Understanding Information Systems failures: Theories, frameworks, methodologies and factors - a literature review
Introduction:
One could almost state that dealing with Information Systems (IS) failures is a matter as old as the discipline itself. Indeed, in the first issue of MIS Quarterly, Bostrom and Heinen were already trying to tackle the issue through a new approach: a socio-technical perspective (Bostrom & Heinen, 1977). Since then, as Fincham summarising Friedman states (Fincham, 2002), implementation strategies have greatly evolved and some authors even consider that failures are, if not a non-issue, a far less important one today. However, recent studies such as the much quoted CHAOS report prepared by the Standish Group (The Standish Group, 1995), report that 30% of the projects are simply abandoned before completion and that only 16,2% of projects can truly be considered successful.
Facing such compelling evidence, the literature has been proliferating with theories and frameworks aimed at understanding, and thus preventing, such debacles. In our first section we analyse the debate surrounding the concept of failure. In the second section we focus on the different perspectives underpinning failure analysis and which methodologies and assumptions they carry with them. In the third section we provide a comprehensive matrix of failing patterns expressed in the literature. In the last section we investigate approaches that are very different in nature then the mainstream ones and see how they could serve as avant-garde for the sector.
1. Defining the failure concept
We have to start by reporting a strange phenomenon: a striking number of articles simply assume that IS failure is a tacit knowledge and as such don’t define it even though their perspectives and conclusions attach them to school of thoughts 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Bostrom & Heinen, 1977; Davis et al., 1992; Kappelman, McKeeman, & Zhang, 2006; Keil, 1995; Myers, 1994; Poon & Wagner, 2001)
. However it is true that some of them build their cases on the most easily identifiable project failures: projects that are abandoned and were never truly used. In the following we will classify the failure concepts in three branches: the operational definitions, the expectation failure concept and his opposition and the interpretive definitions.
What we call the operational definitions are the ones that are management oriented and focus mainly on the end results of projects as factors to determine the failure. The main aspects of this theory are described by McManus and Wood-Harper as the “time, cost and quality paradigm” (McManus & Wood-Harper, 2007). It is also the base of the Standish Group in his CHAOS report that defines project as failing if they are “challenged” or “impaired”(The Standish Group, 1995). The first category regroups IS implementations that are “over-budget, over the time estimate and offer fewer features and functions than originally specified”. The second simply being abandoned projects before completion. But the Standish Group doesn’t give any margin for error: either an implementation exactly meets its goals or it is a failure. Following this definition almost 70% of projects were deemed as failing. On the contrary, Jones considers that up to 35% over budget and time a project can still be measured as a success and that it is mostly by analysing extreme companies that patterns emerge (Jones, 2004). However, these definitions are mostly top management oriented and do not take end user’s point of view. That is why, in their classification of literature Lyytinen and Hirscheim add to the previous concepts what they call the “interaction failure” notion that considers that a project fails if too little or no people use the developed system (Lyytinen & Hirschheim, 1987).
However, as Sauer explains it, these views are exclusive and in order to have them interact, the authors created the “expectation failure theory” (Sauer, 1993). As Lyytinen explains it, “an IS failure [is] a gap between stakeholder’s expectations expressed in some ideal or standard and the actual performance” (Lyytinen, 1988). This definition is very broad as different stakeholders may hold different opinions about the system. Lyttinen further expands the failures in development and user ones, spanning from planning to implementing an IS and integrating technicians, users and managers. However, Sauer heavily criticizes this theory in his book Why information systems fail (Sauer, 1993). He starts by stating that the concept doesn’t deliver as it can’t provide any information on the actual cause of the failure since all the stakeholders are considered equally. On a more fundamental level, he objects that some stakeholders may have ridiculous expectations (a system that’s never wrong). But also that not all stakeholders may have intentions to affect and change the system and finally that some groups have more capacity to enforce their decisions than others. Sauer’s vision is that a project fails when not enough stakeholders back it up and it is “terminated”. As such he agrees with Ewusi-Mensah and Przasnyski who consider a project fail when it is “abandoned” (Ewusimensah & Przasnyski, 1991, 1995).
Some authors go even further to state that failure is a pure interpretation, a judgment. In one study the writers analyse the difference of perception on failure and success between USA, Korea and Japan (Peterson, Kim, Kim, & Tamura, 2002). They find that, according to the “attribution theory”, depending on their culture, the IS designers put forward the team effort (Korea and Japan) or the personal efforts (USA) more as factors of success and failures. Culture therefore deeply affects our understanding of failure. Going further on this, Bussen and Myers summarise Belcher and Watson that “failure is a judgment and not necessarily an objective state. For instance some stakeholders may affect dissatisfaction as part of a political game (Bussen & Myers, 1997).
Different perspectives with diverse methodologies, assumptions and results 
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