). These provide the raison d' être of organizational ISes, information, and IT. 

It is assumed that the aspects in the IVO framework can participate in different relationships. Apart from the obvious relationship between infopolitics and organizational politics (the former is a segment of the latter), infopolitics could be related to system adoption. For example, established authority over access to data may be challenged by a new IS. This scenario may motivate a group on the losing side to fight the new system (cf. Markus, 1983). Before engaging in infopolitical fight, the group members evaluate the IS based on their infopolitical and political agendas. Thus, the IVO aspect of IS Evaluation comes into play (Figure 1). Furthermore, the evaluators can target IT built into the system as well as data coming from the system and the meaning these data conjure up in the mind. These two may not necessarily be congruent. Furthermore, IS adoption typically implies that users adjust to new work processes, an aspect of which is infoprocess (information flows that accompany task flows), and so on. Since IVO is a framework and a flexible one, these relationships are theoretical possibilities to be studied empirically rather than preconceptions to be imposed on research design. 

Methodology 
This study was based on interpretivist epistemology and followed a case study design (Lee, 1989; Yin, 2003). The case captures a period of adoption process of HRMS from October 2005 to April 2006. Data were colleted in a triangulated manner. Intensive interviewing was the main method, combined with the author’s hands-on experience of the system, observation of systems use during some interviews, and document analysis (the company’s surveys of HRMS users’ satisfaction, HRMS plans and management reports, and broader corporate documentation). Interviewed were 33 persons in total, including 4 focus groups (11 respondents in total), which yielded 22 hours of interviews. Interviews were tape recorded with consent of the respondents, and notes were taken during each interview. With the exception of one focus group held via videoconferencing, interviews were face-to-face. Data collection and sampling started from an internal informant, and unfolded through snowballing and intentional sampling. The resulting sample exhibits variability in terms of professional background, hierarchy, and geographical location. 

Design of interviews varied from open-ended to semi-structured, with the exception of the structured interview conducted with the CEO. The level of structuring for the interview depended on the stage of investigation, professional background, and hierarchical position of a respondent. Interviews were more open ended at the start of the project since the focus was on learning about HRMS, organizational context, and issues associated with the adoption of HRMS. More open interviews were also conducted in initial steps of investigating a new issue. An interview would start by asking a respondent to describe his/her main tasks and the role of HRMS in them. Then, probes would be used in order to learn about details of information and IT aspects involved in the tasks, and to elicit comparisons between the present and past. The respondent would also be prompted to speak of his/her feelings regarding the ups and downs of the new way of working and the system. If feasible, the respondent would be encouraged to use of HRMS in a typical or a troubling task. From the IVO perspective, these methods served as an inquiry into infoprocess, IT, information, and infoculture aspects. As interview notes and transcripts were coded iteratively during data collection, the researcher’s learning about “issues” was advancing with time. Once a coding category acquired initial contours, interviewing would become more focused. The goal from that point on was to drill down into details of the emerging concepts that reflected the adoption situation.  

The level of interview structuring also depended on the professional background and hierarchical position of respondents. For example, clerks would be questioned more on usability issues because, as super users of both the old and the new system, they could make detailed evaluations of user interface and comparisons with the older Web-based HR application. In addition to providing rich IT-related data, clerks also proved to be sharp evaluators of process/infoprocess efficiency. In contrast, interviews with managers would probe on IT aspects and, then, move onto aspects of infoculture and infoeconomics if the respondents would demonstrate less familiarity with technological details (which had happened more often than not). So for example, the managers would be invited to assess their workload now and before, to comment on the idea of making the use of HRMS a standard part of managers’ jobs, and to estimate a value of the new online approval processes. IS management was additionally asked about their technology-related views. As for respondents at the executive level, they proved to be most informative on issues fitting the rubric of infopolitics. Probing them on infoprocess and infoculture from a stance of change management turned to be, contrary to expectations, a less resourceful path. Finally, professionals provided accounts corresponding to their particular areas of expertise—HR and IT. Their stories helped learn about infoprocesses, infoculture, infopolitics, and infoeconomics. 
Coding was conducted during data collection, and included coding interview notes and transcripts, constant comparison of the codes, writing memos on code definitions, diagramming relationships between codes, and taking a note of emerging research questions. For the most part of the research process, coding was kept at a basic level by using common sense vocabulary and resisting to aggregate categories into broader ones. Aggregation started when all the data were collected. The final step in coding was to match higher-level categories to IVO concepts (see the example below). Many of these data analysis methods are used in different venues of qualitative research, such as ethnography (Orlikowski, 1992; Suchman, 1987; Tedlock, 2000) and grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006; Glasser & Strauss, 1967). The intertwined activities of data analysis and data collection paved the way for “data to speak” (Glasser & Strauss, ibid.). The data collected created research questions and ideas that moved the investigation to the next step. One should not assume, however, that a perfect linearity reigned. Indeed, the entire research process had many hiatuses, loops, and parallel lines of investigation. This is an example of the data collection/coding process. 

A seasoned expert that had worked for years as a trainer for and tester of ERP applications uttered a remarkable statement: “We don’t finish off something before we get to another technology change.” Indeed, this person used the underlying idea as a leit motive making seven occurrences in his interview. Here is another example: 
“We have added the idea that we are going to a paperless system, but we are printing off hundreds of employee’s notifications of what they are paid. Plus we are printing for the supervisors to tell them what we paid the employees. So, I don’t think we finished that job off very well at all.”
This lead prompted to start exploring how other interviewees felt about well roundness of applications and about keeping up with ongoing changes. It turned out that the opinion of the ERP tester/instruction had an apparent following. As one respondent put it: “I just get comfortable with one thing, and then all of a sudden we are into something different. Now it is this [SSE].” In a later round of coding, these instances were grouped into the category labeled “Systems Development Pace.” Upon constructing other categories in the same way, comparisons-driven analysis sorted the systems pace category into a larger conceptual “box” of cultural conditions for system adoption. In order to facilitate acceptance of HRMS, it is important to know about users’ assumptions and values regarding a desirable pace of developing systems. If a number of them feel as if the systems development has been rushed, important details neglected and never refined, and that the frequency of rollouts surpasses their coping capabilities, then it is plausible that their adoption behavior will be affected accordingly. Since these assumptions and values concern IT and associated information, they belong to the rubric of infoculture in the IVO framework. This assignment was the very last step in coding. It is common to interpretivist methodologies, while deviating from the grounded theory approach that inspired the preceding coding process. 

Reluctant adoption: Tool and/or process?
The findings of the study can be summarized in a model of the dimensions that have been discovered to take part in the adoption of HRMS. As Figure 2 shows, system adoption is represented as subject of influence of two IVO aspects that had served as the highest-level categories for organizing data. These categories consist of a number of specific ones that will be discussed after looking at evidence of HRMS adoption. 
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Figure 2. Resulting model of HRMS Adoption

It was found that HRMS has been moderately adopted after about a year of being in its “shakedown phase” (Markus & Tanis, 2000). The diagnosis of shakedown problems conceptualized by these authors indeed applies to HRMS: old processes are being maintained (and some are paper-based), software is not easy to use, users’ skills are stalled, and there is a lower usage of the system. Evidence presented in this section speaks about uneven acceptance across applications, user groups, and IS aspects. This evidence is consistent with findings of several user surveys conducted in Canadian utility company, including one during this study. 

SSE is accepted more than SSM. Another line of variation runs by professional groups—HR staff, clerks, and divisional management (manages and supervisors). After being exposed to a strong adoption drive, the staff in the centralized HR function uses HRMS regularly as its basic technology. They believe HRMS standardizes HR processes as in other comparable corporations and that it may help them to become “a strategic partner” to division management. Division clerks authorized to work with SSM have also endorsed the system, albeit not as uniformly. One clerk commented: “[SSM] is very good and very handy, as apposed to the old system. We are finding that our departments are becoming more self-sufficient.” (Also see Table 1.) But clerks can also be critical of data and task efficiency associated with HRMS, and may opt to use the older application of R/3.  Commented a seasoned clerk: “Honestly, I don’t go into [SSM] now. I don’t find it that great of an advantage to myself.”
SSM is truly challenged by managers and supervisors who are supposed to make up 80% of the user body. A lack of willingness to accept SSM for routine use is coupled with instances of apparent resistance. The frequent target of managers’ criticism is system’s usability. One respondent came up with a meticulous analysis of a number of screens, which usability researches might not be hesitant to sign. Based on this, the person qualified the system as “not that intuitive”, “clunky”, illogical “like the emperor who has no clothes story,” and having “convoluted processes.” Indeed, IS experts do admit that HRMS has presented some new technical challenges. Managers and supervisors go beyond criticizing IT. The process change coinciding with system adoption aggravates the adoption process. Said a respondent: “There have been two changes that have come simultaneously, the process change and the tool. So, the tool is maybe getting blamed for part of the process.” Or it may be the rejection of the underlying process that makes the system hard to accept. Says a supervisor: “In some cases it is not necessarily the HRMS that’s problem, it’s the way we’re using the system.”
Why does management oppose new processes? Many point out the crucial reason with candidness that topples usual political correctness and thereby punctuates their determination. Here is a typical comment: “I personally feel, with the introduction to the application [SSM], that it has created more work for managers.” Many respondents also concurred that the extra work “is not value-adding” but administrative, clerical. In contrast to IT built into HRMS, information supported by HRMS appears to be more welcome. Taking the optic of IVO sensitizes the researcher to study this distinction. Comments in Table 1 indicate that both management and professionals are happy for the quality of information is raised. Better information has indeed been used by the system’s champions as the main sell point.

Table 1. Indicators of HRMS adoption 

	Aspect
	Evidence

	Overall
	- “I work all over the Province. […] Wherever I hook into our portal, anyplace I can get my e-mail, I can get [SSM]. And I can do my approvals basically on anyone’s computer.” (supervisor)
- “Now with [SSE] you go right into expenses, and one big advantage that I see, […] if you forget to keep yourself a copy, all the information is here with your past expenses. And it is automatically deposited in your bank through the system.” (clerk)



	IT Acceptance,

Usability
	- “Anything that you need this much information on [one inch-thick user manual] is not user friendly.” (manager)
“Our field staff […] gets so frustrated with it [SSE] that a lot of times we end up doing their expenses for them.” (clerk)
- “If I have to figure it out again and have to dance around this thing [HRMS], and it isn’t self explanatory, that frustration is what causes me grief.” (supervisor)
- “You have to use it [SSM] all the time to become proficient with it.” (manager)

- “I have said all along ever as SAP came along here: if it were easier to use there wouldn’t be half of the push back.” (IS manager)

- “I sent it in and then two weeks later it still hadn’t been approved. […]  I went into it and looked, and it never sent! And I know I pressed that send button.” (manager)



	Information 
	- “[SSM] is a real handy tool for information on my staff” (manager)
- Employee profiles are more complete and very useful. (managers, supervisors)

- “It is really nice to see all your training [in SSE].” (clerk) 
- “Real time data can be used for figuring out sick days in a department, job candidate lists, and this can enable appropriate action (e.g., contact people to stir up interest in job openings).” (HR professional)

- “The majority of users were very appreciative of the new information that they had and that they could put their hands on.” (HR manager)


An interesting implication of the tension between better information and technology shortcomings is that the information gain comes at a great cost of the learning curve and use effort. In other words, one may argue that IT undermines benefits of potentially better information for those who resist the system, or that IT works against its own purpose. The corollary is that adoption of HRMS suffers. 

Influence of Infopolitics on Systems Adoption 
The upper-level management in both the HR and IS function have pushed for HRMS adoption. HR executives have explicated clearly an intention to make supervisors and unit managers use the system for control and decision making purposes. As one stated: “What we are trying to do with these managers [is] to move them along the continuum where they are using the electronic system to really help them run business.” This constitutes a change compared to how approval of time and expenses were done through clerks before the implementation of HRMS. While believed to be desirable and even necessary, such a change is not accepted enthusiastically by those who are supposed to be the change agents. The same HR executive ascertained that managers want the clerks to continue doing approvals “like they were doing it before,” since “managers like to be spoiled.” His technologist counterpart agrees: “Division managers are used to having their secretaries delegate and approve stuff, and then inform them when things are irregular or there are exceptions. It is a turf call.” 

The turf ground is complex, indeed. In addition to the manager-clerk turfs, another turf set juxtaposes the HR function to division managers. Says the above cited HR executive: 
“There is a feeling amongst some people that we are just downloading from HR to the employee or the manager. My comment has always been: you did it anyway. […] Some people will adopt it [HRMS] more readily than others and some will resist until they leave.”
While the system champions accuse managers and supervisors that they are in fact afraid of losing turf or power, managers are equally explicit in rejecting the system. This resistor position is particularly targeted by technologists. An IS person of authority singled out insufficient technical skills of managers as the key root cause to the resistance to SSM. He also blames organizational culture: 
“We don’t seem to have the firm clout that a lot of organizations say, ‘well listen, we’re going to put this system in. I know it’s going to create some problems, but you know this is where we’re going, and just accept it and get on with life.’ Our culture is… ‘if people don’t like it, then change it right away’-type of thing.”

As the discussion so far demonstrates, the upper level management in both the human resource and the IS function are allied in pursuing a change of management processes around HRMS. Coming from different perspectives, they are espoused by common interests to get SAP applications used. HR executives have in mind economic drivers. As one put it: “SAP is our core system. […] We have a very large investment in SAP and we have to drive that value.” A strategic goal in the background has to do with a rationalization of administration professed by top executives. As the CEO put it: “I think the ratio of clerks to the rest of the workers will probably go down as a percentage [...] because of computers.” Another executive has explained that the company will stay true to its culture and reduce the labor force gradually by not substituting for retiring clerks. 
As opposed to these publicly touted goals, less transparent drivers could be lying in the delicate precinct of power and infopower. When all the data needed for decision making are in electronic form and management decision are made and recorded online, beneficiaries become the party who has this wealth of data at their fingertips—executives. Enter the fact of cross-functional integration of data. For instance, HR data flow into financial applications, allowing the creation of a big picture of the organization. It seems plausible that executive management in respective areas have an interest to skew the distribution of infopower in their favor, which further feeds their social power. Interesting for this line of analysis is the fact that executive reigns over finances, HR and IT are consolidated in the hands of one person.  
From the technologists’ perspective, adopting HRMS is simply a matter of keeping up with progress. Should you turn your organization around SAP? The SAP head responds with no hesitation: “I think you do, but you better come up with good reasons why you’re doing it differently.” This brisk comment sublimes an infopolitical position whose roots are cultural in character. As it is discussed below, technologists view the development of technology and organization as a process unfolding over time, bringing ever better solutions. 

While united in a push for SAP-inspired change, HR and technology managers can be uneasy bedfellows. The former ones are critical of the speed and depth of technology innovations as the following statements show:

“I am excited when I hear that term [SAP’s Business Information Warehouse] that I am going to get something exciting. It usually means that there are going to be delays, and that I am not going to get what I need. (…)  I don’t to this day understand why they can’t deliver the reports.” 
 “I can do almost anything I want in that silly system [Internet]. I don’t even pay for it, it is just there. […] And here you have developed this system for our corporation, and it doesn’t do what I want it to do.”
The push for adopting HRMS is blocked by a visible “push back” on the side of divisional management (supervisors and managers). The following illustrates their infopolitical agenda and flight behavior: 
“Some of the process changes have downloaded a lot of responsibility and added a lot of work in our area [expenses approval].”

“Now all of that admin is done at the supervisory level and it takes a lot of their time, and their plates are full trying to run the day-to-day operations of the department.” 

“Lots of managers are not happy because they feel as though it is a lot of extra work that has been pushed out to them.” 

This resistance in the domain of infopolitics is aggravated by linking this position with other adoption aspects. A manager who appeared an outspoken and analytical critic of SSM, illustrated this remarkably: “I’ve downloaded free software off the Internet and figured out how to get it to work. But this particular tool [SSM] is so full of little icons that are completely befuddling to me.” One can recognize the already discussed usability pitch in this remark. But notice an infocultural connotation in the statement, springing from the comparison of HRMS with the Internet. The ubiquitous network of networks has become a shared cultural value, and this user of HRMS (as well as the HR executive cited above) uses it for benchmarking HRMS.

If not rejecting the system directly, managers would like it to be more flexible in terms of access. Technically, this runs against the logic of the SAP module used for managing user roles, which contains predefined authorizations corresponding to organizational hierarchy. But management persists in requesting more flexibility even at the expense of temporarily sharing infopower down the ladder. One supervisor ascertained that trust existed between him and his workgroup leader so that this person could do online approvals in absence of the supervisor: “I can rely on my best man to approve when I’m not around.” Similarly, several managers argued that their administrative workers should have broader power over SSM than the current authorizations allow. For example, they should be allowed to assign substitutes to managers for doing online approvals in absence of managers. This propensity for temporarily sharing infopower is curious, as it does not feed the social power of management. An interpretation could be that management is willing to incur a cost in infopower sharing for the sake of maintaining authority to make clerks perform most of the approval process. 
In contrast to divisional management, clerks seem to appear more comfortable with HRMS and have adopted it more than managers. Clerks do not attribute significant problems to the applications, and many regard these as a progressive step. As one put it, “Well, now I don’t know how you would work through a day without one [computer]. So things have certainly changed. Lots.” 

Clerks actively support managers’ request for sharing infopower discussed above:

“I check everything over and approve, as in expenses. And then it goes to the appropriate supervisors and then they do the final approval.” 

“The boss can see everything. He doesn’t, usually. We [clerks] do it for him.”

“I check expenses for my boss and walk him through doing all of the approvals online. […] I just would make a little cheat sheet for them.” 

The future can move more clerical procedures into systems, along with increasing employee and manager self-service. The clerks may be aware of such perils. One said: “So each employee would come to their rep and ask: How much vacation do I have left, how much bank time? Now they go in for themselves and get all of this information and a lot more.” If the future paints a grim picture for clerks, realizing this possibility can make clerks to incline toward a conservative infopolitical agenda that keeps the distribution of infopower tilted toward their side. 

Workers reside at the bottom of the distribution of infopower. With no technical skills and necessary knowledge, and partly deprived from access to HRMS, workers are directly dependent on clerks. Clerks are aware of this infopower asymmetry:

“Most of technicians would not enter their own time because this is not their specialty; […] they don’t know the ins and outs of time entry as far as their union agreements, what they are entitled to, what correct codes and accounting numbers to use.” 

Being no adopter of either module of HRMS, the workers are effectively an underdog. A complementary infocultural aspect of digital divide is discussed in the next section.
Influence of Infoculture on Systems Adoption 
Infoculture consists of beliefs, behaviors, and material artifacts that are related to information and IT. This is a part of organizational culture, which, on the one hand, is influenced by it and, on the other, has a self-identity and a potential impact on organizational culture. The present study identified a set of dimensions that are infocultural in character. The process of discovery followed the inductive logic described in the methodology section: data spoke freely through iterative coding and the last broadest category of infoculture was applied only at the very end of coding. 

The discovered dimensions of infoculture directly influence adoption of HRMS. But also discovered were some cultural aspects belonging to a broader corporate culture that could indirectly influence adoption of HRMS. Accounts of employees that aired dissatisfaction with traits of organizational culture provided a research lead that was carefully investigated in subsequent interviews. They maintained that theirs was the culture in which “people like to complain a lot.” These comments eventually crystallized in a dimension of propensity for criticizing. This is both a cultural behavior and a belief that manifest themselves in various domains of the corporation. In the IS-related affairs, this propensity can focus attention onto downsides of a new system, thus dimming potential benefits and hampering the adoption process. A connection between the critical culture and infoculture has been insinuated by the CEO:

“I think that is true for sure [that people like to criticize].  A lot of it came about when we first introduced SAP because there was a difficult process then.” […] There was a lot of resistance to change, an awful lot.”
The investigation uncovered infocultural aspects that evolved around SAP technology in particular and modern electronic IT in general. Affirmative valuations of SAP are more common among IS specialists than users. While many users voice an uninhibited criticism, some do express appreciation for SAP: “SAP is worldwide-known… maybe we should take quite a bit of what is being offered to us.” And technologists could be critical: “I have said all along ever as SAP came along here: if it were easier to use there wouldn’t be half of the push back.” 
The dimensions of infoculture that are relevant for HRMS adoption are summarized in Table 2. The first category of dimensions is comprised of beliefs and behaviors related to IT and IS. Analysis has revealed categories that are polarized on a user and IS expert perspective. It is apparent that these two groups differ in terms of time perspective, valuing new technology, and understanding HRMS purposes. While the users are concentrated on the present work needs and expect the system to be merely an efficient work tool, technologists are preoccupied with technological progress (items a, b, c). Further, there are slower and quicker adopters of systems, and the growth of casual users precipitated by self-service applications escalates challenges for the IS function (item d). Finally, a dimension of technologists’ infoculture refers to an assumption that they are supposed to be in the driver’s seat of a technology-organization development. This polarization indicates a serious fragmentation of the infoculture studied. 
The assumption of being in the driver’s seat is interesting in itself. Relevant evidence abounds. SAP people describe their actions in terms of “battles with them [division management],” methods of assuring a win for their own design solutions, forecasting and shaping the future, an inevitability of adopting best practices built into ERP systems, a technologically inert users’ culture, turning down requests for system customization, configuring HRMS for efficient maintenance although users may be unhappy, and making crucial development decisions that affect users in a major way (e.g., the selection of applications and of user interface details). Here are illustrations that complement those in Table 2: 
“Best practices are right, and you try to adopt them. And I think that’s supposed 
to be the model that you’re going for… We don’t like that to use the word ‘customization’… With customization you go in and you change the code, and from that point on you have to support that yourself as you get new releases. You’re really buying into the configuration versus customization.”
Overall, the disconnect in standpoints and expectations, which is captured in the category of infoculture, may be responsible for system design as well as for disconcerting adoption efforts that eventually influence the extent of adoption. 

The self-service character of applications stirs up a cultural shakeup. The sample of thoughts in Table 2 indicates initial difficulties experienced in practicing self-service, beliefs regarding limits of self-service applications, and optimism. The difficulties (item a) clearly indicate a void in the existing infoculture, as there is no tradition to build on. The assumed limits of self-service based systems, which area maintained by those who can truly influence infoculture, signal the boundaries for nascent change management. Optimism tends to cluster down the ladder (item c). 
Note that the second item A connotes a new theme—change management. Indeed, a theme of change management has surfaced in a number of interviews. It is a point about which technologists and users share similar views. To illustrate:
“The biggest problem or difficulty in the HR product was managing change. […] 

There is always going to be people who are going to resist […]; if you can get 

90% of them, you are doing great.” (SAP expert)

“We haven’t really locally put a process in to say “this is the way we’re gonna 

do it”. That’s why I say it’s not necessarily a system problem, but the change 

management that we’ve gone through to use the new system, or in this case not 

to use the new system.” (supervisor)

Another manifestation of the change management theme was in elements of a success story. In contrast to the broader organization, the HR department has presented a notable exception of systematic change management. Orchestrated efforts to adopt changes associated with HRMS reverberated from top to bottom of the department, engaging management, professionals, and clerks. For example, change management involved the introduction of a new vocabulary of system terms—an artifact of infoculture. A HR professional explains:

“We created some sample documentations or reference materials that folks 
could use. We had a little game within our group to say, ‘Who is using the 
terminology the most,’ and were getting points [for the use]. So, we tried to 
create some degree of excitement.” 
Early adopters of HRMS and self-service infoculture have endeavored to scale up adoption outside their function. In the process, they have used “a little nudging” on managers who fail to approve workflows on time. 
Carefully designed and maintained communication is a crucial component of change management—inside or outside a department, points out a HR manager:

“Change management is all about communication, […] and making sure 

that people understand the need for the change, why we make the change, 

and then get buy-in. […] Getting them engaged, communicating the 

urgency… listening to ongoing concerns and trying to make the 

system better… The system has to grow with us.”

Utilities Company appears stretched between paper and electronic technology and information. Table 2 provides several compelling illustrations of this tension, coming from interviews across the corporation. Managers still prefer to see paper (item a). This could be due to personal preferences and costs of going fully electronic. For example, paper receipts needed for justifying expenses must be digitized before being entered in HRMS.

Table 2. Infoculture influencing HRMS adoption 
	Beliefs and Behaviors Related to IT and IS – Users vs. Technologists

	Users:

a) Shorter timeline, focus on present: “When we want the information, we usually want it right now; we don’t want to make a phone call to find where they have hid it now.” (supervisor)

b) New not necessarily better: “New and improved is not always better because there is a learning curve that goes go into each one..” (manager)

c) Purpose of HRMS: “Technology is only a tool. The people using the tool have to be able to take advantage of that tool.” (manager)  

- If I can’t do it faster than I can manually, then there is no advantage to the technology to take over.” (supervisor)


	Technologists:

a) Longer Timeline, focus on future: “We went from not having any of these kinds of applications whatsoever to going into, and jumping in with both feet into some areas.” 

b) “Things will get better, as they did with the R/3 product… anything else that you do in this area.”

c) “You have to really question people who insist that you have to do it the old way.”

- You save a lot of maintenance time...
d) Pressure from Users: “There are thousands of people doing it rather than 200 super-users… And you try to do the best you can. This is normal business, eh?” 

e) Assuming a Driver’s Seat Role: “We picked the applications and those areas that we thought were the most important for the organization at this time…”



	Table continues

Table 2 continued

Self Service Shakeup

	a)  - “The day that [SEE] was introduced, an employee got on it right away and was playing around. I got this workflow notification […] but it wasn’t easy to figure out what I was approving.“ (supervisor)
- “For a number of folks who have now become time entry people it’s a very different process. […] We have seen some low accountability to make sure you do your time, make sure you are checking.” (professional) 

b) - “I know a lot of groups are trying to get that down to the staff level, and that is probably something we could debate for a long time.” (manager) 
- “I don’t think the corporation as a whole is prepared to take it to everybody... [total self service] would be a hard change for people.” (executive) 

c) - But everyone should be doing their own [expenses]. You know what I mean – stop bitching and just do it.” (clerk)
d) – “… It’s not necessarily a system problem, but the change management that we’ve gone through to use the new system or in this case not use the new system.” (supervisor)

	Dualism of Paper and Electronic Beliefs and Behaviors

	a) - “My boss still likes to see it all on paper.” 

- “I still print off the paper copy, and my manager still looks at that. So, when it comes time for him to have to approve it in the system, he has already seen on paper, and then it saves him time. I keep that signed copy for a long time.” 

- “Some hand in electronically, and some still hand in paper (time data). Because some gentlemen [supervisors and workers] are still not on the computer highway.”

b) - “We have added the idea that we are going to a paperless system, but we are printing off hundreds of employee’s notifications of what they are paid.” 

- “We are trying to go paperless but at the same time there are some times that [paper] still is a necessity.” 

	Systems Development Pace

	- “I think we’d all say that we all feel that we’re starting to get crippled with the computer.” (supervisor)

- “I think we should take a look without jumping ahead too far all the time, take a look at solving some of these little issues and problems.” (manager)

- “They just changed our portal and I can’t find it [a tab for HRMS]. (manager)



	Digital Divide

	- “I work in a department of twenty people where sixteen of them are field workers and ninety-nine percent of the time they don’t have access to a computer, and when they do, they are not comfortable in using it.” (clerk)

- The majority of crewmembers do not have the network ID. (clerk)
- “You are treating some employees with a very nice product […] and the other folks have to use the paper system or some other system that is much more cumbersome.” (manager)


Another aspect of the paper-electronic tension concerns values attached to concepts of paperless office and administration (item b). One document that accompanied the process of HRMS development hailed a release of an application as a “nail in the coffin of paper-based administration.” In reality, however, the dualism of paper and electronic persists. Adding to the list of possible causes are external institutional pressures, as item C indicates. The government, business partners and other players may still require paper documents, thus breathing life into the dualism. 
Pace of developing systems is a theme that imposed itself in a number of interviews. This is already mentioned in the methodlogy section, citing the conviction of a SAP tester and instructor that the company’s applications are “never finished.” More evidence on this infocultural characteristic appears in Table 2. The statements are dramatic, perhaps sour, but certainly moist with frustration. The concerned users believe that the pace of developing systems and changing implemented ones exceeds their needs and capability to follow. This conviction apparently runs counter releases of new applications and frequent maintenance interventions, unless these are requested by a majority of users. The state of users’ cognition signals a deeper existential insecurity that has become a modus vivendi. Consequently, adoption behaviors are likely to be correspondingly shaped, as exemplified in the rejection and slower adoption of HRMS. 

The last infocultural dimension relevant for HRMS adoption concerns a concept of digital divide. The discussion on infopolitics above has already shed some light on the situation in which workers are deprived from access to HRMS and opportunities to advance their IT skills. A stability of beliefs and behaviors that perpetuate this political situation is what makes the digital divide a phenomenon of infoculture as well. The existence of have-nots sets long-term limits to the scope of self-service applications.  
Conclusion: Unfinished story with mixed messages
The study of adoption of HRMS in Utilities Company showed that the two modules based on self-service of employees (SSE) and for managers (SSM) system have been moderately adopted after about a year of being in the shakedown phase (Markus & Tanis, 2000). Overall, this is a story with mixed messages, rather than a failure story that ERP/SAP literature  abounds with (Bulkeley, 1996). But significant success has not been achieved either, as the one reported by Stein and colleagues (2005): a reduction of administrative staff has been minimal and no reduction of management HR duties has been achieved. The SSE module enjoys a higher acceptance by different user groups, while adoption of the SSM module is blocked by the largest user group—managers and supervisors. Managers feel that the application and the associated processes “offloads more non-value adding work” in them. This resistor position is contrasted by the HR staff, which adopted the system into routine use, and authorized clerks that keep switching between the system and an older comparable application. The adoption hurdles have caught the system champions by surprise—the HR executives and SAP management and staff. 
The stance of infopolitics and infoculture, inspired by the IVO framework, helps to understand stakeholders in the adoption process. Top management in HR and IS are the champions of HRMS. The HR department is the early adopter, after being exposed to a strong adoption drive. Clerks are eager adopters that have a chance to maintain their infopower relative to actors both up and down the ladder. The real problem is with divisional management (managers and supervisors) that are supposed to make 80% of the user body. The champions wish to move management “along the continuum where they are using the electronic system to really help them run business.” But management resists and tends to do approval of time, expenses and other HR tasks “like they were doing it before”—through clerks. “Managers like to be spoiled,” laments a system champion. Technologists are particularly fervent in criticizing the resistors for lacking technical and time management skills. They believe the company’s infoculture is antithetical to change. 

At the surface, HR champions are driven by economic and administrative rationality. Underneath, it seems plausible that centralization of HR and other data is in the interest of executive management because this leads to skewing infopower in their favor, which further feeds their social power. SAP technologists profess technological progress and turning the organization around SAP. They maintain a separate infoculture that boasts longer time focus, a conviction that new is always better, and an assumption that they should occupy the driver’s seat in a technology-driven organizational development. This assumption has driven technologists’ actions in the process of developing HRMS. Thus, infopolitics and infoculture complement each other: one who keeps reigns of the core IT and has a vision of the things to come may keep the keys to organizational development. On the other side, a large disconnect in standpoints and expectations stemming from the fragmentation of infoculture on the technologist and the user segment could be responsible for troubles in system adoption.
While united in a push for SAP-inspired change and in accusation of divisional management for protecting their turf, HR and technology managers are uneasy bedfellows since SAP fails to deliver fully what has been promised on the decision support side. At the dismay of HR management, “silly Internet” can do almost anything for free as opposed to HRMS that they have ordered and paid for dearly. While Utilities Company  has avoided the pitfall of an incomplete integration of corporate data (Krumbholz and Maiden, 2001), achieving an integrated view of the organization based on aggregated information is still out of reach. 
Managers and supervisors are aware of adoption problems, but they point to entirely different causes. They stress that the real problem is that “a lot of extra work has been pushed out to them.” Their flight from HRMS is real and persistent. It is aggravated by usability shortcomings and, plausibly, by a custom of criticizing new things. Their infocultural perspective plays a role keeping them focused on the present work needs and on viewing technology as merely a means to this end. Underneath, management may have an agenda of preserving authority to make clerks do most of the online approval processes. To achieve this political agenda, managers are even willing to share some infopower with clerks. To the contrary, supervisors can be hesitant to relinquish infopower to workers who now can use self-service to enter data on their professional development. 

Self-service applications have shaken up the infoculture in Canadian Utilities Company. With the exception of the HR department, no systematic change management had been orchestrated to support a necessary transformation. BPR was skipped as well, which likens this company to the troubled financial firm studied by Larsen and Myers (1999). Therefore, users feel shaky or tend to circumvent the new processes, and managers are unsure of a possible scope of self-service. This is contrasted by the boldness and creativity with which the system was adopted by HR staff (getting users excited through game playing) and some clerks (“stop bitching and just do it”). Clerks play an important role in adopting HRMS. They are more comfortable with the system and have adopted it more than managers. Clerks are glad to do HR work for managers and workers since these relationships maintain the distribution of infopower in their favor. Also, by proving they are needed they can slow down a process of self-obsolescence, which is driven by the automation of administration and growth of self-service. 
Clerks do not feel the challenge of a dualism between paper and electronic worlds. In partial contrast to Sarker and Lee’s (2000) finding on dismantling “a sea of paperwork” with adoption of ERP, Utilities Company has maintained the old paper trail in parallel with the new electronic trail. The clerks are rather pragmatic and able to balance their behavior, as it seems right in their immediate context (“Some hand in electronically, and some still hand in paper”). Clerks may shrug at the announcement that HR applications are a “nail in the coffin of paper-based administration.” A SAP tester and instructor views the paper-electronic dualism as yet another manifestation of a culture of not finishing off applications. This is a tip of a separate infocultural characteristic—Systems Development Pace. Many users feel as if they are run over by systems that develop at a relentless pace. Users are frustrated and sometimes sour. Finally, workers are outsiders in the infopolitical domain. Having no technical skills, necessary knowledge and universal access to HRMS, they fully depend on clerks for HR tasks. Workers sit on the other side of a digital divide separating office and field workplaces. A stability of beliefs and behaviors that perpetuate this situation create a complementary infocultural aspect of this digital divide.

Overall, significant challenges perplex the adoption process of HRMS in Canadian Utilities Company. It remains to be seen whether the divisional management will be able to torpedo the system, as the doctors in Lapointe and Rivard’s (2005) study did, or perhaps derive the adoption toward a watered down, compromise mode of use.
A limitation of the study is that it has captured a six-month period of the adoption process in the company studied. A different time period of study would plausibly result in somewhat different insights. Still, this possibility does not invalidate the current results as they reflect a crucial moment in the life cycle of HRMS. Consequently, the study has valid contributions for both practitioners and academic research. The findings discussed can help practitioners to define strategic and tactical action on fostering acceptance of self-service HR applications. The case of Utilities Company informs that a change management strategy accounting for several infopolitical and infocultural aspects is important for coping with implementation challenges of a self-service system. This implies a number of remedial actions to be taken. 
As a quicker solution that may somewhat advance the degree of adopting HRMS, the company can build on the experiences and enthusiasm of early adopters—the HR staff and clerks. One can learn about techniques of creative adoption the HR staff demonstrated. Being dispersed around the company and interested in proving their worth, the clerks may become HRMS instructors for supervisors and managers. Next, divisional management needs to be shown more clearly the benefits of adopting electronic approval processes. Arguing that “this is the way of progress” and that managers “always had to do approvals” may not be persuasive enough to counter the fact that HRMS does impose more work for divisional management. The management also needs to get incentives and to undergo a process of cultural indoctrination into modern, technology-supported methods of management. 
The HRMS champions may need to tone down expectations and criticism. Realizing that HRMS was implemented without previous BPR (“There have been two changes that have come simultaneously, the process change and the tool.”) and that BPR is usually necessary may be a good start. Timesavings from avoiding BPR may have to be balanced out by some time expenditures in the period following the system rollout. Also, changes in system-supported processes should not be considered natural or self-explanatory. And the HRMS champions are those who need to show more clearly the benefits of adopting electronic approval processes by divisional management. Therefore, there is no alternative to an orchestrated change management, including the mentioned cultural indoctrination, which apparently has been missing in this case. Failing to endorse these reasons may seriously undermine the system (“It’s not necessarily a system problem, but the change management that we’ve gone through to use the new system or in this case not use the new system.”) 
The zeal of SAP technologists, while useful as a motor of technological progress, needs to be channeled on learning more about the users’ infoculture. Organizational development cannot be reduced to technological progress for the simple reason that the social part of organization may not be able to follow up. The users feel that the pace of applications’ releases and changes is too fast. This legitimate conviction merits attention and appropriate modifications in pacing and selection of technology changes. Technologists need to learn about other aspects of the users’ perspective as well. This may even include considering “heretic” thoughts that IT is just a tool for business, that a new system may not always be a better system, that IT can devalue information benefits, and that system usability can make or break a self-service system. Equivalently, the users also need to learn more about the infoculture of technologists, which should be part of the overall change management. Organizational interfaces that can facilitate this mutual learning—business analysts and developer-user groups—need to be revisited in terms of the allocation of responsibility. Finally, licensing costs aside, the digital divide that bars a majority of employees from self-service applications is untenable in the age when new generations use computers as toys. A strategic cultural and political turn is needed in order to gradually reduce the digital divide.
Research contributions of this study refer to insights into the process of adopting ERP self-service applications. The IVO-based inquiry resulted in the account that provides both rich details and an intriguing big picture. The account reveals a multiplicity of dimensions that are involved in the adoption process. These dimensions still have to do with the individual perspective, as classical IS adoption theory prescribes, but they also reach beyond to group and organizational backgrounds of adoption aspects. Similarities and differences in infopolitical agendas, power, and flight/fight behaviors, the fragmented infoculture, the dualism between paper and electronic technology and practices, self-service challenges, the perceived pace of systems development, and the digital divide—all these are interesting dimensions with a potential of explaining adoption of self-service systems. The case of Utilities Company demonstrates how these various aspects engage in the interplay that shapes adoption action of the different stakeholders around HRMS. These insights may help to enrich behavioral models of system adoption. By using the discovered model of HRMS adoption as a point of departure (see Figure 2), future research needs to advance understanding of the role of infopolitics and infoculture in adoption of other self-service-based ERP applications in different organizations.

Another research implication of the study concerns IVO. The study advanced the process of validating this new framework beyond its pilot applications (Travica, 2004, 2005). The IVO framework proved its usefulness as an instrument for designing data collection and analysis strategies. It yielded theoretically interesting and practically useful insights. In addition, the IVO framework reaffirmed its flexibility: while providing a broad-based approach to study of IS issues in the organizational context, IVO can be used in various scopes to meet a wide range of research needs dictated by various topics and researchers’ preferences. Further validation of IVO need to include other parts of it, different organizational contexts as well as testing of this framework in a quantitative inquiry.
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