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ABSTRACT

The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change:
An Investigation of Technology Frames of Reference in a
Sales Process Innovation Project

BY
Brett Wayne Young

August 23, 2010

Committee Chair: Dr. Lars Mathiassen
Major Academic Unit: Center for Process Innovation

The literature emphasizes the important role played by stakeholdertpersep explaining success and
failure of IT-enabled change efforts. However, our knowledge of how stakelpelideptions evolve and
interact with outcomes during change processes is still limited. Conslgqtiea study adapts
technological frames of reference (TFR) to explore the dynamics ehstiger perceptions based on
action research into an IT-enabled sales process innovation projeitetech

The study attempts to answer the following research questions: How can BERdted and applied to
support action research into IT-enabled change efforts? What was the talkebb#der perceptions
during IT-enabled sales process innovation at VoiceTech? How do stakgbmickptions evolve and
interact with outcomes during IT-enabled change efforts?

The study develops TFR as a theory for investigating stakeholder persahiiimg IT-enabled change
and it offers a process model of how frame interactions, incongruencies, amsistertcies contribute to
frame shifts and change outcomes over time. In addition, the study providesidetights into how the
IT-enabled sales process innovatioWaice Tectshaped and was shaped by shifts in stakeholder
perceptions over time.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Research Domain

Over the last 30 years, the literature has put increasimghasis on how processes can be improved
through adoption of information technology (IT). We know outcomes innHbied change can be
attributed to several factors influencing technology accept@geHsiao & Ormerod, 1998; Macredie &
Sandom, 1999; Speier & Venkatesh, 2002). While there is general agreéeatestakeholder perceptions
play a major role in shaping change outcomes, there are impodpstig the literature on how
stakeholder perceptions evolve over time and interact wittbo@ts during IT-enabled change efforts.
Consequently, this study provides insights that fills these gapadbpting Technology Frames of
Reference (TFR) theory (Orlikowski & Gash, 1994) to investigateongoing IT-enabled process
innovation effort into the sales organization within the firfoiceTech - a medium-sized
telecommunications company with offices in a dozen cities in the UniaelsSt

Many studies in the IT-enabled sales process innovation literatnphasize how specific factors related
to IT adoption impact salesperson acceptance and performance.tidditts showing more than half of
all sales force automation (SFA) projects fail (Bushal, 2005; Rivers & Dart, 1999; Schafer, 1997),
researchers have increasingly studied the role that orgianizaulture, cognition, and technology play
during implementation of new sales technologies. However, most & #tadies focus on automating
the salesperson (Manssen, 1990; Wedell & Hempeck, 1987) rathendinarbroadly understanding how
sales organizations may be changed and enabled by the introductidn Ioffact, IT-enabled sales
process innovation has only been minimally investigated.

1.2 Research Perspective

Building on the socio-cognitive, cultural frames, and frames efeate research, Orlikowski and Gash’s
(1994) TFR theory argues that understanding a stakeholder'sretsgipn of technology is significant in
understanding an organization’s interaction with technology. @vkki and Gash’s analysis of key
stakeholders’ varying interpretations of IT reveals sigaiftcdifferences between Technologists and
users. The authors propose a conceptual framework examiningstakskolder-technology interactions
and suggest different groups may have different technologarakt. In demonstrating TFR, Orlikowski
and Gash identify the nature of technology, technology strategyteahdology in use as the salient
domains of the theory. These domains typically reveal cemficmong stakeholders at different levels
and across different roles when organizations change techemldd-R theory has been used to study
group communication systems in a client services organiz@ddikowski & Gash, 1994), re-skilling of
IT professionals in a telecommunications organization (Gallii®96), EDI services in healthcare
(Barrett, 1999), system requirements determination for a sdt@sation system (Davidson, 2002), and
bank email systems (Lin & Silva, 2005).

Davidson and Pai (2004) identified 52 studies that reference Odii@md Gash (1994) of which only
eight studies utilized TFR analysis. While a limited nunidfestudies on TFR appears in the information
systems domain, this research is the first to apply Orbkownd Gash’s TFR through action research
and the first to apply TFR in a study of stakeholder perceptionsgdiiT-enabled sales process
innovation. Subsequent studies to Orlikowski & Gash have uBBdahd adapted the domains of interest

Chapter 1 Introduction 14
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to suit the context under investigation. For example, Baft889) used nature of technological change,
nature of business transactions, and importance of markeutiosts; McLoughlinet al. (2000), while
using action research, treated TFR as unidimensional; Davi@8®2) used IT delivery strategies, IT
capabilities and design, business value of IT, and IT-enabled pvadtices; and Lin and Silva (2005)
examined the nature of problems, requirements for the system,simégeplementation, and issues
around use.

As a consequence of these different authors creating diffdoemins, there is no salient model within
TFR studies for facilitating its application. Therefore, iis thtudy, we build on the original domain
constructs as defined by Orlikowski and Gash (1994). We developaBRR theory for investigating

stakeholder perceptions during IT-enabled change and offer aspramwdel of how frame interactions,
incongruencies, and inconsistencies contribute to frame shifts l@ambe outcomes over time. In

addition, we offer more elaborate definitions, we extend themdwaork to include a technology

implementation domain, and we offer a binary decision trdéelp delineate each TFR domain into the
sub-domains that are applied in our data analysis.

1.3 Research Questions

Thus, by drawing on TFR and based on efforts to understand how stakedeitkptions of technology
shape and are shaped during sales process innovation, this study adksihmg ficesearch questions:

1. RQ-Overall: How do stakeholder perceptions evolve and irttavith outcomes during IT-
enabled change efforts?

2. RQ-Framing: How can TFR be adapted and applied to support aeiearch into IT-enabled
change efforts?

3. RQ-Context: What was the role of stakeholder perceptionsygldiii-enabled sales process
innovation atvoiceTecR

The areas of concern are IT-enabled change as principallysdest within the information systems
literature and sales force automation as primarily discusgtbih the marketing literature. Building on
TFR as the theoretical foundation, we approach the investightiongh an action research project into
specific problems related to an IT-enabled sales processaitimo\effort withinVVoiceTech Table 1.1
summarizes the contributions this research makes to thealdledl change literature, the TFR literature,
and the SFA literature.

Table 1.1 Contributions of this Research

Literature Contribution
Sales Force Automation Provides an understanding of the role of stakeholder
perceptions during IT-enabled sales process innovation at
VoiceTech
IT-enabled change Provides an understanding of how stakeholders’ perceptions

shape and are shaped during IT-enabled change.
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Technology Frames of Reference Develops TFR as a theory for investigating stakeholder
perceptions during IT-enabled change.

Develops a process model of how frame interactions,
incongruencies, and inconsistencies contribute to frame shifts
and change outcomes over time.

1.4 Research Design

Since we do not know much about how perceptions of sales peopleitlsiry and across roles during
IT-enabled change efforts, the research questions lend thems$elaecase study and a critical realism
philosophical perspective (Archest al, 1998; Mingers, 2004). Specifically, the case in this rebearc
situated atvoiceTech a public telecommunications company headquartered in the southdadsityd
States with offices in over ten major U.S. cities. The stsidbased on action research (Mathiassen, 2002;
McKay & Marshall, 2001; Susman & Evered, 1978) into the design dogtian of IT-enabled sales
process innovations over a 30-month period. The intervention waallyniiesigned to gain a better
understanding of how sales force turnover rates might be reducedidpting a new SFA system
combined with mobile technology. As the action research projectge®epl, the original design was
expanded to more broadly diagnose, plan, take action, evaluate, and mpedlic feedback on a
phased rollout of the SFA and mobile technology to the sales. fohtough these interventions, rich data
was generated allowing the study to gain deep insights intcahowvhy the change process evolved at
VoiceTech.

The action research project is organized and presented usintgaiS@nd Evered’'s (1978) five-step
approach to action research for Diagnosing, Action Planningorigiaking, Evaluating, and Specifying
Learning. Data was generated from interviews, workshops, préeasfaand observations conducted
over the duration of the project. Specifically, the researain walected data from 32 interviews, two
researcher presentations, and five collaborative workshopgimgsial over 49 hours of recordings and
1,000 pages of transcriptions. In addition, research notes weatedtro capture reflections of the
research team both during and after interviews and two reseagtleetion sessions were held to discuss
the ongoing project. The research team also collected matsuich a¥/oiceTeclsales force handbooks,
SFA screenshots, company presentation materials, and public docunosemtguarterly and annual
reports and th&/oiceTechwebsite. All levels of the company - from a newly hired sgerson, to mid-
level and senior-level executives, to the CTO and CMO —egmeesented in the interviews, workshops,
and presentations. TFR (Orlikowski & Gash, 1994) provides tleares framework by which the data is
analyzed.

The detailed presentation of this thesis proposal is as follGWwapter 2 provides an overview of the
extant literature and identifies gaps in the IT-enabled change lier@bapter 3 provides an overview of
extant literature on TFR and identifies limitations and proposezhsions as a basis for our development
of TFR as a framework for studying and managing IT-enabled changete€Hhgrovides a review of the
SFA literature and identifies limitations and gaps. Chaptdescribes our application of action research
methodology and our employment of the principles of canonical actseaneh (Davisanet al, 2004).
Chapter 6 describes the problem solving through iterative aatidrpresents the scheme for coding and
analyzing data, for identifying frames and interesting theraed, for understanding frame dynamics
during IT-enabled change. Chapter 7 provides a static view anaf/SiFRs (Orlikowski and Gash,
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1994) with evidence and contributions from an analysis of framesngruencies, and inconsistencies.
Chapter 8 presents an analysis of TFRs from a dynamic vie paovides shift evidence and
contributions from analysis for secondary stakeholder roles andeddtagteraction and shift evidence for
the Innovators. Chapter 9 presents an analysis of sales pnogegation from a process perspective and
a TFR analysis from a marketing perspective. Chapter d€uses the contributions, limitations, and
implications for theory and practice.
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Chapter 2 IT-Enabled Change

IT-enabled change creates unique issues for organizations. Sdahesefissues include knowledge and
power shifts, reduced process cycle times, changes in work methods, anathcoraplexity (Benjamin

& Levinson, 1993). Mitchell & Zmud explain that as complexity incesasunderstanding of internal
process and technological environments ... is critical” (2006, p. 8%ferstanding IT-enabled change
and evaluating extant literature is the focus of this section.

2.1 The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions

A literature review on IT-enabled change was completed to siaahel the extant research and the gaps
and limitations of prior studies. The search included quenyiadS| Web of Knowledge database on the
terms “IT enabled business change,” “IT enabled organizaticmahge,” “IT enabled change,” “IT
enabled organization,” “technology enabled organization,” and “techneloglyled change.” The search
produced 29 citations from 1993 — 2009 (see Table 2.1). The results sholnfthaiation Systems
Journal, Information Systems Research, Information Society, Jouridbaiation Technology, Journal

of Management Information Systerasd Sloan Management Revidvave published over 40% of the
total IT-enabled change articles to date. This approach allowey nmderstand the contributions, gaps,
and limitations of prior studies.

Table 2.1 IT-Enabled Change Publications

IT-enabled Change Articles

Information Systems Journal 2
Information Systems Research 2
Information Society 2
Journal of Information Technology 2
Journal of Management Information Systems 2
Sloan Management Review 2
17 other publications 1 each
TOTAL 29

The literature emphasizes the important role played byrstéder perceptions in explaining success and
failure of IT-enabled change efforts. For example, Macredie andd®n (1999, p. 258) asserted that “a
significant factor contributing to the difficulties ofamaging IT-enabled change is the discrepancy
between the way people perceive technical change and thineyagictually implement it.” Furthermore,
Mitchell and Zmud (2006) noted that incongruent stakeholder perceptiondinggtie deployment of IT
“will inevitably result in greater design uncertainty and implemémaisk.”

Ward and Elvin (1999) developed a framework for managing IT chbypdecusing on designing and
managing the context, content, and outcome of the change procegamiBeand Levinson (1993)
concluded that many IT-enabled projects are less than success@ulse organizations do not provide
necessary support after IT-enabled change. Meanwhile, new testaws that cultural consequences
impact the success of IT-enabled change in multinational firmgtifidans et al, 2009).

IT-enabled change literature has also evaluated cases esswtd failure based on different factors like
adaptive change ability (Mitchell & Zmud, 2006), assessment oepsaisks and rewards (Fiedlet al,
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1994), simulating IT change strategies prior to actual impleatient (Manzoni & Angehrn, 1997),
dynamic IT change management capabilities (Hsiao & Ormero@)18BPR as IT-enabled change
(Tillquist, 2000), implementation costs (Sharrea al, 2008), and how IT-enabled change is guided by
stakeholder perceptions of social identity (Schwarz & Watson, 2005).

Process studies have emphasized that IT-enabled change, alone, is not atstdfidigion for sustaining
changes in organizational processes. Clark and Stoddard (1996) Hrguierganizations benefit most in
business process reengineering (BPR) by merging IT innovatt@hpracess innovations. The authors
present a BPR framework whereby combining IT and process change eegtéater impact than what is
achieved independently. IT is considered the primary cataly®PR by enabling the necessary cross-
functional coordination of processes. Yet, IT-enabled BPR does nmttiefly address all of the
complexities in organizational change (Davenport, 1993). Smith andarFi(2003) proposed
“obliterating” the bridge between business and IT and instead atigateldusiness managers should focus
on managing core business areas instead of managing procektgsirtigrwoven and controlled by
technology.

2.2 Gaps in Current Knowledge

While the literature on IT-enabled change has provided signifimantributions, our knowledge of how
stakeholder perceptions evolve and interact with outcaugsg change processes is still limited. Thus,
our basic research question is

RQ-Overall: How do stakeholder perceptions evolve and
interact with outcomes during IT-enabled change
efforts?

In answering this question we expect to add to our knowledge on IT-enableg dyanffering a process
model of how interactions, incongruencies, and inconsistencieskiehstder perceptions contribute to
shifts in perceptions and interact with change outcomes over time.
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Chapter 3 Technological Frames of Reference

This section provides a presentation of TFR (Orlikowski & Gash, 1994) anshite in existing research,
and it describes our adaptation and extension of TFR to suit the ofeéds study. Framing is one
method of explaining how the perceptions of stakeholders shape astiagred by their experiences
during IT-enabled change (McLean, 1998). When introducing a technologySkA, the roles and
responsibilities of stakeholders within the organization ote@nge. Hence, our underlying assumption is
that understanding the impact such technologies have on indivichdhithe frames of reference those
individuals have toward technological change is important forreasing success rates of
implementations.

3.1 Frames and Roles

Building on the socio-cognitive, cultural frame, and fraroeseference research, Orlikowski and Gash
(1994) argue that understanding the stakeholders’ interpretati@ctofdiogy is significant in studying
the stakeholders’ interactions with technology. Orlikowski andhGaanalysis of key stakeholders’
varying interpretations of technology (which they call technolddiames) revealed differences between
Technologists and users. These differences result in probletev@opment and use of the technology.
The authors proposed a conceptual framework examining stakeholdeolteyy interactions and
suggested different groups may have different technological frames.

Orlikowski and Gash define technological frames as

“... that subset of members’ organizational frames that conceassugnptions,
expectations, and knowledge they use to understand technology in aiigariza
This includes not only the nature and role of the technolaglf,tbut the
specific conditions, applications, and consequences of that technaiogy
particular contexts” (Orlikowski & Gash, 1994, p. 178).

In demonstrating TFR, Orlikowski and Gash (1994) identify the aatifr technology, technology

strategy, and technology in use as the salient domains of they.tlidhese domains typically reveal

incongruent perspectives among stakeholders at differents lemel across different roles whenever
organizations change technologies. The nature of technologylgdhea stakeholders across different
roles tend to use different images to describe a technologgl bagerior experience with and knowledge
about the technology. These stakeholders also have a varyingtanderg and knowledge about the
capabilities and functions of the technology. Technology strategy domain in which stakeholders
frame the company’s motivation for adopting a particular tedyyobnd how that strategy changes
business practices. Technology in use refers to how technologgtually used by end users. For
example, educating users on how to use the new technology may adoferiority. Thus, technology

in use frames the incongruence in what is provided and what mayted®r different roles within the

organization. The definitions of each TFR domain are presented in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Definitions of TFR Domains

TFR Domain

Nature of Technology “Refers to people’s images of the technology andirth
understanding of its capabiliies and functiondlity
(Orlikowski & Gash, 1994, pp. 183-184).

Technology Strategy “Refers to people’s views of why their organizatiacquired
and implemented the technology. It includes their
understanding of the motivation or vision behind #uoption
decision and its likely value to the organizatid@rlikowski
& Gash, 1994, pp. 183-184).

Technology in Use “Refers to people’s understanding of how the tettmowill
be used on a day-to-day basis and the likely ownahct
conditions and consequences associated with suefi |us
(Orlikowski & Gash, 1994, pp. 183-184).

Within socio-cognitive research, stakeholders act basedeinaiwvn understanding of the environment.
Bostrom and Heinen (1977) found that poor designs in informationnsystee the result of the way

developers and designers view organizations. The authors saytjest existing frames of reference be
made explicit so as to be understood and changed when necessary. Bostidainen also called for a

more holistic approach to analyzing and understanding systems wif@nizations by using frames of

reference. Shrivastava and Mitroff (1984) proposed using framefesEnce as “a basis for examining
the differences between the assumptions made by decision naakklsy researchers” (Shrivastava &
Mitroff, 1984, p. 18). The authors suggested that assumptions infloeg@eizational strategy and shape
problem formulation, solution alternatives, and solution choice. Ia tBspect, understanding the
differing assumptions that stakeholders have helps us understamectbiens they make from potential

choices.

Within cultural frames research, Howard-Grenville and Hoffman (20@B)earrthat cultural frames “refer
to the shared meanings held by individuals that shape their tamténg of situations and guide their
actions within an organization” (2003, p. 73). Daft and Lengel (1986) proposed using richirmication
transactions for information processing as a means of overcdhendifferent frames of reference that
individuals have regarding these situations. Huber (1990) focuséelcbnology-prompted changes in
organizational design. He predicted that IT “will have anificant effect on organizational design,
intelligence and decision making” (1990, p. 67). The author also quotes Huber and M¢{L286¢lin an
earlier study: “Any significant advance in information technoleggms to lead eventually to recognition
and implementation of new organizational design options, options that megrpreviously feasible,
perhaps not even envisioned.” Huber called for more researchTirde an intervention that changes
organizations, enhances organizational intelligence, and alfowsorganizations to be designed
differently than before. Thus, the first research question is

RQ-Framing: How can TFR be adapted and applied to support
action research into IT-enabled change efforts?

In answering this question, we expect to further develop and apiftyas a theory for investigating and
managing stakeholder perceptions during IT-enabled change. Tieigralesaccepts the challenges
presented by various authors in the frames literaturenstfeay. Daft & Lengel, 1986; G. Huber, 1990;
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G. P. Huber & McDaniel, 1986; McLean, 1998) to further enhance our tadeirsg of how perceptions
of stakeholders shape and are shaped by their experienceseghitivlbgy. The following sections
discuss frame incongruencies, frame shifts across time, and how TFpisdth our research.

3.2 Frame Incongruencies

Orlikowski & Gash (1994) pointed to incongruencies in frames a@tsg®holders. The authors noted
that there are incongruencies between what different stakehadopect, assume, and know about
technology. The implication of these incongruent technologicaldsais that organizations “are likely to
experience difficulties and conflicts around developing, implementengd using technologies”
(Orlikowski & Gash, 1994, p. 180). For example Technologists may knowatbattain technology is
more easily modified than another technology. This knowledge ca#d the Technologists to
recommend or adopt less useful technologies for managers or Mgaragers may believe that by
adopting a technology, they will gain better insight into busipessesses. Users, however, may expect
technologies to be useful and find technologies onerous to usatdhéhne is little personal benefit in
using a technology they perceive as being tools for manadgemdicro-managing users. These
incongruencies can create conflicts that inhibit the full adoption am wda technology.

Therefore, this research builds on TFR work by Orlikowski andh@H394). Davidson (2006) noted that
action research and longitudinal case studies could help resesardantify how frame incongruencies
impact IS. Motivated by these suggestions, the action reseasclibiel in this research diagnoses the
problem, plans actions, takes actions, evaluates actions, and thefiegléindings — many of which
were designed to reduce frame incongruencies.

3.3 Frame Shifts

Davidson (2002, p. 332) suggested that contextual changes can fragge shifts and that these shifts
could result in a “reinterpretation of information and lead to naderstandings.” The author provided as
examples the shifts that occur when participants changectgaje when power shifts occur within
organizations. In her study of requirements determination duringnatmn systems delivery, Davidson
suggested that frames serve as problem solving templateistartetive filters that may shift given
changes in context:

“Examining frame shifts helped explain how organizational chamgkshifting
participation in the project influenced participants’ understanddf project
requirements ... ” (2002, p. 332).

Davidson (2006) identified a gap in the technological framesature around the issue of frame
structure. The author pointed to Orlikowski and Gash (1994) toedéfame structure as “categories or
domains of knowledge” (Davidson, 2006, p. 25). Fiol (1994) invoked a picturee fragtaphor in
describing the difference between frame content and framingfwte. She compared the “content of the
interpretation” to the picture and the “framing of the interpretatiorihé picture frame. The author noted
“differences in the breadth and rigidity of people’s fiiagnof their views” (Fiol, 1994, p. 405) and that
rigidity or flexibility of stakeholders’ framing indicates possitids for change. The author also suggested
that the number of issues considered (frame breadth) positieldyes to decision effectiveness,
especially in the early stages of a change process.
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El Sawy and Pauchant (1988) improved our understanding of cogindimes of reference by focusing
on their influence on management strategy in dynamic environm&his. authors investigated
organizational turbulence and change while considering the socidigegeffects of frame-shifting.
They found frame shifts can be abrupt and of short duration yaeirdé how stakeholders process or
make sense of given information and thus influence the decisionsnilee and the actions they take.
They find

“ ... the missing key to understanding the role of cognitive &suof reference
... was not in studying frames of reference themselves, bugrrat studying
their shifts and the process through which this shifting occurfgd'Sawy &

Pauchant, 1988, pp. 457-458).

Davidson (2006) suggested using qualitative data collection angsenadh-depth case-study design,
action research methods combined with qualitative methods, irstdltiogics, and discourse analysis
methods to elicit greater understanding of frames and framiinigswith that challenge of investigating
IT-related organizational change in-depth, and in particular thrauggies process innovation study at
VoiceTechthat we proceed to discuss our adaptation of the TFR th@olilgowski and Gash (1994)
identified technology frames of reference and how stakeholderffénedit roles within the organization
frame technology, while Davidson introduced the concept of incongiesacross roles and frame shifts
across time. So far, however, frame incongruencies withirs fodee not been studied to further our
understanding of how stakeholders’ frames shape and are shaped through techeology us

3.4 Adaptation

While a limited number of studies on Technological Frames derBece (TFR) appear in the
information systems literature, this study is the first pplya TFR theory in an investigation of sales
process innovation. Subsequent studies to Orlikowski and Gash (1994)deVd FR and adapted the
domains of interest to suit the context of the paper. DavidsorPan2004) identified 52 studies that
reference Orlikowski and Gash (1994), of which only eight studiézed TFR analysis. For example,
Barrett (1999) used nature of technological change, nature of bsidirmsactions, and importance of
market institutions; McLoughlinet al. (2000), while using action research, treated TFR as one-
dimensional; Davidson (2002) used IT delivery strategies;affabilities and design, business value of
IT, and IT-enabled work practices; and Lin and Silva (2005) usedahge of problems, requirements
for the system, images of implementation, and issues around use.

Hence, there is no salient model within TFR studies forifaiiilg its application. We looked at and
analyzed data throughout the project and subsequently spent consiédi@aibleleveloping a coding
scheme that focused on the salient features of our daso(ya002; Miles & Huberman, 1994). As a
result, we adapted and extended the original domain constructs deyirfi@dikowski and Gash (1994)
and developed more elaborate definitions to support our analypesifiG@lly, we extended the
framework to include a technology implementation domain, and wdageka binary decision tree to
help delineate each TFR domain into the applied sub-domains.

3.4.1 The Nature of Technology

The nature of technology, as defined by Orlikowski and Gash (19983p. “refers to people’s images
of the technology and their understanding of its capabilities aradidnality.” Motivated by the need to
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delineate stakeholders’ general views concerning IT and stakeebo general understanding of
capabilities IT provides, we extend this definition to identify th® sub-domains of the nature of
technology: (1) Images of technology: A stakeholder's usenafyés or metaphors to characterize the
technology in general; and (2) Technology capabilities and functfonstakeholder’s understanding of
the capabilities and functions of the technology in general.

The nature of technology can be examined independently of autarteontext since it speaks to the
general characteristics of the technology. Other views d@heutature of technology include Davidson’s
(2002) view on how generalized knowledge of and expectations abdotissasystem features or
attributes (like databases, user interfaces, reporting a@ffvand system architecture) are framed. IT
capabilities are examples of framing and includes the diffeunderstandings that developers and users
have of features and how various parts of a system “fit togéth¢éne past, present, and future”
(Davidson, 2002, p. 337)

Yoshioka,et al. (2002, p. 4) found that stakeholders have “different (and often incdig)aissumptions
and expectations” and that these views vary widely regardinghad®gy’s purpose and the features and
functions the technology offers. These differences makefitwliffor a selected technology to become
fully established within an organization. livari and Abrahamsson (2@ that views of the nature of
and motives for implementing a technology vary within the orgéinoiza subcultures of users,
specialists, engineers, and managers based on differing experienagegumdtations between groups.

3.4.2 Technology Strategy

Technology Strategy, as defined by Orlikowski and Gash (1994, p. 1&®)s‘to people’s views of why
their organization acquired and implemented the technology. It ircltitkdr understanding of the
motivation or vision behind the adoption decision and its likely value to theinagi@n.” Motivated by a
need to distinguish stakeholders’ understanding of the rationale kékindrganization’shoice of IT
from the projected organizational value of IT, we extend this definibiatentify two sub-domains of the
technology strategy: (1) Rationale for technology acquisitionimptementation: A stakeholder’s views
of the initial reasons and visions for the organization’s aitip and implementation of the technology;
and (2) Rationale for technology acquisition and implementatiortakeBolder's understanding of the
projected value the technology is likely to bring to the organization.

McGovern and Hicks found examples of the differences betweenstakeholders framed their views
about the organization’s technology strategy on the one hand, ansttad@gy changes “would impact
jobs, work practices, and the culture of the organization” (200259) on the other. The impact of a
chosen technology strategy depends on the stakeholders’ comprehenstmatedy and business
objectives even in situations where the implemented technohegys previously defined requirements.
The business value of IT can influence an organization’sae$hips, and IT can be used to “improve
internal operations, increase efficiency, reduce administratiwth,irecrease coordination” (Davidson,
2002, p. 337).

3.4.3 Technology in Use

Technology in use, as defined by Orlikowski and Gash (1994, p. 183)s‘tefpeople’s understanding
of how the technology will be used on a day-to-day basis andikblg br actual conditions and
consequences associated with such use.” Motivated by ansignafythe data and a need to better
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understand stakeholder views regarding the technology in use domaiexterel this definition to
identify two sub-domains of technology in use: (1) Use of techyoladgstakeholder’'s understanding of
the use of the technology on a daily basis within the organizadiwh;(2) Consequences from use of
technology: A stakeholder’s reflection on the consequences resfittimgthe use (and non-use) of the
technology within the organization.

Davidson (2002) also found that developers tend not to concern themsetia how technology will be
adopted into a user’s everyday job, while users have certain asswsrgihaut how a new technology fits
within users’ daily work practices. Users are stereotyfpgdievelopers) as incapable and ignorant of the
“proper” use of technology while developers are labeled (by ussrd)eing unable to create usable
applications. For example, Barrett (1999) refers to differericestakeholder perceptions of “key
characteristics of business transactions and to what extgntrigng be supported by new technology”
(21999, p. 12) and found that users and IT professionals perceiteviieof complexity of business
transactions quite differently and, thus, the technology as uetsdrom the design. These differences
frame different stakeholders’ expectations regarding use and supedst ne

3.4.4 Technology Implementation

Technology Implementation, as we define it in an extension tkaski and Gash’s (1994) three
domains, refers to people’s understanding of how the technology withpplemented as part of the
organization’s day-to-day operation and how each individual's adoptiotmeoftechnology will be
incentivized. This extension is both theory and data-driven.BectheVoiceTeclcase occurred during
an ongoing implementation of an SFA, stakeholders constangigredfto implementation throughout the
study. Their observations and understanding regarding implementagi@ndistinct from the existing
TFR domains. In addition, the implementation process has importaritatigohs in how stakeholders
make use of IT.

Within the technology implementation domain is the involved staklehsil understanding of the change
process through which technology will be brought into the organizatmmeXample, in prior research
describing implementation experiences, stakeholders formed “hguittiages of failure” (Lin &
Cornford, 2000a) which fashioned their concerns about the speee iofiglementation, skills available
and skills required, the depth of vendor support and training, anewleoff management risk. Davidson
(2002) elaborates on IT delivery strategies with some of time s@ancerns as Lin & Cornford’s (2000a)
images of implementation but includes assumptions about user and @evel@s, understandings of
vendor alternatives, project coordination and phasing, and expect@#ridson also studied differing
understandings and assumptions that prevent stakeholders from reachérgeads about requirements.

Thus, we elaborate this definition to identify two sub-domaihgeohnology implementation: (1)
Organizational implementation process: A stakeholder's unaelista of the process by which the
technology is implemented into the organization; and (2) Individd@btéon incentives: A stakeholder’s
understanding of the incentives provided by the organization to incentivize an intivatigption of the
technology.

3.4.5 Adapted Framework

There are relatively few cases in the literature thatldight on how IT-enabled change efforts evolve
over time and how the perceptions of the involved stakeholderaidingl customers, executives,
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managers, professionals, and IT staff, shape and are shaped bgftbdsge.g. Pullig et al, 2002).
Thus, this study adapts and extends a theoretic frameworredrdn TFR to investigate how different
stakeholders interpret an ongoing sales process innovation effoRigeee 3.1).

Figure 3.1 TFR Theory - a Binary Decision Model

UTTERANCE
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Chapter 4 Sales Force Automation Technologies

There is considerable interest in organizing and managing Blexhahange in the literature. However,
the top journals are rather limited in their examination of stakehpkteeptions during transformation of
organizational processes enabled by SFA technologies. This cheyitavs SFA literature with these
considerations in mind.

From 1984 to 1997, the number of SFA vendors grew from 36 to moré&®lafPetersen, 1997). Buttle
et al. (2006) cited a Datamonitor report projecting an SFA liceasenue increase from $534 million in
2003 to $608 million in 2008. Global spending on SFA implementations was $3 hilli@D04
(Cotteleer et al, 2006) and all indications suggest that that amount is inogeaapidly (Siebel, 2002).
Organizations typically spend between $5,000 to $15,000 per salespers&frAortechnologies
(Erffmeyer & Johnson, 2001).

SFA is neither clearly defined in the literature nor by thedees of SFA technologies. In fact, as
Erffmeyer and Johnson (2001) noted, it can mean many differensthifigm using a fax machine to
selling online. However, SFA generally refers to “convertinghuah sales activities to electronic
processes through the use of various hardware and software tmmditéRivers & Dart, 1999, p. 59).
The authors noted that SFA technologies are adopted prin@réduce the time salespersons spend on
non-value added support activities and to provide access tq finietmation. Another driving force in
the need for SFA technologies is that they assist safgspein managing the customer relationship
(Landry, et al, 2005).

An array of capabilities is provided by SFA hardware and soéivwechnologies. Collectively, these
capabilities can facilitate sales process innovation andiesffi data gathering and sharing. These
capabilities support sales processes by offering real-tiooesa to product offerings, sales team
collaboration, information exchange, and electronic order ittgciSpeier & Venkatesh, 2002). Earl
(2001) suggested leveraging innovations such as expansive infamnsatiring (whereby knowledge is
shared broadly and in real time across the organizatisa)tsen a more successful sales organizations
and a quicker response to business changes. SFA technologieschlsie tools used to facilitate
information exchanges between buyers and sellers (Speier & téshk&002). These tools can range
from the simple to the complex. Simple tools include sales contasiaseftised to manage the individual
sales person’s selling process. Complex tools include entewidse systems accessible by all
stakeholders and robust SFA systems employing the use of GPS technolaggloiieglatform.

Given vaguely defined sales processes, high implementation dmbl@gy costs, high failure rates, and
the potential for significant sales process innovation, it is itapbto examine the progress of SFA and
the current state of the art of SFA research. A literadesech was completed to better understand the
extant SFA research and the gaps and limitations of prioiestuthis search involved querying EBSCO
and ABI/INFORM ProQuest databases using the terms “sales &mtomation,” “sales support system,”
and “sales automation.” After identifying only those SFA &tidn peer-reviewed academic journals the
search produced 71 citations in 34 journals from 1987 — 2010 (see Table 4l&).4TAagroups the
number of SFA articles by 3-year periods to show the incredsmution SFA research has garnered
recently. The results showhe Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, Industrial Magke
ManagementandThe Journal of Business and Industrial Marketivaye published over 40% of the total
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SFA articles to date. The following sections review the Stefature in three periods: Pre 1997, 1997-
2005, and 2005-present. These periods roughly correlate with changegpiorting technologies that
comprise and enable SFA.

4.1 Sales Force Automation Research (Pre 1997)

Much of the early SFA research focused on automating the roufitles salesperson. As a veteran SFA
implementer stated anecdotally in 1986, “Most companies are automatingythieeyae been selling for
20 years. They're not thinking about what the information could do éon"tifiMaher, 1986, p. 29). In
fact, Wedell and Hempeck (1987) noted that 60% of a salespersaly'saidine involved non-sales
activities including travelling, planning, paperwork, waiting, andetings. The authors suggested
automating some of these activities could give the salempemore time to work on core selling
functions. Even from the earliest introduction of SFA technologies of the main goals was to improve
productivity in the field (Wallerstedt, 1987). A study of agribusinealespersons provided tangible
evidence that salespeople using computers were more prodietivéhose who did not (Harris & Pike,
1996). Moriarty and Swartz (1989) reported that some SFA implatiemd realized return on
investment greater than 100%. The authors noted as a downsafomting SFA technologies that
salespeople may become consumed by it. The efficiencies gas#tea counterbalanced by time spent
understanding and using SFA systems.

The earliest research in this area focused on topics atbeneemerging technologies such as using
cellular phones (Swenson & Parrella, 1992) and leveraging vatemimologies to boost sales and
marketing productivity (Moriarty & Swartz, 1989). Crorand Davenport (1990) evaluated the long and
short term effects of laptop use by salespeople. They conclodesttategic benefits to the organization
had the lowest priority within the sales force and “personal antical gains were more likely to
influence adoption” (Cronin & Davenport, 1990, p. 287).

4.2 Sales Force Automation Research (1997-2005)

As IT-enabled SFA capabilities expanded, so did the research omrdivgh in adoption and
implementation of SFA technologies. The widespread avaitlabili the internet during this period
allowed organizations to “improve communications between thepsagem, the buying organization,
and the selling firm” (Keillor et al, 1997, p. 209). However, in many cases the organizational benefits
were unconvincing or much lower than expected (Mitchell & Zmud, 1996%pite the promise of
improved sales processes when adopting SFA technologies, 55%Aoimplementations fail to see a
realizable return on investment and the SFA failure rate iqstt % (Bushet al, 2005; Rivers & Dart,
1999; Schafer, 1997).

Parthasarathy & Sohi (1997) argued that organizations must a@épefectively before individual
salespersons are able to effectively take advantag&Af Sfter examining the actual users of SFAs,
Keillor et al. (1997) suggested that less experienced sales people penaster dpenefits from using
SFA technologies while experienced sales people may perceivassi threat. Gohmaret al. (2005b)

and Honeycutet al. (2005) focused on differences in perception of SFA systermgebatmanagement
and salespersons. These studies found that managers tend tGRieveystems as beneficial to
salesperson efficiencies and overall performance while fes sarce tends to view SFA systems as a
waste of time. The studies are, however, limited to oty stakeholder groups, i.e. sales management
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and sales professional. The adopted view of perceptions isatjgnienited to perceived tradeoffs for a
sales force using an SFA (i.e. productivity gains/losses, datatitwiquality, dependence/independence,
new/old responsibilities). Pulligt al. (2002) focused on sales professionals and their perception of
technology use and its impact on sales performance. Also, theraufound organizational climate
factors like training and reward systems affect sales professipeateption of the SFA.

Rangarajaret al(2005) and Buslet al. (2005), explored how perceptions about the usefulness and ease
of use of SFA technology impact salesperson acceptance of anT8Ege studies focused on various
elements and antecedents of the technology acceptance model (TAdM)pekits that the perceived ease
of use and perceived usefulness determine intention to use a tegh(idlgs, 1989; Daviset al,
1989). Morgan and Inks (2001) examined managerial commitment, traingrgnflsence, and accurate
expectations as factors that influence acceptance; Adesr al. (2004) examined the curvilinear
relationship between the salesperson’s usage of technologpdividual sales performance; Gohmann
et al. (2005a) evaluated differences between managers and salesperéoms an SFA is perceived;
Jaychandraret al. (2005) examined the performance outcomes of relational informatiaegs®es and
CRM technology use; Schillewaest al. (2005) extended the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to
sales technology adoption. Speier and Venkatesh (2002) surveyed 45f%eqakesin failed SFA
implementations and found that the salespeople perceived thesy&kn adversely affected the sales
process. Rangarajagt al. (2005) suggested sales professionals’ perceptions abouortt@exity and
usefulness of an SFA and the difficulty of integrating an $f#o their normal sales routines affects
acceptance while Busét al. (2005) proposed a model that includes perceptions of technology as a
enabler of organizational processes impacting salesperson “bubhiesé studies point to the importance
of understanding stakeholder perceptions during IT-enabled change.

4.3 Sales Force Automation Research (2006-present)

In the past few years, as mobile technologies have becomewittaly adopted, the impact on business
practices has been profound (Barnesal, 2006). In fact, companies like Salesforce.com and Siebel
Systems offer SFA and customer relationship management t®olsnabile-enabled services.
Salesforce.com makes sales and customer data availabigtthroultiple access points including
BlackBerry phones and iPhones (Salesforce.com, 2009). Siebel Sdlearsailso provides mobility
solutions for users in the field (Oracle.com, 2009). Dun and Bratistifees a database of millions of
company records to help sales professionals build prospect libis @wn SFA (zapdata.com, 2009).
Thus, using mobile and IT-enabled SFA technologies such as thesmles force is able to report real-
time updates about customers and sales while remaining inietde However, having a sales force
effectively use a mobile SFA technology presents challetmeébe adopting organizations. Andriole
(2006) suggested that business collaboration and technology ittegratist be considered when
implementing these new technologies within an organization. Battde (2006) found that little research
exists examining the connection between SFA adoption, usage, and paderriihe authors suggested
taking a longitudinal approach to investigating SFA adoption and use.

Additionally, Buttleet al. identified a lack of focus on sales processes in the literaCotteleeet al.
(2006) reported that, while the focus of an SFA is not on autognite salesperson, many companies do
exactly that by digitizing sales activities rather thaalding the salesperson to do things an SFA cannot
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do. Cotteleeret al. suggested companies instead focus on the overall sales procadsieve larger
productivity and performance gains.

More recently, Sundaramt al. (2007) examined how pre-deployment acceptance of technologysaffect
individual sales performance while Moutot and Bascoul (2008) studesrelationship between SFA use
and CRM performance by examining individual sales behaviors. @0@8) evaluated resistance to
innovation and the effect of job satisfaction on salesperson pevggetdbward SFA after adoption.
Mallin and DelVecchio (2008) used agency theory to evaluateelagonship between perceptions of
SFA usefulness and actual usage by analyzing salesperson perceptiohdrdsasséor themselves and to
their sales manager. Boujeabal. (2009) examined the benefits of SFA from the customer’s peirgpe
Parket al. (2009) analyzed how the usage of SFA by salespersons imelatisnship-building from the
perspective of the salesperson. Castial(2010) showed that salespersons perceive how committed the
organization’s leadership is toward SFA adoption and usage. Imaymn these latest studies
reemphasize the importance of understanding stakeholder perceptions towaathlldd change.

Table 4.1 Salesforce Automation Publications

Journal SFA
Articles

The Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management 14
Industrial Marketing Management 12
The Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing 8
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 2
Marketing Intelligence & Planning 2
International Journal of Information Management 2
Journal of Marketing 2
Journal of Relationship Marketing 2
International Journal of Medical Marketing 2
25 other journals 1 each
TOTAL 71

Table 4.2 SFA Research Publications Across Years

Period SFA
Articles

Pre 1994 2

1994 - 1996 2
1997 - 1999 5
2000 - 2002 12
2003 - 2005 20
2006 - 2008 24
2009 — 2010 (July) 6
TOTAL 71

4.4 Gaps in Current Knowledge

As SFA technologies advanced but failure rates remained Hightypical focus of SFA studies was
centered on automating the sales force (Laneiyal, 2005). Many of the studies in the SFA literature
failed to take adoption and use of technology into account. Otherestade limited by viewing
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stakeholder perceptions based on the technology acceptance makligl (Jollectively, current studies
within the SFA literature generally are limited to saé¥spn perceptions of technology usage or they
focus on the impact of technology on organization performance. Whseciear that the literature on
SFA has examined salesperson perceptions, the focus of these stgeliesadly limited to differences in
perceptions between two stakeholders (e.g. Gohmahral, 2005b; Parthasarathy & Sohi, 1997),
perceptions and attitudes toward SFA technology (e.g. Honeycuét A, 2005; Keillor et al, 1997)
and TAM and perceived usefulness of the technology (e.g.,Baishl, 2005; Joneset al, 2002;
Rangarajanet al, 2005). Additionally, the vast majority of studies on SFA areavae studies (e.qg.
Ahearng et al, 2005; Avlonitis & Panagopoulos, 2005; Speier & Venkatesh, 2002).

Despite these significant contributions in the area of I'bledhsales process innovation, we are still
limited in our understanding of how IT-enabled sales process innnwdfiorts shape and are shaped by
shifts in stakeholder perceptions over time. Buttlal. (2006) suggested taking a longitudinal approach
to investigating SFA adoption and use. Consequently, this study exatoimgtudinally, over thirty
months, IT-enabled sales process innovation efforts among mulagkhsider roles atoiceTechThus,

the second research question is

RQ-Context: What was the role of stakeholder perceptions
during IT-enabled sales process innovation at
VoiceTech?

In answering this question, we expect to gain detailed insigitts How IT-enabled sales process
innovation efforts shape and are shaped by shifts in stakeholder persepeotime.
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Chapter 5 Research Approach: Action Research

5.1 Research Design

The VoiceTech project calls for research that is iterative, collabeea and has organizational
development as one of its primary goals. Using these criterieganonical action research method
(Davison et al, 2004) is used to enhance the research outcome. In an effort twerwh rigor and
relevance using action research in information systems, @uaeisal. (2004) describes a set of five
principles and associated criteria to help researchersqeabe “iterative, rigorous, and collaborative
process-oriented model” described by Susman and Evered (1%&8)eJearch conducted as outlined in
this research proposal adopts these principles and expidéhtifies in Section 5.5 how they are
addressed in the proposed research. Also in Section 5.5, Eden and RBuf86) contentions for
quality action research are used to help design and subsequettigtevhe research. Mason (2002)
suggested a number of criteria for qualitative researdhigule These are reported in Table 5.1 and
discussed in the following section as the practical and acaddsjgctives of the research—also known as
the dual imperatives of action research (McKay & Marshall, 2001; Rapd|Raid).

The research adopts a critical realism perspective (Arehat, 1998). Mingers proposed critical realism
for IS research as an underpinning philosophy that can overcomeo$dh® problems presented to IS
researchers when trying to adopt purely positivist or integsetphilosophies (Mingers, 2004). In
particular, critical realism overcomes these problemsdwarecing research through a combination of
realism and social construction. Mingers stated, “Criticalisma asserts that the conditions for
knowledge do not arise in our minds but in the structure of realitytreduch knowledge will not be
universal and ahistorical” (Mingers, 2004, p. 92). Mingers arguédal realism re-establishes “a realist
view of beingin the ontological domain whilst accepting the relativism of Kedge as socially and
historically conditioned in epistemological domain” (Mingers, 2004, p. 91).

Because action research uses intervention into real wotidgseas one of its tenets, critical realism is a
well-aligned philosophical position and is an approach consigtiémthe adoption of a TFR theoretical
lens atVoiceTech.Thus, by jointly applying TFR as analytical lens and action radeas method of
investigation during an IT-enabled change, we were able to iteosmiteolled staged experiments by
making changes and observing changes and outcomes as they wemmembpte Through these
interventions, rich data was generated to give us deep insighthow and why IT-enabled changes
evolved atvoiceTech

5.1.1 Objectives

The practical objective of the project was to enable galesess innovation atoiceTechin ways that
enhance sales performance, reduce sales rep turnover, im@poeding and alerting, and make
information readily available and ubiquitous. To achieve thigeablve, the investigators worked
collaboratively with theVoiceTechtask force to implement and monitor system, process, and human
resource changes withoiceTechduring an SFA implementation. As a result, the proposed résearc
reports on a longitudinal case study using action research maiggd®he problem statement (defined

in Section 5.3) outlines the context for the project. The statigwed a 30-month investigation into
sales process innovations\AviceTechWe observed sales operations, interviewed 30 informants, and
collaborated withVoiceTechemployees in five workshops and two presentations. Confidentiadisy w
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promised and all interactions and related interviews werededand transcribed. During the project, at
least twoVoiceTechkey Innovators were always available for the periodic slookbs and cooperation
and availability of their managers, IT staff, and interviewees wagdtated through these two persons.

The academic objectives of the project are: 1) developkfg as a theory for investigating stakeholder
perceptions during IT-enabled change; 2) developing a conceptual wfiotlelv frame interactions,
incongruencies, and inconsistencies contribute to frame shiftehanmbe outcomes over time; and 3)
providing detailed insights into how the IT-enabled sales praoessation at VoiceTech shaped and
was shaped by shifts in stakeholder perceptions. The resednthrpretive (Klein & Myers, 1999) and
takes a critical realism perspective (e.g. Mingers, 208g0raing reality is examinable using the concept
of technological frames and frame shifting within and between groups anilirads:

A pilot study using stakeholder analysis was complete@randinc (Lewis, et al, 2007) to practice
action research principles and learn in practice about the afolstakeholder perceptions during
organizational diagnosis and changsing Atlas.ti 5.5 (ATLAS.ti, 1991-2009) as our data analysis tool,
we investigated IT-enabled process innovation as the basie$ayning our intervention into the sales
process innovation effort atoiceTech.Three full professors and one doctoral student comprised the
academic team in the collaboration. We acknowledge that by usiegtem research approach, our
interactions and collaborations with the research subjects slmpesnalysis and influences the
behaviors, responses, and actions of our subjects.

Table 5.1 Core Areas for Qualitative Design - Adapted from Mason (2002).

CORE AREA OUR APPROACH

The research question(s) RQ-Overall: How do stakeholder perceptions evolwel @nteract with
outcomes during IT-enabled change efforts?
RQ-Framing: How can TFR be applied and adaptedufipart action
research into IT-enabled change efforts?
RQ-Context: What was the role of stakeholder pdropg during IT-
enabled sales process innovatioWaiceTecR

Background/purpose of the To enable sales process innovationVaiceTechin ways that enhance

research sales performance, reduce sales rep turnover, irapreporting and
alerting, and make information readily availablestdes management and
sales force.

Research strategy / Theoretical Use of TFR (Orlikowski & Gash, 1994) rooted in dtical realism
underpinnings perspective.

Data generation methods Interviews, workshops, observations, presentatidiedd notes, project
proposals, training material, meeting notes. Waskshand presentations
involved active participation and discussion witoiceTech key
stakeholders responsible for developing, implementand managing the
new SFA. Actions were planned, discussed, and ateduduring these
workshops.

Sampling and access strategy Interviewed 30 informants in 32 interviews. Conauttiive workshops
with key stakeholders. Presented two status reporiey collaborators.
Each of the workshops and presentations involvéigleaparticipation (see
data generation methods above). Access to sitetwasgh the Sr. VP of
Sales and Marketing.

Data analysis Use Atlas.ti (v5.5) to code transcripts based on ataptation of
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Orlikowski and Gash (1994) TFR domains. Identifiezly themes from
deep analysis of the resulting coded utterances.

Pilot study Used similar action research approach based oelsiéder perceptions in
a study of IT-enabled process innovatioendInc (Lewis, et al., 2007).

Ethical, moral, political issues Confidentiality of interview results was promised #ll individuals
interviewed.
Research duration Research conducted over 30 months. Included 2 dfapgsesentations, 5

days of workshops, 5 days of interviews, and 2 ddysbservations over
the 30-month period.

Resource requirements Two keyVoiceTechnnovators available for periodic workshops enagyirin
cooperation and availability of their managers,staff, and interviewees
throughout the project.

Research personnel e 3 primary investigators are full professors

e 1 investigator is this PhD student working with tirefessors
e 2 key Innovators working fovoiceTech

Proposed use of the research Academic

e Develop TFR as a theory for investigating stakedolderceptions
during IT-enabled change.

e Develop a process model of how frame interactiomspngruencies,
and inconsistencies contribute to frame shifts andnge outcomes
over time.

e Provide detailed insights into how the IT-enableales process
innovation at VoiceTech shaped and was shaped by shifts in
stakeholder perceptions over time.

Practical

e Enable sales process innovationVaticeTechin ways that enhance
sales performance, reduce sales rep turnover, irapmeporting and
alerting, and make information readily available abiquitous

5.1.2 Action Research Methodology

Action research as a method was developed by Kurt LewiredResearch Centre for Group Dynamics at
the University of Michigan in the post-World War Il era otisb change (Lewin, 1951). The method was
intended as a “mode of social research intended to overcomeadime shortcomings of positivism”
(Baburoglu & Ravn, 1992). Rapoport described action researcle ifoltbwing terms: “Action research
aims to contribute both to the practical concerns of people imarediate problematic situation and to
the goals of social science by joint collaboration withimatually acceptable ethical framework”
(Rapoport, 1970, p. 499).

Unlike other research methods where the investigator is arvebsen action researcher is “viewed as a
key participant in the research process, working collabotgtijelcKay & Marshall, 2001) with other
stakeholders to bring about change or improvement in a problemxtdBaskerville & Wood-Harper,
1996; McKay & Marshall, 2001). Action research has been sucdlgssidopted and applied in
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management (Huxham & Vangen, 2000), psychology (Casstelll, 1988), and information systems
(Baskerville & Wood-Harper, 1998; de Vreede, 1997; Olesen & Myers, 1999).

There are few examples of action research in the markégéngtlire. In fact, in an influential marketing
article, Workman (1993) used participant observation at Kydeunderstand and evaluate marketing’s
influence in new product development. The author spent nine monthdinf) observing and
documenting the activities of engineering, marketing, and field grang the processes by which new
product development decisions were made. Workman states that hée aal a® an advisor or consultant
to Zyrtek during the nine-month period.

The result of Workman’s (1993) research at Zyrtek is a déaripf the product development process,
identification of impediments that prevent the marketing gréngm having greater influence in
development decisions, and an elaboration of ways for marketoupg to become more influential
throughout the development process. Had an action research appexathadopted at Zyrtek by
Workman, one might infer that, instead of just observing, documentingexgiitating the decision
making process, Zyrtek's marketing group might have takemtive steps toward becoming more
influential in new product development decisions. For example, sigtien research is iterative,
collaborative, and has organizational development as one prgoatya Zyrtek action research group
might have been tasked with evaluating the baseline decigiiing process and then creating a action
plan for moving the marketing toward a more influential roleer, the research group might have used
action research principles to solve problems collaboratival this way, the real-world setting would
have informed theory and theory would have helped guide speciiiins. The end result most likely
would have still produced a high-quality research publicatiorewdiso benefitting Zyrtek’s marketing
group during the nine-month period.

Susman & Evered (1978) offer six beneficial characterisificaction research (see Table 5.2): First,
action research is future oriented. This means plans aide before actions are taken. Second, action
research is collaborative. There is collaboration between tigagzs and “the client” whereby the
investigators are not detached observers commenting on ardlyisésresults. Instead, investigators are
active participants in both the research and problem solvingtaspiea project. Third, action research
implies system development. The system is developed throughdisakgction research approach and
is expected to sustain after the research project concludesntent is the immediate problem is solved
and knowledge generated about processes is used to enhancestém gyospectively. Fourth, it
generates theory grounded in action. Since action reseadels@ied by Susman and Evered suggests a
cyclical form, actions can inform theory and theory can be tseglide which specific actions are
undertaken and how analysis is framed. Fifth, it is agnastieeory and action. Both actions and theory
are reevaluated throughout the action research process. Predibtahth@ consequences of actions may
be theoretically based, but use of any specific theory is go@eantor of expected results. Sixth, and
finally, it is situational. Each research situation is uniquet iaterventions are based on interactions with
involved stakeholders to address problems as presented, discussed, and theaaghpem actions.

Table 5.2 Beneficial Characteristics of Action Research (Susman & Evered, 1978)

Action Research Benefit As Applied at VoiceTech

1. Future oriented Intent of project was to reduce sales rep turnawvkile successfully
implementing the SFA.
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2. Collaborative Key stakeholders aYoiceTechwere directly involved in the action
research. The Innovators, Champions and Technésogigported and
participated in the effort as appropriate. (Seeufgg5.3 — Agency at
VoiceTech The Researchers actively participated in plagnand
evaluating actions and offered suggestions throughbe project.
Workshops identified the intervention actions to taken between
workshops.

3. Implies system development = Methods employed by the Researchers were employeWoireTech
Innovators to identify core problems and evaludtieriaative approaches
in dealing with those problems. A new SFA was beilegeloped and
implemented in several releases.

4. Generates theory grounded in = As the project progressed, the Researchers useda$ Fie framing lens
action through which to view th&/oiceTechcontext. Interview questions and
workshops used TFR domains to investigate the prolsituation.

5. Agnostic to theory and action =~ While TFR was the theoretical framing, the acti@search did not
specify or guarantee any particular results from dbtions or theory as
applied.

6. Is situational The intervention was based on interactions witrci$igestakeholders at
VoiceTech The actions in this project were based on disonssand
agreed-upon actions to address particular issuésie¢Tech.

5.2 Research Site

VoiceTechCommunications, Ing“VoiceTech) was founded in 1999 with a mission to deliver to small
businesses the communication capabilities typically resdorddrge businesses. The company provides
managed communications services in selected mark&geTech launched its services in the
Southeastern U.S. in 2001 and, at the time of the research popjectted in six cities. As of December
2008, VoiceTechserved nearly 40,000 customers in twelve cities and targetadl to medium sized
businesses with fewer than 250 employees. The company had a 99% cuetent®mn rate and was one
of the nation’s fastest-growing providers of communicatiorvises with long-term plans to be in
approximately 30 to 50 of the largest cities in the United States.

VoiceTechdivides each city into two markets and each market inteetlhegions (Figure 5.1). Each
location is managed by a vice president and each market is managed by a direlstagita has a team
manager, a senior sales rep that assists the manager, andrugaleseepresentatives (Figure 5.2). Thus,
each city has approximately 60 sales reps. Like many sajasizations, the competition is fierce within
each sales team and between regions, markets, and Altisales information from each sales rep is
transparent to alVoiceTechemployees and is posted throughout each office on display boards, whi
boards, and daily sales updates, and is also discussed at daily morringesziags.

The company produces its management teams organically. Eachegalesio matter how experienced
prior to joining the company — starts at the bottom of the chain paiogresses based on sales
performance. The average sales rep is a new college graduate ijoh figgtnior sales reps are those that
have been with the company at least six to twelve months.dlég rep starting salary is approximately
$28,000 with performance bonuses of up to $30,000 or more for meeting or exceeding sades$itghget
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performing sales reps are promoted to sales managers quickigeamthanage their own team of up to
ten sales reps.

At various times, managers act as mentors or coaches torepkesn their charge. Managers have
individual sales targets of their own, which they typically activery early in the month. They then
spend the rest of the month setting expectations and managingetmais performance toward their
targets. Directors have responsibility over three saleastend report directly to the vice president in
their city. They also work very closely with each managedémtifying and solving problems within
individual sales teams. Additionally, directors help vice piesis generate weekly and monthly sales
forecasts based on feedback each manager supplies from daily and weskigasal meetings.

The daily routine atVoiceTechis highly regimented, and the company employs rigid sales force
management based on the belief that it can identify and mielsl regos effectively. Sales reps go out into
the field each day to an assigned area and are trained tcaladd at least 50 small businesses each day.
Should they have first or second call-back appointments, those appointmerdsitéake the place of up

to ten cold calls. The company occasionally requires salesaep®age in telemarketing in the office.
This practice is also called a “blitz” with the objectildeing to schedule as many appointments as
possible without having to go door-to-door. Blitzes sometimesaamsult of poor sales performance
within a team toward the end of a month.

During the first month on the job, sales reps receive intensivengamiheVoiceTeclsales methods and
learn details about the company’s product lines. When in the fiddd, isgps may call upon their manager
or technical sales support representatives to answer questiout the sale. An intranet site also is
available where sales reports, contracts, forms, and othémngmerinformation is updated frequently.
However, based on interviews with the sales reps, verydpw utilize this offering before going into the
field.
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Figure 5.1 Geographic Division of Field Sales Management
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Figure 5.2 Sales Market Organization Chart at VoiceTech
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5.3 Problem Situation

Before issuing its initial public offering in the mid-2000oiceTechwas one of the largest venture-
funded firms in the state of Georgia. The company became a sumtéd/all Street by meeting and
beating financial targets. The stock price increased 400% finsitshree years and, by all accounts, the
company was successful and perceived as highly innovative jimatlucts and servicegoiceTechwas
given a business innovation award presented to a company #satlémonstrated the ability to develop
and/or advance products with more innovative capabilities than competing vandagoroducts.”

While the success of the company was unquestioned as measured kbprtec product offerings,
financial reports, and innovation awar¥giceTechhad, at the point of our intervention, outgrown some
of the sales processes and information systems it used eva@cthose early results. The consequences of
VoiceTecls use of homegrown sales support systems, a sometimes oggréssive sales force, and a
lean information gathering and dissipation process prompted thatiexesales leadership ®biceTech

to look at how to adopt sales process innovations.

In 2005, VoiceTechdecided to bring to its markets mobile technology capabilitiethe form of a
BlackBerry device. At the same time, it realized the motgitlnology platform created an opportunity
for innovating its sales processes. To complement its sagensywith a mobile technology brings
information capture and information usage closer to the pbistle. Thus, in early 2008/oiceTech
launched a wireless product, called “MobileVT,” that uses ackBarry PDA/Phone device. The
VoiceTechsales force uses this device as a product demonstratioa aled accessing in the field
pertinent capabilities of the SFA.

The preliminary goals for the research\agiceTechare captured in this Problem Statement from the
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU):

“While VoiceTechhas recently successfully implemented a new IT-based sale
support system to enhance sales practices, a joint venture \pitbvialer of
mobile, wireless services has made it feasible to adopt mtdglenology to
further develop sales performance. At the same time, howswegreTechis
experiencing sales representative attritifiarnover] of 15% per month. Those
that leaveVoiceTechare mainly non-core sales representatives with less@ha
months of engagement. As process disruptions, for example caused by
introducing new and different forms of technology, can cause incredséion
rates, the key challenge is to enable sales process innavatjoadoption of
mobile technology in ways that will both increase sales peence and reduce
sales representative attrition.”

As the project unfolded and more knowledge was gained from our dtivgr® with VoiceTech
stakeholders, goals were modified for better alignment witmé#tere of the project. During WS1, the
Director of Marketing and Sales Operations emphasized these noutivat

“We’ve got lots of data out there and | think it can be streamlined. We nged he
figuring out how our people are using it or how they should be using We're
not confident that data is being turned into decisions that can be used. Ging sec
[uncertainty] is change management. ... The implementation [gb-tlate is

Lupttrition,” in the VoiceTecttontext, is defined as sales representatives v lthe company.
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April 22™ ... and we're looking for help to understand how we can best
implement that.” [40:179]

As was clear from the very start of the project, we inadugiectical as well as research goals. Hence, the
practical motivation for the project was to enhance sales prowesstion in the following ways:

o Enhance sales performansmiceTecls sales force spent too much time going to customers and
businesses that were on the “do not call” list. Being able to identig theforehand and in the
field would improve sales representative efficiencies.

o Make information readily availabl&oiceTechwas using a homegrown sales tool. This tool,
while useful in the startup phase of the company, outlived its usefuimé$smd problems with
stability and data accuracy. As a resulhjceTecthad decided to adopt an SFA tool.

e Make information ubiquitous. As part of this adoption, the company anticipated addbiig
accessibility into its sales force operations vis-a-vis handheldBéay devices which were
also sold by the sales force\oiceTeclcustomers.

e Improve reporting and alerting. Sales reps, managers, executives, ancsaibalgsd different
tools for reporting results across the organization. The Innovatored/to reduce the number of
non-SFA reports and improve managers’ ability to understand the# tegms’ performance
without having to rely on ad-hoc and offline reports.

e Reduce sales rep turnover. Sales representative turnover wesaythigh, averaging over 15%
per monthVoiceTeclbelieved sales process innovation might help solve sales information
problems that greatly frustrated its sales reps and managers.

The academic motivation for the research collaboration wagamiae and understand the following
during an ongoing IT-enabled sales process innovation:

o Developing TFR as a theory for investigating stakeholder perceptiomgdlirenabled change.

e Developing a conceptual model of how frame interactions, incongruenciescandistencies
contribute to frame shifts and change outcomes over time.

¢ Providing detailed insights into how the IT-enabled sales process innoviatioiteTech shaped
and was shaped by shifts in stakeholder perceptions.

5.4 Research Organization

The research project was organized as an R&D collaboratioredetthe Researchers axdiceTech
with support from the Georgia Research Alliance (GRA). Inébdzer 2005, GRAYoiceTechand the
Researchers conducted a workshop in which the need for the proposed collabosatidtussed and an
initial project plan developed. The collaboration team repdadde CMO and executive vice president
of sales. All parties agreed to a Memorandum of Understanding XMabimarizing the research
collaboration. The project was jointly funded by GRAjceTechand CEPRIN. Mathiassen argued that
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a main concern in such collaborations is to “establish well fomicty relations between research and
practice” (2002, p. 329). Thus, numerous agency relationships exist wtelongollaborations like the
one atvoiceTech.

5.4.1 Agency at VoiceTech

The overall organization of the project is illustratedFigure 5.3 as five interconnected stakeholder
groups that participated in the collaboration: “The Users,” “Thampions,” “The Innovators,” “The
Technologists,” and “The Researchers.” These groups had vaeyials lof interaction with each other
and within the collaboration. The solid arrows in Figure 5.3 indifreiguent and direct interactions,
while the dotted arrows indicate more irregular interactions.

The Researchers included the three full professors and theralostudent. This group collaborated
directly and on a regular basis with the Innovators in workshops aodgtiout the intervention into
sales process innovation. The Researchers also interaceatlydirbut less frequently, with the
Champions and the Technologists. These interactions were ntamlygh interviews and occasional
workshop discussions.

The Champions included the Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) andDimector of Marketing and Sales
Operations. The Director of Marketing and Sales Operations reporteel @O and was responsible for
executing the CMO’s strategic vision of how the marketing aessoperation should advance. The
Director of Marketing and Sales Operations was alsdthie from the Champions to the Innovators
and, as a result, participated in several workshops and akrations. In the context of this
collaboration, the Champions interacted with the Innovatorsdalybasis while their interactions with
the User-Reps and User-Managers and the Researchers were less.frequen

The Innovators included the Director of Sales Operations and a ,ybubhgexperienced, Marketing
Analyst. The Director of Sales Operations reported to thecRir of Marketing and Sales Operations
while the Marketing Analyst reported to the Director of S&perations, who became the primary point
of contact during the collaboration and was responsible for implemethign§FA in sales operations.
The Marketing Analyst had been wittioiceTechsince its beginnings and had established good
relationships throughout the company. He was charged with coondjnptanning, and monitoring the
implementation across the various markets and on occasion coigdS€A training sessions for the
users. In the context of this collaboration, the Innovators rietadirectly with all groups. In this way
the Innovators were situated as the primary go-betweens thensales process innovation to the
intervention side of the collaboration.

The Technologists included the Chief Technology Officer (CTit®) Qirector of IT Planning, and the IT
Business Analyst. The CTO was ultimately responsible for ewgihe successful development and
implementation of the SFA. He was also responsible for huesources avoiceTechThe Director of

IT Planning was responsible for directing technology adaptatimitise SFA. The IT Business Analyst
reported to the Director of IT Planning and was responsiblerfderstanding and developing SFA user
requirements. In the context of this collaboration, the Techntdogigeracted directly with the
Innovators but less frequently with the User-Reps and User-Managersdresiarchers.

The User-Managers included the vice presidents, sale® offanagers, and sales directors. The User-
Reps included sales team managers, sales leaders, ancepedsentatives (sales reps) located in each
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city. Sales reps and team managers were the ultimate afséne SFA on a day-to-day basis. The
directors and vice presidents use the SFA to manage thes.t&ales reps are in the field throughout the
day while the others usually are monitoring and managing sales from the Sffies.reps are responsible
for entering and updating data related to their sales funnel. Tearagers and directors are responsible
for managing and monitoring the sales teams and their regionsphéselents tend to focus less on the
day-to-day sales activities and more on weekly and monthly pignim the context of this collaboration,
the users interacted directly with the Innovators but lesguéntly with the Champions and the
Technologists.

Figure 5.3 Agency in the VoiceTech Collaboration
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5.4.2 The Collaboration

A timeline of significant collaboration events during the 30 monthg-Istudy is shown in Figure 5.4.
The first contact between the Researchers \&nideTechwas made by one of the Researchers with
VoiceTech’sexecutive vice president of sales. After multiple discussibetweenVoiceTechsenior
managers and the Researchers, an initial workshop was held whisgatntlaboration team agreed on a
phased approach usiMpiceTecls decision to implement an SFA system as the basis fommg®ales
process innovation forward. The collaboration team consisted &dabearchers and tMoiceTechask
force. The task force had been assembleddigeTechprior to the collaboration to address issues related
to IT support of sales and marketing. TH¥eiceTechtask force included representatives from sales
operations, IT, and senior managers from those departments.

Beginning February 2006, the first in a series of five workshopst@o summary presentations were
conducted on site atoiceTechinvolving the Innovators, the Technologists, and the Researdierse
workshops gave the Researchers insight into the problem @itua8 perceived byoiceTech
stakeholders. Actions were discussed, planned, and evaluated Mpited echstakeholders and the
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Researchers during these workshops and presentations. Agreed ujpms actre taken by the
stakeholders between workshops and presentations. (Chapter 6 digbesspecific actions taken and
evaluations of those actions). The Innovators and the Technelegisé members of the collaboration
team as part of their normal work duties/aiceTechThey provided the context and direction needed for
the VoiceTeclcollaboration and were supported by the Champions. The workshops/evee-recorded
and detailed notes were also taken to record questions needimgr fexplanation and any decisions
made by the collaboration team.

The Researchers conducted observations of sales represerdatitlesy used their sales systems and
observed managers meeting with their sales teams and cogdmaining sessions. We also observed the
work areas of the sales managers and representativesnotadeand took pictures of these workspaces
for future discussions regarding the sales process andsategyement practices. Field study notes were
made on these observations. The final workshop was conducted in April 2008.

The Researchers adhered to the Principles of CanonicalrBle¢Bavison et al, 2004) and contentions
for quality action research (Eden & Huxham, 1996). The researtkhesefore eventually be evaluated
against these guidelines, as discussed in the following settientesearch cycle (McKay & Marshall,
2001) and the approach to data collection and analysis are discussed im &hapte

Figure 5.4 Timeline of VoiceTech Collaboration
Timeline of Significant VoiceTech Collaboration Events
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5.5 Principles of Canonical Action Research (CAR)

The importance of achieving rigor and relevance in informatistesys research has been increasingly
emphasized over the last 15 years (Applegate, 1999; Benbasaud, 2809; Lee, 1999). Specifically,
the criticism regarding lack of rigor of action research Ibesn addressed recently in canonical action
research (CAR) principles outlined by Davisemnal. (2004) and contentions for quality action research
presented by Eden and Huxham (1996). These guidelines give actiorchieseapecific criteria which
should be addressed explicitly in action research projects.
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5.5.1 Principle 1: The Researcher-Client Agreement

The Principle of the Researcher-Client Agreement (Dayisbral, 2004) has guided the project by
elaborating on the roles of the research team members aimtiethi@ons of the research. While there was
no explicit agreement between the ResearchersvaiTechthat CAR would be used in the research
project (1a), the Researchers did use CAR as guiding principlese guidelines are outlined in the
VoiceTechPlanning ConsiderationgJanuary 25, 2006) in Appendix B. Additionally, the focus of the
project was clearly specified and agreed to in the MoU betwe=iiResearchers antbiceTech(1b).
Furthermore, co-sponsor GRA requires such an agreement to becén \fpiceTechdemonstrated its
commitment to the project by explicitly agreeing to and then catmignifunding, resources, time, and
innovation efforts from senior executives and managers (1c).rdlee of VoiceTechmembers were
delineated explicitly and members of the R&D collaboration videatified (1d). The agreement stated
the main deliverables as recommendations on mobile technologycamimendations on théoiceTech
sales process (le). The data collection methods were isdedif the agreement as field study
observations, interviews of employeesvaiceTechand workshops to be conducted jointly among the
Researchers arbiceTeclresearch team (1f). Table 5.3 summarizes the evaluatitwe afiteria for the
researcher-client agreement.

Table 5.3 Criteria for the Researcher-Client Agreement
Principle 1. Criteria for the Researcher-Client Agreement (RCA) Applied at

VoiceTech?

la Did both the researcher and the client agree GiA&R was the appropriat
approach for the organizational situation?
1b Was the focus of the research project speaifiearly and explicitly?

1c Did the client make an explicit commitment te groject?

1d Were the roles and responsibilities of the nedes and client organizatio
members specified explicitly?
1le Were project objectives and evaluation measpesified explicitly?

NN NN O

1f Were the data collection and analysis methodsifipd explicitly?

Related to the criteria for the researcher-client ageegnEden and Huxhum (1996) implored action
researchers to be organized, competent, and self-aware. Thesasitiggest that an action research
project cannot merely be an extension of a consulting engageR&ther, researchers must be aware
ahead of time of the process by which research is produced. AdiijtioBden et al. suggest that
researchers structure projects to achieve the dualdinesearch and practical goals. More specifically,
Edenet al’s seventh contention is

“(vii) a high degree of method and orderliness is requiredflaating about, and
holding on to, the emerging research content of each episode ofamagit in
the organization.”

From the beginning, the project teamvaticeTechkept in focus the dual aims of publishing meaningful
research while offering practical recommendations for thepaomn The team identified and kept
organized notes, transcripts, recorded audio, and other documentsanetessieet this contention.
These notes and documents were reflected upon throughout the frajadt insight into the emergent
research content as the project progressed.
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In addition, the tenth contention is

“(x) in order to justify the use of action research rather than ofipgoaches, the
reflection and data collection process - and hence the eméhgenies - should
be focused on the aspects that cannot be captured easily byapgiteaches.
This, in turn, suggests that having knowledge about, and skills tp, apgthod
and analysis procedures for collecting and exploring rich data is iefsent

Different data collection and analysis methods might haven lmb®sen in thev/oiceTechcontext.
However, our specific research design explicitly acknowledbesinterpretive nature of our data
collection methods. Our research also had as its objectivendileesales process innovation.” Thus, in
this context, the researchers are not merely observers but are fullye@bgag&ing collaborative actions
that change outcomes and then subsequently reflecting on those actibautcomes (see Chapter 5 for
action details). Furthermore, one of the primary investigadaadull professor with many years of action
research experience, and the PhD student has participated in prior ssgemecheorojects.

5.5.2 Principle 2: The Cyclical Process Model

Considering the Principle of Cyclical Process Model (Dawigt al, 2004), all seven of the criteria were
explicitly addressed. A cyclical process model was used following “iterative, rigorous, and
collaborative process-oriented model” as described by SusmBwefed (1978). The adoption of this
model is elaborated in detail in Chapter 5. The Researchenseimdlently diagnosed the situation (2b),
planned actions based on the diagnosis (2c), implemented and evalotted (2d), and specified
learning from the outcomes (2e). An explicit decision was made tprao¢ed through additional cycles
(2f) due to project objectives being appropriately met (2gg rEsearch team presented several options
for continuing the project after evaluating the results of firet project. However, after having
successfully completed the objectives of the first project,déesion was made to not create a new
project. Table 5.4 summarizes the evaluation of the criteritadocytclical process model.

Table 5.4 Criteria for the Cyclical Process Model
Principle 2. Criteria for the Cyclical Process Modé

Applied at
VoiceTech?

2a Did the project follow the CPM or justify anywvikgtion from it?
2b Did the researcher conduct an independent dé&graf the organizationa

situation?
2c Were the planned actions based explicitly orrélsalts of the diagnosis?

2d Were the planned actions implemented and e\al@at
2e Did the researcher reflect on the outcomeseoirttervention?

2f Was this reflection followed by an explicit dsicin on whether or not ti
proceed through an additional process cycle?
2g Were both the exit of the researcher and thelasion of the project due t
either the project objectives being met or someemttiearly articulatec
justification?
Related to the criteria for the cyclical process model, EsehHuxham (1996) argued that good action
research requires researchers to be professionals. Resgeawm®t rely on solely ‘intuition’ but on the
conscious efforts to independently collect, assess, and reflectdapmnThese actions are similar to the

independent diagnosis of Davisenal’s item 2b. More specifically, the eighth contention is

N RNNEN RN
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“(viii) for action research, the process of exploration (nathan collection) of
the data, in the detecting of emergent theories, must be,eidpticable, or
demonstrable through argument or analysis.”

Independently of the/oiceTechtask force, the Researchers conducted off-site discussionsveha
recorded or documented. The output of these discussions was, on tlealpsate, the sales process and
mobile technology recommendations later presented/dieTech.The research outcome of these
independent discussions was an in-depth analysis using IT-erdialede and sales process innovation
theory in support of TFR theory as lenses to assess the probleuwisekech

In addition, the eleventh contention is

“(xi) in action research, the opportunities for triangulation ttatnot offer
themselves with other methods should be exploited fully and rejpdrt# used
as a dialectical device which powerfully facilitates theremental development
of theory”

The VoiceTechresearch team was able to triangulate various sourcesaofwatonducted 32 interviews
with sales employees and managers, held five interactorksiwops with key Innovators, engaged in
several site observations and reviewed relevant company docuifieese activities are described in
detail in Chapter 6.

5.5.3 Principle 3: Theory

Davisonet al. (2004) suggested the Principle of Theory to guide the prajethelp focus the research
cycle. The project began without any specific guiding theorieswith an emphasis on stakeholder
perceptions (Lewiset al, 2007) during IT-enabled change. However, during the diagnosis, vateskele
TFR as the lens to view and analyze the problem situatiQnT (®ories related to innovation and sales
processes helped focus the research. Literature reviews foarfd-Bales process innovation were drafted
early in the project and helped guide our action planning. Chapte3s and 4 are the result of the
literature reviews.

Before the engagement witfoiceTechbegan, the domains of investigation and problem setting were
considered and deemed to be of interest to the Researchers (3b). Spedheabmains of investigation
were sales process innovation and IT-enabled change. Thesewtmmsalso discussed in the first
workshop with thé/oiceTechparticipants. Interview questions specifically related tehabled change
and sales process innovation were asked during the first rounteofiéws. Questions related to TFR
were formulated and asked during the second round of interviews.

Sales process innovation and IT-enabled change theories were rusagpport of the planned
interventions (see our elaboration in Chapter 6). While the TBRsas reported in this research was not
completed until after th&/oiceTechproject was complete, the tenets of TFR (e.g. examining how
stakeholder perceptions shape and are shaped by understanding démkel®iperiences with the
technology) were used to guide the research throughout the plameeeention (3d), including the
outcomes (3e). TFR was further applied in the retrospectiaéyses during the period of specifying
learning (see Chapters 6, 7, and 8). Table 5.5 summarizes theievatdidhe criteria for the principle of
theory.
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Table 5.5 Criteria for the Principle of Theory

Principle 3. Criteria for the Principle of Theory Applied at
VoiceTech?

3a Were the project activities guided by a thearget of theories? |Z[

3b Was the domain of investigation, and the spegpifoblem setting, relevant ar [Zl
significant to the interests of the researcherimiecwnity of peers as well as tt
client?

3c Was a theoretically based model used to deheectuses of the observ |Z|
problem?

3d Did the planned intervention follow from thistretically based model? |Z|

3e Was the guiding theory, or any other theoryduseevaluate the outcomes |Z[

the intervention?

Related to criteria for the principle of theory, Eden and Huxkgi®96) contentions for quality action
research are also helpful in the evaluation of this rekedhe first three contentions concern theory and
context and are included here. The first contention is

“(i) action research must have some implications beyond thapéred for
action or generation of knowledge in the domain of the project.ukt rhe
possible to envisage talking about the theories developed immnelat other
situations. Thus it must be clear that the results coutstrmither contexts, at
least in the sense of suggesting areas for consideration.”

The project initially focused on three main themes: satesess management, information capture and
sharing, and mobile technology design. Each of these themes isabpplin and can inform other
contexts outside dVoiceTechUltimately, the research focused on sales process innovati@maldled
change, and TFR as its guiding theories. Thus, this research meets Bsriirst contention.

In addition, the second contention is

“(ii) as well as being usable in everyday life, action aesle demands an explicit
concern with theory. This theory will be formed from the charazation or
conceptualization of the particular experience in ways whiehintended to be
meaningful to others.”

Edenet al. recognized that research and practice concerns may resiiffierent outcomes. The research
at VoiceTechconcerned itself with sales process innovation. Specifichle research output concerned
the role of TFR (see Chapter 3) in an innovation effort. fhieery developed and applied\aticeTech
can be applied more generally to inform other innovation efforesarhile, the practical output of the
project was a variety of recommendations on how SFA technolmgig de implemented as related to
sales process innovation\aiceTech.

Finally, the third contention is
“(iii) if the generality drawn out of action researchasbie expressed through the

design of tools, techniques, models and method then this, alone, is not enough
the basis for their design must be explicit and shown to be relatedthetng.”
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One of the outputs of this research is an adaptation and exteh€likowski and Gash’s (1994) TFR
framework. In the adaptation and extension, we found thathsifles inconsistencies and interactions
also contribute to TFR shifts and change outcomes (see 15e¢t®) and Chapter 8). We also create a
matrix whereby future research projects can use TFR tozmhtyw stakeholders respond to the nature,
use, strategy, and implementation of technology. Chapters 6, 7, andri®el¢ise process by which the
data was analyzed and how this process informs and is informeeRhyChapter 9 describes the analysis
of sales process innovation.

5.5.4 Principle 4: Change through Action

Davisonet al. (2004) offered the Principle of Change through Action to demondtratattributes of
relevance and rigor. This principle ensures actions are planned b@®n hypothesized causes. In
discussions prior to agreeing on collaboration, both the ResearghérsheVoiceTechtask force
expressed a desire to improve the problem situation (4a). ThearBleses were interested in
understandingyoiceTech’'smplementation of an SFA and mobile connectivitpiceTechwas motivated

to improve retention rates by implementing this technology. Throughinteeviews and WS1, the
Researchers andoiceTecheach specified several hypotheses as causes of the pr@ldenthus, the
actions that were planned throughout the intervention were desigreatitess these hypotheses (4c).
The planned actions were approved and then implemented by the key imaatafoiceTech(4d). A
comprehensive assessment was completed before and aftertethweritions (4e). The timing of the
interventions was discussed and documented in the workshops (4f). Chamiatains the complete
details of the research cycle and its relation to trerventions. Table 5.6 summarizes the evaluation of
the criteria for the Principle of Change through Action.

Table 5.6 Criteria for the Principle of Change through Action

Principle 4. Criteria for the Principle of Change through Action Applied at
VoiceTech?

4a Were both the researcher and client motivatépoove the situation? |z[

4b Were the problem and its hypothesized cause@ifeed as a result of th |Z[
diagnosis?

4c Were the planned actions designed to address/gathesized cause(s)? |Z[

4d Did the client approve the planned actions leefoey were implemented? |Z[

4e Was the organizational situation assessed cdwmpsesely both before an |Z[
after the intervention?

4f Were the timing and nature of the actions taldgarly and completely |Z[

documented?

Related to criteria for the Principle of Change through Actieden and Huxham’s (1996) twelfth
contention relates to the context of the problem situationfendalidity of results. More specifically, the
twelfth contention is

“(xii) the history and context for the intervention must dkeh as critical to the
interpretation of the likely range of validity and applicability loé results.”

As the results are analyzed and considered, the twelfth camtemtl be applied with care. The results
should fully document our understanding of the history and contelkeadhtervention as it relates to the
validity and applicability of the results.
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5.5.5 Principle 5: Learning through Reflection

Davisonet al. (2004) provided the Principle of Learning through Reflection editial CAR principle to
help researchers and clients address the problem situatianéthadical way. The Researchers and key
stakeholders participated in five workshops. The Researphedsiced two presentations f@pbiceTech
(5a). The first, presented soon after the initial interviews, ifiedt the key problems and made
recommendations for change. The second, presented at the endntértvention, gave an update on the
project, and improvements and items needing more attention werdiedeand discussed (5b and 5d).
The research activities and outcomes are reported inetbéarch (5¢) in Chapters 7, 8, 9, along with the
results’ implications for the research community (5f) inagtier 10. The Researchers identified three
opportunities for continued research (5e). Section 5.5 reports on howARRNMas followed. Chapter 10
addresses the conclusion of the results (5g). Table 5.7 sumsnidwézevaluation criteria for the Principle
of Learning through Reflection.

Table 5.7 Criteria for the Principle of Learning through Reflection
Principle 5. Criteria for the Principle of Learning through Reflection Applied at

VoiceTech?

5a Did the researcher provide progress reportheoctient and organizations
members?

5b Did both the researcher and the client reflpcinuthe outcomes of the project

5¢ Were the research activities and outcomes regpatearly and completely?

5d Were the results considered in terms of impbeat for further action in this
situation?

5e Were the results considered in terms of impboat for action to be taken i
related research domains?

5f Were the results considered in terms of impiicet for the research communi
(general knowledge, informing/re-informing theory)?

5g Were the results considered in terms of thergéaeplicability of CAR?

NENRNXNNNN

Related to criteria for the Principle of Learning througtilé&®éion, Eden and Huxham’s (1996) fourth
and fifth contentions relate to emergent theory and movingryihéorward incrementally. These
contentions are related to Daviseh al's items 5e and 5f. More specifically, the fourth and fifth
contentions are

“(iv) action research will generate emergent theoryvhich the theory develops
from a synthesis of that which emerges from the data and thah emerges
from the use in practice of the body of theory which informedintervention
and research intent.”

and

“(v) theory building, as a result of action research, will m@emental, moving
from the particular to the general in small steps.”

Contributions are discussed in Chapter 10. Analysis, results, arribatohs are considered in light of
emergent theorycpntention iy, and any theory building from these results is incremecoaiténtion .

In addition, the sixth contention is

Chapter 5 Research Approach: Action Research 49



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

“(vi) what is important for action research is not a @aldichotomy between
prescription and description, but a recognition that description sl

prescription (even if implicitly so). Thus the presenters tibaaesearch should
be clear about what they expect the consumer to take frantdipresent with a
form and style appropriate to this aim.”

This contention, similarly to Davisoet al!s (2004) item 5c, argues that descriptive insights into the
investigated issues and problemd/atceTechshould be clearly and completely presented to the reader.
This research is presented in such a manner and ideetfiisit and clear descriptions of the problems.
Additionally, where appropriate, prescriptions are clearly presented.
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Chapter 6 Problem-Solving at VoiceTech

The study proceeded using the five stages identified by Susmd Evered (1978). TheéoiceTech
project involved a single cycle with multiple workshops, in®ms, and presentations (see cyclical
process in Figure 6.1 and timeline in Figure 5.4). These were aggthé¢rate and collect data as well as
to diagnose the problem (see Section 6.1), plan and take actiongatute=actions (see Section 6.2),
and specify learning (see Section 6.3).

Workshops each involved at least two Researchers and two k&haliders fromVoiceTech During
these meetings, a previously-arranged agenda was followed. yptbés involved a discussion of
changes made and actions taken since the previous workshop, ani@valfidghose actions by the
Researchers and the key stakeholders, and planning for futioesacthe workshop participants
discussed changes in detail to better understand impact a&utivefiess. Recommendations for future
changes and specific action items were discussed and docuni2etezions on actually implementing
recommended changes were made solely by thee Techask force.

Following completion of the project, all interviews, workshops, are$entations were transcribed. Data
was subsequently coded using a coding scheme similar to onemx/dly Cousingt al. (2007). The
coding scheme was based partially on the pre-existing TFR domaites the final coding scheme
emerged after the Researchers reviewed the transcrigthield several coding scheme development
discussions to further refine the coding scheme (see Section 6.4).

6.1 Diagnosing

Diagnosing is the first step in Susman and Evered’'s (197®naetsearch cycle (see Figure 6.1). This
step consisted of identifying and defining the problem to be addrésdhe collaboration. Diagnosing
began when the Researchers coordinated a kickoff workshop (Witiljhe VoiceTechtask force in
February 2006. This workshop included the Researchers, the Dioé@ates Operations (representing
the Champions), the Director of Marketing and Sales Operationshamdarketing Analyst (representing
the Innovators), and the Director of IT Planning and the IT Basingnalyst (representing the
Technologists). WS1 began with the three directors presentingaa overview of the company and its
sales processes. The overview incorporaté&miceTech’s service offerings, internal and external
organizational relationships, sales processes, sales fdigiies, the current and planned SFA, future
requirements, and sales reports. The Researchers provided feedb#uk proposed implementation
plan. WS1 lasted 6 hours 22 minutes, and the resulting transcript 2% long. Detailed notes also
were taken during this meeting.

The overview of the sales process revealed Woide Techsalespersons use®OINT' (the VoiceTech
SFA) to record interactions with potential clients. Salegs arrived at th&/oiceTechoffice each
workday, logged intd®OINT on one of the available shared computers, and printed out their shedul
client meetings for the week. Afterwards, sales reps woeet mwith their sales manager for a morning
meeting during which each sales rep updated the team on salehé@nevious day and projections for
the remainder of the week. After morning meetings, saleswepil map out their day by identifying
areas in their territory to call upon. The quota for each safesvas 50 prospects visited each day. Sales
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reps could reduce this daily quota by making a sale or havingoader third meeting with a potential
client.

Figure 6.1 The Cyclical Process of Action Research at VoiceTech
Adapted from Susman and Evered (1978) p. 588
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A review of the notes and transcripts from this first wbdgs confirms that the collaboration team
diagnosed two primary areas of concern: 1) Integration of mabdienology with the SFA; and 2)

salesperson turnover. Related to SFA mobile integration\VtieeTechtask force was specifically

concerned with two issues: the stability of the SFA (inclgdnstability of the legacy system, unreliable
SFA data quality, and potential media breaks after impldngerd new SFA) and management
information needs. Related to turnover, ¥aiceTechtask force was specifically concerned with two
issues: incomplete adoption and usage of the current SFA (and,inhomplete adoption of the

VoiceTeclsales process) and system issues that were correlated with saktemgprr.

Emphasizing these concerns, the Director of Marketing and Sales Opecatiamented
“We have a big hurdle to overcome there, kind of the metdtd sf where they
are with the current system. | think we're going to have m iwithe fact that

we’re going to come to them and say, ‘Hey, listen, you know, thave been
some issues. We're getting a whole new tool and we’re equijitpfag mobile
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device.” That will immediately get us somewhere, but daesn't, it's got to be
backed up by the stability and the ease of use and then | guesabilityuOnce
we get the baseline out there—which is just replicatinguhetionality that we
have for the current platform—what things do we need to do witkxit to really
get people to go, ‘Yeah, I'm addicted to the tool, | have to have it"?” [40:£312]

In 2003,VoiceTeclrealized it needed an SFA system. Prior to this, evexytivas manual and there was

no computer system for tracking data. In late 2003, after satenations of “home grown” SFA tools
became unreliable and unscalable as the company expanded, the IS and salesi@snans evaluated a
number of SFA vendors, including Siebel and SalesLogix (theye§&A atVoiceTech Siebel was
evaluated, but the price-point it offered was much too highéaceTechAlso, Siebel, the company, was
bought by Oracle an¥oiceTechwas concerned about the software’s continued development. Based
primarily on those price and viability concerMgiceTechselected SalesLogix as its first SFA. In April

of 2004, sales operations awdiceTechT launched a pilot of the SalesLogix system in the corporate
office.

Based on feedback/oiceTechIT made system improvements and additional SalesLogix SkiAirg
was. In August 2004, the SalesLogix SFA was implemented at edch. dfhe system was highly
unstable and many issues still existed. Because of these prohheimamited available resources,
VoiceTecHT had to outsource support. Also due to limited resources, there was {itdese support for
continued development of the legacy SFA. The Director of Marketing and@adeations stated,

“We spent 2005 trying to get people to use it and to stabitiz&Ve were
constantly looking for ways to make the system better and pvoira the
stability of the platform, but | guess people didn’t trust itwtuld go up, it
would go down. Performance was inconsistent.” [40:1141-1145]

In late 2005, the/oiceTechtask force realized that SalesLogix SFA could not support the corspany
growth plans. The system was unstable with system crashes atfidhlarwith data consistency errors.
At this point, the task force revisited its evaluationSaébel SFAVoiceTects CRM offerings already
used the Siebel system and using the Siebel SFA could aloar $moother integration, the task force
believed. The Director of IT Planning acknowledged these issues,

“That’'s why we kind of moved to Siebel at that point. It wasually going to be
cheaper for us to move to Siebel, implement the mobile solution vénslipain

and pressure [of in-house] development to enhance SalesLogix to include mobile.
That’'s what drove the [decision].” [40:1157]

So, when Siebel representatives approadfmdeTechin 2005 with much lower pricing, the task force
decided, strategically, it made a lot of sense to implententSiebel SFA system. This system also
provided built-in functionality for mobile integration with the SFAfunctionality SalesLogix did not
offer.

2 Quotations and scenarios were collected from vedmerded workshops, interviews, and meeting miniated
notes taken on a computer during workshops andviete sessions, and from researcher reflectionpast-
interview and post-workshop sessions. The locatibthese quotes within the text [i.e. 40:1312] oades the
context, source, and approximate timeframe of theey The reference at the end of the quotatioitatels our full
transcript document in Atlas.ti [i.e. 40] and sfieaitterance [i.e. 1312].
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During WS1, the collaboration team agreed the Researchersl shtariview at least eight sales reps —
including both successful and not so successful sales reps, newepalesid experienced sales reps, four
managers, two directors and two vice presidents. Also schiethulee interviewed would be the CMO,
the senior vice president of sales, four internal sakasagers, and two customers. Thus, there were 24
planned interviews. These would be scheduled for several web&winhg WS1. The Researchers
developed a series of semi-structured interview quesfamthe different roles within th&oiceTech
sales organization. Coordination of the interviews and selectitimahterviewees was handled by the
Innovators based on the previously agreed-to criteria. Theseviews mostly took place face-to-face
with the interviewees on site &biceTech’scorporate headquarters. For those interviewees located in
other offices, the interviews would be conducted by phone. All iil&s/were to be recorded and later
transcribed.

For sales managers and team leads, questions were asked fifoitotiiag topics (See Appendix C for
specifics on sales manager questions):

Daily planning of unit

Weekly planning of unit

Sales mentoring

Sales monitoring

Unit reporting

Periodic performance and goal reviews
General conditions

No ok~ whNE

For sales reps, questions were asked on the following topicA(eadix D for details on the sales rep
guestions):

Daily planning

Weekly planning
Scheduled contacts
Unscheduled contacts
Daily summary reporting
Weekly results feedback
General conditions

NogahkwdrR

The Researchers also believed office and field observationsl Wwelp us gather additional insights into
the sales process. Ultimately, while we did spend severas oo morning observing office routines, a
new sales rep training session, and morning sales team meef#indisl not conduct any observations of
sales reps in the field going door-to-door. Also, based on the avigylalfilinterviewees, over the
following six weeks we were able to interview seven sags,rfive managers (including two customer
care managers who interacted with the SFA indirectly),dinectors, two vice presidents, the senior vice
president of sales, the CMO, the CTO, four customers, tHgukiness Analyst and the Director of IT
planning (in a joint workshop), and the Marketing Analyst. These 26 interlégstedd more than 17 hours
over 4 days during the six-week period.

In addition to clearly defining the problem situation and alseassistent with CAR, theory should
inform the diagnosis. Our selection of theoretical framing,ctwvhdccurred shortly after WS1, was
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motivated by a need to understand the stakeholder views of how tegphneés being adopted,
implemented, and used¥iceTechlIn fact, Orlikowski and Gash’s (1994) and Davidson’s (2002, 2004,
and 2006) TFR research was instructive in helping us understangkbbaader issues with technology
atVoiceTechThus, during diagnosing, TFR was selected as the lens through tlibi problem situation
would be viewed and analyzed. Figure 6.2 summarizes the process beforertieaiiun.

Figure 6.2 SFA Processes Before Intervention
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6.2 Iterative Action

TheVoiceTeclcollaboration was a single cycle with multiple workshopgrinéws, and presentations as
iterative instances of action plannifxgction taking>evaluation stages. An iteration is roughly defined
as the actions planned in one workshop, the actions taken subsegttentlyat workshop and before the
next workshop, and the evaluation of actions during the next workshopx&wmiple, actions planned in
WS1 are taken between WS1 and WS2 and then evaluated during WS2. Kéleopwsrand presentations
and the participants are summarized in Table 6.1. See Figure 5.4 foriadiof¢he collaboration.

Following diagnosing, action planning occurred when the collaborationgpacified actions to be taken
by VoiceTecho improve the problem situation (Baskerville & Wood-Harper, 1988tion planning was
guided by theory and established a timeline by which changes shauld éction taking followed
action planning involving implementation of the planned actiosevaluation then followed. Outcomes
were evaluated to determine whether the actions were sudc@$s$ section, similar to the presentation
of an action research project by Kohli and Kettinger (2004), elabaratdsiteration.

Table 6.1 Workshops and Presentations

H:M:S
2/2/2006 Workshop 1 | e The Researchers 6:22:15
(WS1)
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¢ Marketing Analyst
¢ Director of Sales Operations
¢ Director of Marketing and Sales Operations
¢ IT Business Analyst
e Director of IT Planning
4/3/2006 Presentation 1 e The Researchers 2:25:29
(P1) o Marketing Analyst
¢ Director of Sales Operations
¢ Director of Marketing and Sales Operations
¢ IT Business Analyst
¢ Director of IT Planning
6/1/2006 Workshop 2 | e The Researchers 3:51:41
(WS2) o Marketing Analyst
¢ Director of Sales Operations
¢ Director of Marketing and Sales Operations
7/18/2006 Workshop 3 | e The Researchers 3:22:29
(WS3) o Marketing Analyst
e Director of Sales Operations
11/16/2006 Workshop 4 | e The Researchers 3:57:30
(WS4) o Marketing Analyst
e Director of Marketing and Sales Operations
¢ IT Business Analyst
e Technical Analyst
2/8/2007 Presentation 2 | ¢ The Researchers 1:35:24
(P2) o Marketing Analyst
¢ Director of Marketing and Sales Operations
¢ Director of IT Planning Technical Analyst
¢ IT Business Analyst
e Data Analyst
4/28/2008 Workshop 5 | e The Researchers 2:12:03
(WS5) o Marketing Analyst
¢ Director of Sales Operations

6.2.1 Iteration 1 (WS1 through WS2)

6.2.1.1 Action Planning

At the end of WS1 in early February 2006 the collaboration teamgedgn a session to plan actions to
be taken before WS2. The most pressing action involved how to conatauttie impending switchover
from SalesLogix (the legacy SFA) to Siebel SFA. The fpart of this switch was planned for
approximately two months after WS1. The first recommendation thenResearchers to thiceTech
task force was to carefully communicate with the stakehobtgoat the progress being made to stabilize
“the system.” In this way, no major functionality changes woul@xeected by the users. Instead, the
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switchover would allow a phased rollout of planned SFA upgrades oabke gtlatform with later
additions like mobile integration.

The interview sessions provided a wealth of insight into tieblems initially identified in WS1. For
example, a Midwestern manager confirmed that change communication waseanpharVoiceTech:

“There have been times when we've had some of our execs here drop
information on us. | recall six months ago Russell Barker [ogrmto] town and
mentioning ... something that was upgrading in our Siebel. We digatt know

it was coming. SiebdPOINT, for example, was what it was. Russell Barker was
here in town, it was showing up in three weeks. We didn’t even khaas in

route. | don'’t think that was Brook’s fault. He couldn’t beligkiat was the case.
There’s definitely a little bit of a cog in the systeaming down our way on that
stuff.” [8:201]

Planning continued through Presentation 1 (P1). P1 was based on ge2PgerPoint presentation,

lasted 2 hours 25 minutes including discussions, and the resultingripars 41 pages long. P1 was the
Researchers’ first opportunity to present initial observatand findings gleaned from interviews over
the previous two months. The Researchers generally asked foupgadltt should be addressed during
the action taking step of Iteration 1 (11):

What information is offered by the SFA?

How to ensure that information is captured with acceptable quality?
What information is needed for management purposes?

What information is needed for sales rep purposes?

PwnNPE

Following these questions were a seried/ofceTechassumptions and as-practiced observations. Each
observation offered opportunities thdbiceTechcould act upon to address the problem situation. In
summary, these actions posited ttiaice Techshould

1-A. Become project-focused within the scope of the SFA implementation.

1-B. Communicate the change process continuously.

1-C. Provide focused training on the SFA as needed.

1-D. Make SFA ubiquitous by ensuring real-time data usage and data capture.

1-E. Standardize and consolidate key sales management reports from aaincge(the SFA).

Having a project focus within the scope of the SFA implentiemavould require a project manager and
a project team that included IT support and some representatinseeausl managers. The fast-paced sales
culture atVoiceTechwas such that the executives and managers were not affonged opportunity to
take a broader strategic view of how IT could be used afédgtif implemented correctly. The Director
of Marketing and Sales Operations commented many times &fféa “| just need to get this in now.
Once we do that, then we can worry about these other things .s'tadiical view of IT left little time

for the strategic view of the project.

As indicated in the quote from the Midwestern manager regaafiagge communication, the change
process had not been clearly communicated to users or managsrsietted frustration and confusion
for users and managers when changes to the SFA were impdehvatit little to no user input and little

IT support. Likewise, users rarely received detailed or fotraaling on how to use the SFA. Most often
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the only training they received was a ten-minute informahing session from their managers or other
sales reps.

With a ubiquitous SFAYoiceTechmight eliminate a lot of the user pain points that the companybdlie
led to sales rep frustration and thus sales rep turnover. Wittimeadata capture, there would be no
need for sales reps to return from the field to headquartens @agito enter data on one of the unreliable
in-house desktop computers. Real-time data usage could incorpmrat®n-aware technologies that
would identify current and potential customers and do-not-calhésses. This would create a smarter
and more efficient sales force. Similarly, consolidating aaddardizing sales management reports with
data collected into a single source location would eliminatenthay media breaks that managers
experienced when preparing sales summaries and forecasts.td lneodll then be readily available and,
more importantly, reliable.

Additionally, the Researchers offered nine proposed SFA capahilior which VoiceTechshould
endeavor during the implementation. These are summarized lie §.2b The Researchers, based on data
collected during the 26 initial interviews prior to P1, multipleservations, and discussions in WS1
believed achieving these capabilities would innovate the gatEsess and eliminate or minimize the
problem situation during the project.

Territory management capability to the SFA would help mawagéicts that frequently occurred among
sales reps in the field. This capability would include functitydike frequently updating the Dun &

Bradstreet data that is imported into the SFA, mapping and anggndf sales calls, and formal
identification of geographical placement of potential and currembirigss within the territory.

Lead generation capability would give sales reps a morenadeiaand comprehensive ability to manage
leads. This capability would include post-sale informationtaltegion information, and contracts.
Contact capture capability would allow the sales reps to taltettact information from leads, which
could later be used to generate sales. This capability would ménimsage of manual data collection
systems like index cards.

Lead qualification capability would help sales reps filter colts c@his capability would allow sales reps
to identify the most likely prospects while in the fieldeM@loping SFA planning and support capability
would allow VoiceTechto move from trusting the existing “paper-pushing” systemustitig the SFA
system in a reliable way that would also be useful to the sales reps.

Real-time sales rep activity would give sales reps hat thanagers reliable, real-time access to their
daily activities and sales results. Mature forecastinghibiyato the SFA would replace the many ad hoc
forecasting routines with a more disciplined and efficient fmsttiog model. Finally, making the SFA
ubiquitous would improve the SFA to make it widely available acrossaidegeographic locations.

Capability gaps in th&¥’oiceTeclcontext are the identified gaps between IT that is currentijlable on

the broader market and IT that is currently available iwithe organization. Assimilation gaps are
defined as the identified gaps between what the IT currentijlahle within the organization can
accomplish and how it is actually deployed (Fichman & Kemei899). These nine proposed SFA
capabilities (see Table 6.2) provided guiding principles for ngpvhe implementation forward by
closing the capability gap. They were subsequently evaluatedgdlieration 3 and lteration 4. The
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attempt to close the assimilation gap is through other meansdikéng, communication, etc., which are
explored in the various iterations.

Table 6.2 Proposed SFA Capabilities

Territory management capability Add territory management capability to SFA to avaidi help
manage conflicts over sales.

Lead generation capability Add more comprehensive lead generation capabdiyRA.

Contact capture capability Add contact capture capability to SFA to providerenoseful lead
generation.

Lead qualification capability Add lead qualification capability to SFA to heldesa
representatives filter cold calls.

SFA planning and support capability Develop SFA planning and support capability foesal
representatives.

Real-time sales representative activity Add real-time sales representative activity infotioracapturing
capability to SFA.

Installation information capability Add detailed installation information capability $&-A.

Mature forecasting capability Add mature forecasting capability SFA by replacing ad hoc

forecasting methods with a more disciplined anitieffit
forecasting model.
Ubiquity capability Make SFA ubiquitous.

6.2.1.1 Action taking

In the intervening period between WS1 and Workshop 2 (WS2), ayuiskyd training tool for new sales
was created and a sales rep homepage on the Siebel SFAwastateated. The implementation also
included a few additions to the system that the users would dasenafits. As the Marketing Analyst
noted,

“In addition to replacing the current SFA, we’re going to be ngitsome new
things for the reps because we don’t want to change somethingutvgiving
them a couple of things they can see as benefits. So we theeghould add a
home page, and this is native to Siebel and then we will baua & shapshot of
what they are currently working on and what they have to déhfoday and
some [shortcut] clicks to other steps.” [35:32]

The Innovators addressed the need for more formal training by ingdhe trainer located in each office
along with a group of sales managers. These trainers and nmamager given a demonstration of the
new Siebel SFA and provided feedback to the Innovators. By thettaimng was performed, vice
presidents, directors, trainers, and sales managers would eraetied with the Innovators and provided
feedback. The Director of Sales Operations stated

“We used [sales managers] as a sounding board. We got some great feedback
we incorporated that so they could perform either as anoweprent to the
system or as how do we position, what's the message, whergatichds’ are.

So that was limited to the training material. Then we watde@st this with a
group of [sales managers]. We wanted to use them as a sounding .bo8a
those are two things that we have done to date and eachsef thses has
generated a great deal of enthusiasm. They saw 90% guéaarsd they saw,
you know, a couple of things that were a little bit confusing lezave’'re
changing semantics on them a little bit.” [35:271-272]
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The training overview also allowed the Innovators to “pré-¢gké coming changes to
the managers who, in turn, began “pre-selling” the changesds eps and other sales
managers. The Director of Sales Operations commented on the training

“So that's how we’re setting the stage prior to us going out and actually doing the
presentation to the reps on [the rollout day]. So they're aitexk they all see
some benefit, they're all pre-selling this thing before wer evalk in there ... to

start the process. ... That's how it is unfolding as we speak.” [35:275]

6.2.1.2 Evaluation

Evaluation of I1 occurred at the beginning of WS2 in early RO@6 with a review of a handout
prepared by the Innovators titled “Siebel SFA Update.” This updatealed the SFA conversion of
replacing the legacy SalesLogix SFA with Siebel SFA wagnessing as planned. The plan was for the
SFA conversion to be fully available to users within two wealter WS2 and the project was now
managed by IT. In essencépiceTechhad at least minimally addressed points A (project fodBs),
(communication), and C (training) from the planned actions but had fétke to no action on point D
(SFA ubiquity) and E (single sourcing) (see Table 6.4). Figure 6.3 showstlespichanges after 11.

Figure 6.3 Iteration 1 Process Changes
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6.2.2 Iteration 2 (WS2 through WS3)

6.2.2.1 Action Planning

Iteration 2 (12) began in early June 2006 at WS2 (see Figure Bidpetion planning for implementing
mobility and additional capabilities. Initially, this would involve pihe mobile integration of the SFA
and would be available approximately eight weeks following W®2. Innovators believed BlackBerry
integration would be small and focused, from an IT point of viewyent important to achieving long-
term benefits with the sales reps. Specifically, mobility waqarovide users location-based functionality
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that would let sales reps identify, at the push of a buttorpra#ipective customers in their immediate
vicinity. Additionally, a summary activity report would be awhile within the portal, giving the sales
reps the same data input functionality for which they routinely retum€édiceTecheach evening.

The collaboration team also agreed the project should operatelwal &rack approach. First, the team
would focus on the sales process analysis track to & s Techin improving sales and reducing sales
rep turnover levels. This track would proceed by having additiorevietvs with senior executives and
a presentation of findings subsequent to the interviews. Secortdathevould focus on the SFA project
planning track. This track would proceed with three to four workslamas have a primary focus of
ensuring effective adoption of the SFA thg information processing platform for sales managers and
sales reps.

In summary, the collaboration team planned the following proposed actions during WS2:

2-A. Launch SFA conversion (Siebel SFA emulating legacy SFA functionalityyros 12, 2006.

2-B. Improve quality and recentness of lead management

2-C. Investigate and exploit BlackBerry capabilities

2-D. Develop managerial dashboards and alarms

2-E. Manage sales organization adoption expectations

2-F.  Continuously maintain and communicate clear SFA storyline througlioeit sales
organization.

2-G. Continuously assess and optimize patterns of SFA usability iedexcatabase indexing, use
cases, default date inputs, etc.

2-H. Maintain effective feedback loops from all levels of SFA gesdo include sales reps,
managers, executives, and IT.

5.2.2.2 Action Taking

In mid-June 2006, SFA conversion occurred on schedule (as rewi¥é82). The original expectation at

the start of the collaboration was that the SFA conversiorchadate would be in late April 2006. The

Director of Sales Operations noted the six-week delaydwago an inability to say “no” to user requests,
but

“It's important that we don’t miss it next time. IT realiyse to the occasion and
made a lot of midstream corrections where it needed to be for a la{8&:50]

5.2.2.3 Evaluation

Evaluation of 12 occurred during WS3 in July 2006 (see Figure 5.4€vdlating the results from SFA
conversion, the Innovators highlighted what they believed were paesiime negatives from the
conversion. First, in the legacy SFA, there was 90%+ entry ofirdpments — but only after executives
mandated use of the system. However, within four weeks of laohadhe new Siebel SFA, the
participation from users approached 80%-90% (without management ngnaise) — which was similar
to the old system (with mandates). By WS3, participation approached 100% (withal#tesd, and 75%
of appointments statuses were being updated. The Marketing Analyst noted

“The first lesson [is] keep it simple and as less custamae possible. So
therefore our expectation [of an earlier launch date] didn’t meet out. rieuihk
that was the first thing to point out was we didn’t launchliewwe thought we
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would. ... We'’re focusing on the [mobility] plan to ensure our linge is
realistic.” [36:48,52]

The Director of Sales Operations emphasized the Marketindygtiisacomments on SFA conversion
issues

“This project is one of the bigger projects that ttieifeTech]IT department has
been managed to very tightly ... and we've found some gaping holéisein
process, QA, [and] some leadership issues. So, those dmmagd that are going
to be highlighted and right now as we speak, there’s kind of a posemmor
document that I'm preparing that's going to kind of be a ‘lessonsdda of
what happened and what we observed, what went right, what went anoing
how do we make it never happen again. Because | don’'t want ta repatl
went through in the [SFA conversion] release in another ela@ad still be able
to keep my sanity.” [36:54]

Finally, the Innovators expectations prior to launching Siebé@l B&ining were that sales reps would
need only a minimal amount of training. The Marketing Analyst confirmed

“So our expectation going into this was, you know, this system is doirg
similar to what the sales reps have seen before in termasctidnality and kind
of how things work. So one hands on session [where] we ge¢plsar a room
[and] show them how to do it, that will be sufficient trainingeTresult was that
a good number of the reps felt like they needed more training.” [36:125]

Thus, after the Siebel SFA training session the Innovatoligaddhat 30%-40% of sales reps were not
ready after one session. The Director of Sales Operations agreed

“We really didn’t get the face time we had hoped by the salgsnzation from
the training perspective. So we rolled this out with absutnanimal training as
you can possibly have for something like this that reallyctgfeheir daily lives
in the branch and | think we did a thirty-minute branch-widéning for each
branch.” [36:155]

In summary, an evaluation of 12 actions taken showWeiteTechhad successfully completed points A
(SFA conversion), and at least minimally began addressing poin{BlaCkBerry capabilities), E
(expectation management), F (communication), and H (feedback lmopsthe planned actions but had
taken little to no action on points B (lead quality), D (dashbdamdd G (SFA usability) (see Table 6.4).
Figure 6.4 shows the process changes as of 12.

Chapter 6 Problem-Solving at VoiceTech 62



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

Figure 6.4 Iteration 2 Process Changes
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6.2.3 Iteration 3 (WS3 through WS4)

6.2.3.1 Action Planning

Iteration 3 (I3) began in July 2006 with WS3 identifying additionaloacplanning for mobility and
future capabilities (see Table 6.3). This planning proceedethdnyporating needs identified in the
evaluation from SFA conversion. For example, the Direct@abés Operations revised his training plans
by having sales managers become accountable for ensumsgeps were trained on Siebel SFA. Each
dedicated office trainer would also be responsible for ensaal®g managers were trained. This training

plan was a culture change fdoiceTechand would be utilized in future system changssthe Director
of Sales Operations confirmed

“This is going to help us for two reasons. It's going to help us ftbe

standpoint of the final adoption of those that have not got thes around this
thing from the original release, number one. Number two, | thiskoing to be

a stronger system of bringing new releases to the saleszatians ... for in the
future to get the word down to the reps, make sure theurggeystand it, make
sure they understand how to use it and make sure it's enforcettiéhiado that

new routine or whatever is going to be rolling out in the futorthere and it's

going to be monitored by the sales managers.” [36:185]

Additionally, the following specific items were proposed during WS3:

3-A. Evaluate and improve mobile SFA usability

3-B. Develop SFA contact capture capability to encourage sabsstoesense and report market
opportunities

3-C.  Structure sales rep progression model to support adoption of SFA innovations
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3-D. Continuously assess and optimize patterns of SFA usability todaaiser certification,
automated “deal sold” messages to managers, mobile signal strengtamesnts, etc.

3-E. Adopt an expectatiofresult> measurement evaluation tool to manage assimilation of future
SFA releases

6.2.3.2 Action Taking

Between WS3 and WS4 a number of actions were taken to adbesproblem situation. The Innovators
reported that BlackBerrys were given to a select grouplesseps who had achieved certain sales quota
goals (approximately 60% of reps). The remaining 40% typicallse vmewer reps with less than six
months experience. The Director of Sales Operations noted th&/ewegTechwas using Siebel on a
BlackBerry was innovative

“RIM told us no one else had done this yet. We're the first, whicprised us.
... All of a sudden they lease things to us at very, verydoees that we would
never have bought a year ago that has really pushed us forwsedris of
automation. They're more interested in how we want to use it, wiemgant to
take it to, our business model, how to integrate better with aindms model.
They're asking those kinds of questions and trying to gehdurinto our
operational business with their applications, which is what youjppased to do
if you're a strategic partner.” [37:41, 61]

6.2.3.3 Evaluation

Evaluation of 13 occurred during WS4. In late October 2006, the InnovapaiatedVoiceTechsenior
executives, including the CEO, on progress and planning on Siebel SFA. This updateseagegdrto the
Researchers in mid-November 2006 as part of Workshop 4 (WS4)lnfibeators also reviewed the
status and action items from their evaluation of SFA capabiliti¢sitbdResearchers presented during P1.
Table 6.3 provides an overview of this evaluation.

For territory management capabilitypiceTechimplemented territory assignments within the SFA and
added a duplicate phone number check. Lead generation capahilityeba planned but was not yet
implementedVoiceTectbhegan rewarding sales reps for mining outside associations aadtaustomer
relationships, and sales reps were as a result becomimgesataout how leads were generated. Contact
capture capability had not yet been considered within the themtW\oéceTechsales model. The
Researchers identified different approaches to this that migtit, including collection of business cards
that were then digitally scanned and added to the SFA either by theegmas sales assistants.

For lead qualificationYoiceTechhad planned but had not yet implemented what the Marketing Analys
termed a “lead knowledge base” within the SFA. SFA planning appost capability was provided by
the help desk. However, the Innovators were considering developffrgcmently asked questions
(FAQ)” database, creating an “ASROINT” sales rep discussion group, and assembling an influential
group of sales reps who could help the Innovators identify needs amduplaeie capabilities while
supporting other reps. The Innovators had to some extent implemeritetheeeapability through sales
reps’ SFA mobile access. However, the Innovators also wantedetodethose real-time capabilities by
allowing sales reps to add new appointments into the SFA via enodoinection in the field and utilize
the handheld as more than just a tool that eliminated the need to returofficthe
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Table 6.3 Review of SFA Capabilities

Explanation

Status

Status Description

Possible action items

Territory Add territory Fully e Territories in SFA N/A
management = management capability = implemented e Duplicate phone #
capability to SFA to avoid and help check implemented
manage conflicts over
sales.
Lead Add more Planned butnot e Relyonrepstocold e National sales support
generation comprehensive lead implemented call and get referrals to coming December 2006
capability generation capability to generate leads o  Will see information on
SFA. e Reps also can getleads  the sales rep homepage
from national sales e National sales managers
e  Starting to mine will have a territory
associations and get view and will be
smarter transparent to the team
Contact Add contact capture Not considered e  Currently provide e Thisis in the head of
capture capability to SFA to contacts through Dun the sales rep but needs
capability provide more useful lead & Bradstreet imported to be transferred to the
generation data system
e Have not considered
anything additional
Lead Add lead qualification Planned butnot e  Planning more N/A
qualification capability to SFA to help implemented qualified leads
capability sales representatives
filter cold calls.
SFA planning = Develop SFA planning = Experimentally e Help desk created e Consider a user group
and support and support capability = implemented e Testersdon'twantto e Possibly add FAQ and
capability for sales representatives. testPOINT support forum on rep
homepage
e Consider a cross section
of those that use, don't
use, adopt, etc and then
get adoption rate up
e Get sales reps to be on
steering committee
Real-time Add real-time sales Somewhat e Reps have real-time e  Make the mobile more
sales representative activity implemented access with the mobile useful throughout the
representative = information capturing system day
activity capability to SFA.
Installation Add detailed installation = Fully e Have access to N/A
information information capability to = implemented pending and installed
capability SFA. customers
Mature Add mature forecasting = Planned butnot e Long way to go; e Purchase Siebel
forecasting capabilityto SFA by implemented exploring options forecasting
capability replacing ad hoc e  Currently a manual e Need to have something
forecasting methods with process that isn't that is visible to all
a more disciplined and tracked anywhere levels
efficient forecasting except in offline e Need to talk with VP-
model. spreadsheets Marketing about what
e Sales managers have really needs to happen
70%,80%,90% because the forecasting
likelihood is updated every day
Ubiquity Make SFA ubiquitous. | Somewhat e Need to add more e  Scheduled for April
capability implemented mobile functionality 2007

Need to make mobile
device efficient

VoiceTechhad fully implemented installation information capability by giyisales reps access to
information regarding pending and installed customers. Mature Binegaapability was planned but not
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yet implemented. The Innovators were exploring options such asagsirghthe Siebel forecasting
module and allowing forecast visibility throughout the organizationally, VoiceTechhad to some
extent implemented ubiquity capability by extending mobile fometity to make sales reps more
efficient in the field and had plans to include additional matalgabilities with the next release in April
2007. The Director Sales Operations notice Techmight now be more willing to explore additional
capabilities because

“We’'re in a different place than we were a year ago. Thesides made at that
time, | think, maybe were based on different issues I'm nat exist or don't
exist now ... [and that was a] poor measurement though because we inacé
better system now that’s got more usefulness.” [37:1472]

The Marketing Analyst noted the exercise of evaluating tRé& 8nplementation using the nine
capabilities was useful

“I think that this and then maybe some of the other ideas thaadebut yeah, |
think these are very good categories. It's not like | lookest and say, this is
way off base. This is good and a lot of good things to think about.” [37:1480]

In summary, an evaluation of I3 actions taken shov@deTechhad addressed points A (improve SFA
usability) and C (sales rep progression model) and at leastalini began addressing point E
(evaluation tool) from the planned actions but had taken ldgtlgotaction on points B (contact capture)
and D (user certification) (see Table 6.4). Figure 6.5 shows thesgroanges as of I3.

Figure 6.5 Iteration 3 Process Changes
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6.2.4 Iteration 4 (WS4 through P2)

6.2.4.1 Action Planning
Iteration 4 (14) began with planning in WS4. The Innovators predeheir SFA vision to the executives
and to the Researchers:

“Sales Operations will drive incremental sales produgtiaitd reduced attrition
[turnover] by increasing SFA functionality in these areas:

¢ Management information: Management access to real-time afirec
sales activities, accounts, and historical trending dateopiimize
decision making.

o Rep activity: Optimize sales rep productivity with mobiledan
productivity management capabilities.

e Lead knowledgebase: Collect and maintain prospect informatam fr
initial contact through sale to fully manage the sales cycle.

¢ Integration: Organize sales rep and sales manager aivatiound
referrals, industries, community, and lead hand-offs between ckdnnel
(from VoiceTech SFA Update, October 2006)

This vision was discussed and was translated into the following propostsact

4-A.  Exploit strategic partner relationships through strategic SFA pignni

4-B. Enhance SFA real-time funnel management capability

4-C. Help senior executives prioritize SFA investment options relaté@ining and technology

4-D. Identify SFA innovation options based on both the capability gaps and assimijafie

4-E.  Continuously assess and optimize patterns of SFA usability to includensat@ger access,
achieve real-time capability, resolve information breaks, edtablisad knowledgebase, etc.

6.2.4.2 Action Taking

In the period between WS4 and RAjiceTechincluded the sales rep progression model into the SFA,
initiated indirect and inside sales channel support reportmm fivithin the SFA, added geographic
vicinity search for leads, and upgraded the user interfaceliadie data fields for sales rep activities and
opportunities. As of P2, the SFA had been upgraded to includersplesid sales manager opportunity
management, lead referral management, and integration wititchbr@perations so that marking an
account as sold within the desktop or mobile version of the SFA atitaityacreated an account in sales
operations, reducing order entry time and eliminating one informatiak lmethe process. Scheduled
installs were also included for the sales reps so they cowlhct customers after installations. Finally,
the SFA upgrade created an efficient end-of-month close ansl adenciliation cycle. In summary,
these changes provided real-time funnel management, streanmiagchtion with sales operations, and
offered real-time visibility into sales and installations.

6.2.4.3 Evaluation

The Researchers made a second presentation (P2) in February 2007 summairifinditigs from the
previous twelve months. Since the previous iteratfmice Tecthad successfully transitioned to the new
Siebel SFA and adopted mobile technology into its sales force pradie=e capabilities were believed
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to have helpetfoiceTeclhsuccessfully reduce sales force turnover levels and staldlee gerformance

across the sales organization. The Marketing Analyst nétestTectwas incrementally relying solely
on the information from the SFA

“We haven't said that there’s not a sale unless it's entetedthe [SFA]. We
haven't been that radical, but what we have done is said tharedgceptable
level of in-house [sales not yet recorded in the SFA]. We][ developed a
process [and are] holding managers accountable to it. It has toldssaB0%
from the system versus in-house and then once we get thirendeementally

increase that to be 100% as best we can. ... [During a traiesgijos] one
manager piped in and said, ‘If [a sales rep] comes to me ardlsitya sale got
taken away from you and you're not getting credit for it [andpif gan't print it

out [from the SFA] and show me that it was in there, you'regoirig to get

credit for the contact. You'll automatically lose.’ “[42:127]

In summary, an evaluation of 14 actions taken shov@deTechhad at least minimally addressed points
A (strategic partnerships), B (funnel management), C (daation of SFA options) from the planned

actions and began to address points D (innovation options) and E (8bilty)s(see Table 6.4). Figure
6.6 shows the process changes as of 14.

Figure 6.6 Iteration 4 Process Changes
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6.2.5 Summary

During the four iterations of the collaboration, the Researchets the Innovators (primarily) had
discussed, planned, and evaluated twenty-three action items. laldemmarizes planned actions and
evaluations for each action. At least seven items remainedatfgbe conclusion of P2, including, SFA
ubiquity and single sourcing from I1; contact capture capgbriim 12; optimizing SFA usability from
I3 and I14; and innovation and strategic partnership options from 14.
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As of March 2007, P2 was believed to be the final interaction o€alaboration. However, in April
2008, the Innovators and Researchers conducted a follow-up workshop Yo trevi8FA status as it had
progressed during the previous twelve months. No specific adtamhbeen planned by the collaboration
team at the end of P2. NeverthelassiceTechhad taken a number of actions concerning the SFA during
the intervening time. For example, the company executives decidedht@fsales leadership academy to
help develop sales leaders for its expanding operations. Alsimnitreators developed and articulated an
SFA mission of increasing sales rep productivity and neteind created a vision of meeting user needs
and providing SFA ubiquity. Every sales rep received a BlackBeobile device and could access the
mobile SFA. However, at the request of the board of directeednhovators had begun evaluating cost-
benefit analyses on providing laptops to sales reps.

During WS5, the Researchers and Innovators discussed methodspfavimg SFA usability and
increasing user adoption. SFA usability suggestions includedrayeasocial network component for the
SFA, developing user feedback loops, and providing contract captoabildg. Similarly, increasing
user adoption included clearly communicating the SFA storylmegiating theVoiceTechsales rep
progression model into the SFA, and implementing a deal-sold email.

VoiceTechhad made definite progress in addressing its sales fomeniaion needs. The Innovators and
Champions realized sales process improvements were needed dakiemaactions as of WS5 to address
those issues. Overall, the collaboration was deemed successhd bynovators. The Director of Sales
Operations concluded the collaboration with the following:

“Every time we meet with you guys, we walk away with aple of pearls of
wisdom, and we find a way to sort of weave it into our worlthab it keeps us a
little more effective and efficient and we love that. Ss ibeen a great
experience to work with you.” [41:744]
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Table 6.4 Planned Actions and Evaluations (11-14)

Planned Actions Evaluation

~

NN NN
nmoow

emulating legacy SFA functionality) on June 12, &00
Improve quality and recentness of lead management
Investigate and exploit BlackBerry capabilities

Develop managerial dashboards and alarms

Manage sales organization adoption expectations
Continuously maintain and communicate clear SFAySte
throughout the sales organization.

1-A. Become project-focused within the scope of the SFA VoiceTechhad at least minimally
implementation. addressed points A (project focus)
1-B. Communicate the change process continuously. B (communication), and C (training
1-C. Provide focused training on the SFA as needed. from the planned actions but had
1-D.  Make SFA ubiquitous by ensuring real-time data asagd data taken little to no action on points D
capture. (SFA ubiquity) and E (single
1-E. Standardize and consolidate key sales managenpotsdrom a | sourcing).
single source (the SFA).
2-A.  VoiceTech should launch SFA conversion (impleméeb&8 SFA | VoiceTecthad successfully

completed points A (SFA
conversion), and at least minimally|
began addressing points C
(BlackBerry capabilities), E
(expectation management), F
(communication), and H (feedback
loops) from the planned actions bu

at

include sales manager access, achieve real-tinabitify resolve
information breaks, establish a lead knowledgebase

2-G.  Continuously assess and optimize patterns of SkAility to had taken little to no action on
include database indexing, use cases, defaulirmjaits, etc. points B (lead quality), D
2-H.  Maintain effective feedback loops from all levefsSé-A usage to | (dashboards) and G (SFA usability)).
include sales reps, managers, executives, and IT
3-A. Evaluate and improve mobile SFA usability VoiceTechthad addressed point A
3-B. Develop SFA contact capture capability to encoussies reps to | (improve SFA usability) and C
sense and report market opportunities (sales rep progression model) and
3-C.  Structure sales rep progression model to supportamh of SFA least minimally began addressing
innovations point E (evaluation tool) from the
3-D.  Continuously assess and optimize patterns of SkAility to planned actions but had taken little
include user certification, automated “deal soldssages to to no action on point B (contact
managers, mobile signal strength requirements, etc. capture) and D (user certification).
3-E.  Adopt an expectatiofresult> measurement evaluation tool to
manage assimilation of future SFA releases
4-A. Exploit strategic relationships through strategiA$lanning VoiceTechad at least minimally
4-B. Enhance SFA real-time funnel management capability addressed points A (strategic
4-C. Help senior executives prioritize SFA investmertiays related to | partnerships), B (funnel
training and technology management), C (prioritization of
4-D. Identify SFA innovation options based on both tapability gaps | SFA options) from the planned
and assimilation gaps actions and began to address poin
4-E. Continuously assess and optimize patterns of SBAility to D (innovation options) and E (SFA

usability).

ts
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6.3 Specifying Learning

At the end of P2, the Researchers provided a project assesssnentmmarized in Table 6.5. This
assessment identified key findings from the four iteratioradigition to six interviews conducted with
executives and managers in November 2006 from questions focusedRo(sdé¢- Appendix E). This
assessment included evaluating the results thus fdoieeTechbased on the degree of closing of the
capability and assimilation gaps and against evolutionagyradical process innovations. While strong
gains were made toward innovating the sales process during tjstpra number of deficiencies
remained.

Table 6.5 VoiceTech Process Assessment (as of February 2007)

Capability Gap e (+) Pull toward enhancing SFA capabilities

e (-) Minimal exploitation of strategic relationships
Assimilation Gap e (+) Positive perception of new SFA platform andd&Berry throughout

sales

e (-) Ad hoc spreadsheet regime persisted

e (-) SFA assimilation gap remained

e (-) SFA certification and coaching development agleded
Evolutionary Change e (+) Positive impact of sales rep progression model

e (-) Still needed to innovate sales recruitment

e (-) Still needed to consider a variety of salexpss innovations
Radical Change e (-) Still needed to differentiate sales tacticenature markets

Specifically, for the capability gap, there was a positivé pylthe Innovators toward enhancing SFA
capabilities and providing new capabilities. HowewasiceTechhad only minimally exploited strategic
relationships with RIM (maker of the BlackBerry), Siebel (maker ofSR4), and the telecommunication
provider. This failure preventedbiceTecHrom radically innovating its mobile capabilities for sales reps.

The Researchers also found important SFA assimilation gapsesma@he cause of these gaps included
a) a lack of trust in SFA; b) unavailability of needed rapgrtools within the SFA; and c) personal
preference. The Innovators had established a generally positigeppien of the SFA and mobile
platforms throughout the sales force. However, there wdsasstrong indication that a “spreadsheet
regime” existed among the district managers and vice presidér@reby dual sales data continued to be
collected and analyzed. The recommendation that the Innovatorsasd8p#A certification and coaching
program remained unfulfilled. The Researchers believed incaipgrthis program into the process of
developing new sales reps would further help close the assimilation gap.

IT-enabled process changes had occurred during the firstetwednths of the project. Figures 6.3 — 6.7
compare the before, during, and after process changes. Yet nthesefchanges would be classified as
evolutionary and not radical. For example, there was a positve afi the impact of th¥oiceTeclsales
rep progression model and its incorporation and management from wiéhSEFA. HowevelyoiceTech
still had problems recruiting the right salespersons and hotibgn its turnover rate among new sales
reps. Additionally, at the time of the presentation, thereaya®posal for each office to hire a recruiting
manager to take on many of the sales rep recruiting dutiesrtaeaged by district managers. This would
free up the district managers’ time, which they could then usdriulng sales and coaching sales
managers and sales reps.
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Finally, there was radical IT-enabled process change sudgedtieh would differentiate the sales
process according to market maturity. With this radical charitgevas proposed that, instead of
canvassing an area with dozens of sales reps in the target ntaekSFA would provide an evaluation of
gualified leads which would then be contacted to gauge the oppgrtHioiwever, this radical change
would requirevoiceTecho practically abandon the sales model that had thus far been effective.

This action research projeciis situ findings furthered our understanding of the role of TFR aseade
through the eyes of key stakeholders in an ongoing SFA implententétie following sections describe
the data coding process and an analysis of the rich data collected thrahgharaject.

6.4 Coding Data

Before coding began, we kept returning to the data and TFRyttemtentify the salient themes that kept
appearing as we read the transcripts and literature on TFRd@fged six coding scheme principles to
guide coding development. These principles consisted of the following:

1. Each quote must be self contained and as brief as possible. In other h®qlste should be
concise yet expansive enough that it not to require additiongbiiatation in order to code it.
2. Do notinclude all possible quotes. Code selectively to include quotes that
a. speak directly to the theory, or
b. have high relevance to the case
3. Strive for consistent coding practices.
4. Apply 2-pass coding scheme
a. 1% pass: code among 4 high-level constructs (e.g. 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0)
b. 2" pass: assign low level codes (e.g. 1.1, 2.2, etc)
5. Where applicable, use multiple codes.
6. Apply role code to the speaker only. For example, if one role speaks abthgrarole (or
another’s view), this is captured by coding the speaker role only.

The Researchers established the coding scheme by adopting a prasiedlar to one developed by
Cousinset al.(2007). The resulting process is presented in Figure 6.7.

First, three of the Researchers met on two occasions irRG@dl to identify, discuss, and agree upon an
initial coding scheme (Miles & Huberman, 1994) based on TFR thebrg.stheme, at the highest level,
included the TFR domains identified by Orlikowski and Gash (1994}, mumerous sub-domains for
each top-level domain. The scheme included detailed definitioeaadf sub-domain and exemplars of
guotes for each sub-domain.

Second, after developing this initial coding scheme, two Researchaducted a coding pilot. During
this pilot, one researcher independently coded three separatéeinterifhese coded interviews were
reviewed by a second researcher. The two Researchers therselistusesolve any differences and the
coding scheme was revised so that it was clearer, morésepaad applicable based on the coding pilot
discussions.

Third, a coding training session was conducted by two Resesrdbering this training session, each
researcher manually coded several pages from transcriptfédearchers then discussed and resolved
any differences. The coding scheme was again revised based on thessahsc
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Fourth, two authors held the first round of coding. This round included tweaRshers independently
coding one “thin” and one “thick” interview transcript. “Thin” afttlick” were defined by the richness
of the interview content. For example, “thin” might involveefivelevant quotes over 20 utterances
whereas “thick” might involve fifteen relevant quotes o28rutterances (where an utterance is generally
conceived as one spoken line in the transcript file within Aitlasd could be one word to one paragraph
or more in length depending on the transcript). The Researtieersgliscussed the coding to resolve any
differences. The coding scheme was revised and Figure 6.7 fimaheesult of these discussions. An
inter-coder reliability (using Cohen’s) of greater than .663 wasesed on all codes but two (see
Appendix F) and achieved a 97.8% coder agreement.

Figure 6.7 The Coding Process

STEP 1 — Coding Scheme Development

A. Identify, discuss, and agree on initial coding scheme based on theory
B. Include detailed definitions and examples of coded quotes for review

STEP 2 - Coding Pilot

One author independently coded 3 interviews
Reviewed by another author

Discussed to resolve differences.

Revised coding scheme

cow>

STEP 3 — Coding Training

Manually coded 2-3 pages of transcripts
Discussed to resolve any differences
Revised coding scheme

ow>

STEP 4 - First Round of Coding

A Two researchers independently coded one “thin” and one “thick”
interview transcript
B. Discussed to resolve any differences

STEP 5 — Second Round of Coding

A. One researcher independently coded one “thin” and one “thick”
interview transcript

Reviewed by another researchers

Discussed to resolve any differences.

Repeated until satisfactory inter-rater reliability

oow

STEP 6 — Final Coding

A One researcher completes the coding

Fifth, a second round of coding was conducted. In this round, one autlepeindently coded one “thin”
and one “thick” transcript (as defined previously). These codetsdripts were reviewed by a second
researcher and the two Researchers discussed to resolve amgnddk. The plan was for this round to
again be repeated until satisfactory inter-coder reliabiittg achieved. However, a coder agreement of
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97.8% and an inter-coder reliability of greater than 0.884 (using Col@ppa) were achieved (see
Appendix F) for all codes but one in the first iteration of¢keond round and final coding proceeded. A
combination of all transcripts coded in the first and secondd® of coding achieved an inter-coder
reliability of greater than 0.798 (using Cohen’s kappa) orcadles except two (both of which were
greater than 0.666 (using Cohen’s kappa)).

The coding scheme developed in the fourth step and defined in Tabla®.then created in Atlas.ti
(ATLAS.ti, 1991-2009). Each of the transcripts was imported intasAil and coded according to the
scheme (see Appendix G for sample Atlas.ti screenshot). Angxtaat information that did not fit into
TFR domains was also identified. Table 6.6 summarizes the number of codedoguotds and per TFR
sub-domain. There were a total of 1624 coded quotes across alanolesib-domains (each quote can
relate to more than one sub-domain) plus an additional 350 contextualkgsiimerguotes.

Table 6.6 Number of Coded Quotes Per Role, Per TFR Sub-domain

TFR Domains: Nature of Technology Technology Technology
Technology Strategy Use Implementation

TFR Sub-| 1.1 . 2.1 : : 3.2 4.2
domains:| Tech Initial ' Tech Indi-
Images| Capabilities | Rationale Conse- | Process| vidual
Roles: guences Incentive
Champions 4 14 14 25 39 34 56 30
Innovators 21 28 21 46 115 141 137 69
Technologists 3 33 12 18 27 47 50 15
Users-Managers 0 1 0 12 52 74 10 4
Users-Sales Reps 3 21 1 10 147 107 8 11
Researchers 8 18 1 16 9 55 39 18
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Table 6.7 Adaptation and Extension of TFR Domains

TFR Domain

A stakeholder’s use of

“Refers to people’s images ¢ 1.1
Nature of the technology and their images or metaphors to
Technolo understanding of its Images of  characterize the technology
gy capabilities and technology  in general
functionality.” (Orlikowski & 12
Gash 1994, p. 183-184) : A stakeholder’s
Technology understanding of the |
capabilities and capabilities and functions of
functions the technology in general
2.0 “Refers to people’s views of 21 A stakeholder’s views of the
Technolo why their organization ) initial reasons and visions
Strate 9y acquired and implemented ~ Rationale for  for the organization’s
9y the technology. It includes technology  acquisition and
their understanding of the = @cquisition and jmplementation of the
motivation or vision behind = Implementation technology
the adoption decision and its ,
likely value to the 29 & s(,jtakethogj_er S Fth
organization.” (Orlikowski & . un _eri adn 'rllg Oth €
Gash 1994, p. 183-184) Projected value Projectedvaiuethe -
of technology technology is I|k_ely to bring
to the organization
3.0 “Refers to people’s 3.1 A stakeholder’s
Technolo understanding of how the understanding of the use of
i Use gy technology will be used on a Use of the technology on a daily
day-to-day basis and the technology  pasis within the organization
likely or actual conditions , . :
and consequences associatt 3.2 Q;tggﬁgg;%eerni;ﬂfetgﬁgn(g
\(/&wtcl::‘\assuhcggugs;.p(?ggﬁvgjl)q Consequences from the use (and non-use)
T fromuse of  of the technology within the
technology  organization
4.1 A stakeholder’s
Refers to people’s e understanding of the process
2 el Organizational | py which the technology is
understanding of how the | tat . :
technology will be Implementation| implemented into the
4.0 implemented as part of the process organization
Technology | ©rganization’s day-to-day A stakeholder's
Implementation | OPeration and how each 4.2 understanding of the
individual’s adoption of the individual incentives provided by the
technology will be adoption | Organization to incentivize
incentivized. incentives | an individual’s adoption of
the technology
Any quote that is interesting
5.0 in understanding the context
. . n/a n/a
Contextual insight | @nd is not easily captured by
other codes.
—m Original Adapted Extended
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Chapter 7 Analysis of TFRs: A Static View

This chapter describes the results based on the detailedy@d subsequent analysis of data. Our focus
is on presenting TFRs ¥biceTeclconsistent with Orlikowski and Gash’s (1994) and Davidson’s (2002)
original analyses. Like them, we present how each frame esamdf itself for the different stakeholders
and we analyze incongruencies between frames between stakejrolgies. In addition, we go beyond
their original analysis by presenting evidence of inconsistenicieTFRs within specific stakeholder
groups. Common for all of these results is that they provide a static vidws@fved TFRs without taking
interactions and shifts over time into account.

The first section in this chapter provides details of &sewidence and our analysis. The second section
details incongruency evidence and analysis. The third section iscindensistency evidence and
analysis. Finally, the fourth section provides a discussion of threeisigmi€ontributions in this chapter.

7.1 Frame evidence and analysis

Along one dimension, we considered Orlikowski and Gash’s (1994) domahatafe of Technology
Technology Strategyand Technology in Usend added a fourth domaihechnology Implementation.
Along the other dimension, we expanded their two stakeholder role rfuslsis and Technologists) to
include the following roles: Champions, Innovators, Technologists ands.Uke the following, as
summarized in Tables 7.1-7.5, we present evidence of the foud®fRins for each of the four roles at
VoiceTech The analysis considers initial stakeholder perceptions dedoprior to the Researchers’
intervention after WS1 (see Figure 5.4). The analysis reliégeohinary decision model (see Figure 4.1)
and coding scheme developed in Chapter 6 (see Figure 6.7). Thimdiroeldata collection used for
Chapter 7 is data collected prior to P1 and includes the imtedviews with many stakeholders and the
interactions of WS1 (see Figure 5.4).

7.1.1 The Champions’ Technology Frames

The Champions were in a strategic decision making rol®iaeTechand included the Chief Marketing
Officer (CMO) and the Director of Marketing and Sales f@fiens. Evidence of their initial TFRs is
summarized in Table 7.1.

7.1.1.1 Nature of Technology

Images of TechnologyIn 2003, the Champions realized they needed an SFA system arnempéd
the first SalesLogix solution. After using this cheapegraktive for almost three years, the Champions
recognized by the end of 2005 they needed a more effective SFA. They Warted@eclo be “smarter”

in how its sales teams identified and approached new customer&M®@enotedVoiceTechhadsmart
technology not being used smartly

“Our challenge is that we are doing a lot of brute force. & not necessarily
being ... as smart as we could be. We are not taking advantagels®fand
technology like we should be.” [1:5]

Hence, having tolerated an unreliable system for severabk,yda# Champions were persuaded to
purchase Siebel Systems SFA. The Champions believed the untgliploblem was with the old
technology platform
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“Most of the reason [the SFA] is not a success is becthgsglatform is not
stable. It doesn’t come up, it doesn’t work.” [40:314]

“I know Siebel is going to be more stable than SalesLoggiting to be easier
to use. I've seen a demo. | know it will be friendlier tbem to navigate”
[40:156]

Technology capabilities and functions.The Champions believed the Siebel SFA would fill several
capability gaps that existed with the legacy SFA therebijiling important VoiceTechcapabilities
versus needs

“We kind of have a challenge all the time because we think, whiat can
Siebel do and we really need to separate ourselves from that.” [40:293]

Specifically, the CMO and marketing director were concergout SFA and CRMntegration and
provision of SFAmMobility

“Eventually, | want [sales data] coming in consolidated. | wanget these
emails and not have to type in the spreadsheet.” [1:52]

“I know Siebel ... has the promise of wireless integration coming.” p):1

“We had also thought about integration into Exchange. Everybody &er
VoiceTechis on Outlook so there’'s got to be a way we can tie in an Exehang
calendar to the tool so there is only one place that thgging for scheduling in
the morning.” [40:77]

In summary, considering the nature of technology, the Championscamvinced the new SFA was a
superior technology compared to the legacy SFA. In expressmbdlief, the Champions used images
and metaphors, i.e. "smart technology”, to characterize the tegynahd they pointed towards specific
capabilities and functions, i.e. “mobile SFA access,” in i@lato managing the sales process, see Table
7.1.

7.1.1.2 Technology Strategy

Rationale for technology acquisition and implementation The Champions were responsible for
developing the overall strategy for marketing and sales opesafl he marketing director acknowledged
that a review of future needs led to the selection of Siebel as theFfepl&form

“A couple of months ago ... we decided that SalesLogix really wagnirig to

be able to take us where we wanted to go. ... [Siebel] was willing to give us grea
pricing, so strategically we thought this would be a better pattugoto go
down.” [40:217]

The Champions were firmly committed to sales represeetatissing BlackBerry PDA as a product
demonstration and also to access SFA in the field. However, Chrasnpiere opposed to giving each
sales rep a laptop due to lack of IT resources and a concern that reps mighirnahem. These reasons
confirmed that the Champions desi$t minimization

“Our biggest challenge will be ... will the laptops walk? ..h&v the reps leave
how do we make sure we’ll get them back?” [1:7]
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“We're going to put some functionality onto the BlackBerry ... daese it's a
low cost item ... it's a $500 cost, not a $2000 cost, but we need to gh wes
cost and [understand] are we willing to pay the cost.” [40:244]

Acquiring and implementing Siebel and adopting BlackBerrysapasrtunity driven

“Now we’re doing mobile and ultimately we want ... our sales regsipped
with a device they can use in the field. SalesLogix didedlly have that
connection built in whereas Siebel did.” [40:217]

Additionally, the marketing director indicated that the Siekieh would provideup-to-date
information fulfill management needandreduce media breaks

“We want reps to use this tool because it is information aetwo have or we
think a sales manager, whether they’'re a [manager] oramnalkector would
want to have.” [40:810]

“We want [sales reps] to tell what appointments are goingaond your
appointment activity ... tell us what happens on those appointments.” [40:185]

“We wanted to be able to populate lead data into the syatenthis would get to
our D&B lead including industry information and that's recorded.” [40:65]

Projected value of technologyThe Champions expressed their belief that the selected &FAabile
technologies would provide f@nterprise-wide innovatioat VoiceTech

“We can utilize the Siebel along with everything.” [40:220]

“Right now] there’s no connection between [when] we put it irdles ogix and
[the sale] closes and then we come over here and put it iebelSor the
customer.” [40:275]

For example, the marketing director saw the SFA as maksénggater sales force

“Reps are collecting a lot of information as they go about tthaily business.
When they leave we don’'t want that information to leave whigm. ... We
wanted to see if we could capture that, so if that person lefould transfer that
information to someone else and ... mine the data to be more effickdi83p]

“One of the grand ideas we had [when] we started with our [@Bjct is ... we

want our SFA to be able to tell us, well, these [businesgesihe ones that ...
we've had an appointment with and these are the ones we"ez twched.”

[40:380]

Also, the marketing director envisioned the SFApasviding for customer tracking and targetimgd
allowing forexperience-based sales

“We wanted to automatically generate rolled up reports anabhleto actually
look at data like what percent of our customers are receavmgposal. ... We
also thought we could do a better job of collecting prospecti@rofi industry,
... employee, ... and competitor information.” [40:51]
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“This is the device we're giving them the same thing weseding to our
customers.” [40:252]

In summary, the Champions pointed to motives for acquisition andrimepkation of the technology and
value that the technology would bring\oiceTechThe Champions perceived as positive the reasons for
and benefits of the new SFA afoiceTech,e.g. “enterprise-wide innovation” and “up-to-date
information.” However, the Champions’ comments about the initiibrrale for the technology
acquisition gave support to the view tNaticeTechemployed a technology minimalist strategy for back-
end sales operations, e.g. “cost minimization” and “opportunity driven,Tagle 7.1.

7.1.1.3 Technology in Use

Use of technologyThe Champions did not directly use the technology. However, they negponsible
for sales operations and, thus, overall management of the BR&.Champions perceived they
understood how technology was used withfioiceTech.For example, the Champions stated that the
technology was alsindirectly used by managers for reporting and analysis, preparing budgets
forecaststo manageappointment@andmanage territories

“We've purchased D&B [Dun and Bradstreet] data for all of oarkats. ...
We've loaded it into our SFA tool and we divide it up bysthderritory
community combinations so each rep has access to it.” [40:198]

“[Sales reps] ... come back to the office (which can lohalenge depending on
where they are) ... and they can do more computer time, geneca wifap up
and thenPOINT] entry. So POINT] is the name of our current SFA.” [40:36]

“We ask them to look aP[OINT] to review appointments for the team and bring
that information into the team meeting.” [40:41]

“Logging additional prospect test point, the SFA today is reallyabout
appointments that are scheduled and completed or scheduled antieddnce
[40:75].

“[The SFA is] providing stats on the appointments while thegurein the field
because if they've got it already loaded, then they'll be &blsee it on their
[BlackBerry] device.” [40:242]

Also, the marketing director indicated that the SFA technolegy used withinVoiceTechto identify
businesses on the Do Not Call list

“These ... are reports that you can click on directly in the .SEAThere’s an
icon that says ‘Do Not Call’ and they can click on that.” [40:420]

“The ‘Do Not Call List’ ... makes sure reps do not contact pects that have
called in or notified us that they don’t want to be contacted anymore.” [40:907]

The Champions realized the technology-minimalist approadfoimeTechalso meant thatechnology
was shared by sales reps

“One key fact is ... the reps don't have their own computereyTshare
computers right now.” [40:818]
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Finally, the marketing director also reported tleahe managers do not use the system at all

“[The] channel manager and city manager ... don’t use therayat all today.”
[40:348]

Consequences from use of technolog$everal consequences occurred from using the technology. The
Champions believed sales reps should become proficient in sb#ifioge using the technology. This
created two sets of user groups — those with the mobiedtagy and those without. Given the design of
theVoiceTeclsales model, it was determined thatior sales reps would not be using the technology

“not everybody is going to have a BlackBerry. The people tleafiling out the
[manual daily activity reports] are the exact people that wdrdve a
BlackBerry.” [39:528]

The Champions observed that some reps were comfortable udimgltegy but most relied on manual
prospect identification methods. They believed sales reps vidveetechnology agot easily used or
useful

“We have some reps that are very ... comfortable with techyokod
understand the value of putting time in to do that, but it's very few. ... Thiky wa
... around with card boxes that are [their prospects on paper].” [40:236]

“It would be too much time to enter all that data.” [39:525]

The CMO acknowledged that as a consequence of frustrationsheittutrent SFA technology, the sales
force creatednanual systems as a backup

“The problem right now is that the “in-house” number is generated from ah Exce
spreadsheet. ... | think it's the biggest challenge we are gdoirgve ... the
sales people fundamentally don't trust the systems. ... Sonwersategers take
their spreadsheet and walk over to the system and say, fedly, ¥ matches.”
[1:25]

“It's a trust issue. ... They're all going to keep their whitabgsaThey're going
to say, I'm at forty. Let’'s say they hit their forty areey tell everyone I've got
forty but the system shows it's thirty-eight. What do they do?” [1:39]

Typically, the CMO received sales and staffing reports teabrted old data. Also, the reporting
infrastructure and culture ¥biceTeclresulted innformation not available in real-time

“The problem with that is we’re looking in the rearview moir a little bit.
Typically [reporting] attrition happened two weeks ago. Sddhalhat | get on a
monthly basis. ... Then on a weekly basis | get a report ctlied=xecutive
Management Report, and it shows [deals] by market for ... that week.” [1:16]

“[The Do-Not-Call List] is updated like on a quarterly basisen we get new
D&B data ... or on a quarterly basis also we add our customéesén ... If this
gets printed off it's because [branch offices] called ussaid, can you print a
copy of this for our whole branch.” [40:145]
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The CMO also believed the technology did not provide informatiaiénformat needed. As a result,
each manager had a preferred information source. The CMi@ectkethis approach was not sustainable
because the use of alternative information sources cresdid breaks

“[The analyst] is able to pull something [from Siebel] and he giiihinto Excel
because | don't like going into [the reporting system]. ... It'semeaid out
exactly the way | want it. And | usually end up taking the ... report and exporting
it into Excel.” [1:11]

“What I'm doing now is taking every daily [report] and puttingnto my own
spreadsheet, more for curiosity and learning right now.” [1:21]

The Champions observed there was little trust in any partisygéem or group of information because of
duplicate information in multiple systems

“I would argue that technical stability is directly relateddata quality. They
don't trust the data because they put something in ... and thendtieyagother
screen and it's gone. So there’s some connection between daty gudlithe
fact that the system doesn’t work.” [40:331]

“It [the paper orders package] helps them sort out incorréateddry in Siebel.”
[40:264]

In summary, while the Champions were not users of the technotbgy did express an acute
understanding of technology in use\aiiceTechThe Champions’ perception was that User-Managers
used SFA “for reporting, analysis, budgets and forecasts, appaoistraad territories”, while the
“technology was shared by sales reps” and allowed reps to “igdntifiness on the Do-Not-Call” list.
They understood the frustrations experienced by both stakeholder grougisign/oiceTech’slegacy
SFA technology. For example, consequences from using the technoltgyeth¢no real-time report
generation” and “duplicate information in multiple systems,” seeel a4l

7.1.1.4 Technology Implementation

Organizational implementation process.The Champions’ were ultimately responsible for ensuring
VoiceTechsuccessfully implemented and its sales reps adopted th&Siebel SFA. Even though the
transition date was only two months away, the marketing diregsr still noncommittal on transition
strategy decisions. This made the Champitmasisition strategy uncertain

“I think we need time to figure out what our transition strategy 89*433]

“[My view is] let's have them be on the job for at leasew fveeks ... before we
give them a $500 [BlackBerry] and everybody is trying to changennd. ...

I’'m having trouble continuing to justify why | wouldn’t give that to them. ... So |
think we’re going towards they’ll come out of training and & fiays later get
their device and learn to use it.” [40:224]

“There are some details we haven’t worked out. Like argairgg to ask them to
maintain their personal cell phone and this is just a data deAree®e going to
port their phone numbers and then port them back?” [40:255]
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The company’s emphasis on meeting daily, weekly, and monthlyteafgts impacted its SFA project.
The marketing director was not willing to engage in any disonssi implementation needs beyond the
immediate release. Thus, the Champions hdwe planning horizon

“When | look at where we are with the conversion to Siebel lamadther things
we've got to do, | need to get through. We need to hit objective wndehia
objective two before | can get to objective three.” [40:249]

VoiceTeclwas moving away from an unreliable SFA platform to what the Champions likliesea
more capable Siebel SFA platform. However, the change managemerdrgativing from the old to
the new system was unclear with only a few months before the go-liveltiatproject had been
launched, but there wasaed for a clear change management strategy

“We want more people to be using the system. What do we need to do?” [40:245]

“The second [uncertainty] is change management. ... The impletioenfgo-
live] date is April 22¢ ... and we’re looking for help to understand how we can
best implement that.” [40:179]

“[Regarding] change management implementation ... just bed&aigeing live
here doesn’'t mean that on 4/23 the sales reps are going tdrctimeoffice and
we’re going to train them on it.” [40:430]

“For my sales force, I'm not at the point yet of commutnzait. ... It's going
to look different. ... Maybe if we just say, we've changed ttreen.” [40:442,
457]

“We need the help of how to make it a carrot and not sticktand/hole change
management around that. ... We're not ready yet.” [40:309]

VoiceTechhad abundant data available but little understanding of tegales reps and managers were
using or should be using the data. The marketing director was not confideabhda&gporting needs were
being met by current practices. Thus, the Champions believedéleeed a data and reporting strategy

“We’ve got lots of data out there and | think it can beatlined. We need help
figuring out how our people are using it or how they should be using We're
not confident that data is being turned into decisions that can be used.” [40:179]

“We could get advice from you all about what data a salesage needs and
how they use that to manage their life and their people comphatphrate from
[the SFA being used].” [40:152]

Regardless of the eventual chosen strategy, the marketingodiesaphasizedncremental technology
adoption

“We're starting off with the flip phone and then we’ll go to BdBerry and then

laptop access will be our third sort of element and that will bewour high
speed data.” [40:25]
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Individual adoption incentives. The Champions believed users would adopt and use the new SFA but
needed incentives to do so. Hence, by enhancing the SFA in diffeagat users would more likely
adopt it. First, the Champions believed they could incentivizegipping users with new tools

“Make [sales reps] smarter in their job [by giving] théme tools so they can be
more productive, therefore, they get paid more.” [1:30]

“If we can equip them with a way to know who they should callhentthat will
really help our satisfaction of the reps. ... What kind of ressuce& we give
them to help them focus their sales activities? A neat pbeaof this could be a
system generating reminders. Like hey, that person that yibedvieree months
ago, now their contract is up.” [40:53]

The marketing director believed that an “automatic win” woddult when users had an SFA that
“worked.” In fact, much of the previous year was spent working on making thet8bl& and useful

“We have a big hurdle to overcome. ... We're getting a wholg taol and
we’re equipping it for mobile device. That will immediatgjgt us somewhere.
But it's got to be backed up by the stability and the ease of use.” [40:62]

“Since it doesn’t work properly they don’t know how to use it. ... Wgwng to
get a win automatically [on the go-live date] ... So we'rengadio give them
something new. It's going to work.” [40:155]

Similarly, the marketing director believed the SFA shouldob®e a critical asset for sales reps. She
wanted for reps aystem that is beneficial

“How can we make [the SFA] successful so that in the end gzea® excited
about using the platform? ... How do we need to ... implement lenobi
capabilities ... [so that it changes from] something that $saps] have to do to
something that is absolutely critical for them.” [40:180]

“[Sales reps] thought, if I'm going to be investing all thi®e to enter this
information to the SFA, | want to know that nobody else can see that and use it to
their benefit.” [40:73]

The Champions believed new sales reps should achieve csatasnmilestones before being issued the
BlackBerry. Hence, another way to incentivize SFA usage la offering mobiletechnology as a
reward

“[After 90 days we can tell sales reps] congratulations, dong to give you
your laptop now, or you know, something that says, ooh, I'm willingutatdor
another six months.” [1:31]

“They won't get a BlackBerry until they've met some kind mflestone.”
[39:518]

Finally, VoiceTectbased portions of Managers and Reps’ compensation on SFA dataicAisact with
some success in the past wampensating users for data entry
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In summary, the Champions were leadvigiceTechin the overall implementation process of the new
SFA. However, certain problems remained, e.g. there was at ‘{slaoning horizon” and “need for a
clear change management strategy.” These and other shortcoofirilgs implementation process
inhibited sales innovation afoiceTech.On the other hand, the Champions were still committed to
improving the Users’ SFA experience. For example, they belivatdby providing “system that is

“[Managers and team leaders] wouldn't get a portion of theirpemsation

unless their teams were at 100%; we calldOtNT participation. ... It worked,
but it was more the stick not the carrot.” [40:397]

beneficial” and “stable and useful” Users would adopt the systeriabde 7.1.

Table 7.1 Summary Evidence of The Champions’ Initial TFRs

Nature of
Technology

Images of Technology
e  Smart technology not used smartly
e Technology platform

Technology capabilities and functions
e Capabilities vs. Needs

e Integration

e  Mobility

Technology
Strategy

Rationale for technology acquisition and

implementation
e  Cost minimization

Opportunity driven

Fulfill management needs
Reduced media breaks
Up-to-date information

Projected value of technology

e Enterprise-wide integration

e  Smarter sales force

e  Better customer tracking and targeting
e  Experience-based sales

Champions

Technology in Use

Use of technology

e Indirectly used by managers for reporting &
analysis

Prepare budgets and forecasts

Manage appointments

Manage territories

Identify businesses on the Do Not Call list
Technology shared by reps

Quantitative sales rep assessments

Some managers do not use the system at all

Consequences from use of technology

Junior sales reps not using the technology
Not easily used or useful

Information not available in real-time
Manual systems used as backup

Media Breaks

Duplicate information in multiple systems

Technology
Implementati

Organizational implementation process
e Transition strategy uncertain

Short planning horizon

Need change management strategy
Need data and reporting strategy
Incremental technology adoption

Individual adoption incentives

e  Equip with new tools
Stable and useful

System that is beneficial
Technology as a reward
Compensate for data entry

7.1.2 The Innovators’ Technology Frames

The role of Innovators included the director of production maneagenm sales operations and the

Marketing Analyst.

7.1.2.1 Nature of Technology

Images of TechnologyThe Innovators believed a key to sales process innovation wis) echnology

independence

Chapter 7

“[ VoiceTechshould] become technology agnostic ... [with] the informatiwat t

needs to be delivered.” [40:294]
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Technology capabilities and functionsThe Innovators understood the capabilities and functibrise
technology to benobility andreal-time organization

“If this was the perfect world, this [data] would push out [to the Baecky] with
some sorting tools.” [40:146]

“It's always available because the Siebel always [upatbere I'm at this
location, is this location okay? It comes back with some sodffamation.”
[40:269]

The Innovators also spoke of technolodiasing inherentapability uncertainties

“There are shortcomings on the interface that we're usidgage’d like to know
about it.” [40:85]

“It's got the capability of doing it. The question is do wentv do it? There's a
couple of ways we can enable that technology in the handset, hitethe
researching that right now. It's possible, the question is, do avé t@ do it.”
[40:231]

“Unless you [have a way] to voice the text that can be turnedraports.”
[40:594]

In summary, the Innovators understood that by implementing the éigAgiving Users “mobility”,
VoiceTechcould manage sales operations more effectively and becdmealdime organization.” The
Innovators also expressed concerns with “capability uncertdintissrent in the selected technology.
They believed these concerns would be addressed at some point ututiee However, uncertainties
made the Innovators question the feasibility of adding new functionality, see 7.abl

7.1.2.2 Technology Strategy
Rationale for technology acquisition and implementationAs a cost conscious organization, value and
cost drove many of théoiceTechdecisions — including the SFA. The Innovators were keenlyeaafar
this and understood a primary factor in acquiring and implementingselected SFAwas cost
minimization

“It's because we don’'t want to spend the money for Siebel repoti® isystem.

... | think the main underlying reason is cost savings ... for the system.”
[16:88] and [16:91]

“[A software vendor] tried to sell it to us but it just was imobur budget. Then
they made it very attractive.” [16:185]

“We only have e-mail licenses that are cheaper. We dow& tliem the full
$2,000-$3,000 for every manager to [have] full access.” [16:310]

Additionally, Innovators explained the technology acquisition decisesbased on IT input
“l think what we were limiting ourselves in our thinking wdee number of

systems that were available and the number of methodologies thatvaimbla.
... I's really a decision with the IT team that we kind of worked with." T4
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Projected value of technologyThe Innovators trusted the new SFA and its related technologidd
make VoiceTechmanagers and sales reps smarter. Innovators believed kegtedojvalues of the
selected technology wesenarter managemeand asmarter sales force

“[The SFA will provide] market analysis capability for us.” [16:186]

“They [can enter] building codes [into the mobile SFA] andagkst of all of the
leads and quickly determine which ones are ones that wouldbd® galid
prospects.” [40:234]

“[We can create] a dashboard somewhere in the SFA where they could see by rep
what the activity was.” [16:101]

In summary, the Innovators believed an underlying goal regardingecbbiechnology aVoiceTeclhwas
“cost minimization.” The Innovators saw this as one of the measons for selecting a technology (both
old and new), but the selection decision was also “based on IT"ifAjne Innovators believed the new
SFA could make the sales operations group smarter. For exampéetés management” and a “smarter
sales force” were projected values of the technology, see Table 7.2.

7.1.2.3 Technology in Use

Use of TechnologyThe Innovators had a very good understanding of how technology e@dbysales
reps and managers ¥biceTechThe Innovators realized the primary use of the SFA wamforaging
appointments

“Management verifies that the rep has entered all #gpointments into the
system because they'll look at their appointment trackertheg!l say, why
isn't ABC Company in the system” [39:579]

VoiceTechsales operations inadvertently supported competing informagisterss. The Marketing
Analyst created reportssed as a backup to the SBAd developedpreadsheets used as a duplicate
system

“This [report] is something that the branch uses as a back8jgbel. ... They'll
enter in information related to an order ... who sold it and wiafproduct is
and when it was signed and some other information.” [16:40]

“I compare [activity reports] to the [SFA] daily just tcake sure they're close.”
[16:47]

The Marketing Analyst believed there was no need for managerexecutives to use the SFA because
reports were pushed via email

“That’s the report that is e-mailed [and] ... informatiorsént on a daily basis to
... [an] e-mail box.” [16:23]

“The push is they get this report daily or they get this report weell§:80]

The director explained the system provided early warning raefoic sales management and that the
reports were used to manage sales reps
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“There’s a reason why we're monitoring appointments which tatsdb sales,
which translate to these in-house numbers that are non-Siebekbeasaue
trying to get as much early warning information as possdileut missing sales
targets].” [40:260]

Manual reports consisted of data collected from disparatensyspone calls, and daily sales meetings.
The information was aggregated into single reports by the eflagk Analyst under the director's
guidance. The Innovators recognized appointment and sales data veaater across these multiple
systemsand that manyeports requirednanual intervention

“[This] is a report that | get to help me calculate [another report].’53]6:

“We have another weekly report [that is] an executiveslleeport. ... It's
primarily manual. It really measures the gory details civiy out in the
branch.” [40:105]

“The order tracker [report] is a manual process thaggucad in the field where
there’s a branch administrator that literally just updatethal sales activity ...
because that information is not captured in [the SFA].” [40:110]

“To create [this] report, the person doing that would probably gskles team
leader] how many did you sell and what are your appointmentslén tw get the
data.” [16:49]

These manual reports were so numerous that information was redufala@kample, the director noted
many reports were very similar

“[These five reports] are effectively different versioofsthis POINT Report.”
[40:133]

Consequences from use of Technolog¥he Innovators reflected on a number consequences resulting
from use and non-use of the technologyVaiceTech.Consequences around unreliability of data,
duplicate information in multiple systems, and media breaks therenost concerning to the Innovators.
For example, the Marketing Analyst did not trust any numbers in eefidverall, the Innovators believed
SFAdata was unreliable

“I don't look at sales irPOINT because | don’t have any confidence in them.”
[16:117]

“The reason | don't use this [data] for the executive rejsdrecause | don't trust
the sales number.” 40:426]

Innovators noted the disadvantages of not having real-time upd2déeause there was no mobile
updating of sales and appointment resufif®rmation in the SFA was not real time

“The only disadvantage is it's not live, it's a daily update.” 216:

“We want this data today, not three weeks from now. ... Thalittle bit of a
challenge that we've had is timing. When do we get the dathencycle”
[16:267] and [16:268]
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“Assuming [updating] is available while you're out in the fiddit it's not. So
they have to do it before they go out in the field during the day.” [40:421]

Manager reps believed SFA usage was negatively affected by tamsjatk of functionality

“The only thing we’re giving them to plan their day lstterritory book, which
is this 50 page [of sales] leads.” [16:138]

“There aren’t qualifying steps in the system.” [16:112]

“We don't track cold calls on the account by account basRQOINT, so they
couldn’t update anything iROINT right now that would give management that
type of automated report.” [39:607]

Managers could only see their own immediate reports in themsyst senior sales manager could not see
information on sales reps two or three levels below. Henc&Rideprovidedimited managerial access
to information

“Each sales manager can print out their own reps’ appeittnackers but the
[senior sales managers] can't print out 30 pages of all e [lelow her].”
[16:15]

Another consequence using the legacy SFAmiaémal exploitation of existing functionality

“I know that we can [manually] set a reminder withROINT to [make
callbacks]. ... I don’t think any [sales reps] do it.” [39:600]

“[Sales reps] use [the lead list] as a guide more than laard list of things to
call, businesses to call. They use it as a guide and that’s all.” [0:400

The Marketing Analyst acknowledged that because managers fmequently unable to get the
information they needgports were created outside SFA

“I know there are reports that the sales organization usg®wy our even
knowing about it.” [16:61]

“If [managers] don’t find what they need in the SFA thejlit make their own
report.” [40:404]

“There’s a lot of reports floating around that are createddmple either here at
corporate or at the sales branches and-but there’s not osenphiat has the
thumb on all the reports that exist and all the data floating around.” [40:535]

Finally, newer sales reps did not enter complete sales dasawas aconsequence of limited training on
thesophisticated SFA

“It is tough to manage some reps that are earlier in tlagwec in sales and
having to use a sophisticated system like an SFA.” [16:100]

Additionally, the legacy SFA could not support "liceTechreporting needs. Therefore, many sales
managers created spreadsheets and used whiteboards which. dd#s@aa information sources
introduced into th&/oiceTechinformation system a number wiedia breaks
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“We're working on getting this into Siebel, but there’'s a deupf instances
where [users] type in some of their orders so they could trackbut we use it
to look at ... the point of sale.” [16:42]

“[If sales reps are] updating all of their activity onraar real time ... it would
be accurate. But, since they track it manually and they detelit numbers than
what POINT is telling them, they're always going to count on their maguall
counted numbers as being the gospel.” [40:278]

Finally, the SFA was not integrated with othépiceTechsystems. Thus, the Innovators recognized
duplicate information in multiple systems

“The data source is three things: POINT [which] has the appointment data; the
daily e-mails; and the activity report has the sales data.” [16:45]

“[This report] is not generated from Siebel [but from separate souffEs]162]

“The data is somewhere else, but we decided for that gpesgort not to give
them 30 pieces of paper.” [16:16]

In summary, the Innovators fully understood the usage of the S§Areports were used as a backup to
the SFA” and the SFA’s primary usage was “appointment managen®&milarly, they understood
many consequences from use of technology, e.g. “data was unreliable,” “duplfoatnation in multiple
systems,” and “information in the SFA was not real-time,” see Table 7.2.

7.1.2.4 Technology Implementation
Organizational implementation processDespite the upcoming changeover to the new Siebel SFA, the
Innovators believe®oiceTechadno global vision

“I think we have to find a global initiative, we haven't takeglobal vision and
documented that. We have a lot of ideas, but we haven't cohesnegted a
project, a smarter project” [39:602; 603]

“If we're saying this is a platform change, the screendiasged a little bit,
does that change the flavor of how change management works&ctaatly a

five or a six or a seven [release] release ... where charagegement really
becomes more valid.” [40:355]

The Innovators viewed IT as the gatekeeper of the SFA. AMwvators were clear that, in their view, the
IT department guided the SFA implementation

“We're getting push back from [IT stating] that we're not imgya certain [SFA]
module, so therefore we are limited in what they can do.” [16:104]

“I guess we're under the perception that things that we twaathieve should be
Siebel with the BlackBerry. If someone comes back and saysngstwe’d like
to do are not achievable with BlackBerry then ... there’'s gainiget a learning
curve.” [40:251]

The Marketing Analyst occasionally received requests fronosesaies managers for new reports. The
genesis of numerous ad hoc manual reports were tilyesi@wn initiatives
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“[Senior sales managers] send me an e-mail or they ealind say, I'm looking
at our information down here and I'm not seeing installatioormétion. Can
you please point me in the right direction, tell me where Igeinthis ... and
another [manager] calls me with the same request. ... Sort ldsiag ad hoc
manual reports.” [16:9]

“The [senior sales manager] whips us an e-mail [statindlve got 50 things in
50 sheets of paper and | get that from three people. | say,eomigit have an
issue to look at.” [16:214]

Innovators believed that before top leveld/oiceTech’ssales organization fully adopted the SFA, sales
reps would have to adopt the SFA first. Thus, the key to treniz@tional implementation process was
bottom up implementation

“I think you have to start from the bottom up. You have to dtarh the rep
doing something new and then start the [managers] doing somethingnaew
then it bubbles up to the [senior sales managers].” [16:68]

"It's tricky because [sales managers] all want totheedata, but then they want
to see the summary information and they want to see the odtaihation. If
they don't have it, they get mad. Then they get mad if theyt@etmuch
information all at once. So, it's like what's the right bakamwehen you have a
company with 30 different sales managers and personalities?” [16:202]

Another key for successful organizational implementation was howoadreports would become
standard reports. This required fulfilling requests framtinuous report development

“We have to fulfill the [report] requests somehow so usuallyilvgend ad hoc-

type reporting or information data to the people requesting iThere will be a

reporting release or an IT release coming up for reportingredare looking

for requests. [We] will say ... let’s put the install reporthe release. We define
requirements for these reports then submit the requiremetite 1® team. The

request is prioritized and delivered and we test the repoddturacy. Then it

goes to the release cycle process and it's released and the repdnom@nup as

a standard report.” [16:9]

According to the Innovators, the implementation of Siebel SFA wouldesott in radical SFA changes.
This meant, at least initially, the primary benefit of tieav SFA was stability and not a change in the
sales process even though there weng sources of data

“POINT goes away and it's being replaced by the Siebel SFA. SwelSEFA
and Siebel CRM will now serve as the data sources. ... Thetdategports, the
look and feel and the data will be exactly the same.” [16:144]

An area where execution during the implementation process couldobawebetter, as expressed by the
Marketing Analystwas throughenhanced training

“I think one of the things that we may not have done a good job with was training
[to know which] report do you use if you want to pull appointments.” [16:17]
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“As a corporate group, we haven't done any training in a whikeporting. ...
We don'’t have a corporate [training] team. | agree with them, tigisiprobably
something that we could do better.” [16:209]

Individual adoption incentives. The Innovators believed a culture change withoiceTechwas
required before the sales force would use the SFA. Thustraatiain for users would be making the new
SFA aasily accessible and reliable

“It's going to take availability of the Siebel SFA to bieleato handle all of this

and it's going to be a culture change ... [to] wean them off of thruedaeports.

We need to make easy for the reps that they want to go into the SFA and do this.”
[16:123]

“As we're updating Siebel SFA, how do we get this, make these repdds feas
everybody because we’re going to ... track everything in one system.” [16:124]

“Having the data accessible is going to be really importarduseclike before
POINTwasn'’t very reliable.” [16:125]

Sales reps and managers were beginning to be partially comgerimsed on successful installations.
This information was not available on the legacy SFA tassgeports. Innovators believed this could be
available and would encourage users to adopt the new SFA. Thiscetive would beproviding
needed information

“Right now we have a request for installation humbers that ales snanagers
are being paid on installations so therefore they want @oasést of what's
installed. So, that's an idea right now.” [16:6]

In prior adoption efforts, Innovators increased SFA usag®impensating for data entry

“We're telling them to do 100%. We had an adoption problem, so wetlmok
stick out.” [39:576]

“But if we got some feature functionality that thing attsatttem to use it and
then, by the way, oh, you're paid by what's entered in there, so ight mant
to get it right. We might see people active.” [40:142]

In summary, the Innovators believed Users influenced the imguitation process afoiceTechj.e. it
was a “bottom up implementation,” while the “IT department giliidee SFA implementation.”
Additionally, the Innovators were responsible for managing the @©fect for sales operations. Thus,
they were interested in providing individual adoption incentivesusers, e.g. “compensating for data
entry,” and making the SFA “easily accessible and reliable,” sele Ta2.

Table 7.2 Summary Evidence of The Innovators’ Initial TFRs
Images of Technology Technology capabilities and functions
e Technology independence e Mobility
e Real-time organization
e Capability uncertainties

Innovato
Nature of
Technology

Chapter 7 Analysis of TFRs: A Static View 91



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

Rationale for technology acquisition and Projected value of technology
implementation e Smarter Management
e Cost minimization e Smarter Sales force

e Based on IT input

Technology
Strategy

Use of technology Consequences from use of technology
o | ® Manage appointments e Data is unreliable
2 e Used as backup to SFA e Information not real time
£ e Spreadsheets used as duplicate system | e Lack of functionality
% | ¢ Reports are pushed via email e Limited managerial access to information
§ e Reports are used to manage reps e Minimal exploitation of existing functionality
S e Manual intervention e Reports created outside SFA
A e Many reports are very similar e Sophisticated SFA
e Media breaks
e Duplicate information in multiple systems
Organizational implementation process Individual adoption incentives
No global vision e Easily accessible & reliable
IT guides SFA implementation e Provide needed information
Top down initiatives e Compensate for data entry

Bottom up implementation
Continuous report development
New sources of data

Enhanced Training

Technology
Implementation
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

7.1.3 The Technologists’ Technology Frames

The role of Technologists included the Chief Technology Officdid), the Director of IT Planning and
the IT Business Analyst.

7.1.3.1 Nature of Technology
Technology capabilities and functions.The director of IT planning believed BlackBerry GPS
capabilities would provide access to pertinent information using thedégy’smobility

“It would be better [to have] a hand held and GPS capability ... [tadni],
thick report where they have to take out the field.” [13:53]

“Handhelds will be GPS enabled so we’ll be able to automatipativide a lot
of this information based on where the rep is standing” [40:129]

However, Technologists were concerned a constraint for fullyeimghting SFAwas Siebel’slimited
connectivity

“Another constraint is that with the BlackBerry you're contanonnected to
the internet whether it's if you're using a tablet PC oaptdp, you would need
... [a] wireless network card. So we also have that constraitause the reason
why they want to go mobile is to update Siebel.” [40:88]

“The thing with Siebel ... is that when you go wireless it lisited
functionality.” [40:259]

Due to the sophisticated nature of Siebel’s technology andvtilalale functionality, the Technologists
were not concerned with SH#atform compatibility
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“There’s nothing that's been said that's scared me assfappabilities. We can
do graphical display on reports, Siebel will be GPS enabled toagping and
all this stuff that we talked about, so not concerned witlatwhe current
capabilities are.” [40:1141]

In summary, the Technologists believed the key functionality igeov by SFA technology was
“mobility” and “platform compatibility.” The Technologists understd the technology’s mobility
features could be hindered by “limited connectivity” when using 8fRAlackBerry devices, see Table
7.3.

7.1.3.2 Technology Strategy

Rationale for technology acquisition and implementation.The VoiceTechCIO reasoned the legacy
SFA choice was primarily cost decision. He also believed Bietszent price decrease created greater
value that justified the acquisition of the new Siebel SFAus, the primary rationale for choosing both
old and new SFA systems we@st minimization

“We wanted to pay this much and they wanted us to pay this nuathwe
weren'’t going to pay that much ... the system just wasn't costiaigef” [13:3]

“We needed a very simplistic SFA system ... but no one [elss]wiing to
equate the price to the value ... so that's why we went in that dirédti@r23]

“They gave us an incredible deal on it.” [40:218]

VoiceTechwas beginning sales of a BlackBerry mobile device which caildd run Siebel SFA.
Additionally, asVoiceTecltontinued to expand, it needed a more reliable SFA platform. Choosing Siebel
SFA providedVoiceTechthe opportunity to capitalize on its needs for SFA mobility afidhiéty. The
Technologists were convinced the timing decision to implement the SFAsgagpportunity driven

“I would say that if we hadn’t started in the business ofrggthese devices, I'm
not so sure we would be at the point where we would put that ajpiica the
device.” [13:8]

“[We told the SFA vendor] let's make a deal in terms of ... gays wanted us
charged this and we want to pay this ... because now is probably ariuogpor
time for us, if we are going to change.” [13:41]

“So think of it as if we weren't selling this, we are jugggybacking on another
opportunity. ... We committed ... to start providing this infrastructioresales
reps [and as] it became apparent that we were acceigtatit functionality [it
was] definitely something that we should take a look at.” [13:85]

Projected value of technology.The Technologists viewed the projected value of the new SFA
technology primarily as an improvement in the platform technol&gpecifically, the most significant
projected value was froenhanced reliability and scalability

“Siebel has been an ... extremely reliable and scalable platffirén27]

“I think the fact that it will be a lot more reliable wilelp ... debunk a lot of the
[view that] ... it's not a very reliable of system.” [13:38]
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Similarly, another technology-specific projected value was ititegrating Siebel SFA intdoiceTech’s
existing Siebel CRM platform would proviéaterprise-wide integration

“The benefits [are] of adding it all to the same systarsws today that we've
assembled it.” [40:276]

The Technologists also projected that Siebel SFA prowtheck Teclha cost-effective mobile solution

“If we were trying to do the mobile development on top of Salegics, that
alone would cost more than just buying Siebel, so we viewed it as a puresbusine
case decision.” [13:42]

The CTO and the director of IT planning believed the new SkAldvenhance/oiceTech’ssales
operations. With an enhanced SP#giceTechwould know more about its potential customers and
available opportunities and thus havenaarter sales force

“Part of the objective for the SFA in the long term is ltovareps to sell smarter
so we'll know what door they're knocking on and know if anybody has latbck
on that door in the past six months.” [40:199]

“[Sales reps] manage all of the information about leadswibatd help them in
the future.” [13:32]

“[Manager] adoption oPOINT is more of them driving actions based on data.”
[13:33]

The numerous manual and multiple systems created media [@e@ss the organization. Data from
spreadsheets and paper reporting was re-entered into thar8F&RM. One of the CIO’s projected
values of the new SFA wasduced media breaks

“One inherent advantage we get with Siebel ... [is to] fitree that no account
here got created until you had the proper information on the le@adslin the

system. Currently] there is a disparity and so you [question] ltowate is all

this information.” [13:16]

“This is truly just an enabler ... in terms of ... manual acgtigihd ... unless you
can get it in an automated system there is no way you can [handle ith] [13:

In summary, the Technologists implicitly understood specifatuiees were not the primary reason the
technology was acquired and implemented. Instead, “cost minionZatias the primary decision factor
for the particular SFA technology and the timing of the decisi@s “opportunity driven.” The
Technologists did attribute some projected values to the déxdyy e.g. “enhanced reliability &
scalability,” and “reduced media breaks,” see Table 7.3.

7.1.3.3 Technology in Use

Use of Technologyln the Technologists understanding of the use of technologgieéTechthe SFA
had a simple purpose. The Technologists viewed the SFA@d primarily for appointment tracking
andmanaging appointments
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“They only enter appointments. ... They don’t enter in every sidglar they
knock on, just the doors that they're going to set up an appointmént w
[39:317]

“The rep doesn't do anything ifPOINT until they've scheduled a first
appointment with that prospect, so when a rep is out there ctittgc&thocking
on doors, they don't capture any of that informationPI@INT until they've
actually scheduled an appointment. ... There are basicallydsuits and that's
it.” [39:344]

“The appointment tracker report is highly used. ... In the morniegtings the
[manager] will [ask] what appointments do you have today, what appems
do you have next week and the rep just reads down this report.” [39:450]

The Technologists believed data entry into the SFA by the safes was a simple process. With
VoiceTech’'sechnology minimalist sales operations, the Technologists etjpectvas for an SFA as a
simple solution

“It's just numbers. Say | went on 40 cold calls today, thatlsthey enter.”
[39:363]

“All a rep does [is] enter an additional contact down here.tMbthe times they
don’t. Mainly the thing they do is they just enter the [sal@gportunity.”
[39:393]

“So it's-as you can see, there's not a whole lot of infdiam they're doing in
POINT.... It's super simple.” [39:412]

The Technologists expect®dbiceTectwould implement the simple new SFA to replicate functionality of
the legacy SFA. Thus, the director of IT planning believedimimal additional exploitation

“There will be very little difference between what wapture today versus what
we’re going to capture in Siebel.” [39:342]

“Sometimes [reps] will enter an additional contact down hereMainly the
thing they do is they just enter the opportunity.” [39:393]

Consequences from use of technologythe Technologists understood the current and future SFA
technologies each had use consequences. The SFAs desigd thmeitability of managers from seeing
data entered by sales reps and limited senior managers feamg selbordinates’ data. The CIO was not
convinced that managers needed this information, everimited managerial access

“Even though sales management may be asking for this data, I'boneinced

... what should a [sales manager] do with the information thatp@rson has
access to and then similarly what should a [senior sales mhhage at every

day ... what should a VP look at every day and what behaviors shotld tha
person change?” [13:104]

The director of IT planning believed that because the SEA mot trusted and not available when and
where neededales used manual systems as a backup
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“I think some of the push back [is because] they didn&tteulot of the data in
the system and they have their own manual one at the same time.” [40:135]

“The only time reps enter the SFA is when they're hiadke office ... so that's
the reason why a lot of them carry cards around is they cantheittatus of the
meeting they just got out of on the card. ... They have to waitthel enter it.”

[40:58]

“You'll go down to the branch and you’ll see thousands of index cards down
there.” [40:222]

A consequence of using the legacy SFA was that becaube pktceived limited SFA capabilities and
system problems/oiceTechmanagediuplicate and conflicting data

“One prospect can show in multiple different places. THg caitch there is if |
come back and | don't do a search for it and | just enter it., Negvjust entered
a dup in the system and I'm working the same prospect you are tena Ino
idea you're working at it.” [39:391]

“If I don't search for a prospect and just enter it as a chgrets no way for the
system to catch it.” [39:429]

“[Sales reps] get so many quirky, weird errors all the tiimey could be opening
up help desk tickets all day long.” [39:444]

According to the CIO, one of the consequences from havin@hlassystems and infrastructure, and
limited self-managed reporting capabilities, waplicateinformation in multiple systems

“I bet a lot of what [the Marketing Analyst] does today isdaese information is
in different places.” [13:34]

“[These reports] pull on data that is currently notR@®INT and/or ... is not
accessible in our data warehouse.” [13:14]

“I would say thePOINT data is viewed as a system of record ... but there are a
lot of other sources that provide information ... the task is to calaelihis into
a single set of information.” [13:37]

The Technologists removed functionality within the new SFA taidoon current needs. Most of the
development of the new SFA involved disabling functionality versusmmzaing functionality. Thus, the
Technologists explained that to ¥ibiceTech'sales model thieechnology had to be customized

“We ripped out a ton of functionality within the SFA so it'srwenarrowly
focused on what we need it for, so most of the development on theisSF
turning off stuff versus maximizing return on stuff.” [40:189]

“We [created] a work around based on how to deploy this witleristing sales
model.” [39:415]

“We have a system edit that says, if [a prospect’s detsif’'t been touched in
two weeks, auto-close it.” [39:416]
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“We're trying to get the navigation and the functions ... eéatee same, but the
visual of the screens look nothing [like the legacy SFA].” [39:496]

“One of the holes we've identified we haven't fixed yet.” [39:426]

In summary, Technologists had a basic understanding of how UserS&# technology. For example,
Technologists believed Users employed the SFA “primarilyafgpointment tracking” and “managing
appointments.” Also, Technologists believed the SFA Users comtpednga “information distributed
across multiple systems” and that “sales used manual systems &sia,’bsee Table 7.3.

7.1.3.4 Technology Implementation

Organizational implementation process.Because the initial implementation process was designed to
only replace the functionality of the legacy SFA with a @A platform, the Technologists hémv
requirements uncertainty

“Our goal is just replace it just in functionality, so we ddréive a whole lot of
guestions as far as how that’s going to work.” [39:480]

“We have [the analyst’'s] requirements document which outlinesything that
POINT does, all the data that's captured, all the functionality thatre
deploying, so I think it's a good description.” [39:337]

The Technologists had little in-house development support. Even thowghramgirements were
minimized and existing functionality was replicated, the Technolog&iserious resource constraints

“We have serious constraints in order to meet our timeline eeya@ne agrees
that something needs to be done, it's just we have real oesconstraints.”
[39:484]

“We had little in-house support from a development perspectivees had to
outsource a lot of the support which kind of prolonged stabilizing the
applications.” [40:50]

Similarly, the CIO describedoiceTech’seliance upon third-parties instead of internal IT resources

“We leverage heavily third party applications, includingb®iefor example, to
do a lot of the heavy lifting ... but really quite frankly spend enof our time
integrating applications and moving data from application A toiegtjon B.”

[13:1]

“It's a little deceiving because we do a lot of out sourcectidgwment, but we
also do a lot of ASP’s [Application Service Provider]. So wave less
[resources] probably than others just because of our reliancapplication
service providers.” [13:2]

The Technologists explained the main goal was to deploy the new8kAhe existing functionality of
the legacy SFA. The Technologists understood their initial taskavaplicate the existing system

“The main goal for the initial [SFA release] is to laureh is with the same
functionality.” [39:475]
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“We're not going to introduce a whole lot of brand new functionalftthe same
time we’re transitioning to a whole new SFA platform.” [40:301]

Each SFA release was scoped and planned shortly before its iempdetion. Technologists were clear on
this point when asked about details for future releases. Téetalirof IT planning understood he had a
quarterly basis operating plan and thus the organizational imptatima process became quarterly. As a
result, the Technologists hadlort-term planning horizon

“We haven't scoped that release yet as a whole, so we fingh¢tnhancements
that maybe we’ll want to put in at the same time, just haworie that analysis
yet.” [39:506]

“We haven't scoped it out yet. The next opportunity for aasgewill be in
October. We just need to do that analysis.” [39:507]

“We haven't even started development on Siebel yet. We're doirsgart in a
couple of weeks, so our plan was replicate existing functignalithin the
Siebel SFA solution.” [40:149]

“We wouldn't start the development on the reports on Februariréalistically
we wouldn't start those until probably March. We can’t edhe reports until
you have a lot of the data.” [40:303]

Individual adoption incentives. The Technologists believed users of the new SFA needed ive=etd
adopt the system. The CIO suggested a key for individual adoption of the Sk#uitave system usage

“If I had to choose between right now between functionality aarigation
ease, | would choose navigation.” [13:39]

“How do we make it so that we have a more intuitive userresque so that |
can sit down a 22 year old in front of a screen and they shouldyl@®®eable to
do all of the transactions that we need them to do without training?” [13:10]

“One of our learning’s in 2005 was we just need to send [data to managers] via e-
mail so that they can act upon it rather than having them log[time SFA].”
[13:49]

Additionally, the CIO believed another incentive vpasviding usersmproved information management

“If you are going to capture all of this data and no one is gmrdp anything
with it, what's the point.” [13:20]

“[If] people aren’t logging on and doing the basic adoption or basictungdaf
activities because you are screwed because ... if you don't ddahdratyou
haven’t done anything.” [13:55]

The director of IT planning also suggested sales repsinpensated for data entry

“And they [will] get paid to enter [SFA data], so we’re hopifgloption is]
100%.”

In summary, the Technologists believed their charge wasgtement a more stable SFA platform but
not change much, e.g. “replicate the existing system.” Technaduidieved they knew all of the SFA
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requirements and did not plan for any new functionality, e.g. “lauirements uncertainty” and “short
planning horizon.” As a resultyoiceTechhad “serious resource constraints” in its implementation
process. To increase users’ SFA adoption, Technologists sugg@sigleé solutions, e.g. “intuitive
system usage” and “compensate for data entry,” see Table 7.3.

Table 7.3 Summary Evidence of The Technologists’ Initial TFRs

- Images of Technology Technology capabilities and functions
o Sle - e Mobility
3 £ e Limited connectivity
S § e Platform compatibility
Rationale for technology acquisition and Projected value of technology
& .. | implementation e Enhanced reliability & scalability
§ & | * Costminimization e Enterprise-wide integration
20 S S | ° Opportunity driven e Cost-effective mobile solution
E ° @ e Smarter sales force
g e Reduced media breaks
° @ Use of technology Consequences from use of technology
- - e Primarily appointment tracking e Limited managerial access to information
% E e Manage appointments e Sales uses manual systems as a backup
ol S e Simple solution e Duplicate and conflicting data
= E e Minimal additional exploitation e Duplicate information in multiple systemis
é e Technology must be customized
o | Organizational implementation process Individual adoption incentives
§'§ e Low requirements uncertainty e Intuitive system usage
E G | ® Serious resource constraints e Improved information management
5 Sle Replicate existing system e Compensate for data entry
2 E— e Short-term planning horizon

7.1.4 The Users-Managers’ Technology Frames

7.1.4.1 Nature of Technology
Technology capabilities and functions A senior-level User-Manager expressed a desire for mobile
technology withtouch screens

“Because we move fast and them having to sit down at a comgndegput it in
[is inefficient] ... something like a touch screen [would] be grda60:168]

In summary, User-Managers spoke minimally regarding the enatfirtechnology. User Managers
understood sales reps desired technology that was easy to use, e.g. “tousli’ serediable 7.4.

7.1.4.2 Technology Strategy

Projected value of technology An expected problem solved in the new SFA technology was giving
senior-level User-Managers access to sales rep perforndatee Thus, a projected value of the
technology was thehsiring of operational data

“If POINT would allow me to view manager-level things and if | could see

how many [completed sales] we have currently that would béy rieelpful.”
[19:20]
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A senior manager projected the SFA technology would beNeiiteTechwith one integrated data
source

“If they could go to one place and everybody went to one placdaHéosame
data]. ... It hits me on my BlackBerry and it hits everybody oir tBackBerry
so wherever you are, what city and stuff like that, you knowtlxatat’'s going
on.” [29:2,3]

Another projected value espoused by managers was that givingaléee repsPDAs enabled SFA
integration

“Obviously the [PDA] technology ... would merge into tROINT system.”
[19:40]

In summary, User-Managers perceived the value of the teclyna®gnabling integration across the
organization. User-Managers pointed to the “sharing of operationalatadd’one integrated data source”
as examples, see Table 7.4.

7.1.4.3 Technology in Use

Use of TechnologyTechnology was used by the sales force in various ways basediadual needs.
The technology enabled sales reps to reserve a prospect’s tabgaassociating the sales rep with the
prospect. This reservation help€diceTech’dJser-Managers deal with conflicts between different sales
reps. Thus, technology was usedrtanage territories

“POINT is really our territory management [tool] because [it]desreps to go
into particular accounts and input data and in essence réberaecount saying
I’'m working with this customer. Here’'s when I’'m meeting with thiefh8:14]

User-Managers used the technologytfacking sales

“If I have a rep that's not writing deals or I've got arntethat’s struggling, the
first thing | look for is how many new opportunities have theynepein the
current month to date.” [33:22]

“We have a month end report that basically tells us how maais de the
branch has on a daily basis ... " [29:10]

“I get an automatically generated report every morning from aatomated
system which is calle®OINT ... It shows me the total amount of activity for
each manager’s market.” [18:1]

Senior-level User-Managers spent a lot of time each dgyapng and reviewing sales performance
reports. Because the legacy SFA had many problems and didvaomgnagers the information they
needed in a timely manner, managers used alternative techsolbkge spreadsheets and email, for
manual sales reporting

“My business manager goes to all the sales managers irffites and gets an
update for their sales that day. She updates the trackeshinats the forecast
they made that morning for the day, the results to that fdrearas their weekly
results of their weekly forecast.” [18:5]
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VoiceTechencouraged competitiveehaviors between its sales teams and between differerst sale
markets. In most cases, sales performance data was opeitdplavio all sales employees. Thus, the
technology allowed User-Managers to evaluate sales performamcerapare markets

“An Excel spreadsheet is sent out on e-mail everyday ... ty ether [senior
sales manager] in the company, the senior [executive] tedine icompany, and
a few other people so everybody knows where everybody is aleis & the end
of every day. | can look and see where every market ishamdnumber of sales.
| can even see where every [sales] team is.” [18:6]

“The [market] report is done in deals primarily ... and frdraré | get a 10,000
sq. ft. view of what's going on in all the markets. The other ntepiat is
generated for me that | look off of is called the executimort which basically
gives that information for all the branches.” [29:5]

Forecasting was another important management task. On a dadilywand monthly basis, managers
were required to make projections about sales of their teams.Mdine TecHJser-Managers understood
technology was used in each office locatiosupport forecasting

“The [forecast] report generates a forecast for the fatlgweek. So, you get
the following week forecast and when that week ends you getcenpage of
what you did to forecast for the week and so forth.” [29:7]

“[Forecasting] is based on the information we gathered atayri.. from the
past week. On Monday, we gather all the information on that bec¢hungss

happen from Friday to Monday. ... Then we have our plan for the rdbaDf
week. So we take the information from the past week and ddirapply it to

what'’s going to go on this week and kind of let it dictate [the forecdgtR0]

“The information is passed on to me in an accurate mannerwisether we're
meeting with qualified decision makers and then that's narrowed dnto a
forecast.” [18:84]

Besides managing their sales reps, managers were alsoedetpiihelp their office in its sales rep
recruiting efforts.VoiceTechdid not have a formal system for managing the recruiting psose User-
Managers used alternative technologiesrianual recruitment tracking

“Recruiting is a huge part of our job. | use Outlook for schedulingon’t
necessarily have any system to generate reports, so | hageupowith a couple
of my own. ... It would be kind of neat if we had something consistetut |
am coming up with my own Excel spreadsheet to track it.” [19:1]

Some User-Managers used the technology to generate repossgpatted training

“I actually use [the dashboard reporting] tool to train them afopwance and
numbers and activity so they can see it in black and white #teessand it has
been very helpful.” [19:32]

Consequences from use of Technologyser-Managers could not access sales rep data. Managéds c
view team leaders’ data and team leaders could view sgdedata. As a result, User-Managers believed
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one of the most unfavorable consequences of the legacy SFAimited managerial access to
information

“I can only view the [sales team leaders] and that is oneedfitigest hurdles for
POINT as a [manager].” [19:9]

“Every person above can only view the person below. So [managarslview
what | can view as a senior manager. | can't view wHaakes team leader] can
view. | can just view really just teams, not individual reps.” [19:14]

“l used to sign in as a sales team leader everyP@YNT isn't really useful to
me at all.” [19:18]

“If | ask the [sales team leader] for their user name ans\gad and sign in as
them | can then view it, but is that appropriate to ask th@nthieir user name
and password?” [19:72]

Many sales reps did not like the technology’s user interf@tieers entered data only to see it disappear
the next time it was accessed. Newer sales reps did mstdata at all. Thus, User-Managers believed
another consequence of the legacy SFA waddditatwas unreliable

“It's never accurate. ... Not necessarily all of the infolioratyou need [is in
POINT] ... " [19:28]

“Sometimes they don’t d@POINT updates] it for a week.” [7:173]

“Sometimes the system is messed up and they can't get Tinay use that
excuse or it didn’t work for two days. So, the informatiorsgdtoddy. Plus you
can have duplicate appointments in there.” [7:6]

“A lot of conflict results as to the ownership of the accauen when deals are
closed.” [19:120]

Another consequence from using the legacy SFA was that dnefe@lying on a single, authoritative
source for sales information, User-Managers credwgdicate information in multiple systems

“I have each person sending me the same exact Excel spreadihgest their
information and then | do a lot of cutting and pasting into the masiger and
send that out to the branch.” [19:27]

“Everybody has their own system and that’s just a way for eeatager to track
the individual deals sold for the month.” [19:2]

“We have several different places where we report thait sEems to be
somewhat redundant all of the time where you are reporting narabére front
board, numbers to [the senior manager] verbally and then the s¢pattshe
generates come from that.” [19:24]

User-Managers believed théoiceTechsales model did not give sales reps the opportunity to update
POINT consistently because the sales reps were in the field seémigday. The result was that sales
information was not real time
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“If they had easy access to indOINT throughout the day, it would be good.”
[19:7]

“There’s always time at sometime during the day or lunchlbtkat you have
some time, but you don’t have the technology or the instrument to &e¢catib
that.” [19:16]

“They don't do it immediately. So maybe by the end of the week they will update
all of the information for the activity throughout the week .hefle are only so
many computers and everybody shares them.” [19:31]

Because there was no forecasting system, User-Managersitgeneronthly forecasts as guesses based
on the number of available employees and those employees’ fiasy.H®r this reasoforecasting was
ad-hoc

“We generate the monthly forecast at the beginning of the monththat's
almost a pure guess based on headcount.” [33:24]

“I can take a slice of whatever | want, how they did lasekven their
appointments forecast, their deal forecast, their head cauriskahow many
people we're potentially losing in the recent time frame, and thgoes on to
make their forecast for the following week.” [18:9]

“l run a meeting everyday with my managers in which at tlggnbéeng of every
week they forecast for the week and everyday of that weekftiegast what
they're doing that day, all of which is making up their monthly forecast.” §18:2

Senior managers believed information should be consolidated. Beghtrse ad-hoc nature of reporting
atVoiceTechUser-Managers believed there wiye many reports

“It seems like we have just a lot of reports. It would rbee if we could
consolidate a little bit. Right now for what | need, thinge avorking but
consolidation would probably help.” [29:16]

User-Managers were required to track their sales téameal time. HoweverYoiceTechdid not have
systems that provided information to managers in real-time. As a, r@sulagers had manual systems for
tracking sales. Included were telephone calls from sales aegsupdating erasable white boards
throughout the office. Also, managers used SFA information outpdtsanually re-entered information
into other systems, spreadsheets, and manual reports. The consequbase wiputs and outputs were
media breaks

“The [senior manager sees] ... all of the results and stufhis board, too.”
[7:16]

“l give [updates] to him and put them up on the board [and] changehtson
board” [7:31]

“I have to change it. | got two more deals today. ... | even hdng board and |
have a little summary board that | use also.” [7:32]

“It would require more control for us to do that wiROINT. ... So it is more
manual, a call, what did you get today? And it's accurate data.” [18:7]
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“Actual handwritten daily activity reports, turning in busiaeards, things like
that.” [18:21]

“I personally train my [sales team leaders] to have everybotlyt into POINT,
print out their individual appointment trackers and then the {dsiam leader]
scrub it for accuracy and then puts it into some sort of mgakiemselves to see
the numbers. So there is a lot of steps to do that.” [19:3]

“The administrator ... collects information and puts it together a spreadsheet
for everybody. ... Each [sales team leader] has to e-mail tlvenbers for the
day and then she puts it into the spreadsheet.” [19:30]

User-Managers believed the legacy SFA to be less reltabh manually collected data. To collect more
accurate data, they believed SFA unreliability requiigltter sales rep management

“[POINT] is definitely not as reliable as manual data but it'®taeasier to
manipulate. So the challenge you have is to try to manage yoptep® give
you true data, and | know it's not totally accurate. | haviglired a better way
to make it accurate other than to manage it better.” [18:20]

“We generally have to scrub information ... and the [salem tkmder] lets
individual reps know there is a discrepancy in what was Mgrbgported and
what we have ifPOINT.” [19:38]

In summary, User-Managers understood their SFA use as maneging, reporting and tracking sales,
and supporting forecasting requirements, e.g. “manage terrjtofieacking sales,” and “support
forecasting.” In characterizing the consequences of using timdiegy, User-Managers expressed
concerns about the lack of accurate and real-time information, e.g. “datawediable” and “information
was not real-time,” see Table 7.4.

Table 7.4 Summary Evidence of The User-Managers’ Initial TFRs

- D Images of Technology Technology capabilities and functions
o 2 °« - e Touch screens
5 ¢
|_
N > Rationale for technology acquisition and Projected value of technology
ofl S 5 | implementation e Sharing of operational data
% £& e - e One integrated data source
% é n e PDA enables SFA integration
2. Use of technology Conseguences from use of technology
cTJ o e Manage territories e Limited access to operational data
2. > e Track sales e Data is unreliable
- i e Manual sales reporting e Duplicate information in multiple systems
g e Compare markets e Information not real time
E e  Support forecasting e Ad-hoc forecasting
= e Manual recruitment tracking s Too many reports
= e Support training + Media Breaks
e Tight sales rep management
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Organizational implementation process Individual adoption incentives
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Technology
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7.1.5 The Users-Reps’ Technology Frames

The role of User-Reps included the sales team leaders repiesand customer care reps. Each of these
users were members of the sales force.

7.1.5.1 Nature of Technology

Technology capabilities and functionsSales reps believed technologies, including laptop computers
and BlackBerrys or smartphones, had necessary functionality ted@rop-to-date information and
increase sales rapobility

“Having some type of device where you can look at this infaonatnd locate it
through a hand held device would definitely be beneficial.” [10:2]

“l think more information as far as the emails, Do Not Cddsiitory list in a
more accessible manner, handheld, laptop. ... To have that inforraatidable
to you to make the job a little bit easier.” [15:54]

“The information they would need to retrieve through a hand deldce is
information that they would need during an appointment.” [10:4]

Sales reps spent all day in the field visiting as manypgicis as possible. Thus, these reps believed the
technology should havmapping capabilities

“If there’s some kind of like grid or like just a map of bazip code and they
could like highlight it with their mouse and then boom, it would terealist of

what you highlighted of which prospects are in that chunk and i&ttleast 50,
boom, you're golden.” [5:41]

A sales rep suggested the technology should also have built-in capdloititiesl-timesales reporting

“Normally | have about two appointments a day. Let's say I'ntintgjt30-35
doors every day and if | can see how many doors it takes focofe calls to
appointment ratio and then maybe appointment to sales rationsavldvery 100
doors that | hit, there’s going to be a deal.” [26:43]

In summary, the User-Reps focused on technology capabilitieBiactbns they could use in the field.
Specifically, the User-Reps understood technology would benefit. tiibey spoke of the features and
capabilities of the technology, e.g. “mobility” and “mapping capabilities¢’ Table 7.5.

7.1.5.2 Technology Strategy
Projected value of technologyUser-Reps believed the technology’s mobile solution nsatirter sales

force

“A laptop would be huge. You know, the big thing about having a laptmp, y
can [view] yourPOINT territory book [which] has the decision makers name.
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But if you had a laptop or a mobile device out in the field that internet
service, you could conceivably look up every president, CEO or robeafere
you walked through that door and you could learn a little bit more.” [11:6]

The customer service reps believed the technology wolldnee customer service management

“Siebel's CRM tool is phenomenal and if you can actually g& there and
massage everything and pull it out, it would be very useful.” [20:3]

In summary, while User-Reps spoke only sparingly regarding technologgstritiey perceived the new
SFA would make them more effective. The User-Reps expresbetief that a “mobile solution makes
the sales force smarter” and would “enhance customer sendnagement,” in relation to the projected
value of technology, see Table 7.5.

7.1.5.3 Technology in Use

Use of TechnologyThe sales reps were required to manage their saletyaasimngVoiceTech'ssales
operations technologies. For example, some sales reps used tedmtil@giMapQuest for territory
mapping, Dunn and Bradstreet for prospect information, and online desabar reporting purposes.
Each of these technologies helped sales reps completdditgiactivities

“In the morning I'll print out paperwork for my appointments.” [15:37]

“Headcount, we do have to enter that information in the appeintt directory
every Friday, then we have to get the number of headcountuthieen of total
heads we have and then effective heads.” [23:6]

“Oh, the on-line report should take 30 seconds. You put in how madycati
you made, how many appointments you set, how many telemarketingyaalls
made and how many deals you sold. Just four numbers.” [23:24]

“[Managers] need a tool to track what's going on and | thiilska pretty good
tool for tracking, you know, our activity.” [26:3]

Sales reps were also expected each day to enter allaggdemtments into the SFA. This information
became data used to generate various sales management fdpmidser-Reps primarily used the SFA
for appointment management

“[In] POINT you have a list of ... your appointments. | had a first appoimtme
with ABC Company today ... and the first appointment has a day and time on the
calendar. I'll come back and I'll status that appointment aino down box as
appointment completed, call back, or second appointment. If | dondec
appointment, it will have me enter in a pop-up calendar and entghen the
second appointment is and that appointment is considered statuaadebtere

is an outcome that you recorded and the second appointment was set.” [15:25]

“At the end of every week and every month, | print out my app@ntrtracker
and | can do it per rep and | can say, you know, so and so wenghn e
appointments for the entire month, that’'s why, you know, they finishextewh
they did finish and just-or didn’t do well.” [5:4]
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“The online [system] goes into detail as far as how neolg calls they made,
presentations, sit downs, how many referrals they got and how many gtlisne c
they made and how many appointments they set. So that helpewegkhing
and it helps the reps figure out their ratio.” [10:76]

Sales managers used technology to track and verify eachreals orders were correctly entered and
properly assigned. Thus, users understood technologies were availatefaracking

“I have to check orders in our order tracker and then in our Sihebase to
make sure the rep’s name [is there and] make sure they are under nig.” [5:2

Unbeknownst to many sales reps, the SFA allowed VPN acoesdJSser-Reps’ home computers. Thus,
only a handful of User-Reps usetinote SFA access

“I have my VPN set up at home so | can get onto the network here.” [2:7]

Customer care reps dealt with customers after the ssdenvade. They used technology for maintaining
customer contacts

“[Customers] will say can you send me some more information in writidd’t
just shoot them an email attachment on it.” [24:21]

Customer care reps also referenced information in the SFA dipgaily used Siebel CRM and a
VoiceTectknowledge base to facilitateistomer relationship management

“We have the knowledge base and each week we have an ostigEder, so if
we get a question ... not in the knowledge base or we don’t achally it in

front of us, we just jot it down and they’ll get the inforroatiin the knowledge
base. They're always adding different things to that.” [24:34]

VoiceTechmaintained sales rep handbooks, product manuals, competitor dataleenfbisns within its
intranet. This information was available to all reps and somergffirthentranet supplements training

“We don’t go over the handbook together. We will sit and go oveintnanet
together. That's one of the things that | kind of guide them thredmgn they're
first hired and they come out of training.” [10:23]

“Information can be found on our sales intranet, so | would follow up tiéh

reps if | feel like they aren’t using the information thati®vided to them. ...

That's something that’s provided on the sales intranet thaefisehave access.”
[10:67]

“We get on the sales intranet on a daily basis ... there’'s @f lihings that are
provided in the sales intranet that the reps don’'t know ... and damt to take
the time to look at it.” [10:69]

Consequences from use of Technolog®nly sales reps on the job for three or more months used
POINT. Non-use by newer reps exacerbated problems with duplicate aflidtcmndata. These sales
reps had to write sales contacts on sheets of paper as a r@suibrogales reps not using the technology

“In the first three months they tell you [your SFA is] that sheet of pajae12]
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Because junior reps did not use the SFA, User-Reps belieest reports were used to manage reps

“The paper [reports] go into more detail as far as whenguhdeen. It's easy
for someone just to put a number up there on the online [report].” [10:78]

“It helps us figure out how they’re managing their territdrglps us figure out
... a lot of information that we look through that to make s$heg’re getting the
right information when they’re out cold calling.” [10:81]

The POINT SFA was consistently viewed as a frustration to saps.rThey were frustrated with not
being able to get the information they needed, not being aligitoto the SFA, and not having filtering
capabilities on many reports. User-Reps believed these daregsics made the SFAot easily used or
useful

“I would prefer [being able to go] intBOINT to print it out and it would be nice
and neat and typed.” [5:1]

“They’re going to write it on their calendar and then theyeh@avturn around and
go sit at a computer if there’s one available and if thaldete actually works
and then they have to enter it in there.” [5:7]

“You're dealing with like 2000 pages, so it's real tedious higghly annoying.”
[5:16]

“There needs to be less frustrating things BKINT.” [5:17]

“You'll start a task and it will lock up and you don’t have titeelog out and
restart your computer, so you just don't do it and then you forget to do it,
you've wasted 10 minutes.” [5:24]

Because User-Reps were in the field most every day withobileraccess to the SFA, they only updated
POINT when they had time and were in the office. The consequeasdhatinformation was not real
time

“If I need to be out the door for an 11:00 o’clock [appointment] |ddve [sales
data] on my desk and when | get back ... I'll put it in.” [2:1]

Another consequence of using OINT SFA was it relied on a software and hardware platform that was
outdated and not scalableVoiceTech’'scurrent growth trajectory. As a result, many of the inewed
User-Reps reported that tB&A was slow

“The system is very slow, it's very antiquated. It lodike it runs on an old Dos
system.” [2:2]

“It's just a slow-running program. ... There’s just a lot of tswehere you can't
log in.” [2:3]

“It's very slow ... and it's just extremely annoying.” [5:89]

Sales reps were required to use one of a handful of computexacin office. These User-Reps
acknowledgedPC sharing caused frustration
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“It is frustrating because there are not that many computetghen there's a
line to check your e-mail.” [9:20]

User-Reps admitted calls and visits to businesses on the doHrgtagere made because tB&A was
not used to identify prospects or DNC's

“We just kind of had to walk around and see what was going on anand e
didn’t really use the territory book that much. -” [9:62]

“When somebody sends a branch email that says ‘Do Not Call tlisrpethat
sticks in my head more than me flipping through and sayingtl gpent five
minutes scanning this list and I'm not supposed to call this person.” [15:35]

Because sales reps were in the field each day with no naatibss to the SFA, they creathuplicate
information in multiple systems

“I can't just update something in the system or do emails ab imeause I'm in
my car. ... So I've made my own sheets and things like thaeép knyself
organized just for my sanity.” [5:9]

“The paper [report] is the biggest hang up for everybody beddssso time
consuming and so redundant.” [15:20]

Each office occasionally printed out territory books and mada tailable to sales reps so they could
use them to verify information for future sales calls. In otases, sales reps resorted to making sales
calls from business cards other reps had collected. Thus, dteensgontaineduplicate and conflicting
data

“I know we have our territory books but they are so outdated, rénayot
updated, half the businesses on there don’t exist anymore and they dorttichave
new businesses. So | don't know how old they are but they're very
uninformative.” [2:13]

“There’s just so many cards lying around the office, if yoti pisk a handful up,
you might call [a business on the do-not-call list] and justkmow it. ... I'm
certainly not going to remember when | get back [to the offs®],just throw it
into my personal ‘do not call this person again’ [stack].” [2:16]

The User-Reps believed their territory books were inaceuildte books, which provided information
about all the businesses in a given territory, contained sy eraors about those businesses that reps
tended to not rely on them. They were a product of data entered®@itdT. Thus, because of the
problems withPOINT and the errors in the territory books, users believed prodatcivas unreliable

“We have a territory book that's a product BOINT that has a list of ...
businesses in your territory and the decision maker’s nametHguitaformation
is inaccurate a lot of the time and stuff changes. The datafeas updated too
often ... so | don't really rely on that information very much at all.” [11:4]

Because the SFA technology was limited, the User-Reps eguaed to use printed marketing materials
and forms. There waso online form capability

Chapter 7 Analysis of TFRs: A Static View 109



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

“Qur presentation kits along with the other collateral i inook that's about
two inches thick and ... when the reps are cold calling fiftgrs a day, they
don’t know if they should be carrying that information or not.” [10:166]

Sales reps believed pushing too much information to a PDA hativeegansequences. They believed a
PDA interface had to be simple. The PDA had limited screeresgadnobile access to information was
limited

“I think it would be faster just to text message ... our proggineer, and say
‘Hey, does this work with this?” And he could reply yes or Whereas ...
[providing] an index of everything we do ... would just be way too diffi”
[2:18]

ThePOINT SFA was not designed with mobility features. Instead, it requieps to return from the field
to the office each evening to enter sales activitiesR@tNT. Reps believed they had better tools to use
in the office than in the field because of tlivisited mobile functionality

“ They want us to be at the office [telemarketing] ... butntsvery efficient to
sit there with your cell phone and try and make 200 calls. .yo8aome here,
you have a computer with internet access. ... You have bettethtralgo utilize
than | would if I was in my car making calls.” [11:25]

Successful sales reps tended to be self-motivated and socially engégipgvanted to be out in the field
meeting and engaging potential customers face-to-face or ophthree instead of via email or text
messages. In light of this desire to not use email and texdagieg to engage customers, some User-
Reps believed less socially engaging, and therefore lessssfaic reps, might rely on the technology to
interact with customers. The successful reps believetblaile SFA solution made the sales force less
interactive with customers

“I know a lot of reps that use e-mail way more frequentlythdo. I'm a phone
person. | would rather be on the phone talking to someone than contaatatg
mail. It takes longer and ... it's less interaction.” [2:11]

The sales reps understood Bi€A was used as arbiter for opportunity conflicts

“[With] POINT, one of the first intentions of it was to solve rep conflict.” LB]:

“It's hard to go out there and find a deal to close and you ¢k into the
office and then you have to battle it out with another rep ingideoffice.”
[11:122]

The legacy SFA provided limited information about territosgignments for sales reps in the field. This
lack of clarity in the system prompted some User-Reps to claintettidbries were not well understood

“Territories have been the biggest problem for me and I'vethigdidea since
POINT came out” [5:14]

“There needs to be an automated way to retrieve that data ... right {Be28]

“There needs to be a map for that that | can highlight ligereyour mouse just
kind of highlight an area and then, boom, all the prospects pop up.” [5:121]
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In summary, the User-Reps use of technology was direditeceto the information they were required
to submit. Thus, the User-Reps perceived the SFA was usedatinty their activities, e.g. and
“appointment management” and “order tracking.” However, the Bsgs perceive the SFA as being
limited in providing benefits to them, e.g. “duplicate and conflictiffgrmation” and “SFA was slow,”
see Table 7.5.

7.1.5.4 Technology Implementation

Organizational implementation process.User-Reps believed interfacing with the IT department for
needed reports was a protracted process. A customer care regtapal@nytime a new report or query
was needed, he hadgabmit requests to an IT queue

“It's not the quickest process. It's not as if thereridraerface where | can go in
and say | need to see this, this and this. You actually need to gopersiom that
can write the query. Regardless of whether or not | caie wrSiebel query, they
have to do it. ... They want to help, but there’s a queue and you duwavefto
prioritize your report against other ones.” [20:4,5]

Individual adoption incentives. The User-Reps believed users could be motivated to use theFfew S
and mobile technologies if it woufdcilitate prospect management

“I think it would be great if each day you had a list givernybu to call these
people and cold call these people.” [9:22]

“Definitely, that's [the value of the prospect list] the only reasoouild ever use
it.” [26:36]

Another suggested incentive for increasing user-rep adoptionoma®dify the data entry process to
increasesase of use

“The only thing | think abouPOINT is it's hard to type in when you have to
reschedule an appointment. You almost have to go in there aief time
appointment you can say, okay, the appointment has been cancellééragdu
have to go in and type in a new appointment instead of just resehtedthis
time. | think that would make things a lot easier.” [26:8]

Finally, the customer care reps wanted to hageiek turnaround on requests

“I'd love to have access to data because | don’t want to haveitomw anyone.
... If I could say ‘Here’s what | need to see and here’s whered to see it’ and
it would come right away.” [20:5]

In summary, the User-Reps spoke minimally abéoiteTech’smplementation process. Customer care
User-Reps noted their frustrations with the length of tiemuired to make changes to the SFA, e.g.
“submit to IT queue” and “quick turnaround on requests.” User-Repsviedlithey would use the SFA if
it was easier to use and would help them identify prospects, esp tdaise” and “facilitate prospect
management,” See Table 7.5.

Chapter 7 Analysis of TFRs: A Static View 111



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

Table 7.5 Summary Evidence of The User-Reps’ Initial TFRs

o % Images of Technology Technology capabilities and functions
Ssfac - . Mobilty
T e Mapping capabilities
— e Real-time reporting
> > Rationale for technology acquisition and Projected value of technology
38 implementation e Smarter sales force
% % e - e Enhanced customer service management
B>
Use of technology Consequences from use of technology
« Daily Activities e Junior sales reps not using the technology
e Appointment management e Paper reports used to manage reps
e Order Tracking e Not easily used or useful
7] e Remote SFA access ¢ Information is not real-time
8 o e Customer contacts e SFAis slow
ml 2 e Customer Relationship Management e PC sharing causes frustration
ol < e Intranet supplements training e SFA not used to identify prospects or DNC/s
n S e Duplicate information in multiple systems
ml 3 e Duplicate and conflicting data
% e Data is unreliable
& e No online form capability
e Mobile access to information is limited
e Limited mobile functionality
e Mobile solution makes sales force less
interactive with customers
e SFA used as arbiter
e Territories not well understood
> © Organizational implementation process Individual adoption incentives
15 ?, e Submitto IT queue e Facilitates prospect management
2 S e Ease of use
é g e Quick turnaround on requests

7.2 Incongruence evidence and analysis

Following Orlikowski and Gash (1994), we use the analysisitiliiT FRs atVoiceTecho evaluate TFR
incongruencies between roles. This analysis reveals importanedidts in understanding across roles as
the innovation effort was initiated. Evidence of these differeggresented in the following based on
comparisons of TFRs across roles. Table 7.6 summarizes these incomgtuenc

7.2.1 Incongruence in Use of Technology

There was incongruence in understanding WhiceTechwas using an SFA. This incongruence existed
between Champions and Innovators, on one hand, and Technologists and Userspiterth€he
Champions and Innovators had a nuanced view of how technology can ingaiteseperformance in
different areas. The Technologists and Users had a much siwigerestricted to few areas of the sales
process.

The CMO used aggregate sales results information based eklywmanual consolidation of sales
spreadsheets. He understood the efforts of the involved stakeholders itlyraeating these reports
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“The [productivity analysis] report has ... the productivity pales rep in each
market. ... They can get the data fré?®INT and from other ... things that
people submit. But, there is a tremendous amount of manual Excatispeets
to bubble this stuff up. [The Marketing Analyst] ... gets rgvee’s
[spreadsheets] on Saturday. He works on them on Sunday and sends tbe
[executives], myself, and all the [senior sales manag®ajly, the branch
managers go into their tracker, which is an Excel spreadsimeethay say, oh,
look at that! We are at this many deals by channel by product.haydsend us
an email. There’s probably fifty people on that email.” [1:15, 1:18]

Also, the Marketing Analyst, as an Innovator, understood the rethdtsource of the data, and how it
could be used

“Month-end results come from an automated report. This coigés from
Siebel data. These are official results so they cogh from the system. This is
just a different formatting of the same data.” [16:31]

“This is something that the branch uses as a backup to Siebghe®othey are
entering orders into Siebel or receiving orders, they’ll enterformation related
to this order on this big list here and they’'ll enter sgaeple who sold it and
what the product is and when it was signed and some other information.” [16:40]

However, the Technologists’ understanding of complexity of useneasligned with the needs and
current uses of the SFA. The director of IT saw little needtange ifVoiceTech’'processes with the
new Siebel SFA

“There will be very little difference between what wapture today versus what
we’re going to capture ... in Siebel.” [39:342]

“They update it as necessary and really in addition to that,otie other
information they’re entering as it relates to that specific praspélowent out on
the first meeting with this prospect on this date and on ithis &nd here’s the
result of that meeting’ after they went out on it.” [39:344]

“So, as you can see, there’'s not a whole lot of information theyding in
POINT. They're coming in here and they're scheduling appointments apdethe
logging statuses against appointments and that's 90% of what they do i'$iere.
super simple.” [39:412]

Likewise, the Users believed the SFA was primarily used for trackidgeheduling of appointments

“POINT is really our territory management ... [and] enables repgotanto
particular accounts and input data and in essence reserve the account.” [18:14]

“You have a few functions iROINT, an appointment tracker, and you have the
list of your opportunities. You can view a Do Not Call listand you can fill in
your [activity report] ... with just a base number, no details” [15:27]

“I think it's a pretty good tool for tracking, you know, our activity” [26:3]
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“[The SFA is used] ... for performance ... what they've sold anddsg on a
daily basis of maybe appointment trackers, too, how many appointnieyts t
have set for the week.” [7:20]

This incongruence regarding technology in us¥ateTeclcreated a tension between the stakeholders.
Champions and Innovators envisioned, on the one hand, an SFA that would ehieabsers’ sales
performance. They understoddbiceTech’sgrowth was not sustainable using a simple SFA. The
Technologists, on the other hand, believed there would be few chandks ISFA other than the
technology platform being more stable. Also, the User-Reps bdlithe SFA to exist only for entering
the basic information about their daily activities. The rd8éanagers believed the SFA’s main purpose
was to give them occasional reports about User-Reps’ performance.

7.2.2 Incongruence in Technology Strategy

A second incongruence was that Champions, on one hand, believed theyglbad strategy and vision
for implementing Siebel SFA and for innovating Y¥aiceTechsales process

“We decided thaPOINT really wasn’t going to be able to take us where we
wanted to go. When we looked at, well, ... ultimately we wailietable to have

our sales reps equipped with a [mobile] device that they camugde field,
POINT didn’t really have that connection built in whereas Siebel Siiebel [is]

our base CRM for everything else that we do. They wer@ngitb give us great
pricing. So, strategically we thought this would be a better path for us to go down
to implement [solutions] that will tie into everything else thathage already.

On the other hand, the Innovators beliexmceTechlacked a global vision and was only tactical in
implementing and adopting technologies and making small incremental chatigesales process

“l think we have a lot of that information in different placésit | think what
we’re having to find is as a global initiative, we haven't takka # global vision
and documented that.” [39:602]

“I think what you're asking for is what we would call a visistatement about
what in a perfect world, how would we want this whole thing tokviera global
sense. We have to find that right now.” [39:622]

This incongruence between the Champions, whovigideTechand the Innovators, who were charged
with implementing the new SFA created uncertainty about how to ealtha sales performance. Both
stakeholder groups wanted an SFA that provided enhanced beaoefits whole sales organization.
However, without clearly communicated and achievable goalseth@ology strategy’s existence was in
guestion.

7.2.3 Incongruence in Projected value of technology vs. Consequences from use of
technology

The third incongruence, on one hand, was the User-Reps believ&irAhehould provide support for
them to make smarter decisions. This was reinforced by User-Reépg seeh value in having enhanced
prospect data

“I feel like we should have a list like go to these spedifisinesses this week.
They have not been hit in a while. Their contracts are coopngr they are not

Chapter 7 Analysis of TFRs: A Static View 114



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

in a binding contract, we haven't talked to them in a whiles¢hwould be good
prospects. But instead it is just ‘go find them.” “[9:16]

However, on the other hand, the Users-Managers believed thav8&HA help them control User-Rep
activities. This view was enforced by User-Manager commamtsow they believed the SFA should be
used

“Every sales team fills out [a report] every Friday nightl turns it in to our vice
president who then sends it to people above them ... Pulling the repartyi

beneficial to us because ... reps can't lie to us [by sayinghnil this many
appointments, | ran eight.” We can look and see if they reatiyour. They may
have had eight scheduled but four of them canceled. | thinledlt/rbeneficial

... to see their closing ratio. | think that stuff is veryrwbeneficial for us as
management.” [22:2]

The User-Reps wanted to use the SFA to make themselveteissaes reps. They believed they could
use SFA information to target prospects with expiring competidatracts. The User-Managers believed
additional information should be used to control sales reps mimetie¢ly. The incongruence was in
how these stakeholders perceived SFA value. Should sales sepsgatlisales managers using sales-rep-
entered information against the sales reps, the likely result woulecbeaded SFA use.

Table 7.6 Summary of Incongruecy Evidence

Incongruency Summar

Use of Technology
e Champions, Innovators — Nuanced view of how teabglan improve
sales performance
e Technologists, Users — simpler view restrictedeto areas of sales
process

Technology Strategy
e Champions- believeWoiceTechad a clear strategy and vision for
implementing SFA
e Innovators — believedoiceTecHacked a global vision and was merely
tactical in implementing SFA

Projected valueversusConsequences from use of technology
e User-Reps — believed SFA should provide suppontfaking smarter
decisions
e User-Managers — believed SFA would help them cbhiser-Rep
activities

7.3 Inconsistency evidence and analysis

Finally, as part of the static analysis of TFRsVaiceTech,we go beyond Orlikowski and Gash’s
approach by analyzing TFR inconsistencies. Inconsistencies reveal implifferences in understanding
within roles as the innovation effort was initiated. Evidencene$¢ differences is presented here based
on comparisons of statements within each role. Table 7.7 summarizestoessstencies.
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7.3.1 The Champions’ Inconsistencies

Technology strategy vs. Technology implementationlechnology was a tool by which the CMO had
sanctioned the position of SFA within the organization. Initiallychese the inferioPOINT platform
over a more robust platform. However, the CMO was a proponersirgg “smart” technology and taking
advantage of available sales tools. He believed using thesmg ®ols would help address and resolve
some of the retention problerdsiceTectwas experiencing.

“Our challenge is that we are doing a lot of brute foradel]. We are not
necessarily being, and this is something you can say of corptrajedon’t

want to help me with this, but we're not being as smart as wd beu We are
not taking advantage of tools and technology like we should be.” [1:5]

However, wherVoiceTechacquired the new SFA, it copied the old sales process to thelagarm
instead of leveraging the new platform to innovate the sateegs. The marketing director wanted to
take small steps

“We need to get a base platform that's reliable and thesxt@msion in step one
is giving them the BlackBerry which we already know Sietzel integrate with
and then if we wanted to take it, the step three could be afoityréunctional
device.” [40:246]

Thus, the inconsistency is that Champions did not create amemént where “smart” technology made
the sales force smarter. The level of resources allo¢ateallowed) by Champions for implementation
was minimal.

Projected value of technology vs. Technology in uséhe Champions envisioned an SFA that promoted
smart behavior in the sales organization. They believed thee \ail the new Siebel SFA would be
collecting better information on prospects and using better informatiocrease sales

“One of the things we wanted was to increase reporting efficiency.e waited
to automatically generate rolled up reports. ... Just all kindhinfs that we
don’t have the ability to do in the manual paper world. We also tioug could
do a better job of collecting prospect profile information, whetstry are they
in, how many employees do they have, what competitors do they igne r
now.” [40:51]

However, the Champions promoted others being smarter, but did maechizeir own behavior. For
example, manual processes like sales spreadsheets continuedstedbextensively in forecasting and
tracking results

“Monthly, | get a report. It's a one-pager. It's in Excel, ahbdsically lists by
market by channel by package, you know, we have voice one, two ancthieree
number of sales, installs, churn, customers (inaudible) all in one nicaspest.

I like it. I love it a lot because | can go in and manipulate it, play withli10]

The inconsistency is the Champions appreciated the potential ofafully utilizing the new SFA, but
still promoted, encouraged, and rewarded traditional behaviors whthigales organization.
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7.3.2 The Innovators’ Inconsistencies

Projected value of technology vs. Technology implementatiorhe Innovators believed mobility
would be of great benefit to the sales reps

“We [could] get [data] that tells all of the prospectst e in this building. So,
you go into a building. [Sales reps] want to know who is in this buildimjthey
pull up that building code and get a list of all of the &add quickly determine
which ones would be valid prospects and then go talk to those [prdsSpects
[40:234]

However, the Innovators continued to inherit whatever IT provided, I&andid not guide SFA
implementation to achieve smarter management or a smarterasakes f

“We're getting push back from IT that we’re not buying a aertmodule.
Therefore we are limited in what they can do. So that's wtdiiidng us.”
[16:104]

The inconsistency was that Innovators perceived an SFA to be diehfithe sales reps. They believed
IT was leading the way in “smarter sales” SFA implem@mtavhen, in fact, the reality was that IT was
trying to minimize the amount of work it had to do to implement the system.

Projected value of technology vs. Technology in us@ne of the Innovators’ projected values of the
SFA was it could enhance real-time reporting for User-Managers

‘It would be a dream if the reps with the handheld device could teipda
something in the field and the system would have that updated andvéeeie
dashboard somewhere in the SFA where [managers] could see bjhaephes
activity was. That would be very helpful.” [16:101]

However, spreadsheets based on non-real-time data weredctgathe Innovators and distributed to
managers and Champions

“I pull a query for that. There are some things that | just pull.” [16:167]

“That’s manual branch data that is ... put here. There is SieBi[@ata that's
included in here, as well. ... So there’s a mix of system data and manual inputs to
generate this report.” [40:99]

The inconsistency was the Innovators continued to provide manually prbdpceadsheets to User-
Managers and Champions instead of utilizing the SFA to developrter sales” throughout the
organization.

7.3.3 The Technologists’ Inconsistencies
Projected value of technology vs. Technology in us€he Technologists took a minimalist approach to
IT and minimized work performed for sales operations. The Techstdobelieved there was a low

requirements uncertainty for the SFA project and therefangmzed the project’s resource allocation.
The Technologists commented

“A big focus of thePOINTs effort from day one was to be as light weight as
possible.” [13:5]
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“Right now the reason we're implementing as is, ... the sta@fitPOINT and
they need something to work with and due to constraints, you know, nite ca
[allocate more resources].” [39:310]

Even with minimal resources allocated, the CIO believed thdeljartment would build the SFA to
enable the Champions’ smarter sales vision

“[The SFA] has the potential to be an enabler to support diteeder efforts,
which is how do we make the sales reps smarter, working emrather than
working harder.” [13:83]

The inconsistency was Technologists perceived the SFA convéasiono be minimal when in fact the
task was quite challenging. Moreover, the Technologists understood okedrodtiers aV/oiceTectwere
envisioning an SFA that provided innovative solutions for the compaclyding mobile access to SFA
data, real-time reporting, location-aware prospect identificatrahpy@iquitous connections.

Projected value of technology vs. Organizational implementation rpcess. The Technologists
inherited the Champions’ vision of a smarter sales organization

“At some point we need to ... make the system smarter thanngxisb we’ve
done some of that already and we're tracking some of those requibsl’re
just not on track to be deployed” [39:476]

In fact, the Technologists basically viewed the SFA asmglsi solution. The director of IT planning
commented

“So you guys can see it took me all of probably about two tethninutes to
create this ... so it's pretty easy for the rep. ... As you can there’s not a
whole lot of information they're doing IROINT. ...It's super simple.” [39:412]

Moreover, the director of IT planning acknowledged IT removedhmofcthe new SFA’s built-in
functionality to make it “simple”

“We ripped out a ton of functionality within the SFA so it/ery narrowly
focused on what we need it for, so most of the development on thesSF
turning off stuff versus maximizing return on stuff, so it's ary simple
solution.” [40:189]

The inconsistency was the Technologists understood the visionnadirées sales organization, but still
decided to replicate the existing system. Hence, the Techsislogere not carrying ouwoiceTech’'s
espoused “smarter sales force” goal and did not exercise the ITskepdequired to reach this goal.

Table 7.7 Summary of Inconsistency Evidence

Stakeholder

Champions Technology strategy vs. Technology implezntation —
e Champions did not create environment where smehintdogy made sales force smarter
e However, the level of resources allocated or alblg Champions was minimal

Projected value of technology vs. Technology in use
e Champions appreciated the potential value of fulljzing the new SFA
e However, Champions still promoted, encouraged,rem@rded traditional behaviors
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within the sales organization

Innovators Projected value of technology vs. Techhagy implementation
e Innovators perceived an SFA to be beneficial tosdles reps. They believed IT was leading the
way in “smarter sales” SFA implementation
e However, the Innovators view was inconsistent it fact that IT was trying to minimize the
amount of work it had to do to implement the system

Projected value of technology vs. Technology in use
e Innovators continued to provide manually produgaeadsheets to User-Managers and
Champions
e Innovators were not utilizing the SFA to develom&ter sales” throughout the organization

Technologists | Projected value of technology vs. Tieaology in use
e Technologists perceived the SFA conversion tadletminimal
e In fact the task was quite challenging when congidenow other stakeholders envisioned the SFA

7.4 Discussion

Our focus in this chapter was to better understand the rdl&R$ in IT-enabled organizational change
based on detailed analyses of the sales process innovation ptdjecteTechSpecifically, we applied
Orlikowski and Gash’s (1994) TFR theory to analyze thie diata we had collected throughout our action
research aVoiceTechjncluding collaborative workshops with key stakeholders, interviaith Users,
Managers, Technologists, Innovators, and Champions, and several on-siatahse

We approached these analyses with the inspiration that thererésto TFR than frame incongruence
(Orlikowski and Gash 1994). Davidson (2002) brought forth the ideBF6¥ shifts while others, for
example, examined TFR using actor network theory (Lin & Cornford, 20@@wer struggles (Lin &
Silva, 2005), and how political processes shape IT adoption (MecG&vElicks, 2004). However, extant
literature presents no salient model for examining TiFRBcition research (Davidson 2006). Thus, in this
section we started to fill this gap by answering our firseaech question: “How can TFR be adapted and
applied to support action research into IT-enabled change efforts?”

The section has presented a static view of TFRs retatdd@-enabled change atoiceTechand the
underlying analysis and resulting findings offers initial contidng to TFR theory. First, we have
elaborated our understanding of the role of TFRs during IT-enalggahizational change. Second, we
developed and elaborated the TFR constructs in a binary decisidel mnd related coding scheme.
Third, we extended TFR theory to include inconsistencies in TBRspEcific stakeholder roles. These
contributions are presented and substantiated in detail below.

Contribution 1: Understanding the role of TFRs in IT-enabled agganizational change

The IT-enabled change literature is limited in understanding how TFRs emiiateract with outcomes
during IT-enabled change processes. The chapter provides importagfttsinfom VoiceTechby
revealing the TFRs for five roles as the SFA initiatives initiated These analyses established the TFR
baseline from which the collaboration would proceed and foruatialy the change process and its
outcome. Chapter 7 provides further details by identifying subséghéts in TFRs for each stakeholder
group and by focusing in greater detail on how the Innovators interacted ovevitintee Researchers.
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We found the Champions to be idealistic, but inconsistent in how itéglly lead the sales
organization’s process innovation efforts. For example, the Champieres visionary and understood
that, with the current growth of the companypiceTechcould not continue with its legacy SFA.
However, the Champions had an uncertain transition strategy simattaplanning horizon. Additionally,
the Champions insisted d&foiceTechremaining as technology minimalists. For example, the Champions
valued cost minimization over providing sales reps the bestlen8bBA technology. They also perceived
that the SFA would give them a smarter sales force, wiitially being satisfied with applying minimal
technology to achieve the desired level of sales force ses®t Moreover, the Champions did not
mandate that the SFA be used in all cases as the authkeritdtrmation source. Instead, they continued
to tolerate multiple information systems with manual reports, emadss@eadsheets.

Similarly, we found the Innovators to be visionary, but practarablem solvers. They were caught
between all stakeholders while effecting IT-enabled chany®iaeTechFor example, the Innovators
were responsible for coordination and overall management of logdtion effort. Thus, they worked
closely with User-Reps and User-Managers to understand salegti@peneeds; with Champions to
understand the vision of executives; and with the Technologistsderstand technological capabilities
and project management concerns. While they generally underbmogechnological capabilities of the
SFA, the Innovators saw the Technologists as responsible for tegigindevelopment. Siill, the
Innovators believed that the Technologists limited the avail8Bl& functionality. At the same time,
because they understood information needs of the sales organi#taidmovators were responsible for
increasing adoption and use of the SFA. As a result, they believeésed adoption and use of the SFA
would lead to a smarter sales force. Additionally, the Innovaters wware of the consequences from
continued use of multiple information systems and a non-realSiffe Thus, they believed a real-time,
single-source system would provide User-Reps and User-Managers the inéardeation.

The Technologists were reactionary. They were not techndi&apers in the sales organization and
showed little vision for process innovation. Instead, the Techrstogontinually minimized the amount
of work they believed required to successfully implementsspiecess innovations. For example, they
believed their main objective in developing the SFA was ton“toif” functionality. Likewise, the
Technologists’ goal, as they perceived it, was to replitaelegacy SFA’s functionality on the new,
more stable Siebel SFA platform. Similarly, the Technaitsgbelieved the SFA would be limited in its
use and that User-Reps only wanted simplistic functionality. Axditly, the Technologists perceived
the mobile SFA as having limited capabilities. Thus, theyewwt interested in exploring innovative
ideas regarding mobile SFA usage.

The User-Managers had no vision for sales process innovation. TéreMdaagers’ compensation
dictated their emphasis on using the SFA. In the present situttis meant they de-emphasized the
importance of accurate, real-time sales data in the SBAekxample, User-Managers viewed problems
only in the short-term. They were concerned with the specificlslefathe SFA as it affected their daily
job performance. This included managing their territories, tngckiales, supporting forecasting, and
creating User-Rep performance reports. While they did see walae integrated data source, it was
confined to improving their own sales team’s performance rathen contributing to the broader
innovation context. Due to a limitation in the SFA, the User-Marsagiere restricted from viewing their
User-Reps’ individual sales performance. This limitation wadisincentive for adopting the SFA and
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made the SFA less useful to them on a daily basis. Thus, dinéipwed to rely on manual sales reports,
spreadsheets, and white boards as their “real-time” reporting system

The User-Reps expressed real problems and real consequencesrigpthaiSFA. They were interested

in improving their own job performance, but they were skepticaloo¥ much benefit they would get

from the new SFA due to negative experiences with the Bf#x. For example, the User-Reps believed
a mobile SFA would make a smarter sales force. Howevdheaprimary users of the SFA, the User-
Reps were discouraged that the SFA was not easily useéfaf. Udso, they did not rely on data in the

SFA because it was not real-time. The User-Reps perceive8RAeto be a slow system of shared
computers, to produce unreliable data, and to require duplicative wark, Uihtil the User-Reps were

given an SFA that could resolve those problems, it was unlikely would willingly adopt and use the

system.

These analyseprovided evidence that important incongruencies were representédica Tech.For
example, an important incongruence during Initiation was in understandbiceTech’'suse of
technology. This incongruence was between the Champions and Innowatorsne hand, and
Technologists and Users, on the other. Whereas the Champioimandtors understood how the SFA
could improve the sales organization, the Technologists and Uskeselethere would be little
difference in the old and new SFA systems. This incongruenegtedréensions between stakeholders.
Once Champions and Innovators understood this incongruence, they would e aimeify their
communications to Users regarding SFA use.

Another important incongruence during this period concerned stakelpddezptions oloiceTecls
technology strategy. The Champions, on one hand, believed thedggteatd vision for the Siebel SFA
was clearly communicated as being a better system for @tiregmvith other systems. On the other hand,
the Innovators were uncertain of the overall strategy and é@kpbelieved there was no clear vision for
implementing the new SFA. This disconnect led to miscommunicatiowsunderstandings, and
uncertainty between Champions and Innovators. To eliminate this ineomgy, the Innovators believed
it was their responsibility to develop and clearly communicateoaarall vision for the SFA
implementation.

The third significant incongruence was between the projecteé wdlthe SFA as perceived by the User-
Reps, on one hand, and the consequences from use of technologyeasgdiser-Managers on the
other hand. The User-Reps believed that the value of the new S&At wauld support their sales
activities. However, the User-Managers believed that thaevaf the SFA was it would enhance
VoiceTechmanagement’s ability to monitor and manage User-Reps. Thisgnence created distrust
within the User-Rep community. User-Reps distrusted the SkAuse they believed the majority of
SFA benefits accrued to the User-Managers. Understandingntbisgruence prompteédoiceTechlater

in the project, to include beneficial SFA features for kReps that could be easily used and clearly
communicated.

Contribution 2: Development of TFR constructs to be supportive of detéed data analysis

Our second contribution is the extension and elaboration of Géif&tructs (see Table 6.7) and
development of new instruments for detailed data analysés Figure 4.1 and Figure 6.7). We based our
framework on Orlikowski and Gash's (1994) TFR domains (see Téldle Orlikowski and Gash
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establishedNature of Technologyl'echnology Strategyand Technology in Usas their TFR domains.
After reflecting on our data and TFR theory we addedhnology Implementatioms a fourth domain.
Moreover, based on the TFR domain definitions established by OrlikandkGash and our definition
for Technology Implementatipwe established two sub-domains for each TFR domain. Thesgsins
of TFR theory established a broader and more elaborate foundatianalyzing stakeholder perceptions
during IT-enabled change.

Within Nature of Technologywe defined sub-domains asiages of technologynd technology
capabilities and functionsThe Nature of Technologyis context independent and identifies a
stakeholder’'s familiarity with technologyrechnology Strate¢y two sub-domains wereationale for
technology acquisition and implementatiamdprojected value of technologyhese sub-domains helped
us understand stakeholder perceptions of WhiceTechwas adopting and implementing the selected
SFA and how it would be of benefit to the organization. Teehnology in Usseub domains wenese of
technology and consequences from use of technolodyese provided insights into stakeholder
perceptions of how the technology was actually used (or not usedpasdquences resulting from use
(or non-use).As action researchers, our active participation in the projetuenced ongoing
implementation decisions. Hence, we developed#whnology Implementatiaomain with its two sub-
domains oforganizational implementation processd individual adoption incentivesThese sub-
domains helped us establish stakeholder perceptions of how SFBemmgsimplemented atoiceTech
and what incentives were provided to encourage adoption.

In addition, we developed a binary decision model (see Figure 4.defermining which, if any, of the
domains and sub-domains applied to each stakeholder utterance viayhise were able to complete a
rigorous, detailed, and comparative analysis of stakeholder percefti@nanalysis proceeded by coding
each individual utterance and grouping utterances into themes within eadbnsain. This allowed us to
aggregate and summarize our findings within and across mlesadapting and elaborating TFR
constructs and developing new instruments, we were better equipgedvide detailed analysis of
stakeholder perceptions.

Contribution 3: Extending TFR theory to include inconsistenciesn TFRs for specific groups

Focusing on a static view of stakeholder perceptions, Orlikioarsk Gash (1994) provided evidence of
TFR incongruencies between stakeholder groups. As an importansiextef the TFR literature, our
analyses also revealed inconsisteneighin stakeholder groups. Inconsistencies and incongruencies are
quite different. Whereas incongruencies represent differdngasrspectives across stakeholder groups,
inconsistencies are expressions of conflicting views within acpéati stakeholder group.

For example, we found the Champions to be inconsistent, on the one hand, pertegption of the SFA

as a smart technology and, on the other hand, how they permittadamnesources for implementing
smart solutions. This particular inconsistency was a thehiehwvould continue throughout the project.
However, as we elaborate in the next chapter, understanding stenegi of this inconsistency within the
Champions’ group allowed the Researchers and Innovators to push foresoveces and “smarter”
solutions.

Also, the Champions were inconsistent, on the one hand, in their undergtaf the value of a “smart”
technology strategy and, on the other hand, their unwillingnesske necessary changes in their own
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technology usage. The Champions sustaiieite Tech'smultiple systems through their own creation
and tolerance of manual information systems. They believedtisame point in the future they would
move to a single source of information, but they were unwillomgommit themselves to that change
during this period.

The Innovators were inconsistent in their view of the valutheftechnology. For example, on the one
hand, the Innovators viewed SFA mobility as a significant védueiving VoiceTecha technological
edge by giving User-Reps an advantage and increase salesdg@wighe field. However, on the other
hand, during Initiation the Innovators were unwilling to challemgeTtechnologists on their limited view
of how the SFA could benefit User-Reps. As a result, the Innevatere willing to implement the SFA
system as developed by Technologists. As we will discusseiméixt chapter, the Innovators’ view
changed over time and eventually led to a changes in the management adeparfiment.

Additionally, the Innovators were inconsistent, on the one hand, withjecprd value of technology that
included the benefits of enhanced real-time reporting from fi#e &nd, on the other hand, with a view
of technology use that continued their own practice of creating nousiemanual reports. This
inconsistency promulgated the problems with multiple informatioarces and unreliable data at
VoiceTechAs we shall see in the next chapter, once this inconsisteasgointedout to the Innovators,
they understood they should change their report development methods. The result wasdpendat of

a comprehensive SFA vision for moving the SFA project forward.

Likewise, we found the Technologists, on the one hand, undergmodTech’ssision of smarter sales,
yet, on the other hand, did not exhibit IT thought leadership bycediplg the existing SFA on a the new
technology platform. The Technologists acknowledged that they remayeld ahthe functionality of the
SFA to make it simple. While this may have been what sonts asd managers wanted, it showed little
critical reflection on how to develop and implement an overall visiorh®SFA.

Additionally, the Technologists were inconsistent in how theygmeed the implementation task. On the
one hand, they understod@iceTechwanted to use the SFA project to innovate the entire salesgso
On the other hand, they minimized the effort required to develofG#e as part of effective sales
process innovation. As we elaborate in Chapter 8, appreciating aalyimg these inconsistencies
required changes in the leadership of the implementation procésikalech.

Summary. This chapter used TFR theory, incongruencies, and inconsistém@zamine TFRs during
the Initiation of theVoiceTechproject. We established in great detail the TFRs thagllyitexisted for
each of the stakeholders ¥biceTech.We described important examples of incongruencies between
stakeholder groups and we detailed significant inconsistencies wikighsider groups.

We have made three important contributions in this chaptest, e established that TFR theory could
be used to examine IT-enabled organizational change. Second, alepgelvand used TFR constructs
that were supportive of our detailed data analysis. Third, wtended TFR theory to include
inconsistencies and differentiated those from the incongrueaicessly established in the literature. It is
important to note that because human beings are involved, incanmstalo exist in individuals’
perceptions and actions. The significance of identifying inconsistengi similar to incongruencies, to
help understand significant barriers towards and possible driverseofailed change.
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Orlikowski and Gash (1994) present TFR as a process thedryahde used to examine the shifts that
occur over time during IT-enabled change. Chapter 7 establishdahsedine from which subsequent
shifts occurred during our intervention\&iceTechIn the following chapter, we examine how some of
these inconsistencies and incongruencies were resolved; and whymbemee not resolved. Chapter 8
contains the details of TFR shifts and analyses of theuranfle on the changes that were to unfold over
time.
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Chapter 8 Analysis of TFRs: A Dynamic View

This chapter introduces time as a major structuring device for idetifpw and when TFRs shifted and
the dynamics influencing these shifts. Consistent with Davidsdi®92) original analyses, a first
analysis considers TFR shifts for the secondary roles oim@ioas, Technologists, and Users between
pre-implementation and implementation (see agency relationshipigure 5.3). A second analysis goes
beyond existing TFR theory to analyze in greater detailirttezactions between the primary roles of
Innovators and Researchers during the problem-solving cycle andhlese interactions affected the
Innovators’ TFRs. Based on these analyses, we then propose hoerto extrent theory to include TFR
in action.

8.1 Shift Evidence and Analysis for Secondary Roles

Following Davidson (2002), this section analyzes framing shiftviddan analyzed shifts in frame
salience within a requirements determination project. Silpilavur analysis provides evidence of
modified frames (frames existing in a prior period but now mat)ifie TFR domains for the Champions,
Technologists, User-Managers, and User-Reps during the SFA impigion. Our analysis also
provides evidence for significant new frames (frames obdefoe the first time) that emerged and
became salient during the implementation. Tables 8.1 — 8.5 summarizehiftsse s

8.1.1 TEFR Shifts for Champions
Evidence of The Champions’ modified and new frames is explained below andgnethin Table 8.1.

8.1.1.1 Modified Frames

Images of TechnologyWe observed a shift in the Champions’ images of technologyn lintarview
during Initiation (see timeline in Figure 5.4), the Director adrikéting and Sales Operations expressed
VoiceTectadunreliable technology

“Most of the reason it's not a success is just the giatfis not stable. It doesn’t
come up, it doesn’t work, it doesn’t.” [1:33]

Meanwhile, the CMO had, for some time, dissatisfied with RaiceTechwas using its SFA technology.
He believed the company was finally putting in place bettesgabls which would make the sales force
more efficient. However, his concern was whether the $ates would adopt and use these new sales
tools, including the SFA and BlackBerrys, in a smart way. ByeNaher 2006, the CMO’s view had
changed. In a follow-up interview he spoke glowingly about manages’users’ increased confidence
in the SFA. The CMO now believatbiceTecthad transitioned towaorld-class solution

“I think, number one, without a doubt is confidence. Confidence implttéorm
from the sales and marketing side. ... From what we’ve got nithvtiae Siebel
SFA, we have a world-class solution. | think we've gotreally good
opportunity.” [4:1]

In summary, the Champions’ view shifted dramatically oterriine-month period between Initiation in
February 2006 and the follow-up interview with the CMO in November 2086 {able 8.1). Much

progress had been made in transitioning to the more staddel SFA system. During Initiation, there
was uncertainty regarding how sales reps and sales managedsrespond to an improved and most
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likely more complex Siebel SFA. By November 2006, the CMO bediethose who were using the
system had confidence in the platform. This was a TFR Bhithe image of the technology from
unreliable system to world-class solution.

8.1.1.2 Champions’ New Frames

Rationale for technology acquisition and implementationDuring WS2 in June 2006 (see Figure 5.4),
the Director of Marketing and Sales Operations spoke aboutahen®/oiceTechwas giving sales reps
BlackBerry devices. During this SFA release, BlackBerrgtraiution was limited based on sales
performance. In the Director of Marketing and Sales Operatiae®/, BlackBerrys were for product
demos and rewards

“There are three reasons we're giving reps the BlaakBefFirst of all, it's
something we sell now so they need to have it like a demo tool.therd...
we’re using it as a recognition device ... it's not time-basedl,more success-
based. ... Then, definitely being able to make them more productive.” [35:5]

Interestingly, the Champions did not plan on giving BlackBetoyall sales reps. Instead, situated in a
sales culture, the Champions were focused on using BlackBeraysiasentive for sales reps to achieve
a certain sales level and to get the sales rep to not lsaweipany. At this stage of the SFA project, the
Director of Marketing and Sales Operations was also cormtemtl recovery costs should a sales rep
leave without returning the BlackBerry. As has been elabdrateviously,VoiceTechwas a cost-
conscious organization and, as a result, giving every sales rep a BlgokBs out of the question.

Projected value of technologyThe Champions’ perceptions of the value the selected technotogy w
bring to VoiceTechwere revealed over the duration of the project. First, thecir of Marketing and
Sales Operations believed using 8tA as a portal would increase use

“It's going to tell them when their customers are being tanstlled, when they
get paid. So | look at it as kind of the attraction that rmgkem want to log in
more so than just that's why they are doing their job.” [35:863]

The idea was this portal would incorporate pertinent informdtio sales reps and sales managers. Even
though the Director of Marketing and Sales Operations acknoedetthgt entering opportunity and sales
data into the SFA was part of a sales rep’s job, she alsostooi@ the history of the legacy SFA at
VoiceTechThis history included a system that was unreliable, unstable, angsefatl in the eyes of
most sales reps.

A shift in this perception was revealed in a November 2006viete when the CMO believed one of the
benefits of the SFA was it would enable sales reps to igd#ta in the field using the BlackBerry. As a
result, he believed tHeFA provides visibility

“So, that visibility into the data that we already hathis number one thing that
I'm seeing. Then, at the same point in time ... part of whatengding for the
Siebel SFA is that we've now been able to bring BlackBerry into the dix35]

Finally, during the same November 2006 interview, the CMQGebetl that with the SFA/oiceTechad
madean important and valuable investment and thaSth& gives confidence
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“There are a lot of good features to come out but there’siddfira confidence
that, wow, this is a really good tool. The company has made & eding
investment; this is going in the right direction.” [4:15]

In summary, two new salient themes emerged within the Champlid#es over the duration of the
project (see Table 8.1). The Champions’ rationale for the Blarl technology was that the technology
would be a useful product demonstration for potential customers.t&imaalsly, the BlackBerry would
provide an incentive for lower-level sales reps to achievesdalrgets at which time they would be
presented with their BlackBerry. Several projected vahfethe SFA technology emerged from the
Champions during the project. The Champions believed a newly dngatial enabled by the SFA could
entice sales reps to use the system. Likewise, the CMévbdlihe BlackBerry provided sales reps and
managers visibility into data gathered in the field and the SFA tieam confidence the data was reliable
and the platform was stable.

Table 8.1 Evidence of TFR Shifts for Champions

Modified Frames | New Frames \
Images of Technology: Shift fromUnreliable Rationale for technology acquisition and implementton:
technologyto World-class solution BlackBerrys as demo and reward
Unreliable technology BlackBerrys were for product demos and rewards

Director of Marketing and Sales Operations: (in 1sbirector of Marketing and Sales Operations (in WSE2here are three
Interview): “Most of the reason it's not a success| reasons we're giving reps the BlackBerrys. Firstlgfit's something we
just the platform is not stable. It doesn’t comeitip| sell now so they need to have it like a demo taol then ... we're using

doesn’t work, it doesn't.” [1:33] it as a recognition device ... it's not time-based, more success-based
World-class solution ... Then, definitely being able to make them more potige.” [35:5]
CMO (in 2nd interview): “l think, number one, Projected value of technologySFA provides visibility, SFA as portal
without a doubt is confidence. Confidence in the | will increase use, SFA gives confidence

platform from the sales and marketing side. ... | SFA as a portal will increase use

From what we've got now with the Siebel SFA, weDirector of Marketing and Sales Operations (in WSR)s going to tell
have a world-class solution. | think we've got a | them when their customers are being to be instabeén they get paid.
really good opportunity.” [4:1] So | look at it as kind of the attraction that makieem want to log in
more so than just the that's why they are doing fbb.” [35:863]
SFA provides visibility
CMO (in WS4 interview): “So, that visibility intdhe data that we already
had is the number one thing that I'm seeing. Tlaéthe same point in
time which is really part of what we're doing fdwet Siebel SFA is that
we've now been able to bring BlackBerry into thexni[4:35]
SFA gives confidence
CMO (2nd interview): “There are a lot of good faasito come out but
there’s definitely a confidence that, wow, thisiseally good tool. The
company has made a really strong investment; $higing in the right
direction.” [4:15]

8.1.2 TFR Shifts for Technologists

Evidence of the Technologists’ modified and new frames isagqd below and summarized in Table
8.2.

8.1.2.1 Modified Frames

Technology Capabilities and FunctionsDuring WS1 in February 2006, the Technologists remained
uncertain about the capabilities of the upcoming SFA and BlackBategration. The Director of IT
Planning believed that the new SFA system basically would replicatexisting system

“Even we don't have a good grasp for [BlackBerry capabilities].” [40:296]
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Later, during WS4 in November 2006, the IT Business Analyst adntittdédhis lack of understanding
was true during February but the Technologists now understood all of th&Bfackapabilities

“At the time in February [2006] we didn’'t know exactly what BlackBerry
could do, but we do now.” [37:169]

Thus, there was a shift from uncertainty to understanding BlackBerrpititgs. This shift was based on
the Technologists’ experience in implementing a BlackBerrylap&FA. The Technologists had
worked to give sales reps and managers basic BlackBerrydioality. They believed this experience,
along with collaboration from BlackBerry consultants, providedntiiee skills they lacked nine months
prior. This shift also gave the Technologists more confidencenement more complex SFA
functionality into the BlackBerry.

Use of Technology At Initiation in February 2006, the Technologists’ perception of 85& was that

everything that was needed was available to sales reps amagers. The Technologists’ initial view
during WS1, as expressed by the Director of IT Planning, waghbasers only minimally exploit the
technology’s capabilities

“The SAM’s and MD’s just go int@OINT for reporting purposes ... to look at
data that’s already captured.” [39:343]

“This information is D&B up here and ... sometimes they'll eteradditional
contact down here. But most of the time they don’t. Mainly they gmter the
opportunity.” [39:393]

Later, during WS3 in July 2006, the IT Business Analyst arguedvbiaeTech’s sales process limited
SFA exploitation

“We customized Siebel to do what [the legacy SFA] did. The Siapel works
out of the box is a contact management system where youiraging accounts
and contacts. But the waOINT is designed is to search for a lead and then
claim that account and put that in your account. ... So to have avieadyou
have to turn off the accounts view. So that's what we mearutmed off.”
[36:131]

Thus, there was a shift from the Technologists’ perceptidriber-Reps minimally exploit the SFA to a
perception that th¥oiceTechsales process limits SFA exploitation. The shift to thedatew points to
limitations with the SFA that could only be changed througthange in thé/oiceTechsales process.
Significantly, no longer were the Technologists arguing that3FA users were the limiting factor for
SFA progress. Instead, at least as perceived by the Techimldges limitation nowpointedto the
fundamentals of the company’s sales process.

In summary, the Technologists’ TFR shifts were centered onrstadeing SFA capabilities and

understanding how the SFA was used (see Table 8.2). They had grehsed their understanding of
BlackBerry capabilities and we detected a shift in tfdase over time. Likewise, we detected a shift in
how the Technologists perceived technology in uséoteTechThis perception shift was from users
being a limiting factor to th¥oiceTechsales process being a limiting factor.
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8.1.2.2 New Frames

Technology capabilities and functions Once the new SFA was introduced in June 2006, managers
could no longer see reports on employees two or more levels betow The SFA only reported
managers’ direct reports. Thus, as viewed by the TechnoldgistéS4, the new SFA functionality
limited managerial access to information

“Siebel only shows your direct reports right now. That's baSiebel
[functionality].” [37:94]

“[Managers] do not automatically see everyone underneath ihe®iebel
because of the way that we do positions in Siebel. Everyone hasgae
position in Siebel whereas the way Siebel was designed was that you're supposed
to have positions and then people are in the positions.” [37:164]

This awareness of after-implementation SFA limitationstiied a problem. The Siebel SFA was
operating as designed, yet the Technologists knewadieeTechsales process dictated a different setup.
Solving this problem would eliminate one reason why managers didn’t use thes $ifriélrasole source of
sales information.

Rationale for technology acquisition and implementationA significant cause of the data problems at
VoiceTechaccording to the Technologists, was the existence of dupleebeds in the SFA. Sales reps
might perform a cursory searchR®OINT for a prospect. For example, the prospect could be “I.B.M.” yet
the sales rep searched for “IBM” with no match. Not finding @acm, the sales reps entered new
prospects. In the legacy SFA there was nothing preventingyfiésaf duplicity. Thus, as perceived by
the IT Business Analyst, the acquisition of a de-duplicationtisoluwould helpVoiceTechavoid
duplicate records

“So the main reason why we wanted to have that validation waset@rg
duplicate records. ... We had purchased a [de-duplication] applicatictiosolu
but that hasn’'t made it scope yet.” [37:81]

By WS4, when the above quote was made, the Technologists knew theadupticords problem was
frustrating the sales force. The Technologists had a solutigrbtiieved would fix the issue but because
of limited resources and time, the solution had not been implemented.

Organizational implementation processDuring WS2 in June 2006 (see Figure 5.4), the Director of IT
Planning argued sales reps were limited in what they could ttiatlvé BlackBerry since thBlackBerry
design limits data collection

“We struggled with how they are going to enter all thdormation on a
BlackBerry because it is going to be somewhat cumbersome.” [35:112]

“I think we still need to figure out this whole cold calling and hee capture
that because that is valuable data to capture. “[35:179]

This perception emerged as the Technologists gained more expdanamplementing SFA functionality
into the BlackBerry. Interestingly, as the Technologistsaber more familiar with BlackBerry
integration, they believed valuable data on prospects and sglestunities was being ignored due to
these limitations.
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In summary, three new salient themes emerged within thendkagists’ TFRs over the duration of the
project (see Table 8.2). The Technologists’ believed there seeral limitations in how the system was
being implemented and used\&iceTechFirst, the Technologists’ view of the SFA’s capabilitéesd
functions was the SFA was working as designed. However, thivéelinternaMoiceTechprocesses
limited User-Manager access to needed information. Also, #uhnblogistsbelievedVoiceTechhad
acquired a de-duplication application that would solve a major UgefrRBstration with using the SFA.
However, the solution had not been implemented into the SFA by WS4lyFthal Technologists were
struggling with how to better utilize the BlackBerry versof the SFA in the field. They believed the

BlackBerry design limited how much data could be collected, thus limtsngsefulness.

Table 8.2 Evidence of TFR Shift for Technologists

Modified Frames |
Technology Capabilities and Functions: Shift from ot
understanding to understanding BlackBerry capabiliies
Replicate existing system [Don't understand BlackBes
capabilities
Director of IT Planning (in WS1): “Even we don't\ea good
grasp for [BlackBerry capabilities].” [40:296]
VoiceTech now understands the BlackBerry's capatigls
IT Business Analyst (in WS4): “At the time in Felry [2006]
we didn’'t know exactly what the BlackBerry could, dat we
do now.” [37:169]

Use of Technology: Shift fromUsers minimally exploit the
SFA to the VoiceTech sales process limits SFA exploitation
Users only minimally exploit the technology’s caytites
Director of IT Planning (in WS1): “The SAM’s and M®just

New Frames \
Technology capabilities and functionsLimited managerial
access to information
IT Business Analyst (in WS4): “Siebel only showsuydlirect
reports right now. That's basic Siebel [functiobdli.. ”
[37:94]
IT Business Analyst (in WS4): “[Managers] do not
automatically see everyone underneath them in Bimause
of the way that we do positions in Siebel. Everybae a
unique position in Siebel whereas the way Siebeal designed
was that you're supposed to have positions andpbeple are
in the positions. “[37:164]
Rationale for technology acquisition and implementaon:
Avoiding duplicate records
IT Business Analyst (in WS4): “So the main reasdry we
wanted to have that validation was to prevent dapdi records
... We had purchased a [de-duplication] applicatidot&m
but that hasn’t made it scope yet.” [37:81]

go intoPOINT for reporting purposes ... to look at data that/s Organizational implementation processBlackBerry design

already captured.” [39:343]

Director of IT Planning (in WS1): “This informatide D&B
up here and ... sometimes they'll enter an additionatact
down here. But most of the time they don’t. Maithigy just
enter the opportunity.” [39:393]

VoiceTech sales process limits SFA exploitation

IT Business Analyst (in WS3): “We customized Sietmeldo
what [the legacy SFA] did. The way Siebel works ofithe
box is a contact management system where you'reagiag
accounts and contacts. But the WR®INT is designed is to
search for a lead and then claim that account andhat in
your account. ... So to have a leads view you havarto off
the accounts view. So that's what we mean by turoféd
[36:131]

limits data collection

Director of IT Planning (in WS2): “We struggled wihow are
they going enter all that information on a BlackBdrecause
it is going to be somewhat cumbersome . " [35:112]
Director of IT Planning (in WS2): “I think we stilileed to
figure out this whole cold calling and how we captthat
because that is valuable data to capture. “[35:179]

8.1.3 TFR Shifts for User-Managers

Evidence of the User-Managers’ new frames is explainemihb@hd summarized in Table 8.3. Given the

data available from User-Managers we did not identify any evideribeioimodified frames.

8.1.3.2 New Frames

Projected value of technologyIn a follow-up interview in November 2008piceTecls VP of Sales
believed the time was near for eliminating duplicative sounéessles information. His perception was
the SFA should become the real-time and authoritative information source
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“I think as we get larger we’ll need to do something likatt[get rid of
spreadsheets], just to be able to get the information.hink it would be helpful
even for upper management to get us each to manage what we're doing.” [6:125]

Until this point, no senior manager had indicated readinessininate the numerous spreadsheets,
duplicative reports, and multiple emails used to track sales infieman a daily basis. One of the values
of the system as expressed earlier by other stakeholdermvediminate these. Now, the most senior
User-Manager believed this was possible and would be helpful for managHhgrday activities.

Use of technology In the November 2006 follow-up interview, the VP of Sales relatedlzickBerry
usage experience to that of the sales reps. For the VPead, BlalckBerry was used primarily for phone
and emalil

“[I use BlackBerry] primarily [for] email and reports. ... It of attachments,
and of course phone. But, the main thing there is email and phoneilyrimar
That's all. | don’t use it for Siebel.” [6:49]

Given the lack of BlackBerry SFA usage at the top, it isswoprising that User-Reps did not use their
own BlackBerrys to the fullest extent possible. In a Noven#f6 interview, a sales manager in a
MidwestVoiceTecloffice recognized themited rep usage of BlackBerry SFA

“I don’t see the reps using [the BlackBerry SFA] as much as they shouleil] [8:

These statements in November 2006 showed nominal use by manageateands of the BlackBerry
SFA. The User-Managers realized their own BlackBerry use miaimal while that of the User-Reps
was less than expected.

Consequences from use of technologin the pastVoiceTechrewarded sales managers with a bonus if
all their sales reps were updating the SFA one hundred percéet tifie. However, in November 2006,
the sales manager in the MidwékiiceTecloffice believed sales reps shoukhlize that SFA is part of
job

“Well, [SFA usage] shouldn’t be something we’re bonus-ing a memgm. It
should be something we penalize a manager for if it's not happédiiags part
of their job.” [8:16]

This statement by the sales manager was one of theofirestognize that using the SFA should not be
optional for sales reps.

Organizational implementation process In the November 2006 follow-up interviews, the User-
Managers were consistent in their belief that communicatiortraiming should be enhanced for all SFA
users. By this time, Siebel SFA had been in place for five mamtishere was an acknowledgement by
senior management that more could be done with the SFA implernamaticess. First, the VP of Sales
suggested that instead of additional SFA innovatigongeTeclshould require all users to gathanced
training

“I think we need to fine tune what we have right now and get better at what we're
using right now more so than putting more investment into futuvations. |
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think we should train our people and be more competent in what we ean us
today.” [6:19]

Second, the sales manager in the Midwest office perceivedfaoimmunication as a limiting factor
during the implementation process. The manager believed execane senior managerseed to
communicate clear goals

“Even now, they don’t verse us on that as much as | think thay. Where have
been times when we’ve had some of our execs here drop information bn us
recall six months ago [the CMOQ] staying in town and mentioning gonte
about ... upgrading in our Siebel. We didn’'t even know it was comin§The
CMOQ] was here in town; [the SFA] was showing up in three weke didn’t
even know it was in route.” [8:30]

Third, the User-Managers perceived lack of a feedback avenuealrelabee SFA as a frustration. In the
then-current process as described by the sales manager in the Midigestusfér-Reps could give
feedback to their sales team managers. However, sales team rmahdg®t have a clear feedback
avenue defined. Instead of providing feedback on the SFA directly to the desalopErepresentatives,
sales reps had to go through several layers of bureaucracy to getatibade heard. Thus, the User-
Managers perceived that the implementation process would be improved amRepseavell-served with
a revampedeedback system

“If you're asking for an official channel that reps have knafout to say, hey,

if you go down this channel, you can voice your opinion about what upgrades,
maybe stuff like that? ... I'm not aware of that something tikat being in
place.” [8:35]

Individual adoption incentives. A Midwest sales manager perceived that using the BlackBas an
incentive was helping reduce the attrition rat¥@teTechHe believed in usingechnology as a reward

“Some of our sales teams have as many as 30-40% of our repBlaakBerrys
now. Getting these kids the tools to be able to get in and dstttigtespecially
from their appointment, that’s big.” [8:4]

The sales manager's comment about the percentage of reps B&agkBerrys and the benefit they get
from having them made the Researchers later question whysilvexre not given the devices as soon as
they were hired. The sales manager believed the incentivevarking but, maybe unknowingly, also
identified the weakness of only giving out BlackBerrys as an incentive

The User-Managers also believed it was not enough to justiger-Reps BlackBerrys and expect them
to perform better. Instead, the Midwest sales manager belihat if VoiceTechcontinuedto add
features to the BlackBerry, the design needed to change. inHactales manager wanted the mobile
SFA to be as similar as possible to the desktop SFA. Thigavemake certain that sales reps would not
be doing duplicative training. As a result, the sales manageestegly oiceTechenhance BlackBerry
usability

“We definitely need to make sure the keystrokes and thesthirag we're doing

are similar with both products so we're not double training thegs. We train
them too much as it is on other stuff. ... But, if we can mbhkedasier for them,
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| think we're going to see them go into the BlackBerrys ntorget that data put
in.” [8:5; 8:22]

As an example, the sales manager wanted to make the Blagckieh reflect the keystroke path that
User-Reps used on the desktop version. He believed this would rapieyiwme adoption and make the
BlackBerry less confusing or intimidating to sales reps.

In summary, nine new salient themes emerged within the Uaaedkrs’ TFRs over the duration of the
project (see Table 8.3). By November 2006, the User-Managdisvdd the SFA should be the
authoritative source for real-time sales information. Thag developed confidence in the new SFA and
understood the investment would benefit the organization as mors esgloited its capabilities.
However, the User-Managers, and particularly the most ses&nr-Managers, did not themselves use the
SFA much, if at all. They believed there was limited sadgsusage of the BlackBerry SFA. Yet, they
also perceived using the SFA was part of the sales rdp'ano that managers shouldn’t be incentivized
just because reps used the system. The User-Managers bdi@tethe SFA implementation at
VoiceTechwas limited by minimal training, poor communication, and no reauligilable feedback loop
for sales reps. They believed that BlackBerry technology r@svard was an effective incentive and that
making the BlackBerry SFA more usable and similar to the desktop SFA Wwewln effective incentive.

Overall, the User-Managers appeared to recognize the valile &FA in general and the BlackBerry
specifically. They wanted their sales team leaders aled seps to recognize that value as well. There
were some contradictions with their own non-use of the SFA bumesdioned previously, this was
related to the then-present design of the SFA which limited thedsad¢o SFA data.

Table 8.3 Evidence of TFR Shifts for User-Managers

Modified Frames | New Frames \
-- Projected value of technologySFA as real-time and
authoritative information source
VP of Sales: “I think as we get larger we’'ll needip
something like that [get rid of spreadsheets], fasie able to

get the information ... .I think it would be helpfulen for
upper management to get us each to manage what daing
... " [6:125]

Use of technology: How BlackBerry is used

BlackBerry used primarily for phone and email (WS4
Interviews)

VP of Sales: “[I use BlackBerry] primarily [for] esul and
reports. ... A lot of attachments, and of course phB8ug, the
main thing there is email and phone primarily. ... fdall. |
don't use it for Siebel.” [6:49]

Limited rep usage of BlackBerry SFA (WS4 Interviews
Midwestern Sales Manager: “I don’t see the repsgighe
BlackBerry SFA] as much as they should.” [8:21]
Consequences from use of technologiRealization that SFA
is part of job (WS4 Interviews)

Midwestern Sales Manager: ““Well, [SFA usage] sldoctl be
something we're bonus-ing a manager for. It shaald
something we penalize a manager for if it's notgeagpng.
That's part of their job.” [8:16]

Organizational implementation process: Communicatia
and training should be enhancedWS4 Interviews)
Enhanced training required (WS4 Interviews)

VP of Sales: “I think we need to fine tune whatheve right
now and get better at what we're using right nowerso than
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putting more investment into future innovationghihk we
should train our people and be more competent it wie can
use today.” [6:19]

Need to communicate clear goals (WS4 Interviews)
Midwestern Sales Manager: “Even now, they don'sears on
that as much as | think they want. There have tiess when
we've had some of our execs here drop information |
recall six months ago [the CMO] staying in town and
mentioning something about ... upgrading in our SieiM&
didn’t even know it was coming. ... [The CMO] was hare
town; [the SFA] was showing up in three weeks. Wind
even know it was in route.” [8:30]

Need feedback system (WS4 Interviews)

Midwestern Sales Manager: “If you're asking forddficial
channel that reps have known about to say, hgwpufgo
down this channel, you can voice your opinion atvatat
upgrades, maybe stuff like that? ... I'm not awaréhat
something like that being in place.” [8:35]

Individual adoption incentives: Technology as a reward
(WS4 Interviews)

Midwestern Sales Manager: “Some of our sales tdwvs as
many as 30-40% of our reps have BlackBerrys nowtiige
these kids the tools to be able to get in and dbstuff,
especially from their appointment, that’s big.”4B:
Individual adoption incentives: Enhanced BlackBerry
usability (WS4 Interviews)

Midwestern Sales Manager: “We definitely need t&kensure
the keystrokes and the things that we're doingsandar with
both products so we're not double training thessgWe
train them too much as it is on other stuff. ... Bisye can
make that easier for them, | think we’re goingee them go
into the BlackBerrys more to get that data put [8:5; 8:22]

8.1.4 TEFR Shifts for User-Reps
Evidence of the User-Reps’ modified and new frames is explained below andszedin Table 8.4.

8.1.4.1 Modified Frames

Consequences of Technology usand Technology capabilities and functions.During Initiation
interviews (see Figure 5.4), a recently-hired sales rapveelVVoiceTechshould provide sales reps with
prospect information for making sales calls on specific fassies. As a consequence of non-use of
available technology, theFA was not used to identify prospects and DNCs

“[Visiting every company is] a complete waste and seem thlgould be some
system ... We should have a list like ‘go to these spebifginesses this week.
They have not been hit in a while. Their contracts are coopngr they are not
in a binding contract, we haven't talked to them in a whiles¢hwould be good
prospects.’ But instead it is just ‘go find them’. So peoplefgestrated seeing
VoiceTech people every other month. “[9:16]

“[On a recent day] we got kicked out by security in the middithefthird door
and there went the day and so after that we just kind ofchadlk around and
see what was going on and | mean | didn't really use thaotgribook that
much.” [9:62]

Chapter 8 Analysis of TFRs: A Dynamic View 134



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

Another sales rep in a southeast office supported the percep@iAmon-use. This sales rep refused to
use the available technology — a printout of businesses tcatiain — because it would take too much
time. Another consequence of the non-use of the SFA was calling upordses that did not want to be
called upon by/oiceTeclsales reps

“When somebody sends a branch email that says, ‘Do Not Calpéinson,’ that
sticks in my head more than me flipping through and saying, yo,know, |

just spent five minutes scanning this list and I'm not supposealltthts person
the next card down.’ “[15:35]

However, by November 2006, User-Reps understood how the SFA couldhéelprt the field. A sales
team leader in a central region office had several ideatidev BlackBerry GPS can help identify
prospects and DNC'’s

“How about | could use my BlackBerry and | could VPN into ... caynputer
[while sitting] in traffic on the way to work and print out BQDINT.” [14:11]

“If I have GPS ... [for example] | can type in my territagd it knows where |
am.” [14:61]

Thus, a shift happened in the User-Reps’ perception of how theviigiA be used to help them be more
effective in the field. In most cases, User-Reps wanted meoeetidin on which prospects to visit and
which ones to avoid. The User-Reps believed having this typgarsmation instantly available on their

BlackBerry would make their days more effective.

Use of technology During the Initiation interviews, some User-Reps were coreckthat the sales rep-
customer relationship would be negatively affected by sapessuging the mobile SFA in the field. Some
User-Reps, including a southeast-area sales rep, perceiveloetimatitile SFA solution makes sales force
less interactive with customers

“I'm a phone person. | would rather be on the phone talking to sontkane

contacting via e-mail. It takes longer and it's - | hate use the word
unprofessional but it's less interaction so | don't know how tecidiee that.”
[2:11]

However, by November 2006, User-Reps were beginning to realizepabsibilities of using the
BlackBerry. For example, a central region sales team ldzelmved that thé&SFA could communicate
information about reps’ customers

“You’re making me think about what | did today and how | communicatéud
my reps and their complaint to me about installPOINT. ... When a customer
of theirs has a trouble ticket and they go and they calbmest care to open a
trouble ticket, I figure the rep should know about that.” [14:42]

Having the BlackBerry also led User-Reps to find creative ways to coioate with their customers and
other sales reps. For example, a central region salesl¢aderwas energized that hBlackBerry was
used for customer and rep interaction

“I make all my customers email me right to my freakip. Hihave my fax go to
my phone. | couldn’t even imagine how | used to function without my
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BlackBerry. ... [l interact] very frequently because nown email the [10 sales
reps in my group] ... and | can send group texts. If 'm at an appointineist
text them, ‘Hey, I'm in an appointment. I'll call you rightdka [With] the
BlackBerry instant messenger, | can just IM them; ... [Ildg| t.. all the time.”
[14:9]

Thus, a shift occurred from User-Reps’ perceiving during Initiation thatldekBerry would make them
less interactive with customers, to November 2006, when aR&geisuggested the BlackBerry could be
used constructively to interact with customers and communiofiemation about customers to other
reps.

In summary, the User-Reps’ TFR shifts were centered on figiegtiprospects and sharing information
about and with customers (see Table 8.4). Initially, User-Reps werafedswith the lack of BlackBerry
functionality for these tasks. There was also the perceplianusing the BlackBerry would reduce
interaction with prospects and other sales reps. Instead, theREjge became comfortable using the
BlackBerry for these tasks and believed the BlackBerry enhanceaicina.

8.1.4.2 New Frames

Technology capabilities and functionsin November 2006, User-Reps had been using BlackBerrys for
several months and limitations were based on their experigaticégne mobile SFA. For example, a sales
team leader in a central office perceived thaBlaekBerrydesign limits internet access

“I was very excited to have this phone because of MapQuest .].tlfleuscreen
is too small, so | have trouble doing that. So, I've reallyeneaven used the
internet on it once.” [14:61]

This indicated that the design of the BlackBerry limitedubability and effectiveness for User-Reps in
the field. The sales team leader wanted to map out locatiqutenitial clients but was frustrated by the
results on the BlackBerry’s small screen and never used theeintgrthe device.

Projected value of technologyA sales team leader in a Midw&&ticeTecloffice believed in November
2006 that sales reps should have laptops to be able to managalibeis if it were their own business.
User-Reps anticipated the day wtsemior-level reps would get laptops

“At some point we will offer a laptop to senior sales rdgsat hasn't come yet,
but | think they're talking about that for 2007. | think that's impottdthink it's
important for certainly senior sales reps to have that kiratcdssibility because
if we truly want them to manage this like it's their ownibass, they should be
able to access that [and] do some analyzing or updating of thingighat
[25:31]

After experiencing the new SFA for several months, User-Repkl csee the value in having such
technology not only on their BlackBerrys but also on a laptop.edew it would be another year before
serious consideration would be given to the issue of sales reppibsiied/oiceTecHaptops. However,
for VoiceTechto continue its growth, the sales team leader believed ine@sssary for individual sales
reps to be entrepreneurial, including having their own laptops.

Consequences from use of technolog¥he Midwest sales team leader believed some sales reps we
able to adopt and use technology right away. In his view, these User-Repslawakkttechnology work
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for them. He also believed other sales reps feared new technotmggxdmple, the team leader indicated
many of his sales reps had problems using simple technologgaliéadar updates in Microsoft Outlook.
Thus, in his view, th8lackBerry was intimidating to some reps

“I think there are just some people on this planet that adgmbinblogy right
away and love to make it work for them. | think there arergbleeple that are
always probably going to fear it. ... | think the BlackBerry istpr intimidating

to some people.” [25:9]

By November 2006, a consequence of implementing the mobile SRAclegy was many User-Reps
were intimidated by the BlackBerry SFA. Some User-Repeyeqj discovering how the BlackBerry
could help them be better sales reps while others were natipnofeven at relatively simple tasks. It is
interesting thatVoiceTechtolerated non-use behavior considering the SFA had become aalese
technology for the company. The sales team leader believethythabsing this gap in understanding,
sales reps could work more effectively.

Organizational implementation process.The User-Reps received training on the BlackBerry SFA as
soon as it was rolled out to each office. However, the traiwiag short and not in-depth. Much of the
learning was from peers who discovered how to do something and #manekdge with other sales
reps. As of November 2006, at least among sales team leaders idwest offices, there was a belief
that communication to sales reps regarding the SFA should be mdpend that all User-Repeeed
enhanced training

“We had BlackBerry training, but it wasn’t really that much in degdtid:44]

“Training, training, training. | think leaders just need addal training. | think

the reps obviously need a ton of training on this. But, if Wy just expect that

it's going to happen at the sales manager level, we're not goihgve any sort

of unified results. ... | think the training is important, buhink it's important

that it happens across the board. Ultimately, if we wadet@lop these folks as
sales professionals and keep them here and have themrestedan expanding
their career withvVoiceTechthey do need to take advantage of some of these
tools that we're giving them, [for] example, BlackBerryeitation. They just
don’t know how to do it today.” [25:41]

The sales team leaders believed that the BlackBerrgratten would help sales reps do their jobs better.
However, they also believed that the current level of training on @ekBérry SFA was ineffective. One
of the sales team leaders also believed that expandingRégst technology skills was imperative for
developing futurd/oiceTecHeaders.

In summary, four new salient themes emerged within the Uses’RTFRs over the duration of the
project (see Table 8.4).. In November 2006, these new themes damenew the BlackBerry could and
should be used by User-Reps. Also included was a view that epeshiould be given laptops. While
there was a perception that the BlackBerry design limitedifapéasks, sales team leaders recognized
that having a process for more in-depth and effective traioimghe BlackBerry SFA would enhance
sales reps’ careers. Overall, the sales team leaderaragp® have a good understanding of the
BlackBerry’'s value, capabilities, and consequences.
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Table 8.4 Evidence of TFR Shift for User-Reps

Modified Frames |
Shift from perception that SFA is not used to identify
prospects and DNC® Mobile SFA is helping reps identify
prospects and DNC's
Consequences from use of technolog®FA is not used to
identify prospects and DNCs (Initiation Interviews)
New Sales Rep: “[Visiting every company is] a coetel
waste and seems there should be some system ... \Mel shg
have a list like ‘go to these specific busineshésweek. They
have not been hit in a while. Their contracts amaiag up or
they are not in a binding contract, we haven’tedlko them in
a while, these would be good prospects.’ But irbtes just
‘go find them’. So people get frustrated seeingcédiech
people every other month. “[9:16]
New Sales Rep: “[On a recent day] we got kickedgut
security in the middle of the third door and thernt the day
and so after that we just kind of had to walk aband see
what was going on and | mean | didn’t really use térritory
book that much.” [9:62]
Southeastern Sales Rep: “When somebody sends ehbran
email that says, ‘Do Not Call this person,’ thatlst in my
head more than me flipping through and saying, Yo,
know, | just spent five minutes scanning thisdistl I'm not
supposed to call this person the next card dovjh5:35]

Tech Capabilities: BlackBerry GPS helps identify prospects
and DNC'’s (WS4 Interviews)

Central Sales Team Leader: “How about | could uge m
BlackBerry and | could VPN into ... my computer [while
sitting] in traffic on the way to work and print ooy POINT.”
[14:11]

Central Sales Team Leader: “If | have GPS ... [fample] |
can type in my territory and it knows where | afl4:61]
Use of Technology: Shift from perception thaMobile
makes reps less interactive with customeyperception that
mobile SFA could communicate information about
customers to reps

Mobile solution makes sales force less interactivieh
customers (Initiation Interviews)

Southeastern Sales Rep: “I'm a phone person. |dvather
be on the phone talking to someone than contactang-mail.
It takes longer and it’s - | hate to use the wangrofessional
but it's less interaction so | don’t know how tosdgbe that.”
[2:11]

SFA could communicate information about reps’ custiers
(WS4 Interviews)

Central Sales Team Leader: “You're making me ttahkut
what | did today and how | communicated with mysrepd
their complaint to me about installs or POINT. ... Wte
customer of theirs has a trouble ticket and thegmbthey call
customer care to open a trouble ticket, | figueerép should
know about that.” [14:42]

Use of technologyBlackBerry used for customer and rep
interaction (WS4 Interviews)

Central Team Leader: “I make all my customers email
right to my freakin' hip. | have my fax go to mygte. |
couldn’t even imagine how | used to function withowy
BlackBerry. ... [I interact] very frequently becauseanl can
email the [10 sales reps in my group] ... and | camdsgroup
texts. If I'm at an appointment, | just text theiey, I'm in

New Frames \
Tech Capabilities: BlackBerry design limits interng access
(WS4 Interviews)
Central Sales Team Leader: “| have not used theeriet one
time because number one, it's not really as colaunfal two, |
was very excited to have this phone because of MepQQ..
[but] the screen’s too small, so | have troublenddhat. So,
I've really never even used the internet on it once’ [14:61]
Projected value of technology: Senior level reps gaptops
(WS4 Interviews)
Midwestern Sales Team Leader: “At some point wé affer
a laptop to senior sales reps. That hasn’t comebyeét think
they're talking about that for 2007. | think thaitsportant. |
think it's important for certainly senior sales sep have that
kind of accessibility because if we truly want themmanage
this like it's their own business, they should béeao access
that [and] do some analyzing or updating of thiagsight”
[25:31]
Consequences from use of technology: BlackBerry is
intimidating to some reps (WS4 Interviews)
Midwestern Sales Team Leader: “I think there ast gome
people on this planet that adopt technology rigdyaand
love to make it work for them. | think there arbet people
that are always probably going to fear it. ... | thihk
BlackBerry is pretty intimidating to some peoplg25:9]
Organizational implementation process:Communication
and training should be enhanced (WS4 Interviews)
Need enhanced training
Midwestern Sales Team Leader: “We had BlackBeaining,
but it wasn’t, really that much in depth.” [14:44]
Midwestern Sales Team Leader: ““Training, trainitrgjning.
| think leaders just need additional training.ihththe reps
obviously need a ton of training on this. But, & wuly just
expect that it's going to happen at the sales mamlagel,
we’re not going to have any sort of unified results| think
the training is important, but | think it's impontathat it
happens across the board. Ultimately, if we warteeelop
these folks as sales professionals and keep thesrahd have
them be interested in expanding their career witlc®Tech,
they do need to take advantage of some of these ttuat
we're giving them, [for] example, BlackBerry intedjion.
They just don’t know how to do it today.” [25:41]
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an appointment. I'll call you right back.” [Withhé
BlackBerry instant messenger, | can just IM thdhdo this]
... all the time.” [14:9]

8.2 Interaction and Shift Evidence and Analysis for Innovators

In this section, consistent with Davidson (2002), we analyzeefrshifts for Innovators across the entire
project. Also, we add analysis of the interactions betwheninnovators and the Researchers which
contributed to frame shifts for Innovators. These interactioosroed through our close collaboration
with Innovators across the duration of the project. We inclpéeific interactions between Innovators
and Researchers to identify salient frames and TFR shifte, e analyze the problem focus, solution
options, the problem-solving plan, and details from the SFA projecinterstand when and how
interactions and shifts occurred. The analysis is based on guweng-, and post-implementation
interviews and workshops with the Innovators. The post-implementdtllow-up workshop with
Innovators helped us understand the results of the sales process innongjéon

8.2.1 Initiation: Through February 2006

During Initiation (see timeline in Figure 5.4), contractual agw@s were made between the Researchers
andVoiceTechmanagement (see Appendix B). These agreements in January 20@&ddai role of the
Researchers and the purpose and funding for the project.

During WS1, the Director of Marketing and Sales Operat{ong of the Champions) presented a broad
overview of the company and the Innovators assisted in providing ¢tasltéxformation and details of
the VoiceTechproblem situation. Initially, WS1 in February 2006 was to be tldentifying an
appropriate new SFA system and retaining sales reps. Hovawbe time of WS1, a new SFA system
had already been acquired. The focus then shifted toMoiee Tectshould introduce and implement the
new SFA. The workshop included discussions on how to structurgdntmns and also a diagnosis of
particular areas of concern. See Table 8.5 for a summary of TFRan doting Initiation.

8.2.1.1 Innovators’ Problem Focus

During Initiation in February 2006, the Innovators were focused priynamiithree problem areas within
VoiceTech’'ssales operations. In their opinion, unstable technology, non trustwiafthhynation, and
non-adoption were three large contributors to the sales force turnoviampratyoiceTech.

Technology was unstableThe Marketing Analyst believed that the technology was unstabie fact
that sales reps attempted to accBS€HNT on all of the computers simultaneously exacerbated the
instability problem

“It increases the load dRAOINT which may in turn bring the reliability problem
when they overload it.” [40:61]

The legacy SFA was not designed to be accessed simultandnyusly many users. The platform
instability, in conjunction with the overall non-robust desigiPGINT, caused great frustration for sales
reps and their managers.
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Information was not trusted. One of the most insightful perceptions related to the rétiatmf
technology. In fact, the Innovators did not trust the numbers sgpérdom SFA data. The Marketing
Analyst had no confidence in sales reports

“l don’t look at sales irPOINT because | don’'t have any confidence in them.”
[16:117]

“I trust the appointments completed number ... sales from first ajppent,
sales for second appointments, but never a really accuaiat® rsumber and |
don’t want to trust the reps marking the sales.” [40:426]

“We have three versions what'’s sold. It will all recoealt the end of the month,
but as we progress throughout the month, we have different tratidtigppds.”
[16:261]

Meanwhile, the Director of Sales Operations believed thk & trust in data reinforced the use of
multiple information systems with duplicate data

“If reps were ... updating all of their activity on or neawal-time around

databases it would be accurate. But, since they traciamually and they get
different numbers than wh&OINT is telling them, they're always going to
count on their manually counted numbers as being the gospel.” [40:278]

This, in turn, exacerbated the data trustworthiness probleraraated a situation whereby each manager
only trusted his or her own data. Reliable real-time data was non-gxisten

Non-adoption was creating media breaksThe Innovators believed a main problenVatceTechwas
that User-Reps and User-Managers were not fully adopting the &% a result, media breaks were
created from information being manually re-entered into diffesyistems. The Marketing Analyst
affirmed this view while reviewing the different reports thaes@aperations created and used

“The order tracker is a manual report and the informatiomiscaptured in any
system. It has a lot of columns and a lot of information.” [16:39]

The Director of Sales Operations acknowledged sales repsiweresistent in how often they reported
their sales activities. These were kept manually and then on occasoedantoPOINT

“Some reps will just keep this as a log in their car and fill it @hers will fill it
out at the end of the day. | know for [a southern office] they regqyiery rep to
turn this in every day. ... Then they enter this IROINT.” [40:415]

These three problem areas formed the impetus for the Innovismarkrement in the SFA
project.

8.2.1.2 Researchers’ Problem Focus

Similarly to the Innovators, the Researchers were primddbused on specific problems during
Initiation. Contractually, the collaboration focused on solving tproblems: integration of mobile
technology with the SFA and salesperson turnover. Researcher #1 offeregetiall problem assessment
at the end of WS1
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“You have two problems. You would like to be better at sales. Yaudnike to

have a more stable sales force. Now we want to introducdertebhnology on
top of a given sales system and then move on. That was slet foaining of the
project.” [40:2439]

Integration of mobile technology with SFA Integrating mobile technology into the SFA had been of
primary importance before the project began. However, during WSébiru&y 2006y oiceTechasked
the Researchers to look more broadly at the transformation of the €alés process

“When we started this project, mobile technology was very much at theoiutefr

But [now] you would like us to step back and focus, initially astemore on

what information should be there and how should it be managed ad plaet o
sales process and how should that change process be managed. Then only
secondarily focus on the opportunities for mobile technology. ... 'Scstill
something we look at as much as before, but now we have to coalsdehe
transformation of the basic system.” [40:420;424]

Salesperson turnover During WS1, the Researchers identified some concerns regdngéiNgiceTech
sales model. The Researchers proposed four factors to coimsitier high salesperson turnover. First,
they questioned how reps were being compensated

“So if the rep sells a basic package then what's your proces®lationship
development on an issue of maximizing customers? Is that the risptioat
marketing? ... So there’s no additional benefit to the sales reploeged made
the acquisition and customer installation, then any additional dpg®’'s no
benefit to the rep that had that? ... So there’'s no enduring relzifiobstween
the rep and the customer?” [40:212;218;226]

Second was a concern that too many reps were overlapping insidenateyritory. The Researchers
suggested this created frustration by reps visiting the same prospgotsniity

“There’s more than one rep per community. There's typically twthree per
community, so how do they coordinate-how do they avoid that, | mean, tiat the
contact the same customer? ... The thing that surprises imat igoilu obviously
have a very structured approach to the sales process and yogooaveeasons

for that. Then one can wonder why there is not a one-to-one relafidretween
communities and sales reps because that would avoid [overlap}taits the
rationale for keeping this going?” [40:580;596]

Third, the Researchers were concerned about the rigid demands imposed uplas thoece

“What's the underlying logic for having this very legaligiprocess where] you
need to sit down and have a meeting every day and go over what we do and don't
do and we need to come to the office by the end of the day?” [40:738]

Fourth, the Researchers speculated the sales process wasddsigthe least experienced and least
successful sales reps but not for the experienced and successful reps

“When you look at the entire system here ... it seems to bestans that is

designed for learning. So it's a system that is designed orotthke best
salespeople, but for the worst. So ask yourself, why does it look like this and why
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are all these guys doing all of this and what kind of inforomativould you
exchange? | think the reason would be that it is ‘Because adot shles people
are inexperienced and they need to learn and that takeariohnee need to take
care of them.” There are a lot of things going on ... amongsethe [hundreds
of] sales people. There are maybe [half] that are vergtaféieand mature and
the system is not designed for them. The system is design#tefother half. ...
So if my assumption is correct, the system is designed nthdarore reps, but
for those that are trying to become core reps. That miglat key reason why
many people leave.” [40:942;946;950]

In summary, these problems formed the initial basis fohéurtjuestioning during interviews and later
workshops. The transformations triggered by the integration of théertechnology with the new SFA
became the focus. While the Researchers did not believeahkl/directly impact sales person turnover,
these problems could also be addressed during the project antbtid improve other sales process
concerns.

8.2.1.3 Solution Options

Innovators’ solution options. During Initiation, The Innovators spoke about two solutions they\slie
would help them resolve the problems they perceived. Firstntitwators believed that enforcing sales
rep usage of the system would address the technology adoption issues

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “[This] is just another iogrgof the]

participation report. ... We had this, instead of pull, we got a pushi©fSFA

column forcing the reps to use it and [the report] just is aan@ated report
that’s given to the management teams to demonstrate the ubke &HA] at the
rep level.” [40:1901]

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “This has to be legislated in the use@MNT and
we’re confident that what's in there is based upon the reps, of course@INT
we had to give them some kind of report that told them how wesg doing.”
[40:1902]

Second, the Innovators wanted to effectively communicate to isgdeghat a stable SFA platform was
soon becoming a reality

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Well, it depends on how we tisn
with the reps. If we're saying this is platform change, theesthas changed a
little bit, you know, does that change the flavor of how the chamygagement
works and is it actually a five or a six or a seven sdeafter which change
management really becomes more valid?” [40:3216]

The Innovators also believed the continual problems sales repsieexpee with the legacy SFA
contributed to sales reps leaving the company.

Researchers’ solution optionsDuring WS1, the Researchers posited ¥aiteTechheeded a vision for
how to manage future information related to sales and a striategow introduce the Siebel SFA to the
sales force. Researcher #1 offered the following examples on the desigisalEthmformation process

“If you look at information processing in any organizational cotxethe first
thing you will look at is whether you can avoid it. | mean thergsreason to
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exchange information unless you need it and in many organizationsod lot
people spend a lot of time processing information and one of the o#ysr w
without anything coming out of it except to prepare yourself forfie act
which is sales or research or whatever. ... Say that | offeechgw [hundreds
of experienced] reps and you could trust me that you're going to hamethe
next two years. No one will leave, no one will die, nothing is gémnbappen
and then | ask you, how would you design the system for those repsrtosbe
efficient and effective and happy? Would it then look like tHat@bably not.
Then it would look different.” [40:942]

“Talking to sales reps and managers would be useful infmatbo. But as
[Researcher #2] points out, we’re not only interviewing them ahout they
think about the current system, it's also the design exertiaejs what would
you like to have in the future now that we have a better technology?” [40:2477]

Researcher #2 offered several suggestions on how to introduce the néwt8EAales force

“Here are some thoughts for how a successful change manageksnplace.
Number one is communicate, communicate, communicate. So somehow you
have to let them know [about the coming changes] and engage thersedond

thing is find some champions. Don't try and take this as a coldeyurk
everywhere. What you want is some of these high performieg gaople that
people implicitly look towards as being the guys and girls irktieav; the ones

they want to emulate and get them on board. Whatever it talget them on
board.” [40:2401]

The solution options for the Researchers during Initiation Wwased on the discussion from WS1 while
the Innovators’ solution options were based on their experiences with simitéernps.

8.2.1.4 Salient Frames

Salient frames are those frames that the Innovators and r&femsawere most focused on during
Initiation. The Innovators were primarily focused on ttezhnology in use2{ utterances) and
conseguences of technology (&€& utterancesBy comparison, the greatest number of utterances for any
other particular TFR was five. In Contrast, the Researahers primarily focused on therganizational
implementation procedd utterances)By comparison, the greatest number of utterances for any other
particular TFR was two.

8.2.1.5Interactions

Primary Interaction Roles. During the Initiation period, the Innovators acted as problem solVeey
focused on the specific problems at hand and not on creatingea V&sipn for what the SFA should be.
Conversely, the Researchers acted as agenda definers. Thegdfecuhelping the Innovators develop a
longer-term vision for the sales process. These roles playeduooy several key interactions between
the Innovators and Researchers during WS1.

Interaction Context. As defined previously, interactions manifested themselvessasssions centered
on specific topics. During Initiation, there were four significinnovator-Researcher interactions. Two
of these were focused on technology capabilities and functions.offtee two were focused on
consequences of technology use.
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o Technology capabilities and functions.This interaction focused on basic choice of technology:
BlackBerry versus laptop. The Innovators argued for cost andimaalcapability. The Researchers
questioned the validity of the cost-benefit assessment andsaddrthe Innovators’ misperception of
the difference in real-time capability between the two options. [40:1504]

Researcher #2: “Have you done a calculation of what it wouldtacdsave each

of them have a computer, portable computer and what the savings beird
making them work more effective and efficient. It's sort of anderlying
assumption here that they cannot have a computer use now, of ¢ooreean
information processing point of view, that's a huge restriction and we cart@pera
under that restriction if you have very, very good reasons, bouifdgn’t have
very good reasons it seems to me to be a huge issue.”

VoiceTecHDirector of Sales Operations: “At what point in the processaidiitge
issue? When they’re trying to share a computer at the ethg: afay to input or
when they’re on the road?”

Researcher #2: “It's at all poiniis time. You see ... if their mindset is that [the
only] information that you will accept is electronic arid readily available they
can look at these lists of prospects and can in-flight saatdbrding to 20
different criteria; one being ‘Which building am I in now?’ Irtkiit would make
their work much easier and much more effective and they would asieva lot
of time. It would make the data in the system much morebtelibecause it
would be real-time data. Everything would be real-time detwas put in there
at the point of capture rather than five hours later sitting in an office.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “How would they do that if treeygn
the road all day? How would that real-time connection be done leetadsy
they [would now] have a laptop. They don’t have to have a fiseingce we're
going to have where they're going to be able to have connedtiviycell tower
and we'll be able to translate data back and forth, but we dovét that today
from a laptop.”

Researcher #2: “Yeah, so that would be one solution, that's ofe;aie ideal

that you have phone line connection. The other could be that evemjnmgou
download the most current version of whatever information you neegour
desktop and then you go and work and you update that as you work. Then when
you come back you just upload that.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “So that from a corporate ptantdit
would still not be real time, it would be ‘in a day data’”

Researcher #2: “Yeah, but from theint of viewit's real time. | mean, every
city that you're in has at least GPRS, so you're at lgedtgood for a constant
connection. So it's not really that much of an issue. The probietn
BlackBerry is that its basic messaging scheme is eabgrthat of an SMTP
message.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I think it would be, maybdaasas
evaluation, is to help us understand the ROI on two different model
obviously, but we're focused on objectives here. But we need to understand those
things.”
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This interaction was the beginning of a series of discussegagding the need (or lack thereof)
for sales reps having and using laptops. While the Innovatorsef@rs cost minimization and
limited usability of a laptop, the Researchers focused on quoasli their assumptions
throughout the project.

e Technology capabilities and functions.This interaction focused on SFA functionality on a
BlackBerry versus a laptop. The Researchers suggestedhthd@lackBerry offered limited
functionality compared with a laptop. The Innovators believed thekBlerry functionality, even
if limited, was all sales reps needed. Innovators also believed a laptap veotdo large for sales
reps to use while in the field. [40:1574-1578]

Researcher #2: “| don’t know that much about Siebel’s current apgsatheme,
but my guess is they don't care [about devices used]. Theylijngt the

functionality if they think they’re going to a mobile or a handhaddice. I'm

sure there are plenty of people that are using notebooks opsaput in the field
[with] Siebel. So they have screens and whatever that arefgailored to that
type of a computing device versus a smaller BlackBerry.'l8onbt sure that
there’s that much difference.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “It goes back to how much fundiipna
are we having to walk away from? Right now | guess we’reutiee perception
that things that we want to achieve should be Siebel WwétBtackBerry. So if
someone comes back and says, ‘You can only do these two thitgserthings
and these other five things we’d like to do are not achiewaitte BlackBerry’
then we have to look at it with fresher eyeballs and asktigus about what are
we-where do we go from here, but for right now the assumptidhatsmost
everything that we think we can do could be pushed through the BlagkBo
there’s going to be a learning curve if we learn otherwise.”

Researcher #2: “So you're going to take all these computgrefothe little
computer section? The BlackBerry is now a perfect subsfiutéhe computers
that they normally spend their time on in front. Is that thnaWe don‘t need
computers anymore, we’'re just going to use these BlackBerrys?”

This interaction did not resolve the question of which device beiter suited for sales reps.
However, it explicated the initial position of the stakehold&tee interaction made it clear the
Researchers believed the laptop would offer benefits tbateTechmanagers and sales reps
could use to achieve greater sales performance. The Innowmtigesed that, unless proven
otherwise, the BlackBerry offered everything sales reps needed.

¢ Consequences from use of technologyhis interaction was about the need for and perceived
benefits of reports and the contents of individual reports neegl@danagers. The Researchers
proffered that many reports were unused and therefore could baatkohi Researches believed
reports should be the result of data gathered in a single, dativerinformation source. The
Innovators agreed the report process should be scrutinized. [40:1779-1775] & [40:1803]

Researcher #2: “So has anyone done an analysis yet on what @eaqly do
with these reports? ... My suspicion is some people look at one colur@ther
people ... keep it on file in case somebody raises a questionheithdand other
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people do other things with it. So the question would be to me, at least, what does
the [senior manager] do with this information and what'sesalio them because

the way to improve these things is to say, ‘What'’s the stephbg then next go
through?’ They get out their little piece of paper and thest kiaking at this

stuff and they come to a humber and that’'s the actionable thindhandhtould

be the report, you see, as opposed to the stuff that they uspuasnto their

little hand things.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Each manager up and down tive cha
has a different incentive they're trying to drive or aipafar metric to meet. ...
This is used by a number of people in the branch and corporate emésig) of
this report | could never tell you ... and | think that over tirddional fields
have been added by different users of the report so now we havkythid
report that accommodates many users.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “They go there because that’s the plese to go
for what they need.”

Researcher #2: “Exactly, but you don't actually know on a per hesgs what
they need.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “No, let's go back and make @i
know what the objective is really. ... We don'’t pretend for a ewinthat this is
all effective because it's kind of evolved over time oroits without one owner
of the whole thing, so it needs a lot of scrutiny.”

The result of this interaction was an agreement that rep@nts being generated in multiple
formats from multiple, possibly errant, sources and that thetrepation process as a result was
ineffective. The Innovators resolved to consolidate reporting.

¢ Consequences from use of the technologyhis interaction focused on data in the system, reports
not being trusted, and incentives for use. [40:2065-40:2099]

Chapter 8

Researcher #3: “Could | return to something that the twooafjyst discussed
which | just want to make sure | understood? So logically Repadst just an
accumulation of a number of Report Q’s. It's the same data etttapthe data
in Report Q is not trusted by those that acquire the d&&port C, so therefore
they apply it from a different source. Is that correct on the third?”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “Yes. And there are additional columns in
C that aren’t on the Q as well.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I don’'t know if anybody uses Q, do
they?”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “I think they do sometimes.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “We know who would use it bet w
don’t know if they find any value and really use it for anything.”

Analysis of TFRs: A Dynamic View 146



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

Researcher #2: “Prints out on demand, right? So you could then figureuthat
Has anybody demanded it?”

Researcher #3: “And is it correct that Q is based on data from salés reps
VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “Yes.”

Researcher #3: “and that's the reason that the receiver cdsh’'tlase it because
they don't trust it as accurate data?”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “If they were 100% of theetigoing
into POINT and updating all of their activity on or near real time arourid da
bases it would be accurate, but since they track it maraadlthey get different
numbers than wh&OINT is telling them, they’re always going to count on their
manually counted numbers as being the gospel.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “The reason | don't use this for the
executive report is because | don't trust the sales number. | trust thatappus
completed, sales from first appointment, sales for second appointmenmtsybut

a really accurate sales number and | don’t want to trustefhe marking the
sales. | want the office vice president to tell me how many weré€ sold.

Researcher #1: “I've found out over 30 years I've studied th@dinhsegment
and their use of information technology and the big question in tiaadial
sector is how much money is in this account. That's a very imyogtzestion
and it's very important that you agree on that. Unfortunately gon’t and you
can imagine like 30 years ago when there was a transition fmamual
accounting to electronic accounting and that was a complete I ssill today
it's still somewhat of a mess and the way forward is usttthe electronic data
because if you don't trust the electronic data then that diseusiill never stop,
but that of course then reinforces that they need to be accurate.”

Researcher #1: “Now you have a double system which has a cost to it. You spend
a lot of money on processing two different systems of informdiewause the

one doesn't trust the other. | don’'t know why. That's simplyaate of time. It's

an enormous waste of time and that brings me back to what | woofdrogi

many times which is, if those that enter the data see no réasdoing it or only

have a cost in doing it, you can never trust the data. You'll never get fmiha

Those that enter the data must have an incentive ar@ oaa stick, you know,

or both of some smart combination so that whatever they enteegeatly what

is needed to be entered and you can trust it.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “If they were paid on whay gregered
they might get a little motivated.”

Researcher #1: “That’s right.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Well, what's the stibkrt?. ... If we
got some feature functionality that thing attracts themswitiand then, by the
way, oh, you're paid by what's entered in there, so you might warst tib rgght.
We might see people active.”
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The result of this interaction was a focus on identifying #esons users did not use or trust
information in the system. Researcher #1 used an analmgmanaging critical account
information in the financial industry, where it could depend on whog# of viewdefined which
account balance was to be trusted. If the electronic dataonae trusted as a single source, the
system must be accurate. This interaction became the basis fogdtasork toward the SFA as
the single, authoritative source of sales information.

In summary, some interactions, like the interaction on tepaation, led to immediate agreement.
However, other interactions, like the interaction around dathd system not being trusted, became the
basis for an ongoing dialogue over the course of the project iophwResearchers and Innovators
continued to discuss the merits of particular actions.

8.2.1.6 Problem-solving

At WS1, a plan was developed for the Researchers to interview at least 2 e conduct field and
office observations. Initiation concluded with an IT Workshop (IT-WW8ke weeks after WS1. The
Researchers would then present findings at future workshop.egjheyl SFA was still in full use but a
decision had been made YWgiceTechin December 2005 to implement Siebel SFA. Ongoing support of
the legacy SFA continued. Initial implementation planning begarhiamew Siebel SFA. The future
SFA plans during Initiation were expected to be the following:

e February 15, 2006 — development to start to replace existing SFA functionality.

e March 1, 2006 — report development to begin

e April 22, 2006 - planned as the date for the Siebel SFA to be launched in alphainrabetaduction
environment for sales reps to use.

e Future releases — planned at as-yet undetermined dates irtufe dnd would determine how to
change information collection behaviors and reporting/analysis and impleroerié devices.

In summary, Initiation established a baseline from which the collabonatiald proceed. The Innovators
were mainly concerned with how to implement the SFA. The Rdssaraere mainly focused on how to
innovate the sales process. Problems were identified and gossiloitions were discussed through
several interactions between the Researchers and Innovators.

Table 8.5 TFR in Action During Initiation

Salient TFRs
(How people think)

Sales Process Innovation
(How the problem setting
changes)

Iteration Problem Solving

(How people interact)

Diagnosing Summary: Prior to WS1, contractual Innovators’ Salient Frames SFA Status: Original SFA in full

[Initiation agreements made with VoiceTech e Technology in use use. Decision made to adopt

through WS1] management. WS1 was a broad e  Consequences of technology  Siebel in December 2005.
overview of the company and use

Includes: problem situation presented SFA Activities: Ongoing

e Initiation primarily by VoiceTech Champions Researchers’ Salient Frames support of legacy SFA. Initial

e ITWS and Innovators. The workshop e  Organizational planning of new SFA

e WS1 included discussion on how to implementation process implementation.
structure intervention and a

Dec 2005 — diagnosis of particular areas of Primary Interaction Roles SFA Plans:

Feb 2006 concern. Contractually, the e Innovators: Active problem e  February 15, 2006 —
collaboration focused on solving solvers Development to start to
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two problems:

e Integration of mobile
technology with the SFA

e  Salesperson turnover

Innovators’ Problem Focus

e  Technology was unstable

° Information was not trusted

. Non-adoption was creating
media breaks

Researchers’ Problem Focus

e Integration of mobile
technology with SFA

e Salesperson turnover

Innovators’ Solution Options

e  Enforce sale rep usage of SFA

e Communicate that stable SFA
was becoming reality

Researchers’ Solution Options

e  VoiceTech needed to develop a
vision for managing future
information needs

Researchers: Agenda
definers

Interactions

Technology capabilities and
functions

The interaction focuses on
basic choice of technology:
BlackBerry versus laptop.
The Innovators argue for
cost and real-time capability.
CEPRIN questions validity of
cost-benefit assessment and
corrects misperception of
difference in real-time
capability between the two
options. [40:1504-1524]

Technology capabilities and
functions: Interaction
around functionality of
Siebel on BlackBerry vs.
laptop. [40:1574-1578]

Consequences from use of
technology

Interaction around the need
for and perceived benefits of
all the reports and the
contents of individual
reports needed by
managers. [40:1779-1775] &
[40:1803]

Consequences from use of
the technology Interaction
focused on data in the
system, reports not being
trusted, and incentives for
use. [40:2065-40:2099]

replace existing SFA
functionality

March 1, 2006 — report
development to begin
April 22, 2006 - planned as
the date for the Siebel
SFA to be launched in
alpha orbetaina
production environment
for sales reps to use
Future releases — planned
at as-yet undetermined
dates in the future.

8.2.2 Iteration 1: WS1 - WS2 (February 2006 - June 2006)

Iteration 1 (I11) included the time period of WS1 in February 2008/S2 in June 2006. During 11, the

collaboration team was focused on the initial release of ISi&HB&. The Researchers interviewed key
stakeholders and presented initial findings to the Champions and larsodating P1 in April 2006. See

Table 8.6 for a summary of TFR in action during I1.

8.2.2.1 Innovators’ Problem Focus

During 11, the Innovators focused primarily on three problems. The Imrsvatere concerned with the
SFA not being designed to capture needed information, implemgeléist practices, and understanding
how far and how to progress with the SFA
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Siebel SFA not designed to capture needed informatiohe Director of Sales Operations believed
that the mobile SFA was confusing to reps. He believedvibiaeTecmeeded only a limited amount of
information

“[The Director of IT] said that they're spending more time disablingcfionality

on this thing than they are ... turning up functionality on it. Onéhefreasons
why is it's too easy to confuse and overwhelm the rep ... in ¢fekfiith a lot of

functionality staring them in the face. So we, for the lack dfetter word,

‘dumbed’ them down a little bit so that it's very simple.” [43:551]

Thus, the SFA implementation team was reducing the quantity taf fde input by sales reps. The
Innovators believed this would help increase SFA adoption.

Implementing best practices The Director of Sales Operations belieV&gceTechcould institutionalize
best practices across the organization to achieve long term SFA adgectiv

“We talked about a [best practices] user group as a one-time stgiit then we
haven't talked much about it beyond that in terms of keeping ittifdasome
long period of time.” [43:529]

“So the best practices is really about ... lessons learned. Homedget those
shared with everyone, how do we do it on a regular basis, how do | ...
institutionalize that in some longer term way.” [35:534]

The Innovators envisioned creating a core group of sales repsaksdnsanagers to help guide best
practices for th&oiceTeclSFA. The Director of Sales Operations believed having this group could
help spread the “SFA message” and lead to wide adoption and enthusiasmeohtiodogy.

Identifying a vision for SFA. During the IT Workshop in February 2006, the Innovators offered their
views on an SFA vision fovoiceTech

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I think what you're askingisowhat
we would call a vision statement about what, in a perfectdwhow would we
want this whole thing to work in a global sense. We havatbthat right now.”
[39:622]

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “I think what we're having to find is agylobal
initiative, we haven'’t taken like a global vision and doeunted that. We have a
lot of ideas, but we haven’t cohesively created a projeamaatsr project and
then had details.” [39:602;603]

The Innovators wanted to create a global vision for the SFA amdifiyl how it should be implemented
into the daily lives of th&oiceTechsales force. However, the focus on getting the SFA implemiente
short order required so much effort that no cohesive, long-term SFA visidrebadieveloped.

8.2.2.2 Researchers’ Problem Focus

During the 11, the Researchers focused primarily on six issites VoiceTech’'ssales operations. In a

post-interview discussion in March 2006, the Researchers ssflect what they had learned from the
interviews and WS1 and the IT Workshop. Six issues summarizeRiedearchers’ preliminary views of

the problem&/oiceTectwas experiencing in its sales process
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o Help needed with transition from legacy SFA to SiebelDuring WS1, this became the primary
focus for the research engagemafdiceTechdid not ask the Researchers to implement the system
for them. Rather, the Innovators and Champions wanted the Resedccli@eras on how best to
transition from one system to another and build support among #wrepk and sales managers. In
the post-interview Researchers-only reflection session, Résgdt3 emphasized this as the primary
objective

“The primary objective is to help/piceTechtransition fromPOINT to Siebel.”
[17:48]

Thus, helpingVoiceTechtransition to a new SFA, and specifically a mobile-enablexbedbi
became the high-level objective for the Researchers.

e Sales rep turnover is too high The collaboration team frovoiceTechbelieved implementing the
Siebel SFA would solve multiple problems for them, including redusales rep turnover. However,
the Researchers believed solving sales rep turnover was nethimgnthey, as researchers, could
control. Instead, while solving the turnover problem would ranasie of the measures of success,
Researcher #1 offered a way to move forward

“I would push [sales rep turnover] into the background and say, ,Welte not
going to spend a lot of time talking about that; we’ll do thatha final
deliverable. As you have asked us, we will focus much more narrowly
information processing and in particular how you're going to maeéfgetively
the transformation to Siebel and how you’re going to plan doing thadis take
ultimate advantage of that in the future. And the next timethie final
deliverable, we'll elaborate on this and we’'ll also look atshies process ... and
how to address the issue of increased sales representativeretéiir:50]

By agreeing to subordinate the sales turnover problemuocgss measure rather than a specific
objective, the Researchers were able to focus on the spawibtems they believed they could
successfully address.

e No single, authoritative information system The Researchers believed that until and unless
VoiceTechmade the decision to rely upon a single, authoritative SFA, tharkl de real-time
understanding of sales activities in the field. At Initiation, Besearchers discovered that each
manager relied upon his or her own method for tracking sadgsintments, and productivity. These
numbers were usually tracked on white boards in managersesfiind during daily or weekly sales
team meetings. Those numbers were transferred into a spFetslsi additional whiteboards that
were updated throughout each day. As a result, managers wegerdeftbling at month-end and on
each weekend when preparing summary reports for senior managsearéher #1 believed that this
issue required creating a vision féoiceTecHeadership

“What is on our table is to try to push a vision to the managepesmle so that
they can become clear on where they're going. So, let me givaryenample.
... | think they need to move towards one system and | thinlstgabd advice
and | think they can easily do it. It's going to be hard work butsthalbat |
would recommend them to do.” [17:84]
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Moving to a single, authoritative system would reqiMoice Tech’'sales leaders creating a vision
for what information was valid and necessary. While movirthedSiebel SFA would be a useful
step in reaching that vision, the larger vision of a single,oaitative system would require a
huge change in management’s signals and establishing expectations.

Espoused sales model was not actual sales model usdtke discrepancy between the espoused and
actual sales model was significant. The Researchers degielopeoperating assumption during
Initiation that corporate management beliexémceTechhad a unified sales model when, in fact,
several different sales models existed. Researcher #3 dtaxborathe discrepancy between espoused
and actual sales models

“[ VoiceTechexecutives and managers] talk about the sales model and the
religion around the sales model. | decided that they're naivWolly the sales
model. There are numerous discrepancies from this espoused salds.. mode
What's actually done is walk around and search for targets ofrtopjig so
there’s a first point of divergence from the sales modat they have distinct
territories and that’s not true. They overlap and they aigeets of opportunity.
There should be balance calls on customers but the actuay iisalitere are
multiple calls on some and none on others.” [17:86]

The model in use depended upon the market maturity ofVtheeTechoffice, sales rep
experience levels, and managers’ technological abilities.eSeps utilized the DNC list and
evaluated potential prospects each day prior to entering tlie @ther reps used targets of
opportunity to fulfill their required daily quota. Some prospectsewmlled upon many times
while others were never called upon. Experienced sales répwthave to return to the office
while inexperienced sales reps did return. Some managersgadtthe daily activity entered
into POINT while others ignored it entirely. The result of these diffiees was multiple sales
models al/oiceTech

Uncoordinated sales operationsWith uncoordinated sales operations, sales reps were neiEg
but saw little coordination or distribution of pertinent prospedarimftion. Some sales reps exploited
referrals to build their network while other sales reps oveddakferral opportunities. Researcher #3
believed sales were uncoordinated

“At the bottom line, everybody is selling, no coordination. At theeséime, lots
of coordination and the results will be territory burnout, uncoordihateount
development around relationships, cross-selling, up-selling. Retentigood

but referrals are not fully utilized and it's going to resualtai slowdown of the
sales in territories. Some are already no longer meeting their numbers.

“The sales model for new territories could and possibly shoultifferent from

one that is a mature market. So, rather than a one sezeraabel fits all, it may
in fact be appropriate to have these two, one that recogtiiaesve have a
mature market and how we approach that through relations andnguddi

existing customer base versus finding them in the first place.” [17:92;94]

While customer retention was good, referrals from current cessfior new customers were
underutilized. Sales reps spent much of each day visiting pregpettwere already customers,
or were not good prospects. For example, sales reps often visiteeédses recently visited by
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other VoiceTechsales reps. The result was inefficient sales operatiack, of up-to-date
knowledge about good prospects, a frustrated sales force, and irritatezkbeisin

e SFA not perceived as beneficial by sales rep#n its then-current state, the SFA was used to
monitor the sales reps’ performance. The system was unreliablenatable and sometimes unused.
As a result, sales reps perceived the SFA as being bahefity toVoiceTeclmanagement’s needs.
Researcher #1 saw sales rep buy-in as important to the overall succesSAtision

“Another very important part of the vision is what [the k&ting Analyst] just
said which | agree a lot with - you would never, ever get buein from the
sales reps into this information system if you don’t givertleamething back.
What has to be developed over the next three years is the capabilityfeaézs
rep to [use the SFA for how to] plan and spend the day.” [17:84]

The Researchers believed sales rep buy-in to be core to nihkiisgles process more efficient
and effective. Moving to the more stable and reliable Si8B&l and the step towards handheld
devices could be seen as the technological basis for makinguyén happen. However, sales
reps would not necessarily adopt and use the new SFA just becaasenigw and more stable or
reliable. Instead, creating easily observable sales rep tsefrefin using the SFA would be
critical in obtaining their buy-in.

These six underlying problems and how to solve them formed the basithdoResearchers’
recommended actions during the project.

8.2.2.2 Solution Options
Innovators’ solution options. During 11, the Innovators offered two solution options. First, they vedie

VoiceTectcould create grass-roots efforts to get users to understandtbefefie system. The Director
of Sales Operations explained

“We're a big believer in trying to get a grass-roots efforbuy into it and have
that spread into the branch of it and a wide adoption of it whehegasm and
wide adoption of it.” [43:533]

Second, the Innovators wanted to create an ongoing user group taicmaw® lessons learned during
implementation. This group, as summarized by the Direct®atds Operations, could become the core
go-between group communicating the needs of internal customers

“We [could] even ... have a core group that we meet with maybeeglyathat is

representative. ... We fly them in quarterly and this ... core groupnhbes the
guiding force of how we perceive a vision of this thing longitdt becomes the
voice of the customer, the internal customer.” [35:550]

Researchers’ solution optionsDuring 11, the Researchers presented nine proposed SFA capabilities (see
Table 6.2) that would helgoiceTechnnovate the sales process and eliminate or minimize the preble
that VoiceTechexperienced. The Researchers then identified six speciienacthat the Innovators
should take into consideration:

1. Commit to a broader comprehension of SFA scope and functionality geitls, budget,
timeline, and deliverables packaged as a project.
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2. Convert to Siebel SFA and cultivate and commit sales organizéo Goals and SFA
Capabilities.

3. Make SFA ubiquitous by enhancing sales representative supportute émsield, real-time
usage and accurate data capture. Involve sales representatives.

4. Provide management information based on Siebel SFA; stand&eyizeanagement report
content; allow for individualized presentation and access. Involve seragers.

5. Communicate change process continuously.
6. Provide focused training in Siebel SFA usage as needed.

These six actions summarized the Researchers’ proposeas®ltdi many of the problems identified
during this period.

8.2.2.4 Salient Frames

During 11, the Innovators were mostly focusedteohnology in us€73 utterances)consequences of
technology use(75 utterances), andrganizational implementation proced§5 utterances). By
comparison, the greatest number of utterances for any jmnicular TFR was nineteen. Likewise, the
Researchers were also mostly focused ammsequences of technology u&b utterances) and
organizational implementation proce@9 utterances). By comparison, the greatest number of utterances
for any other particular TFR was five.

8.2.2.5 Interactions

Primary Interaction Roles. During I1 and similar to Initiation, the Innovators were actisgeners and
problem solvers. Conversely, and also similar to the Initiatiologhethe Researchers were active agenda
definers. The Innovators and the Researchers focused on consequences fsbthautechnology.

Interaction context. During Presentation 1 (P1l), there was one significant InnovasedRcher
interaction. This interaction focused on the consequences of userafltaph

¢ Consequences from use of technologyhis interaction focused on the consequences of not using a
single, real-time, authoritative data source. The Innovatorstigned Researchers about how to
decide when a sale in the system is really a sale in actuality2[249]

Researcher #1: “This is a rather crucial issue for exezziis well. It's not only
managers but also executives here that think they don’t trusystem. We have
not heard that they would trust SIEBEL either. That is a hugeegiancy in the
intended investment in this system.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I ... live this pain pointrgveay and
going forward I'm seeing less and less of the number beingireapin the
spreadsheet reconciled with numbers in the system. Somehow thefprsort of
did magically. I'm not quite sure how. But now I'm starting $ee that
everything sort of diverge a little bit.”

Researcher # : “In fact ... the goal of being fifty point daysl to keep the
numbers on it because the funnels will take care of themselves would be &and leas
one person will cold call.”
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VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “which is kind of two thEngligning
this behavior. One of them is that the Siebel system islesigned to capture
certain data points and so we can’t put into this spreadsheete’re @bing to
try to make some changes in Siebel and see if we can capteeof these other
things. ... When do we count a sale a sale? | guess there’aultise ¢hat we
count it while it's still in the briefcase. Do we want thiéng to be a little more
formal when we count it? Does it need to be entered in Sieloetler to count it
as a sale? What are the rules that we should be operatiaglg®So, those are-
that’s dialogue currently in play [with executives].”

Researcher #3: “I think there’s a second kind of issue, too, whisbw quickly
something that happens in the field gets back into headquangrmta [the
SFA]”

VoiceTecHDirector of Sales Operations: “Well, we call it briefeaime and the
deal is signed, but then it’s sitting in a briefcase or a tofr&k car or something
for a couple of daysThis is what | don’'t understand ... if the deal gets closed
today at 2:00, why it's not in Siebel at 5:00? | don't get it. ”

Researcher #2: “Isn’t it amazing? Because they're out orotteand they don't
want to come back. They hit their number for the day and for dekwnd so
they’re catching a couple of drinks early. And no one trusts the systenaanyw

VoiceTectDirector of Sales Operations: “We've said that that’'sydkathe past
and we've counted it, it's-bring the letter in Monday and then weetér it in the
system and we’ll be okay, so.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “Yeah, | think we want it to come on ircéese
we realign to see what'’s in our pipeline [and what the] dates is doing in the
last two days of the month.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “That’s a dilemma rigletreh We will
end up at early warning data telling us.”

This interaction was the beginning of a series of discussemarding how to implement a real-
time SFA for understanding théoiceTechpipeline. The Innovators focused on teiceTech
culture as supporting the process, as it then existed, for atjosales reps to have delay
reporting their sales. The Researchers believed no onedtthst&SFA anyway and that this is a
contributing factor to the sales reporting delay.

8.2.2.6 Problem Solving

In the intervening time between WS1 in February 2006 and WS2 in 200 the Researchers
conducted 25 interviews, participated in an IT Workshop with two Tecbhistdp and communicated
initial assumptions and observations during P1 in April 2006 torthevators and Champions. The
legacy SFA was still in full use due to delays in the Si&¥fA implementation. Development and
modification of Siebel SFA continued while Innovators planned &fohility integration. Future plans
developed for 12 of the research collaboration were expected to includsi dharfg:

e June 12, 2006 — SFA conversion to replace legacy SFA. Create portal fqDaeswas moved from
April 22 to May 22 to June 12).
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o July 22 — SFA to integrate BlackBerry.

In summary, 11 included interviews, a presentation, and a workshop (see F-#jurehe Innovators were
mainly concerned with technology use — including both actual dayytessaand consequences of use —
and also how to better organize the implementation process. The Researchenaiwblrconcerned with
the then-present negative actual and perceived consequenitestethnology. These concerns led to
discussions regarding which stakeholders needed what informatratawhat intervals. Also, the
Innovators and Researchers discussed ways to effectively wanate developments regarding the new

SFA.

Iteration

Table 8.6 TFR in Action During Iteration 1

Problem Solving

(How people interact)

Salient TFRs
(How people think)

Sales Process Innovation
(How the problem setting
changes)

Iteration 1 Summary: During WS1, the Innovators’ Salient Frames SFA Status: Original SFA in full
[WS1 -WwWsS2] collaboration team made plans for e  Technology in use use. Delays occurring in new
actions to be taken over the coming e  Consequences of technology ~ SFA implementation.
Includes: weeks and months. During the use
e WS1 intervening time between WS1 e  Organizational SFA Activities: Development
. Interviews (02/02/06) and WS2 (06/01/06), implementation process and modification of Siebel SFA.
e P1 Researchers conducted 25 Planning of mobility
. WsS2 interviews and communicated their Researchers’ Salient Frames integration.
initial assumptions and e  Consequences of technology
Eeb 2006 — observations in a presentation (P1 use SFA Plans:
June 2006 on 04/03/2006) to the Innovators e Organizational e  June 12, 2006 - SFA
and Champions. implementation process conversion to replace SFA.
Create portal for reps.
Innovators’ Problem Focus Primary Interaction Roles (Date was moved from
e  Siebel SFA not designed to . Innovators: Active, listener, April 22, 2006 to May 22,
capture needed information problem solvers 2006 to June 12, 2006).
e Implementing best practices e Researchers: Active agenda e July 22, 2006 — SFA to
e Identifying a vision for SFA? definers integrate BlackBerry.
Researchers’ Problem Focus Interactions
e  Help needed with transition e  Consequences from use of
from SFA conversion technology Interaction
e Sales rep turnover is too high around the consequences of
e Nosingle, authoritative not using a single, real-time,
information system authoritative data source.
e  Espoused sales model is not [43:120-149]
actual sales model used
e Uncoordinated sales
operations
e  SFA not perceived as beneficial
by sales reps
Innovators’ Solution Options
e  Have grass roots efforts to get
users to buy into benefits of
the system thereby generating
enthusiasm, support, and wide
adoption of the SFA
e  Create ongoing user group to
communicate lessons learned,
etc. during implementation
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Researchers’ Solution Options

e  Presented nine proposed SFA
capabilities (Table 6.2) and six
specific actions that would
innovate the sales process and
eliminate or minimize the
problem situation

8.2.3 Iteration 2: WS2 - WS3 (June 2006 - July 2006)

Iteration 2 (12) included the time period of WS2 in June 2006 to WSBIlyn 2006. During 12, the
collaboration team discussed plans for future SFA reledbesteam agreed to proceed with the project
on a dual track approach with the following focal points: (1) galesess analysis to assist VoiceTech in
improving sales and reducing turnover; and (2) SFA project planning to exapton of the SFA as the
information system. See Table 8.7 for a summary of TFR in action during 12.

8.2.3.1 Innovators’ Problem Focus
The Innovators identified four key problem areas on which they @aaticus going into SFA mobility
integration.

Improve management information The Innovators intended on improving management information.
The Director of Sales Operations explained that the objesthgeto give managers more information in a
management dashboard

“This is all about the data and we’re going to be doing a lot akvin 2007
around data, around how we report it, how real time it is, how autdniis

going to be and how in a perfect world we’d like to have electrdaghboard.
[This would be] a web app that any decision-making manager ctmajyal see
data that’s relative to them and be able to make decisionsTdrisiis nothing
more than kind of a breakdown of the elements and the things thi@olet

today and how we want to transform those into what we wantelw ws a
management panel in the future.” [36:930]

Establish real-time reporting. The Director of Sales Operations identified real-tingoréng as another
problem focus. The lack of real-time performance status fes saps contributed to the lack of trust in
the SFA

“Real-time reporting of status appointments and sold deals .onmexthe one
reporting aspect that’s going to happen in our next release.” [36:930]

Provide functionality for sales reps The Innovators focused on providing more functionality for sales
reps. The Director of Sales Operations summarized thieiag wherevVoiceTechwould expend much
development effort to deliver more functionality for its sales reps

“[We want to] optimize sales channel and rep activity. Tisignore of the

functionality and this is where you're going to see majorityhef releases this
year.” [36:930]
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Expand mobile capabilities The Innovators wanted to expand mobile capabilities. The Diret®ales
Operation expected that sales reps would have access

“[With] mobile capabilities the sales rep will have univéraecess to prospect
information while in the field through the use of the BladkleThey can access
leads lists, Do Not Call [lists] ... existing customers and polsp ... They can
also status their appointments while in the field and ineieghether it was
completed but sold or if it was lost. One other feature thavave built in which
is what we call the vicinity reporting which indicates, lshea where the rep is
standing with the unit, what opportunities are in [the] immediate arefatbales
rep] can go knock on the door and try to create an appointment.” [36:936]

These four areas defined the Innovators’ problem focus for SFA mobikityration.

8.2.3.2 Researchers’ Problem Focus
The Researchers were primarily focused on how to implementRAeirBways that would encourage

sales reps to adopt and use it. With this in mind, Researdsetssked with the Innovators five specific
problems they perceived related to these topics.

SFA integration with other areas ofVVoiceTech The Researchers were concerned WateTechwas
isolating within sales operations the benefits of using tha. :Researcher #2 expressed this concern
during a planning discussion during WS2

“One of the things that | don't see ... is integration with ptheeas of
VoiceTechSo integration acrossoiceTechhow that you get this system up and
running. You have Siebel and you have Siebel in other places in the
organization.” [36:1079]

Integration of SFA training into daily routines. A consistent problem focus of the Researchers
throughout the collaboration concerned how users would be trained tbeusgstem. The Researchers
were concerned that the process by which users would be traaechat a priority. Researcher #2

emphasized this concern

“The other thing is that I'm a bit worried on the one called bgwvé&raining. ...
You develop your training but you then test it. Do you take five neps tdown
here or two [managers] that you know very well and teshdt you know it
doesn’t work and then you improve it. So, before you throw it irhdaal of 300
people, throw it on the head of two people and there’s always ehaiog can
make and you know, it turns out that blue works out better than readwn y
slides or whatever or maybe more important ... But you see, tinngrds so
important for how it actually hits the road and what kind of adoptte you get
just due to the training.

You may want to give them the BlackBerrys and give them thie BéeckBerry

training and let them use it for a week or two before you themsaywe do the
Siebel training because if there’'s any sort of learning ecdor learning the
BlackBerry, you don’t want to hand them the BlackBerry and shyigat, now

we’re going to try to train the BlackBerry and we're goingreon you how to
use the Siebel on top of that. It's sort of a one-two puncleratian saying,
here’s the BlackBerry, here’s the basic training. [Insteled, them go out and
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play with it for a week or two and get comfortable with BiackBerry and then
back in for the specific Siebel training.” [36:1270]

Sales rep role transitions.The Researchers previously discussed with the Innovators how te haled
transition of experienced and senior managers. The Resear@reraaw concerned about a much more
significant role transition of the sales reps. Researchexgfessed this concern and focused on how
VoiceTechwould implement the SFA into the daily lives of sales reps asghieyd experience

“You have to say this is the behavior of this particular roleeculy. Here’s what
we see as a transition to how we would prefer this person avéehyear out,
six months, whatever you're planning horizon is. Then these ar&indde of

things that we have to then bring into place in order to provide psopgort for

that transitional role. That's actually one of the additiaregdabilities which is
role transition.” [36:1087]

Using mobile SFA without persistent connectionsAnother concern of the Researchers was giving
sales reps BlackBerrys to use in the field where persist@mnections to a mobile network were
unavailable. Researcher #2 believed that dropping connectioh® tmdbile network would frustrate
sales reps and inhibit mobile SFA adoption

“Let’'s say you're in a weak connection area [and] they ehisrdata and then
somehow the connection drops even though it was initially activéhejolose
everything or does it persist? ... These things come and go isl'wha&ying
and so you may want to either first check to see what happkan you lose
signal. Then, secondly, you may say [users] need at leadiars signal strength
before they try to do this as opposed to frustrating the hecfabem by the
connection ... [being] dropped.” [36:1235]

Sales model changes based on BlackBerry issuanddéie Researchers foresaw a problem that would
occur if sales reps were not issued BlackBerrys at the sameSjpeeifically, Researcher #3 believed that
the sales model would be different for the two different groups

“The other thing that’'s going through my mind, too, is that thiainiollout, a

large proportion of the sales force is going to get the BlagikBbut then what
happens-the model will change as it goes to the individual basisNbe/ you'll

have individual getting BlackBerrys at different times. Sd wou hold the
group until there’s a key group of five or ten before they go into the training or as
soon as an individual earns a BlackBerry, will they be hamad8thckBerry?”
[36:1587]

In summary, the Innovators were mainly focused on creating AnviSion, implementing best practices,
and capturing the appropriate management information. The probtamghé Researcher focused on
during 12 primarily concerned how sales reps would be issued, hedran, and use mobile technology
to connect to the SFA in the field.

8.2.3.3 Solution Options

Innovators’ Solution Options. During 12, the Researchers articulated two solution optioey Were
interested in trying. First, the Director of Sales Operatmasned on developing a vision document that
would define the overall vision for the SFA
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“We would like to write the equivalent of a vision documahout how we want
to move to fully automated reporting and create a blueprint,aikd.8-month

blueprint. ... of how we go to fully automated reporting and whatkange of

process for the company would be to get there. It would totathirglte all the

spreadsheets, it would eliminate all the things they do in theclrar do

internally. It would create a value-added set of metrics omlélsbboard that we
could monitor and then there would be this tool that they would ke tabl
forecast or project data into the future.” [35: 1510]

Second, the Innovators were focused on haMopgeTechacquire and develop the appropriate SFA
technologies to address problems in sales operations. During WWSRirector of Sales Operations
discussed his plan for ensuring this happened

“In theory, we’'ll provide the marketing requirements. ... Thisaisat we're

trying to accomplish, these are the business goals and you gk and find
the right technology to put that together. Marketing is not gtwrtgll you what

technology to use, that’s IT's job. So that's in theory how it woNtow what

has happened many times is IT has kind of dictated requiremecdside they
have made a decision on technology in absent of us bringing anyerequis to
them or bringing very shaky requirements to them.

“The way we turn that around a little bit is to be a littlerenthorough and we’'ve

been talking about this a lot in the past couple of days, is how do we have a better
process engagement with IT so that we get closer to thereeents that we

need the first time and without surprises and what truly meleés we want to
accomplish out in the field. Part of it is sales and marggeams doing a better

job around requirements and resources. Compiling it and documentamgl it
passing it off and having to engage with IT about these are things thatiagg. crit
These are things we can't walk away from so your technologgsn&® match

these things and these are nice to have and these are msstTietss a better
engagement.

“So that's where we got to get to. We have to go to themdré\hot there yet,
but ... my perception of it ... [is that] it has been because thad’®een any
resources applied to this being a broader engagement among thendatsar
[and thus it] becomes more of just an IT decision.” [35:1659; 1663]

Researchers’ Solution Options.During 12, the Researchers offered two solution options. Fhey t
believed thatvoiceTechshould develop effective and continuous communication to reps andy@nsna
The Researchers believed that the Innovators should create multiplelsidrmoenmunication regarding
this project. For example, a newsletter that might contach shings as summaries of problem tracking
and features on upcoming releases, contributions by users faréeiite, and surveys and survey results.
Thus, the Researchers suggested that Innovators assumeettab#implemented system is not going
to be perfect and, therefore, Innovators should initiate an emgagecampaign of communication and
feedback that encourages problem discovery, feature extensage, aisd best practices, identifying and
nurturing “champions” for usage, and outlines the way forward. Researchiab#Baged

“In addition to problem support, you may also want to think about how do you

transmit best practices. If somebody discovers a wow, that&aause ... . that
can then by e-mail go to the [managers] who [communicha#]in the morning
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[to sales reps or during a] training session or somethingHidte $ometimes they
do what they call newsletters. In other words, when you have aystansroll-
out, you actually have a type of newsletter associated withat would be a
good place for contributions for best practices and broadcastingrttidtere are
some major issues that have been identified by these individuiaks. tigm
some recognition, and here’s what we’re up to next.” [36:524]

In WS2, the Researchers also suggested the Innovators continumanddenproved usability of the
system. For example, the Researchers believed the sales repagenstould serve as a “portal” to
needed information rather than just a landing page. More spéygifitdés was a suggestion that the SFA
functionality should be modular with the entry page specialivedath role in the sales organization
based upon what that role needs in the way of primary information aeskad@®ie Researchers expanded
on these ideas

Researcher #2: “If | was a [manager], | would like to knowst fof all, how are
each of my sales reps doing today so therefore, who should | spendithmon

a face-to-face basis. | would like to know what expectatioadhere for me to
go to the field with some of them and try to close deals, and | wikeldd know

what tasks | have, which | want information like creatingoréing or having
meetings with my district manager. ... So that’s the kind ofidveiew | would

like to have on my web. And a dashboard.” [36:1218]

Researcher #1: “We want the Siebel system to be THE infanmsygstem. Now,
for that to happen, it's not really only the sales reps,tlitts ... managers and
[senior managers] that need to change behavior. Thereforsydteam needs to
be attractive to them and try to appeal to that informationegsand thereby
that home page it's rather crucial.” [36:1224]

8.2.2.4 Salient Frames

The Innovators were mostly focused amganizational implementation proceg83 utterances),
consequences from use of technold@$ utterances), anthdividual incentives for adoptior{15
utterances). By comparison, the greatest number of utteréorcany other particular TFR was eight.
Likewise, the Researchers were also mostly focuseccamsequences from use of technoldgdy
utterances). By comparison, the greatest number of utterances fohanpaticular TFR was one.

8.2.2.5 Interactions

Primary Interaction Roles. During 12, the Innovators were agenda definers and problem soNexg.
focused on successfully completiNgiceTech’sSFA conversion and identifying gaps and solutions for
future releases. The Researchers were active problenedefilrhey focused on presenting problem areas
as they perceived them and offering suggestions and critique¥oioeTech’'sSFA planning and
implementation process

Interaction context. During WS2 and WS3 there were four significant Innovator-Rebea
interactions. Both of the interactions focused on the organizationanmepkation process.

¢ Organizational implementation process This interaction focused on the implementation process
going forward. The Researchers suggested that the Innovatostomle prototype of the next
deliverables to review at a later date with the collalbmmatam. The suggestion was that, at least for
a 4-hour workshop with the Researchers, the Innovators should rehamkselves from the day-to-
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day minutiae and focus more on the future of the sales pratessiceTech At that time, the
Innovators agreed this was a good idea. [35: 583-627]

VoiceTecHirector of Sales Operations: “We're in user testing anditra right

now which is the later part of May and the first part of Juow. This is where
we're at. The week before May and the first week of Jutigeisictivity we're in
now.”

Researcher #: “Let me say that this is exactly what | tlirgood. It's good to
discuss now of course. There’'s not much meaning on discussingyathaiave
done, but what we could also offer is we want to make more thsuortlei work
shop. So this means that you're probably already engaged irYthate going
to make a similar one for the next release.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “Yes.”
Researcher #: “And we could discuss that with you.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “We’re going to be able tecaffhat a
lot more than the release where we were very limited whihtwve could do
anyway. It has kind of taken the Siebel SFA, kind of taken ipbstrink wrap
and bolted it on and making just a few little changes that kirteelpf us along
here. So we didn't have a lot of say, but now going forward, we ey reold
that to the needs of business and that's where | think we hawgpantunity to
affect things a little bit more. We have a lot of liatibns around what we could
do with [SFA conversion]. We tried to make the best dffitlt like we're doing
about as good a job as we can, making the best of a shrink wrap, siffethan
SFA solution with a few tweaks that IT is able to do.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “So the one thing we haverkedal
about, and we've talked about this more off-line, is after thekvedter the
launch do we have subsequent meetings or calls with VPMGsDsr &1 the
trainers, okay, two weeks have passed, what's your feedbacKs witaking,

what’s not? So we can get these very frequent periodigbtecks for the first
maybe month or so after the launch just to get a lot of reedutime feedback
and then group feedback on a weekly basis, or something likéNkahaven't
really set that up or talked about that.”

Researcher #: “I think we do, of course, that's ... a launch, dedyinied
whether that turns into a periodic feedback session.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Going back to we don’t want to run
into the proverbial functional wall. We want to continue @aah out well after
the initial launch because we want to know what's working and what and to
make sure we truly have identified what the next releasertsnare. What are
the next deliverables. ...We haven't really validated that.”

Researcher #1: “Let me suggest that next workshop, if tbatdabe useful to
you, you might develop a first prototype of a similar plan for the nektetable,
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which is the BlackBerry and we could discuss that and look aatithlook at all
the activities in detail and come up with ideas. If you want to do that.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I think it is probably sorimehwe
want to do because this is going to roll-out the end of July.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “So then we would have to probably
bring you guys in, in the next two to three weeks. The tricketleewe’re going
to be so focused on the launch, that until about the 12

Researcher #1: “Here’s the good news, David, we will help youoniyt be
focused on that, we will help you also think of the future. For fourshoipeace
where no one can interrupt you.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “There you go. We have tepke
thinking in those terms.”

The Researchers wanted to hold an off-site, no interruptionssivapkto discuss the Innovators’
planning for integrating BlackBerry into the SFA and introducingoi the sales force. The

Innovators agreed to this in principle but noted they were quite Imgsfpaused on the next SFA
rollout. While this interaction did not lead directly to an site workshop, it did emphasize that
the Innovators found their interactions with the Researchers tesdfel in pushing the SFA

forward.

¢ Organizational implementation process This interaction centered on how to improve efficiency in
the SFA user interface. The Researchers suggested priegdilteopdown results by city instead of
returning all results. The Innovators agreed with the suggestidhe Besearchers. [35:821-855]

Researcher #2: “My concern is more that you're giving thednoa down list
that they have to pick from and so the more information that comébe drop
down list, i.e. the less selective the more painful it is Gonebody to actually
make a choice because you have limited screen territory getsimuch worse,
of course, when you're on a hand held.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I thought there was a selector
didn’t that selector exist?”

Marketing Analyst: “It's here.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “So basically, what's it diiiag to?
So you can choose Atlanta, and when you do everything just in thatat
market appears?”

Researcher #: “Maybe what you want to do is bring that up esgbected
because that probably would be how most people would operate (Inawadtidle)
then, you know, have a drop down for ‘all’ or ... ”

VoiceTecHDirector of Sales Operations: “Is there an ‘all’ select on there?”

Researcher #: “Yeah, but blank is only by default so rather thandhélank’ as
a default which encompasses everything, you'd rather haveag&lbne of the
selector items and then you are able to pre-default to a speciketrha
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VoiceTecHDirector of Sales Operations: “I like that idea. That's a good point.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “So this goes to an opportunity with mehes t
owner of an opportunity. 'Pending’ means pending action for me to do something
and so | need to follow up on that and to create an appointment downhieege, t
are tabs here so inside Georgia State University theoetaas, and | can get
some information about who they have now, their current provider.”

Researcher #: “Again, is that possible to qualify that?”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “Um, that would qualify ... all the providdhat
are (Inaudible) market.”

Researcher #: “| mean, really, if you want a reasonable himtenface, you try
to limit as much as possible the selections to those thangrapplicable to the
context, as narrow as you can define that context. It also cuts dowe eadrch
time, typically depending on how your database is organized.”

Researcher #: “Let me ask a question. How do you put this tog&berGu sort
of say, “I'd like one of these and one of those™? Do you hawiesign this or
does Siebel have a working page where you can say (Inaudiloi®).do you
design this?”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “It's done by the developer through Siebelstool
and through Scripton..

Researcher #: “So there’s probably standard modules that you can pull in.”
VoiceTectMarketing Analyst: “It's out of the box.”

¢ Organizational implementation process This interaction focused on designing the role and
responsibilities of the internal SFA help desk. The Innovatoievesl that the trainers had too much,
already, to work on the help desk. The Innovators insisted tis&troer care agents were off-limits
for helping sales reps. The Researchers believed the sdndes& system used by customer care
could be used to collect information regarding sales rep problems wilFhg35:401-484]

Researcher #3: “I remember from when we interviewed customers, | rengeimber
we sort of broadly for the customers we talked to, they wpdeased with
VoiceTecls responsiveness as they adoptéaceTechsystem. That's exactly
what I'm talking about here. ”

Researcher #1: “Well, | would engage the trainers. | don’'t kndw tihese
trainers are, but | would say these trainers have a double rdsjign®Not only
do they have to help people learn this, but they are also the ohdwmteathe
finger, talking to everyone and they have to report every day.cdoueport to
the trainer in each location what doesn’t work.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “The trainer is so besiegéu ather
duties right now that we don’t want them to be in it long-téFimat’'s something
we want like the first week, | think it makes sense.”
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Researcher #1: “Then you will need another person.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “We need for them to havear elay
of accessing something back to corporate if they have a problem.”

Researcher #2: “So maybe you have one system for the fiegt avel then after
that, you have another system.”

Researcher #3: “Yeah, I'm still at, why couldn’t you use yousteng system? In
other words, your existing set of people who are taking custoailsr about
issues.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “They don't know anything about it.”

Researcher #2: “Fundamentally, they are listeners. Tistgnlito what the
problem is and then they record it presumably into some syateinthen some
informed individual, if necessary, gets back to them.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “It's kind of a system dexaidon, kind

of a partition exists where they’re not going to have accesbearable to help

the rep calling from a branch. They've been highly focused ovingeour
customers. We would have to kind of evolve that organizafi@r time if we
were going to go down that path. That would be a longer term thing if we felt that
would be something that would be a good fit right now for the launch.
...Although conceptually, it's a very intriguing thought. We have wieatall an
internal help desk that addresses all system related supggets and they're the
experts. They can get in there and see exactly what the re@nde.. or the
error or the experience, make a note of it, hand it off to the programmers and the
that's kind of the real short way without having a lot obgle in between to
transport that information.”

Researcher #2: “The help desk information has to be analyzed taaseeit
provides a lot of training.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “That's a great point aagrée. That's
not something I'm sure we have really talked much about in tefrh®w we
collect that data.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Have you seen organizatioatsuise
their customer care group to support internal activity like yewuevsuggesting
here?

Researcher #1: “Well, they certainly use the same reposistem. Whether
they use the same individuals, okay, probably not.

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “We use the same system as custonnerreps
based with IT use. Not like real customers WithiceTech

This interaction prompted the Innovators to reconsider how the I8Hp desk should be
supported and utilized. The Researchers believed the help dég&i¢eTechcustomers should
be able to take calls and collect SFA problem information and ringtie those calls to the
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appropriate persons. The Innovators believed assigning customer $ielpedgonnel to be not an
appropriate task for customer care employees. However, tler@anvagreement that collecting,
tracking, and communicating SFA problems in an organized manner were criéidal ne

e Organizational Implementation Process.In a previous workshop, the Researchers had
suggested to the Innovators that sales reps should maintaionghés with customers to which
they made sales. The Innovators and Champions discussed this suggedtdecided to change
the sales model to require sales reps to contact new customers torgaisr¢86:1018-1032]

Researcher #3: “That’s the gap in your sales model becaisally from what
we came to understand is that once the rep has made the Had¢ particular
business, he is no longer in a relationship between the rep and the business.

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “Well, that’s about to change.
Researcher #2: “Good for you.

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “That is a modification to the model that
we’'re about to make.

Researcher #1: “Excellent.

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “You guys will notice thatyguys

commented on it, shared it with a number of us and we’ve haidoh dialogue

about it since. There was another need in the business thadme drive. We
saw that maybe we marry this up and drive the reps to be resgdiosibllonger
relationship with their customers that we might get a dlighifferent result than
we have in the past. So we're starting to make that chaglgenow. So every
rep is required to contact their customers 30 days afterittst@dled and check
up on them and there are a couple things they have to do in that task.”

Researcher #3: “Then you really do need the CRM piece of this to submiit this

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Yeah, and the driver isréferral
business. So we want to make sure the customer is happy, waakéosore
they're billed correctly, make sure how they were instadled their expectations
met, and oh, by the way, we’'d love to get three referrals from $ouwe're
going to really drive the referral business and that gaek to making sure we
phase in to this SFA and we do it in some way that's going to baingful and
useful for the rep.”

This interaction revealed the details of the sales modmhgeh and a system requirement it
necessitated. The Innovators indicated that they were makinghtnegge based on a prior
discussion with the Researchers.

8.2.3.6 Problem Solving

In the time between WS2 and WS3, SFA conversion was progrestanasd and the new SFA was to
be available on time in June 2006. The implementation team fwadh lmetailed planning for future
releases. Future plans developed for Iteration 3 of the collaboration inthedfdiowing:

e Through July 21, 2006 — Development of SFA
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o July 22, 2006 — SFA mobility release

e July through August 4, 2006 — User Testing

e August 5, 2006 — SFA maintenance release; Technical certification ployment of SFA
e August 7, 2006 — Training of users

e November 20, 2006 — SFA maintenance release

In summary, 12 included the planning portions of WS2 in June 2006, thedpafter WS2 and the
discussion of problems and results in WS3 in July 2006 (seeeFig4). The Innovators were focused on
the process by which the organization would communicate chamgkdran sales reps and sales
managers. Likewise, the Researchers were mainly conceritiedh& organizational implementation
process and in the Innovators developing methods within the arglasization for communicating SFA
changes, best practices, and system issues. The Resedsthagam emphasized the need to rely solely
on one SFA information system and foiceTechto abandon its heavy reliance on manually created
spreadsheet reporting.
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Iteration

Table 8.7 TFR in Action During Iteration 2

Problem Solving

(How people interact)

Salient TFRs
(How people think)

Sales Process Innovation
(How the problem setting

changes)

Iteration 2 Summary: During WS2, the Innovators’ Salient Frames SFA Status: SFA conversion
[WS2 - WS3] collaboration team discussed plans e  Organizational was progressing as planned
for future SFA releases. Researchers Implementation process and the new SFA was to be
Includes: identified numerous needs (key e  Consequences from use of available on time in June 2006.
e WS2 observations) from Innovators’ technology Began detailed planning for
e WS3 status update and Technologists’ e Individual adoption SFA mobility and future
SFA demo. The team agreed to incentives functionality.
June 2006 - proceed with the project on a dual
July 2006 track approach with the following Researchers’ Salient Frames SFA Activities: Implementation
focal points:: e  Consequences from use of of the new SFA. Began
e  Sales process analysis to assist technology development of continuous
VoiceTech in improving sales training program.
and reducing turnover Primary Interaction Roles
e SFAproject planning to ensure o Innovators: Active, agenda SFA Plans:
adoption of the SFA as the definers, problem solvers e Through July 21, 2006 —
information system . Researchers: Active, Development of SFA
problem definers e July 22, 2006 - SFA
Innovators’ Problem Focus mobility release
e Improve management Interactions o July through August 4,
information e  Organizational 2006 — User Testing
e  Establish real-time reporting implementation process e August 5, 2006 — SFA
. Provide functionality to reps Interaction focused on the maintenance release;
e  Expand mobile capabilities implementation process Technical certification and
going forward. [35:583-627] deployment of SFA
Researchers’ Problem Focus e August 7, 2006 — Training
e  SFAintegration with other e  Organizational of users
areas at VoiceTech Implementation Process e November 20, 2006 — SFA
e Integration of SFA into daily Interaction centered on how maintenance release
routines to improve efficiency in the
e  SFArep role transitions SFA user interface. [35:821-
e  Using mobile SFA without 855]
persistent connections
e  Sales model changes basedon ~ ®  Organizational
BlackBerry issuance Implementation Process
Interaction focused on
Innovators’ Solution Options designing the role and
e  Develop a vision document responsibilities of the
e  Develop appropriate SFA internal SFA help desk.
technologies to address [35:401-484]
problems
e  Organizational
Researchers’ Solution Options Implementation Process
. Effective and continuous Interaction centered on how
communication to reps and sales reps should maintain
managers relationships with customers
e  Improve usability of the system to get referrals. [36:1018-
1032]
8.2.4 Iteration 3: WS3 - WS4 (July 2006 - November 2006)

Iteration 3 (I3) included the time period of WS3 in July 2006 to WSXawember 2006. During WS3,
collaboration team reviewed the Innovators’ expectations veesudts. The Siebel SFA launch in June
2006 resulted in version control issues that were quickbived and Innovators realized that a one-time
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short training session for users was insufficistaice Techmet the expectation of Siebel SFA being more
stable and easier to use. It partially met the expectatiamtaaagers and reps would have better sales
data visibility. Iteration 3 includes all actions betweeneahd of WS3 through the end of Workshop 4
(WS4). See Table 8.8 for a summary of TFR in action during 13.

8.2.4.1 Innovators’ Problem Focus
During 13, the Innovators were primarily focused on addressing loachieve the suggested SFA
capabilities (see Table 6.2) identified by the Researchers duringn\J8@e 2006.

Evaluating SFA Capabilities The Innovators spent much of I3 working to implement some offle S
capabilities that were presented by the Researchers in W2 (¢apabilities are evaluated in Table 6.3).
For example, at WS4 in November 2006, the Marketing Analystroosdi that lead generation capability
and lead qualification capability had been planned but not implemented

“So for lead generation, there’s nothing in the SFA that dives leads to call
on except this list of Dunn & Bradstreet leads and so we haveslly
considered people giving warm leads to reps through a coidgcdépartment.”
[37:1258]

“I would say that we're laying some sort of more intelligentdtesm qualification
and searching the leads and the knowledge base, so | would chargewey
here to understanding that this would fit in with lead knowledge base.” [37:1314]

SFA planning and support capability had been experimentally imptecheébut the Innovators were
focused on expanding support capabilities

“We have a testing group, but they’re sometimes unreliable.el [Besearcher
#4's] recommendation on the FAQ’s and the forms and make it anthsk
POINT Group or thePOINT Wizard and he could post something and | could
reply to the post.” [37:1316]

Real-time sales rep activity and ubiquity capability had been somawplgimented

“I view this that we somewhat did this with the mobile fuoitility we did, but

we definitely need to extend that being able to add a new appointmerihe
mobile system and make the handheld more than just something thhiugeu’
before you go home so you don’t have to come back to the office. Something that
will be your companion throughout the day.” [37:1342]

Mature forecasting capability had been planned but not impitere The Marketing Analyst believed
thatVoiceTechad a lot of work remaining to fully provide this capability

“A long way to go here. We are planning and we're exploringoopti Do we
buy Siebel Forecasting? The forecasting that we do isreliffefrom Siebel
Forecasting. With Siebel Forecasting, you forecast things igestaver a
revenue base and here we're just forecasting opportunities. ... \We'hseen a
solution that this is ... exactly what we need.
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8.2.4.2 Researchers’ Problem Focus
During 13, the Researchers were focused primarily on three preblEme Researchers were concerned
about media breaks in the system, communicating SFA benefits, and peri@mmatnics.

Media breaks in the system.The Researchers were concerned about the number of media breaks
remaining inVoiceTech’'sinformation systems. These breaks resulted in users and marageg
information outputs from one system and re-entering them into another sysissaréher #1 explained

“There is a break [when] a person has not put it into a compatirat’s the first
break. Of course we can try to resolve that break by brirtggngomputer to the
person so that as much as possible they can enter the dat# Waepens. And

the ultimate is of course that it's automatically enteredT'here are other breaks
and you would like to remove all breaks. That’s the idealdvafbu would like

to capture information when the thing happens and you would like it to be readily
available for whoever wants to look at it.” [37:715]

Communicating SFA benefits. The Researchers were concerned that the Innovators had not
communicated SFA benefits tWoiceTechexecutives who made the SFA investment decisions.
Researcher #1 suggested to the Innovators to communicate SHasbemexecutives would be willing
invest more in SFA training and user adoption

“You have an opportunity to tell [executives] that it pays off tha make these
investments in sales and sales technology. ... The next thing, whicary

difficult to make them understand, is that okay you paid for ttientdogy, now

I'm also asking you to pay for people adopting the technology. Thiag&s
assimilation gap. And many managers would say, well | already fpaithe

technology now these people can start using it can't thisyfot happening. So
that’'s an extra sales pitch you have to do to investtimnk executives tend to
be easier to persuade to invest in a new gadget than invastimaking people
use it.” [37:365]

Performance metrics The Researchers believed that when metrics were chiéngisd changed sales
rep and sales manager behavior. Specificall\W@seTechreduced its sales rep turnover (referred to as
‘attrition”) its sales managers changed their behavior tdweps and kept more lower-performing sales
reps that they might have otherwise. Researcher #2 explained

“Let me just say, what happens when you change metrics is yagehahavior
and it isn't always necessarily the behavior that you wanthange. [For
example,] getting attrition below double digit to single digt the goal.
Everybody knows the goal and they're being rewarded according t@ahht
There are a couple of ways of doing that and one is obviouslgeto the good
people longer; but, the second one is not to get rid of the bad patdEieseems
to be happening is both things.” [37:911]

Instead, the Researchers wantceTecho focus on improvements in sales performance. Specifically,
the Researchers believed improvement should be the focus and fedtisegjes force to adopt the SFA
technology was one way to create some improvement. Researcher #1 asked thertntwoheok at ways
VoiceTeclcould increase sales performance
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Researcher #1: “My belief is that the more you make thdl gimaups, even the
regional sales reps focus on improvement, the better it wipdma It's not
something you can only do by you guys sitting here in headquarters énd ha
great ideas and putting new technology in their hand. That witlbwfse, create
some improvements, but another side of improvement is the peoplartbns
trying to improve.” [37:1430]

8.2.4.3 Solution Options
Innovators’ Solution Options. During WS3 in July 2006, the Innovators developed two solution options.
First, the Director of Sales Operations described how the SFA would proaitegement information

“This is about rep productivity and getting access to dataatoage the business
in a smarter fashion than we have in the past. So thesécsion, management
information is all about the data ... how we report it, how remétit is, how
automated it's going to be and how in a perfect world we'd likehdwe
electronic dashboard, a web app that any decision making managgo ¢a to
see the data that's relative to them and be able to whagigions on it ... and
how we want to transform those into what we want to view aamagement
panel in the future.” [36:930]

Second, the Innovators were focused on providing mobile capabilitiessdlution was to give sales reps
the ability, while in the field, to access prospect infororativith their BlackBerry and to update daily
activities in the SFA

Director of Sales Operations: “The sales rep will have usaleaccess to
prospect information while in the field through the use of thaciEerry. They
can access leads lists, Do Not Call, ... [and] existing custoarad prospects ...
[and] vicinity reporting which indicates based on where the segtanding with
the unit what opportunities are in the immediate area.” [36:936]

Marketing Analyst: “The main BlackBerry functionality isibg able to status an
appointment from the field. It's being able to enter their jdaaktivity]
information, that’'s where they did their report card on what thidythat day.”
[36:948]

Researchers’ Solution OptionsThe Researchers identified two primary solutions during 13t,Rite
Researchers believed the Innovators should continue to agghessratuate the SFA implementation
during each release to identify areas for improvement

Second, Researcher #1 suggested the Innovators involeeTecHeadership and top sales reps as SFA
evangelists. This suggestion including making the presentation &ldakbkBerry and the initial training
on the BlackBerry the responsibility of the sales rep’s manager

“After the initial implementation of the BlackBerrys .fof example], John gets
his BlackBerry. He should then get it from the manager.drmgou give it to
the manager and then in the morning session the manager gvésthintand the
others see that he gets it. After that session John t&l with Eve and go
through, | don’t know, a quarter or half an hour session of individuaingaor
whatever.” [36:1607]
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8.2.3.4 Salient Frames

The Innovators were mostly focused amganizational implementation proceg®7 utterances),
consequences from use of technol@gy utterances). By comparison, the greatest number ofndésra
for any other particular TFR was thirty two. Likewise, thes@®echers were also mostly focused on
consequences from use of technol@y utterances). By comparison, the greatest number of ugsranc
for any other particular TFR was seven.

8.2.3.5 Interactions

Primary Interaction Roles. During 13, the Innovators were active problem solvers. They focused on how
VoiceTechcould incrementally improve the SFA for users, managers, araiteses. The Researchers
were active problem definers. The Researchers listentte danovators described actions taken during
the periods of time prior to the workshops and then defined pnsblas they perceived them, with the
implementation and with planning.

Interaction context. During 13, there were two primary Innovator-Researcher iniersec One
interaction focused on the use of technology and the other interdotosed on the organizational
implementation process.

e Use of Technology.This interaction focused on the assimilation and training gagshaw those
gaps might be closed. The Researchers expressed two tyymsatibn in how sales reps and sales
managers consumed information: sales rep understanding (do or dm moddnanagerial decision-
making process (analytics or emotional). The Researcheevéeliclosing the two gaps required
developing an information process that removed the sales refioraphilosophy while benefitting
or at least appealing to the manager variation. [37:414-450]

Researcher #2: “Training is certainly a component, but simefining formal
channels by which individuals can say ‘Here’'s what | can't dd don't
understand how | can do it' but the capability is there, thatsaiaing gap.
Another one is ‘I need this functionality but | don’'t know how to accomyifish
and so some other creative individual may have put two or thrednéogadry
creatively in order to essentially create that functityal.. It's not a matter of a
new report. It's a matter of ‘How do | get the current repmdo this thing that |
used to be able to do in the previous version.” And it's kind of t&inuéme
training. You don'’t really know you need it until you're there and $age, how
do you do that?’

VoiceTectDirector of Sales Operations: “One of the things we |lehealy on

in one of our first workshops is we need to think in terms of dyeidthe life of

the sales rep and what they're trying to achieve in theirdvanid try to put
everything in those terms. This is an area | think we can dbradre work with.

... Because of limited resources we didn’t get as far dowinaasited us to but
we know essentially what for a [manager] the ten tasks theytobado ... to be a
successful [manager]. ... What we haven't effectively doneis/dtoiled that
down to some bullets that said, ‘To be a succedsiteTechmanager], here
are ten things if you do you will be at or above plan and you witjdieg to a

trip somewhere or you'll be knocking the cover off the ball andinget
bonuses.”

Researcher #1: “And how you can i&@INTto achieve it.”
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VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Exactly. ... 'What you do is you
leverage the SFA, go the screen, pull this out, sit down and goactrep on
this item.” Okay so we haven't got to that level and really theat conversation
in those terms yet. ... They consume things in those bite sizemorihere
they’re not going to read things, they're not going to sit in Ilpresentations or
training. They just don’t have that personality. They dorehthat where-with-
all to sit there and absorb that kind of stuff. So we have tat lutthose terms
and those cheat sheets, here’s a hint of how to be more successid.jigt got

to work better on that.

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “What else works is like just sitting down with the
rep and going, ‘Hey bud here’s how you do this. He's like, ‘You can d@’that
Just one on one works very well.”

VoiceTecHirector of Sales Operations: “That level of assimilatietps kind of
short circuit some of the needs for training because sonme eéps and some of
the [managers] get that right away. They see it and go, ‘Wow.”

Researcher #1: “It's correct that the assimilation gagdds with variation, but
unfortunately there are many types of variation. I'll justkena distinction
between two types of variation. One type of variation is ‘do’ — ‘dadeatOkay,
so you have certain sales reps they do as you want them to dds, thay look
at installed information for example. Then there are otHes saps, they simply
don't look at installed information. Even if they have the gbild look at the
installed information, they don’t do it for some reasons. Thosetiars you
want to remove. Do you want to have people exploit as you intetiged
capabilities in the system to the extent possible. Sovédrdtion you want to
remove. Then there’s another type of variation which has to do Withese
reports which is the way in which you do it when you do it. htkHResearcher
#2] came up with here. Clearly there are two types of managers.”

Researcher #1 “The number guys and the emotional guys. Let'thaaySo
people are different and you have like 300 people out there aricetddferent.
You're never going to make them the same. You're not going to tuof tldem
into number guys. Some of them are emotional guys. One gun #its car with
his sales reps and he talks to them, that's how he managesatiteimspires
them to sell. Another one he looks at the numbers in the morning and says, seven,
| want that to be nine, come back in the evening. And that typariaition is not
necessarily one we would like to remove. From an information gsowgpoint
of view, of course, we see people processing information differently think
you would allow for a certain level of variation there because just an
expression that the system is effective because peoplefi@renti and let them
have a little bit of variation.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “Let them use it to the fullest as to their
personality.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “Exactly. Because you've thet
analytical type, the people type.”
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VoiceTechMarketing Analyst!l have the guys that are picking at numbers and |
have the guys like, well I don't know this computer stuff.”

Researcher #1: “If you present yourself to the world as the iguysadquarters
that have the solution for all managers and sales reps, you knowoaind
going to do it this way, it's not going to work.”

VoiceTecHirector of Sales OperationsSome people will shut down on that.”

Researcher #2: “I'm not arguing that you want a hundred diffeegurts, I'm
not arguing that. I'm just saying that you might want differeaetve on the same
basic information. Profiles.”

The Researchers and Innovators agreed that at least two typemubvaxisted across the sales
organization. First, was a sales rep’s understanding of whammafian was available to him or
her. The Researchers suggested this type of variation (do ot do)r&hould be minimized. On
the other hand, a manager’s decision making process could baelasvemalytical or emotional.
This variation should be accounted for within the system to, as the MarketingsfAstated, “Let
them use it to the fullest as to their personality.”sTinteraction stimulated the Innovators into
identifying areas of the SFA where the sales rep understacdinlg be enhanced to reduce
variation and where variations in decision making processes could becutiizre fully.

¢ Organizational implementation process.This interaction focused on the SFA implementation
process in a new market. The discussion centered on the Innoyasorgb get managers and
sales reps to adopt the SFA. [37:665-697]

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “We have a commitment from the
[senior manager in the new location]. It's kind of like tee steps to getting
well. ... So there is an awareness and we’'ve moved to thenitorant level, so
now it's taking action. We've got to sit down and have a schdddgon plan of
how we’re going to do that.”

Researcher #2: “When you say adoption, everything that you'veicated
before is that they have to enter certain informatioretgogid. They're entering
that certain information to get paid but nothing else?”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “They’re not entering appointments.”

Researcher #2: “So all the activity is on track but theflipping the switch to
say this account has been sold and that’s pretty much it.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “There’s reps that are using it ... thegynbe
entering 80 appointments a week versus 200.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “There’s a minimal amount Gfiac
that’s going on and there’s a maximum amount of activity which is a lot.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “They're not totally at the bottom. Theytloing
something but it's not enough.”
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Researcher #2: “But people normally take their cluggufwill, from the senior
people above them. If they see the senior people above themirgehis stuff,

okay then even if they resist that notion in their own ming treesically follow

along. On the other hand, if the senior person doesn’t do it, ktla¢rsénds a
completely different signal. So if you want to try to improkist you might try
working with the SAMs or the MD first to get them to makkitamore use of it
by the carrot ... stick. And that filters back down to the people below.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “In Chicago when | went out and | sat witttred
managers, that first time with the [senior manager] andltke’'s'Wow if we use

this, this is going to help us.” And then he was in the meeting with me. He said, ‘I
want to be in the meeting with you.” So | was teaching, [and idg ‘t#sten to

[the Marketing Analyst], he knows what he’s talking about.” Ahe managers

are sitting there like, okay. He says, ‘So let’s pull updl@srep’s] view. So we

pull up his view and he says, see [the sales rep] has ten oppestimithere.’
[The sales rep said], ‘Well, I've got more than that.’It was just great. So, that
can be one step.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “But sometimes you put peopléen t
spot a little bit and you see how well or not well they'renaming that view.
We're sitting there and how old it is and is it statused or not.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “It's three out of eight people havirgity in
there. ... So we've got to put together a plan around that onés Bhisgmaining
open issue.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “We believe we still have a gap toesscto
information but we believe analytics is a big part of thizere they ... (they
meaning the sales managers) get an email with an actygort ... So last night
they get the activity report for all the activity, thealogory details that some of
them love and just eat up.”

The Researchers emphasized getting managers and senior mamagkst the technology would go a
long way in helping increase adoption rates among sales reps. Thatbmsaveeded to develop a plan
for implementing the SFA in new locations where no prior systeisted. The problem in this particular
new office was SFA use was not mandated by management. The Shét gicbvide enough benefit to

sales reps for them to use it consistently without a mandate.

8.2.4.6 Problem Solving

Siebel SFA launched as planned June 22, 2006 (on the revised schedilBetoAsluded, Siebel SFA
was in full use by sales reps\aticeTechBlackBerrys were given to a select group of experiended sa
reps who had achieved their sales performance targets.nmbeators estimated that 80-90% of sales
reps were using the SFA (mobile or desktop) at least for keéaiok of appointments. The Innovators
also estimated that approximately 75% of those appointments begrg updated by sales reps with
current status updates. Prior to WS 4, the Innovators presentémicel echexecutives an SFA project
overview. The executives and board of directors pushed the Inn®vatoontinue developing the SFA
and consider giving all sales reps laptops to use in the fieldpl@he for Iteration 4 of the collaboration
were less specific than previous iterations but included the following

¢ 1H 2007 — Make sure appropriate information gets to right decision-makies field
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e 2H 2007 — Possibly give laptops to senior sales reps

In summary, 13 included progress toward the original project gbaroviding a mobile SFA to sales
reps. Sales reps were able, at a minimum, to update a grespetus in the field. During 13, the
Innovators focused on addressing SFA capabilities (as initl@lyussed in WS3). The Innovators had
implemented several of the SFA capabilities but others wehg partially implemented or not
considered. The Researchers were focused on halpicg Techimplement a system that was stable and
easy for sales reps and managers to use. The Researcloefsustied the Innovators to identify
managerial information needs. Doing this would help the Innovat@ate an SFA which managers
would motivated to use.
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Table 8.8 TFR in Action During Iteration 3

Iteration Salient TFRs Sales Process Innovation

Problem Solving

(How people interact)

(How people think)

(How the problem setting
changes)

Iteration 3 Summary: New SFA was launched Innovators’ Salient Frames SFA Status: New Siebel SFA
[WS3 —Ws4] June 22, 2006. During WS3, e  Organizational launched as planned June 22,
collaboration team reviewed Implementation process 2006 (on revised schedule).
Includes: Innovators’ expectations v. results e  Consequences of technology  Siebel SFA in full use.
e WS3 evaluation. SFA launch had a use Estimated 80%-90% sales rep
e WS4 number of version control issues participate. Estimated 75% of
° FoIIow-up that were resolved. Innovators Researchers’ Salient Frames appointments are updated by
Interviews realized single training sessionwas e Consequences of technology ~ sales reps with status updates.
. Researcher not sufficient. Met expectation that use Planning continues for future
Reflection new SFA would be more stable and releases.
#2 easier to use. Partially met Primary Interaction Roles
expectation that managers and e Innovators: Active, SFA Activities: BlackBerrys
July 2006 - reps would have better sales data speakers, problem solvers given to select group of sales
Nov 2006 visibility. e Researchers: Active, reps. Innovators updated
speakers, problem definers VoiceTech executives on
Innovators’ Problem Focus progress and planning of the
e  Evaluating SFA Capabilities Interactions SFA. Innovators worked on
e Use of technology addressing SFA capabilities
Researchers’ Problem Focus Interaction focused on the (from P1). Development and
e  Media breaks in system assimilation and training modification of Siebel SFA.
e  Communicating SFA benefits gaps and how those gaps Planning of mobility
e  Performance metrics might be closed integration.
Innovators’ Solution Options e  Organizational SFA Plans:
e  Provide management implementation process ¢ 1H 2007 - Make sure
information Interaction focused on SFA appropriate information
e  Provide mobile capabilities implementation process in gets to right decision-
new markets makers in the field
Researchers’ Solution Options e 2H 2007 - Possibly give
e Innovators should continue to laptops to senior sales
aggressively evaluate the SFA reps
implementation during each
release to identify areas for
improvement.
e Involve VoiceTech leadership
and top sales reps to be SFA
evangelists.
8.2.5 Iteration 4: WS4 - P2 (November 2006 - March 2007)

Iteration 4 (14) included the time period of WS4 in November 2006 thrahg post-P2 follow-up
workshop in March 2007. During P2 in February 2007, the Researchers g@detbeit final summary of
the sales process innovation collaboration. This review inclusidts from actions of the collaboration
team during the prior twelve months. The Researchers alsenpedsseveral plans for continuing the
collaboration. See Table 8.9 for a summary of TFR in action during I4.
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8.2.5.1 Innovators’ Problem Focus
The Innovators were concerned with primarily three problemssel heblems included how to ensure a
positive perception of the SFA, SFA investment metrics, and communicatibesiefits.

Positive perception of the SFA The Innovators wanted the reception of the SFA to be positive.
However, some influential managers and sales reps focused on krfoAvrst&bility issues. The
Marketing Analyst believed there were office locations whereeratiention was needed

“There [could be] one person that has a negative [view]; theys on the little
bugs and glitches and not the overall picture of what weyiag to do. | think
it's overall positive, but | think there are negative patches.” [42:243]

SFA investment metrics.The Innovators believed they should be able to measure the imptet of
technology on sales performance. The Director of Sales peravanted to understand how well
VoiceTechwas leveraging recent SFA technology and related investments

“Something that has been swirling around in my head for a few months now is ...
how do you build the structure so that we're measuring somethibghtioaigh
these investments we see this continual movement of theengedhe right
direction on a couple of the metrics that help drive the busionbstusly, and

we haven't quite mastered that yet.” [31:73]

Communicating SFA benefits The Marketing Analyst believed that, while communicationS&A
benefits to users had improved, the users still did not fully gteded how to use the SFA to improve
sales

“They'’re inputting, inputting, inputting, and nothing’s coming out tfeatss how
is this useful or here’'s what you've done. There’s one tracport that shows
the appointments they have. ... They need to use it as a tool tovenpr
themselves. “[42:263]

7.2.5.2 Researchers’ Problem Focus
The Researchers were concerned with primarily two probleheselproblems included how to close the
capability gap and the assimilation gap.

Capability gap. The Researchers continued to push the Innovators to workSitiel and RIM to
include new capabilities in Siebel SFA and BlackBerry produdts. Researchers emphasized that doing
this would requireé/oiceTeclto identify specific future needs

“The tactics related to capability goals, they're comgletifferent. It's more

like you guys sitting here making smart decisions and workily Siebel and

with RIM and trying to find out what should we do tomorrow and mayen e
speculating of wild things you could do that you don’t do today and so these
tactics are very different and the investments you need t@ nmakhose two
arenas are different.” [42:155]

Assimilation gap. The Researchers continued their concern with the assimigdiprof sales reps and
managers. This gap meant that users were not taking adeaoftagpabilities that existed within the
technology.
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“What we need there is basically marketing. ... It's fragnit's coaching, it's
talking about, it's making visible, it's spreading best pcast from one sales rep

to another sales rep maybe on the team of just one SAM. If are [tenager]

is able to observe that amongst her ten sales reps tlome'that stands out as
doing excellent work and part of the reason for that is #isgn’s capability to
utilize the tools and the information in front of this person. ... Then you can go to
moving the [managers] to be more coaches than filters of wbaold be
employed, etc.,,” [42:153-155]

7.2.5.3 Solution Options

Innovators’ Solution Options. During 14, the Innovators said they were singularly focused on egsuri
that, across the organization, useful SFA information reattfeedorrect decision makers. In a post-P2
follow up workshop in March 2007, the Director of Sales Operatt®ssribed how his team would
accomplish this goal

“One of the important lessons that we learned through the didtbg/our team
is that we've got to put value added things in this sydteah are going to be
useful for the rep, useful for the [managers]. ... Make shed there is
information in there that can show them how ... they are penfigrias well as
tools that get visibility that they never had before. ... Thetisiething we didn’t
do in the legacy SFA. That's what we’re doing in the new SRAact, the first
six months of this year, that’'s our singular focus is makurg that we have the
right information being pushed to the right decision maker in igld &t all
levels so they can manage the business.” [31:53]

Researchers’ Solution Options. The Researchers continued pushing the Innovators to assess
VoiceTecls technology and process innovation and make adjustments assargce3uring P2 in
February 2007, Researcher #1 suggested the Innovators add metniesSteA vision to measure how
each SFA investment had affected sales and attrition performance

“Look into performance. Then you learn something about strength, weaknesse
gaps, whatever and that information can feed back into the techrsidtegyr the
process side and help you make smart decisions about whereesh more
money as you move forward. ... The only one that matters in a way |
performance assessments. So it's the output that mattersit?sit’s what your
customers experience. It's what the bottom line tells you abimutetfect of
changes in technology or sales process that is most impodanndking
decisions about where to invest in further innovations.” [42:79-83]

Also, during P2, Researcher #1 emphasized the need for the tiorsot@ focus on process innovation
instead of focusing so heavily on technology innovation

“You can have a capability focus or an assimilation fochat is, you can
develop the technology further or you can develop people’'s ability tatuse
further. We have discussed that many times and | think you'veneegood at
doing that. But, what we want to indicate here is that on theegsoonovation
side there is still a lot that can be done and some of thispsedictable. ...
Ideally what we would like to have to help us in this continuous drgment
would be to have performance assessments that indicate momthofh or

Chapter 8 Analysis of TFRs: A Dynamic View 179



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

maybe quarter for quarter whether technological innovations and sproce
innovations in fact have an impact on sales performance” [31:71]

8.2.5.4 Salient Frames

During P2, the Innovators were mostly focusedimuatividual adoption incentive$6 utterances) and
consequences from use of technol@fgytterances). By comparison, the greatest number of utteréoice
any other particular TFR was two. Likewise, the Reseaschere also mostly focused oonsequences
from use of technologfl0 utterances) andrganizational implementation proceés0 utterances). By
comparison, the greatest number of utterances for any other particularasHBun

8.2.5.5 Interactions

Primary Interaction Roles. During 14, the Innovators were active problem solvers. They focose
ways to incentivize use of the SFA and problems that remaimdachplementing the SFA system,
including the mobile SFA. Meanwhile, the Researchers wereeaptioblem definers. The Researchers

presented a summary of their findings from the workshops, intesyiewd observations over the
previous twelve months.

Interaction context. During 14, there was one primary Innovator-Researcher interacti

e Organizational Implementation Process This interaction focused on the Innovators’ approach
to assimilation. The Researchers again discussed theiis viewhow the Innovators might
increase user assimilation of the SFA. The Marketing Atadgnfirmed that the way that the
Researchers discussed assimilation and capability gaps hadd h#dpe Innovators in
understanding how to approach and close these gaps. [42: 147-173]

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “The way in which you think capabilityrses
assimilation and you presented this last time you were here.rd@lit helped
me a lot in thinking about how we should proceed with the system lecttare
are things we can do to-sometimes there is the problem witlsades force
doesn’t understand the capabilities and how the capabilitieittibieen. We can
push that so far, but then there’s another problem. Sometimafomie have
what'’s in the system that we need. So for instance, we'rel@@ag reporting
capabilities and those are needed, but weren't in the systdnthink it's a great
framework to think about how to proceed.

Researcher #1: “Of course it points at completely differeategjies. So, if you
think about the assimilation gap, what we need there is Hgsicatketing you
can think in a way. It's training, it's coaching, it's talkimdpout, it's making
visible, and it's spreading best practices from one sale®rapother sales rep.
... [Assume] one manager is able to observe that amongst hesalEs reps
there’s one that stands out as doing excellent work anafomt reason for that
is this person’s capability to utilize the tools and thenmiation in front of this
person. [Then] if this manager is then able, through several mgommeetings, to
spread these practices to other people in the group, that wiyl bealst sales. ...
Then you can go to coaching [and] moving the senior managers tootee m
coaches than filters of who should be employed. ... Whereas the tacticd telate
capability goals, they're completely different. It's mdikee you guys sitting here
making smart decisions and working with Siebel and with RIM ardgny find
out what should we do tomorrow and maybe even speculating othinlgs you
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could do that you don’t do today and so these tactics are very diffend the
investments you need to make in those two arenas are different.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “We also need to think about assimilatioroteef
we introduce capability. If we introduce this capabilitypuld [users] even use it
and that's something that we try to do with a needs analysionp ¥We don’t
want to go and throw technology at sales if they wonddopt it in the first
place.”

Researcher #1: “[Are there] examples of investments you've ttaiewere a

failure in the sense that it turned out that that partidelture was not useful at
all? Because there might be examples of that; that migte teason for the

assimilation gap that what the smart managers and engheaerome up with

is in fact not useful. Are there such examples?”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “I think that you would rank each featureaon
scale. One would be 100% and another would be maybe 70% and then you
would stack rank each feature. ... | don’t think we have any fe#at&s not

used by anybody because the feature set is so condensed. ... The teatune

have there are very simple and there’s not too many of themthsuk ... the

newer features, for instance on the mobile [SFA], could bek statked as
nothing is used as much as we want.”

Researcher #1: “Another way to think about that, too, is some ofalerés will
be for control purposes and some of the features would provide tbetioethe
sales reps and you really need to strike a balance betwees thaighey find
useful and things that they feel are controlling or requires inpunoiar”

Researcher #1: “The capability goals, I'll not go through thetetail, but they
are also still, | think, very appropriate.”

The Innovators understood that they needed to consider how to inassasédation to the SFA
before introducing new technologically-focused SFA capabilitiBse Marketing Analyst
believed that every feature was The Researchers agreedpadilities within the SFA were not
being exploited. The Researchers believed that this was partjctiie for managers and sales
team leaders who had not fully adopted the SFA. This interactaivated the Innovators to
further analyze the assimilation-capability gaps and prepare a redpoosing these gaps.

8.2.5.6 Problem Solving

During 14, the Siebel SFA was being extensively used throughoiudeTech Mobile technology
launched to tenured reps with basic functionality. While the Inoovatere exceeding adoption rate
expectations from the prior SFA, they believed sales reps andgais were still not fully utilizing the
capabilities within the system. However, managers did useSH#e as the authoritative source for
resolving sales conflicts. Many initiatives discussed indbiéaboration during 2006 were now active
(e.g. Siebel SFA, mobile SFA, formal training). Yet, territompnagement was not fully implemented
and reporting out of the SFA was not comprehensive. The Innovatatgiatkcapability & assimilation
gaps and formulated a framework for how to proceed. Siebel Aralytis being planned to provide
reporting and dashboard analytics capabilities and the Innovat¢oeswerking with the Technologists to
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develop reporting for ‘right-brained’ people. The Innovators encedraganagers to share SFA best
practices at higher levels.

In summary, the formal collaboration ended with P2 and the postapatisa workshop. However, the

Innovators and Researchers agreed to have a follow-up workshepié¢w SFA status sometime around
the end of 2007. The Innovators’ plans for the coming year were to lewsts they had learned during
the sales innovation collaboration and make sales operations morenefficie

Table 8.9 TFR in Action During Iteration 4

Salient TFRs
(How people think)

Sales Process Innovation
(How the problem setting
changes)

Iteration Problem Solving

(How people interact)

e  Capability gap
e  Assimilation gap

Innovators’ Solution Options

e  Ensure useful SFA information
reaches correct decisions
makers through SFA

Researchers’ Solution Options

e Add metrics to the SFA vision to
see how each SFA investment
has affected sales and attrition

e Innovators should focus on
process innovation rather than
on technology innovation

Primary Interaction Roles

e Innovators: Active, problem
solver

e  Researchers: Active,
problem definers

Interactions

e  Organizational
Implementation Process
Interaction focused on the
Innovators’ assimilation
approach. [42: 147-173]

Iteration 4 Summary: During P2 in February Innovators’ Salient Frames SFA Status: New Siebel SFA is
[WS4 - P2] 2007, the Researchers presented e Individual adoption being used. Mobile technology
their final summary of the sales incentives launched to tenured reps with
Includes process innovation collaboration. e  Consequences of use of basic functionality. Exceeding
o WS4 technology adoption rate expectations.
e P2 Innovators’ Problem Focus Managers use SFA as
e  Post-P2 e  Positive perception of the SFA Researchers’ Salient Frames authoritative source. Many
Workshop e  SFAinvestment metrics e  Consequences of use of needs discussed in the
e Communicating SFA benefits technology collaboration during 2006 are
Nov 2006 — e  Organizational now active (e.g. Siebel SFA,
Feb 2007 Researchers’ Problem Focus Implementation process mobile SFA, training). Territory

management is not fully
implemented.

SFA Activities: Innovators used
identified capability &
assimilation gaps to formulate
a framework on how to
proceed. Siebel Analytics being
implemented for reporting and
dashboard analytics.
Innovators are working with
technologists to develop
reporting for ‘right-brained’
people. SFA best practices
shared at higher levels. 2007 is
about making sales operations
efficient.

SFA Plans: Formal
collaboration ended with P2.
No SFA plans discussed.

8.2.6 Specifying Learning: P2 - WS5 (February 2007 - March 2008)

Specifying Learning (SL) included the time period of P2 in Felpra@07 to Workshop 5 (WS5) in April
2008. WS5 was the follow-up workshop discussed in\R#2ceTechexperienced significant business
growth during the period after WS4, which included the period with noskogs or interviews between
P2 and WS5. The growth was large enough that the Innovators, Changoionsgnior executives
believed that quality leadership was lacking in the branchesDirketor of Sales Operations said that
many of the new managers had progressed so rapidly that ey “missing the special sauce.”
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VoiceTech'sability to effectively scale for new markets and reptiche success was problematic. As a
result, the top two sales and marketing leaders, including otiee @hampions, would be heading up a
sales excellence team — a “GE-approach to developing leadlerie Director of Sales Operations
described it. Iteration 5 included the period from February 2007 tehvi2008. WS5, which took place
on April 21, 2008, was the final workshop of the collaboration. SeéTa10 for a summary of TFR in
action during SL.

7.2.6.1 Innovators’ Problem Focus
During SL, the Innovators had primarily focused on addressing thobéeprs. These problems included
quantifying SFA benefits, sales rep recruiting, and sharing best prattioaghout the organization.

Quantifying SFA benefits The Innovators believed one of their biggest challenges was taréng
how to quantify SFA benefits. The Director of Sales Operati@tpasted suggestions from the
Researchers as to how to measure the SFA’s impact on productivity

“One of the biggest challenges we’ve had here, and we’d logettgour insight

as we go through this, is how do we quantify the benefits of kmsan | know

that’'s got to be a challenge that many industries have torgagth is we're

trying to correlate activity and things we see in the datarat the use of the
model with success. We're trying to draw correlations and | dorotv if there

are things you've seen in the industry that are sort of aflésumb that might
give us a little direction where to go, what data to analylitlea more deeply

and maybe do some statistical analysis around, but we’d be tatereshearing

your thoughts on that.” [41:122]

Sales rep recruiting During SL, sales rep turnover had increased again. The tumradesrwere back to
the levels prior to the collaboration. The Director of Salper@ions believed that the majority of the
turnover was happening becaldgaceTectwas growing faster than its ability to recruit, train, andineta
guality sales reps

“It's up, it's up. It's not where we want it to be. ... We've hegoing a lot of

hiring and there’s been a lot of [turnover] and the majoritytolids been
happening in the first 120 days of tenure. ... That's why this salesdlence

group has been formed. ... But they recognize that the recruititg$s has not
been consistent and we’re bringing people on and then when they edaty90
later they say, ‘Well I'm going to move; | was planningriove.” [41:136; 146;

150]

Sharing best practices The Director of Sales Operations believed WaiteTechstruggled with how to
share SFA best practices across the organization. He saiddicafTechhad not institutionalized best
practices and had not formalized any process for sharing best @actice

“I think we struggle with [sharing best practices], stilithink it's done at a
higher level. It is done through training. ... It's not something that's
institutionalized. ... We don't have anything like that. We delyatalked a lot
about it but we certainly have not done anything about it.” [41:220; 236]
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7.2.6.2 Researchers’ Problem Focus
In WS5, the Researchers were concerned primarily with fim@glems. These problems included sales
rep promotions and continued reliance on spreadsheets.

Sales rep promotionsResearcher #1 was concerned that VoiceTech was promoting toeanésagost
successful sales reps. The problem for the Researcherdhavasytpromoting sales reps early in their
careersVoiceTechwas not getting the full benefit of the reps’ sales aslitlf this progression strategy
were to change, it would necessitate a change in the sales model

“l don't think it pays off in the long run not to have the bedésgeople not
continue to do sales. This was the first thing that struck me wherel lvara that
you talked about retention and you keep saying now, well our saplesre not
sales reps for more than a year. | think why don’t you have sefes that are
sales reps for 15 years because they're very good at satesiseehat’s what
drives your business. | mean it's not the managers of the regdehat drive your
business, it's only if the sales reps are sort of not sotsBat if your sales reps
are really smart, they don’t need managers that they sell.” [41:524]

Continued reliance on spreadsheetsThe Researchers believed thaticeTechwas continuing to rely
on spreadsheets as a major reporting method. During WS5, Resddrelmain raised this concern to the
Innovators

“You spend an enormous amount of your time keeping up the spreadsheet
game.” [41:728]

7.2.6.3 Solution Options

Innovators’ Solution Options. As of WS5, the Marketing Analyst had been promoted to a new role
within the company. The Innovators were attempting to replanenliih someone who would be more
focused solely on the SFA. The replacement would do industry benchmakinigscribed by the
Director of Sales Operations

“If you guys know anybody who is an SFA expert, I'd be interestinglking to
that person and looking at their resume. I'm looking at ... somebody whesw
with SalesForce.Com who can really benchmark the industry, who hadrbee
that focus for a while [and] who is going to interface witrafid talk IT speak.”
[41:118]

The Director of Sales Operations believédiceTechhad to become more sophisticated in how it
managed projects and measured long-term benefits of SFA investments

“l think we have to start to get sophisticated on how we wouldyz@maour
projects; [for example] are the projects short ternonglterm, when do they get
cash flow and what's the shelf life of that benefit. ... Theeptthing is
depending on what part of the business you're talking to, their metgydolay
be a little bit different so if we're interfacing with IT ame're all trying to make
a case and quantify financially what the benefit is to thepammy, the challenge
there is we're not all speaking the same language. Everyaténg their math a
little differently and so | think that's got to be fixed d@t everyone is on the
same page and we're all using the same methodology so weat@nan apples-
to-apples comparison.”
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Researchers’ Solution Optionsln WS5, the Researchers were focused on identifying WaijseTech
could continue improving its sales results through innovative 88 For example, the Researchers
suggested the Innovators incorporate a social networking comportenthan SFA. Researcher #2
believed that by providing the interface into a social networkdcpubvide at least a partial solution to
the assimilation problems

“Now that this is ubiquitous across all your sales reps areugg social
networking in any fashion? The problem with introducing it when &t vior

tenured [sales reps] only sort of created exclusive classidwuthat you have it
ubiquitously it strikes me that some of these social networkimds could
accomplish things that you may not be able to accomplish in othemsmgém

just curious if you looked at any of it?” [41:180]

The Researchers also again emphasized the need to make these&&Afor individual reps, thereby
creating rep ‘pull’ of the technology. Researcher #1 observedfthales reps saw a need for using the
technology they would enter the necessary data into the SFA

“A very good example of what we have often been talking aboutHis]push
thing. Namely, that if you can make each individual rep regallytowards using
this tool for some personal benefit, | mean they really see this to be iosahd,

then of course immediately they have the consequence that theay thet data
that they need to put in to see it, and that drives much morei@udpan

anything you can do, you know, talking to them, training them, whatkaey

see a need for using it, they’ll put in the data.” [41:324]

The Researchers also were focused \ariceTech’ sales process. The Researchers believed the
Innovators, with the now mostly successful SFA implementation, stegjieh to focus on improving the
sales process rather than innovative sales technology

Researcher #1: “As long as you keep your model, your investmelhtisewin
technology and leadership to try to make the model as effeagiypmssible. But
there is another option which is to innovate your model which waddsf on
sales rather than on sales management which would focus orraghlasthan
sales technology. So it's just an option and I'm just makingdhagérvation that
you're not doing that.” [41:528]

Researcher #2: “I'd even go further and say more frequenthegsdanovation
precedes technology adoption in support of the innovation. And innovation by
the way, just because you have a radical to the model somewhibe future
doesn’t mean that you basically jump from where you are now to tkete.
simply say ... ‘How do | get there incrementally’ and it alseeg you the
opportunity to learn and change.” [41:530]

The Researchers suggested tWaiceTechtry differentiated sales tactics in new markets. Thisngba
would giveVoiceTechthe opportunity to see if new branches could achieve highes Sabugh different
sales models. For example, Researcher #2 proposed having an a#tesads process which would
allow sales reps to own the customer relationship

Researcher #2: “You're opening one new branch every four months athiogne
or three months probably in order to drive 30% and it will probdia two
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months next year in order to maintain that. | mean these hrallittle
laboratories for experimentation. You don’'t have to say vetls ljust carbon
copy this and stamp it on this one. You can say, ‘Here’s an oppgrtartity an
alternative process model for sales or a different view onréheionship
between strategy, customer, marketing, sales.” Because yaypearthese things
anyhow. ... You're running your own little experimental lab and cauldrgou
will in trying some of these things out. [41:550]

8.2.6.4 Salient Frames

The Innovators two were mostly focusedammsequences from use of technol@g¥ utterances)jse of
technology (16 utterances)prganizational implementation proceg46 utterances), anéhdividual

adoption incentiveg13 utterances). By comparison, the greatest number of utterdmceany other
particular TFR was eight. Likewise, the Researchers vmostly focused orindividual adoption
incentives(6 utterances);onsequences from use of technol@yytterances), andse of technolog{3

utterances). By comparison, the greatest number of utterances fohanpaticular TFR was.

8.2.6.5 Interactions

Primary Interaction Roles. During WS5, the Innovators were active problem solvers. They peat s
the previously year improving the SFA and training users iVaiteTechoffices. They were now
focused on resolving the remaining issues with user assoniland technology innovation. Meanwhile,
the Researchers were passive solution providers. As the Innoyaésented their self-evaluation of
achievements over the previous year and challenges theywstface, the Researchers provided
alternatives and potential solutions for the Innovators to consider.

Interactions context During SL, there were two primary Innovator-Researcher Innovations.

¢ Individual adoption incentives. This interaction focused on the sharing of best practices across citie
via websites, blogs, social networking, email, and other methbdsREsearchers believed that best
practice sharing could be accomplished through any of these méihbtsat it was important that
grassroots efforts be at the center. The Researchersduoelieat the ability to build reputational
capital in a social network would persuade sales reps to shareduitgs. [41:180-240]

Researcher #: “Now that this is ubiquitous across all yalgssreps, are you
using social networking in any fashion? ... Now that you have [theoyegl
SFA] ubiquitously, it strikes me that some of these social n&tagtools could
accomplish things that you may not be able to accomplish in other means”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “The social networking, give an
example of that.”

Researcher #2: “It runs everything from IM-ing, to Facebook, tdard/of sites

that allow people to share. ... There’'s a technology piece to thisianditere’s

a ‘what are you trying to achieve’ piece of it. But, the iteto create networks
of individuals having similar problems or solutions and empowedfinge who

are most able to contribute and giving them some peer reaygmiithin the

social network.”
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VoiceTecHDirector of Sales Operations: “So this would be along the tifiest
wouldn’t necessarily be a case study but it would be highligisiingess stories
around successful reps and how they're successful?”

Researcher #: “No, it's not really - unfortunately you don’t getontrol this
very much. | mean you basically give people the opportunity to joirstiisture

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “A grassroots thing.”

Researcher #2: “Yeah, it really is and so initially you tend to have pebplare
seeking recognition for their skills and abilities imtsrof doing things and then
other people sort of joining in initially as lurkers and theeytstart to contribute
themselves and it essentially creates a social structui®o, if you can provide
them with technologies that allow them to do that, that sotiattsre will
become stronger and reinforce levels of performance amongst them.”

VoiceTecHDirector of Sales Operations: “That’s interesting. | séene you're

going with that. The challenge we have at our branch istikatep level is a bit
siloed and it's sort of the culture. It's not anybody is resillyed, they're just so
focused on what they've got to do every day in their heads thatrehagt

thinking about that other branch 400 miles away.”

Researcher #2: “But this doesn’t have a branch structure to it. Peoplg bawe
needs. This gets to something called reputational capital. yaulflook at this
generationally, increasingly in the younger generations they’féinghimore
towards what's called reputational capital. And so reputaticeyaital is built by
essentially achieving certain levels of reputation withisoaial structure, and
Lars gave a perfect example in the case of sort of openesadrere you build
your reputation as a clever programmer or software developessaa space
which is essentially working on some particular project. It doesn’'t mattether
I’'m in Finland or Timbuktu.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “We have some technicaldtraits
we've applied to the reps that sort of throttle that elbit. | like the idea, the
problem is they don’t have laptop computers. We have IM.”

VoiceTectMarketing Analyst: “Yeah, they use IM all the time.”

Researcher #2: “You don’t need anything much fancier than that.reatigan
you can always augment it by providing a web interface so ¢heyuse it on
their computer through a portal. But you do [already] have this goind aun.
realize, of course, people go to Friday at the bars and they &ll these stories
so you have a kind of social network except it's constructed otbrofenience
and proximity as opposed to a lot of knowledge.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I'm curious how you create witt
this topic. How do you make it that interesting that they would [use it]?”

VoiceTectMarketing Analyst: “Try to make social networking work-related.”
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Researcher #3: “How do you share best practices acrossncitigsDo you have
a website?”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I think we struggle withtts@ll. ...
We do it through ... talking to one another. It's very high leVélere’'s a few
events that occur throughout a year when the opportunity exists.”

Researcher #3: “Do you have a blog?”
VoiceTecHDirector of Sales Operations: “Not that | know of.”

Marketing Analyst: “We have a website that we can ugaake announcements
to the reps but we haven't shared best practices through thiatevdt's more
announcements.”

Researcher #3: “Do you send out any email around problems or specific
techniques?”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “If | get a lot of feedback about a aartissue I'll
do a broadcast but it hasn’t been a regular communication.”

VoiceTech Director of Sales Operations: “lt's not something that's
institutionalized that goes out on a regular basis and people ardiegpecsee
and learn from it. We don’t have anything like that. We cenaialked a lot
about it but we certainly have not done anything about it. So @aa teeborrow a
marketing plan for our SFA. So we need to build a viral marketageme for
the SFA.”

VoiceTechMarketing Analyst: “l think we can do more of that. ... [For
example,] | was able to speak at a tenured rep class and ob#egvedraining
sessions and | noticed the knowledge sharing across branches wdsrgpthat
the reps needed to hear, especially as they're building the referrarkétw

The Innovators realized that they needed a better method of suppibeirgharing of best
practices. They had no structured means to collect best practice indoraeiss offices and did
not provide any formal encouragement to do so. The Reseastiggssted the Innovators create,
support, and publiciz&oiceTechsocial networking technologies whereby reps and managers
would be willing to share knowledge and experiences with other sgiesand managers. The
Researchers explained the technological support mechanismglfoa social network could be
formalized. However, the Researchers emphasized that emplogtepaaon in the network
should be grass-roots and encouraged through the sales reps’ acaunafilegputational capital
among other sales reps.

e Technology strategy This interaction focused on innovating the sales prodésgeTechhad
implemented innovative sales technology without changing it galesess. The Researchers
suggested that the research on information systems has foutftetigais a low return on investment
when implementing technologies without innovating processes. ThuReearchers emphasized
the need for the Innovators to evaluate sales processesdemdifin processes to be improved. The
Innovators agreed and implied the new sales excellence teard ®ubcused on these changes.
[41:516-538]
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Researcher #1: “If you read the literature, it would say, just talking
generically, but it would always say for a company to investeohnology
without innovating its processes, the return on investmemtsignificant. You
only get significant return, I'm talking generically now, you only get a Baanit
return on your investment if you use the technology to enable innowati your
process.”

VoiceTechDirector of Sales Operations: “I believe it. Makes pdrfeense,
otherwise everyone’s gonna be using their laptops to get on Facebook.”

Researcher #1: “So therefore as | look at this I'd say, ‘W#licome back in

five years and then I'll walk [down that] path.” So there’sedag in picking up
the idea of innovation where still it's very focused on technolmgyvation

which is good, I'm not arguing against that. ..Now that the technotoyplace
and now that you have this sort of intelligent backbone in the comp#rigk is

the real challenge. That's where the great fruits areeimd of return on
investment. That's just my prediction.”

Researcher #1: “I don’t think it pays off in the long run not to hbheeest sales
people not continue to do sales. This was the first thing thatksme when |
came here that you talked about retention and you keep saying ntvauwe
sales reps are not sales reps for more than a year. Iwhipnldon't you have
sales reps that are sales reps for 15 years becausee thiegyr good at sales,
because that's what drives your business. | mean it's nom#ragers of the
sales rep that drive your business, it's only if the saes are sort of not so
smart. But if your sales reps are really smart, they doe'd meanagers [for them
to be successful].”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “| think a benefit of this sales excellenc
concept that's being implemented now, to your point, is we're goingrtmok at
how we cultivate leaders because right now we have a Eageracuum. So
what we’re doing is taking the path of least resistand&enhere and now and
not looking in the future and saying by sucking all the good repsfdbe ranks
and making them sales management, how is that going to fix us fottine?
Well, I'm not sure it does but we have a manager now. So wefte@ktrading
one off for the other and we have to rethink the whole idea of w&dhe
leaders, ask tough questions that maybe you just asked.”

Researcher #1: “Let me challenge you again. As long as youykegpnodel,
your investments will be in technology and leadership to try teentize model
as effective as possible. But there is another option which iisnbvate your
model which would focus on sales rather than on sales managemdewheh
would focus on sales rather than sales technology.”

Researcher #2: “I'd even go further and say more frequently $gocaovation
precedes technology adoption in support of the innovation. Just because you have
a radical to the [current sales] model somewhere in theefatpesn’'t mean that

you basically jump from where you are now to there. You simply say ‘I think this

is a really interesting ideal state, how do | get there imergally’ and it also

gives you the opportunity to learn and change.”
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Researcher #3: “Marketing’s viewpoint would have at the heart of it thencest
relationship. What do you want that to be? Then the next levelvould be
definition of roles of sales and marketing and customer supporhetktelevel
out is engineering, re-engineering processes; and then theefirhldut is the
technology level.”

VoiceTecHirector of Sales Operations: “So all those others sort\a# babe in
play first [and] thought out.”

Researcher #3: “You have to have a relationship marketiategy that drives
the definition of your sales force and your marketing people and tbhen y
engineer your processes to support that and then you support your pregégsses
technology.”

VoiceTeclDirector of Sales Operations: “You have a galvanized prdoefgse
you build technology.”

The Researchers emphasized the needVficeTechto evaluate its sales model and sales
processes in light of the new SFA. The Researchers alsosseddke Innovators need not jump
from the current process state to the desired process stateileap. Instead, the Innovators
should identify the steps needed to achieve the desired state. The Innagetecswith this step-
by-step approach instead of the path-of-least-resistance apptbay were then currently
employing. The Innovators believed the sales excellence teandsimalte sales processes an
area for emphasis.

8.2.6.6 Problem Solving

During SL,VoiceTechwas providingongoing support of new SFA. The Innovators continued their work
on integrating SFA and BlackBerry training into core sadgstraining. The plans for the SFA project in
the next twelve months included the following:

¢ Integrate SFA into general training of sales reps

e Sales operations challenged\giceTectBoard of Directors to get each sales rep a laptop
e Global location (similar to GPS) to be rolled out to sales reps

o Do-Not-Call list to be built into mobile SFA
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Iteration

Table 8.10 TFR in Action During Specify Learning

Problem Solving

(How people interact)

Salient TFRs
(How people think)

Sales Process Innovation
(How the problem setting

Iteration 5
[P2 - WS5]

Includes:
. WS5

Feb 2007 -
March 2008

Summary: The year between P2 and

WSS5 saw significant business .
growth at VoiceTech. So much so
that the Innovators and Champions .

(and also senior executives) .
believed that there was not enough
quality leadership in the branches— o

“missing the special sauce.”
VoiceTech’s ability to scale to new

markets and replicate the success

was now a problem. To address this, o
the top two sales and marketing
leaders, including one of the .
Champions, would be heading up a

sales excellence team — a “GE-

approach to developing leaders.”

Workshop 5 was the final workshop

of the collaboration.

Innovators’ Problem Focus

Quantifying SFA benefits
Sales rep recruiting
Sharing best practices

Researchers’ Problem Focus

Sales rep promotion
Continued reliance on
spreadsheets

Innovators’ Solution Options

Replacing the Marketing

Analyst .
Quantify long-term SFA

benefits

Researchers’ Solution Options

Incorporate social networking
into SFA

Make SFA useful to individual
sales reps

Improve sales processes rather
than innovate sales technology
Differentiate sales tactics in
new markets

Innovators’ Salient Frames

Consequences from use of
technology

Use of technology
Organizational
implementation process
Individual adoption
incentives

Researchers’ Salient Frames

Individual adoption
incentives
Consequences of use of
technology

Use of technology

Primary Interaction Roles

Innovators: Active,
presenters, problem solvers
Researchers: Passive,
solution providers

Interactions

Individual adoption
incentives Interaction is
around sharing best
practices across cities via
website, blogs, social
networking, email, etc..
[41:180-240]

Technology strategy
Interaction focused on
innovating the sales process
before implementing
innovative sales technology.
[41:516-538]

changes)
SFA Status: Every rep now
receives a BlackBerry.
Innovators conducted
“adoption tours” and adoption
stable since April 2007.
Intermittent BlackBerry
adoption issues still exist at
some locations 93% of sales
reps are entering and updating
appointments. 60% are
entering daily activities (e.g.
number of visits). “Deal Sold”
email sent is nearly 100%.
Managerial dashboards now
80% adopted.

SFA Activities: Ongoing
support of new SFA.
Continuing Innovators working
on integrating SFA and
BlackBerry training into core
sales rep training.

SFA Plans:

o Integrate SFA into general
training of sales reps

e  Sales operations
challenged by VoiceTech
Board of Directors to get
each sales rep a laptop

e  Global location (similar to
GPS) to be rolled out to
sales reps

e Do-Not-Call list to be built
into mobile SFA
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8.3 TFR Shifts for Innovators

Evidence of the Innovators’ modified and new frames is explained below andasizeuhin Table 8.11.

8.3.1 Modified Frames

Consequences from Use of Technologipuring WS4 in November 2006, the Innovators believed Siebel
SFA was easier to use than previously. The Marketing Anbbsed this on discussions with sales reps
who believed th&FA was easily used and useful

“It's easier to find my way around in POINT. And the repgéhtold me that it's
easier to use than it was before.” [37:45]

Later, during P2 in February 2007, the Marketing Analyst acknowtketlge frustrations of User-Reps
who had been using the SFA. The Innovators now saBR#esnot easily used or useful

“They're inputting, inputting, inputting, and nothing’s coming out that $ays
this is useful or here’s what you've done.” [42:181]

Thus, there was shift in the Innovators’ perception from 86A&asily used and useful to the SFA as not
easily used and useful. This shift was based on feedback the tionsorexceived at two different points in
time. As a result, the Innovators began working to identifyebts they could deliver via the SFA to the
sales reps.

Projected Value of Technology, Consequences from Use dfechnology, Organizational
Implementation Process, and Individual Adoption Incentivs. During WS3 in July 2006, the
Innovators were focused on tifeiceTeclhsales model. They believed the sales model was unchangeable.
As a result, sales model accommodations were made during #eingHementation design. For
example, the Director of Sales Operations summarizegeghprogression modeind how thev/oiceTech
sales process limits SFA exploitation

“The way it works right now is they are-they promote teelves. So when they
hit the number based on their commission statements tracking. tijl§. means
they get ... a BlackBerry and a couple of other things.” [36:202]

“There’s a constraint in the business that POINT was deedlop address ...
and that constraint still exists as it moved over to the system and ... was
emulated.” [36:137]

During P2, the Marketing Analyst acknowledged the Researcfedback on the sales process was
influential in shifting the Innovators perceptions regarding the peogmpact on technology. The
Innovators now saw Beed to innovate sales processes before innovating sales technologies

“When you came and did the workshops is when it got interesting tanseé
think it improved our SFA rollout. | think it would have gone wohsel we not.
So we appreciate, [the] feedback translated to direct, imneedaawpoints, and
ways of thinking that were beneficial.” [42:213]

In a Post-P2 follow-up in March 2007, the Director of Sales Operatigneed the focus had shifted
toward addressing process innovation to improve the sales model
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“On the process innovation side we have this gap that wetreeming that we
might want to be thinking about and here are some things that you dmitd

help facilitate us being more effective there. ... | haveego#veryone to kind of
nod-to agree with this perspective that we look at and manage this ertfoepla
... [as] the organizational management tool to drive a vemyctstred sales
business model.” [31:14; 57]

During WS5 in April 2008, the Innovators confirmed they were nowded on sales process change in
support of the sales model. Accordingly, the Marketing Analystepezd the SFA as platform to
innovate sales process

“We want to look at process innovation. Our main idea ‘tc8B&\’ from a
corporate objective is to automate WeiceTechsales model. ... Our focus is to
automate th&/oiceTechmodel whether it's a radical change or an evolutionary
change. Most of the time it's evolutionary.” [41:47]

As of WS5, the Marketing Analyst perceived sales repsfiitad fromVoiceTech’'decision tantegrate
progression model within the SFA

“[We have] integrated the progression model with the SFA. Wedleased a
process where the reps use the SFA and ratios.” [41:306]

Thus, there had been a shift from Innovators focusing primarilgioforcing the sales model in WS3 to
focusing on sales process innovation in support of the sales nmod&S5. This shift helped the
Innovators provide individual incentives to increase useptaato of the SFA. The shift also focused the
Innovators on defining what the SFA should becoméoateTech.

Projected Value of Technology, Use of Technology, Consequencet Technology Use, and
Organizational Implementation Process.During WS1 in February 2006, the Innovators emphasized
that, in their view, giving sales reps laptops was unnegesBhae Director of Sales Operations believed
the BlackBerry SFA and Siebel provided all the needed functionality. Tpieps were not necessary

Director of Sales Operations (in WS1): “It goes backdw much functionality
are we having to walk away from. ... | guess we’re under theep#on that
things that we want to achieve should be Siebel with the BickB... There's
going to be a learning curve if we learn otherwise.” [40:1576]

However, as of WS4 in November 2006, the Director of Sales Qpesaacknowledged/oiceTech’'s
2007plan includedsenior sales reps getting laptops

“We have laptops for the senior sales consultant level. ..y Tua't have
laptops yet but that’s one of the things we're working througther2007 plan
right now.” [37:237]

By WS5 in April 2008, the Innovators had concluded giving laptops to sghsscould prove beneficial
for the sales reps and sales performance. For exampletdDioéSales Operations believed faek of
laptop computers limited SFA exploitation
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“We have some technical limitations we've applied to thesréat sort of
throttle [social networking capabilities] a little bitlike the idea. The problem is
they don’t have laptop computers.” [41:237]

During WS5 the Innovators revealed that ¥eiceTechboard of directors had challenged company
leadership to justify why sales reps were not being providptbga. Thus, the Director of Sales
Operations acknowledged that the Innovators were addressitmpaing of directors desire to provide

laptops to sales reps

“The board challenged us why do we not provide laptops to all of tag sps
as a potential productivity tool. So we’ve been looking inte ¢&hgreat deal and
really trying to understand where the opportunity is there vettseiscost.”
[41:282]

Also during WS5, the Innovators indentified additional sales prdzsssfits of sales reps being provided
laptops. For example, the Director of Sales Operations seggdstlaptops could be used for service
demonstrations and point of sale automation

“We are developing on line demos and demo a lot of our products. ... The second
is there could be automation pushed all the way out to the dosialed On line
forms to the point where the customer says ‘I agree’, and youndisiate a
couple things here, do a couple things to the [laptop] keypad, hit gaellid

have the order form flow back to corporate.” [41:284; 285]

Thus, there was a shift from the Innovators’ initial percgpthat the laptops were unnecessary to the
perception that the lack of laptops limited sales reps’'tgliti exploit SFA capabilities. This shift then
progressed further due to executive pressure to provide spiewita laptops. Initially, the Innovators’
perception shift was primarily motivated by user feedback onlithigations of the mobile SFA.
However, when the Innovators’ were challenged by the board of dset¢heir perception shifted to
identifying specific justifications for providing laptops tales reps. Therefore, at WS5, the Innovators
were working on understanding the potential benefits and costs of providiogddptsales reps.

Individual Adoption Incentives. During WS1 in February 2006, the perceptiorVaiceTechwas that
sales reps should have to earn a BlackBerry mobile deVioe reasoning was that the device was too
expensive to distribute to all sales reps. However, at WS5, the Directalesf@perations acknowledged
a shift in perception regarding BlackBerry distribution hacloed so thaBlackBerrys were given to all
reps at start date

“They all get [BlackBerrys] now as soon as they stamitiPrmuch everyone is
getting it now. We've changed.” [41:232]

Thus, the perception had shifted from the view that only selpstsiould get BlackBerrys due to cost
minimization to one where BlackBerrys were given to all ipstart date. This shift gave all sales reps
the ability to demo the product to prospects and eliminatedeabessity of returning to the office each
evening to enter sales activities on the shared desktop computers.

Organizational Implementation Process During WS4 in November 2006, the Innovators described an
evolving relationship that appeared to be developing betWegreTechand its technology partners
including Siebel RIM (maker of the BlackBerry device), anccasmmunication backbone partner. With
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VoiceTech’slarge and rapidly growing sales force, these partners b@reming more interested in
VoiceTech’'amplementation strategy. As a result, the Innovators becatee=sted in exploringtrategic
partnership options

“Ever since Siebel got bought by Oracle, they seem to be mgsged with us.
So the general relationship seems to be evolving a little nowhey're more
interested in how we want to use it, where we want to take jand] how to
integrate better with our business model.” [37:15]

However, nearly eighteen months later at WS5, the Markétirajyst explained strategic partnerships
had not developed

“The recommendation [from the Researchers] was to exploit RInd Siebel
relationships through strategic planning and we haven't tadenug on that yet.
All we've done is if we have a problem, we’ll go to RIM ... oelsel. But we
haven't sat with them and said ‘we have this great technaogyyou could
learn from us to build better technology on your side but benefinthesiry.”
[41:33]

Thus, while the Innovators in WS4 appeared to be interestechtagtr partnerships, their view by WS5
had shifted from excitement about strategic partnership options tmmac

Organizational Implementation Process During WS1 in February 2006, the Innovators believed an
SFA vision had not yet been developed. InstéamiceTechwas using sales-related information pulled
from different, sometimes conflicting, sources. This resulted disjointed SFA implementation effort.
The Marketing Analyst suppos&tbiceTechadno global SFA vision

“I think we have a lot of that information in different plackest | think what we
have to find is as a global initiative, we haven'’t taken &kglobal vision and
documented that. We have a lot of ideas, but we haven't cohesneglted a
project, a smarter project and then had details.” [40:602 - 603]

However,by WS5, the Innovators’ perception had shifted so they beligegokTechhad developed an
SFA vision byusing the Researchers’ suggestions to strategize about SFA

“[This collaboration] gave us an opportunity to work with you alfjtothrough

that transition and to ensure we're thinking about everything/e release this
platform and also to think about alternative approaches sucheleasing

BlackBerrys to more people and laptops, better tools, lookirsgprae of these
vision points you all gave to us. We've tried to look at that @s®l that stuff.”

[41:11]

Thus, a shift occurred in the Innovators’ views from no SFAomiexisting to, at the end of the
collaboration, acknowledging that the collaboration had helpech ttievelop an SFA vision. The
Innovators’ perception at WS1 was they needed global vision dutadihave one. They acknowledged
the Researchers’ suggestions helped them to strategize about SFA.

In summary, the Innovators’ TFR shifts primarily were casdesn SFA ease of use and innovating the
sales process (See Table 8.11). Initially, the Innovators weuséd on helping sales reps by making the
SFA easy to use. As the SFA implementation progressed, the lorovatlizedVoiceTech’'ssales
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processes should be innovated before sales technologies uder innovated. Thus, the Innovators
began looking for ways to enhance use of the SFA platform through sales @ acessation.

8.3.2 New Frames

Consequences from Technology Usdetween WS1 in February 2006 and WS2 in June 2006, the
Innovators, at the recommendation of the Researchers, hadeghbly® sales reps performed their day-
to-day tasks and compared that with sales tasks within Sg#o&l After completing this analysis the
Innovators’ perception had changed. The Director of Sales Qpeyatcknowledged they found tBEA

was not aligned with sales rep activities

“What ... we observed out in the branches is that the real dakg that the reps
perform throughout the day don’t necessarily marry up perfectly ot the
Siebel system was designed. You guys made a recommendatigrwiia we
needed to do was some real research out in the field anddiribw the reps
really do their job and then build a system that totally dovetailheir needs
based on their activity level, based on how they need to accbased on what
they do in there.” [36:75]

Initially, the Innovators understood minor changes to the SFA wouldebessary. The Innovators
believed the SFA could address most\adiceTech’'ssales rep needs. However, when they began
matching sales reps’ and sales managers’ needs to actuaapBhilities, the Innovators realized Siebel
SFA only addressed the critical needs in a limited waya Asnsequence, their perception of Siebel SFA
now became that it was more limited than the legacy SFA.

Rationale for technology acquisition and implementation During WS2 in June 2006, the Innovators
elaborated on the rationale for the Siebel SFA implementaltioaddition to the reasons mentioned
during WS1 (e.g. platform instability, mobility, ease of use), thedireof Sales Operations now viewed
as equally important thelimination of the spreadsheet regime through automated reporting

“We want to move to fully automated reporting and createl@&month
blueprint ... of how we go to fully automated reporting and what the ehahg
process for the company would be to get there. It would totaityrelte all the
spreadsheets. ... We're going to write a draft version of thatpait a stake in
the ground.” [35:188]

The Innovators realized SPI gave them momentum for changingitgraal company sales processes.
They understood s eliminating spreadsheet reporting by creationonfiatet] reporting processes would
necessitate a company culture shift in how sales were rep®tiesdwas a position the Innovators now
were ready and willing to take by putting “a stake in the ground.”

Organizational Implementation Process During WS2, the Innovators expressed a need for better SFA
project management. They originally believed they had in plaeenecessary resources and tools to
management the SFA implementation, but the Director of Sgbesa@ons now expressatbiceTech
needed better project organization

“The week after the launch do we have subsequent meetings [seilds

managers]? ... So we can get these very frequent periodic &kadioa the first
maybe month or so after the launch just to get a lot of reedutime feedback
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and then group feedback on a weekly basis, or something like\Weathaven't
really set that up or talked about that.” [35:823]

The Innovators believed there were resource limitationsréisaticted sales management from providing
feedbackVoiceTeclplanned on rolling out Siebel SFA to all markets at one times pi@sented project
organization challenges that the Innovators recognized needed to beedidress

Organizational Implementation Process During WS3 in July 2006, the Innovators discussed how the
initial release ofVoiceTech'sSiebel SFA had shortchanged managers. In fact, the DirectBalek
Operations acknowledged the perception thatagers were not considered in initial SFA releases

“We put all of our energy into making sure we got the reptfanality ... and

the rep interface right. We really shortchanged the [mashipethat process. ...
We could have more proactively trained them. That's one usapdhat kind of
fell by the wayside.” [36:79; 88]

The Innovators realized that, whidéoiceTechhad concentrated delivering a usable SFA to sales reps,
sales manager needs had not been considered. This resulieel delivered Siebel SFA being less
functional than the legacy SFA.

Organizational Implementation Process During WS3 the Innovators revealed that there had been pain
points in howVoiceTechhandled change management related to the initial release Sighel SFA.
These problems led the Director of Sales Operations taghetiiatVoiceTeclhas a company, rather than
individual departments within the compangeded a change management strategy

“We went in to certify off the production platform and ... thingd lshanged. So
we were real taken aback by why would that have happenesbathdt's one of
the process procedures that I'm challenging IT. Why go torthuble to make a
certification on the development platform? They should be the santBeon
production platform and yet we saw different things, different budfereint
issues. ... Basic fundamental IT organization issues that webkdmapon that
maybe happened all along. ... It became painfully clear that tesean issue.
... One of the takeaways was we were really focusing on chaagagament for
the sales organization, but | think there was also a changegermaeat going on
in the IT shop ... and serendipitously as we were going throughrtoess.”
[36:13; 16]

The Innovators discovered that even though sales operations perfoquatityaassurance check on the
development system of the SFA prior to the production systemsegldbe IT department had
experienced fundamental change management issues that caused numenabIBRA.

Rationale for technology acquisition and implementation During WS4 in November 2006, the
Innovators addressed the SFA capabilities proposed by therReses in WS3 (see Table 6.2). The
Marketing Analyst revealed one the capabilities that the kmoos were now exploring, but had not yet
resolved, wasnature forecasting capability

“Mature forecasting capability, a long way to go here. d/exploring options.
... There's sort of an art plus a science component equals yawabt and then
having that full up, being visible to all levels, we haven't seaolution that this
is exactly what we need.” [37:191]
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The art portion of the forecast, as suggested by the Markatiadyst, was there was no standard
forecasting method in use across the organization. However, #ngd@iof Sales Operations believed the
forecasting process should be standardized and automated

“I think one of the take always is that we recognize thanidt probably the best
way of forecast and | think we're kind of stepping back and loo#irtge bigger
picture and looking at how should this work and how will we autenid’
[37:1444]

Technology capabilities and functions The original intent of the first Siebel SFA release was
migrate, as closely as possible, the capabilities fromett@cly SFA into the Siebel SFA. However, the
Innovators recognized additional capabilities existed withebe& SFA. During WS4, the Marketing
Analyst provided examples of the Innovators’ perception of &g#abilities vs. needs

“What did we change between the time we had the SalesLogix SFA system to the
Siebel SFA system? These are the main capabilities vaglged on this as-is. It

was supposed to be this as is migration but it turned out there nvere
capabilities in Siebel that we could take advantage of. faeis mobile. We
wrote a very basic first release of BlackBerry functipdor reps and in that
functionality they can update an existing appointment. They cansae their
calendar, what their appointments are for the day and tomorrow. .0] [Bisbel
Wireless has become pretty interested in our project. ...'fehgging to come

back and talk to me and say, okay you're using this, what do youfrozeds,

and what additional functions do you need?” [37:5-8]

The primary focus of this exercise was to identify the malifunctionality that could be delivered to
sales reps. Additionally, the Innovators revealed that by fgergicapability gaps, Siebel had become
interested in providing additional capabilitiesvoiceTech.

Use of Technology During WS4, the Innovators discussed several ideas concéronn@o create user
interest and gather feedback. The Marketing Analyst belieme potentially good idea was development
of an onlineFAQ board

“I love [Researcher #4's] recommendation on the FAQ’s andatmasf and make

it an ... 'Ask the POINT Group’ ... and [a sales rep] could post soimg and |
could reply to the post. | think that would be [useful] . ... It's another idea of how
we can extend the POINT community because we need to eartribebefore

this can happen. ... | feel like | have to do more in terms tfngethem to
understand the capabilities and get adoption a little bit higher.” [37:581; 585

The Innovators were focused on users adopting the SFA and mobileeSfi#ology. Because of the
limited availability of IT and help-desk resources, they alaoted to create self-supporting help groups.
They believed online help provided through an FAQ could provide the support tisahesded.

Organizational implementation process VoiceTechbelieved that its SFA should accomodate all sales
reps and sales managers, regardless of personality otistdiferences. As of WS4, based on
observations and discussions with users, the Innovators recognizads#reReps and User-Managers
were utilizing the SFA differently. The Director of Sal@perations view was thatoiceTechshould
close assimilation gaps by modifying tBEA to accommodate left- and right-brain users
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“It's always a challenge because everybody kind of uses diffgrarts of the
brain in trying to use tools and references and referencerialatso that you
accommodate as many people ... as possible. ... So, we have a gapveut
been neglecting the left brain people and what we need to@eigsy that gives

them a chart that says appointments by day, or the number of second
[appointments]. Give them the top five snippets, they can logdh day and

they can see they have a problem here based upon the most impactfidrs

like the level of appointments, the close ratio, etc. Then aveget those left
brain people in the fold. So we're working with requirementgetting some of
these dashboards created for managers.” [37:57; 245]

Depending on the personality or management style of the user, 8§84 differences were causing user
frustration and, in some cases, leading to incorrect data beingeirier the SFA. The Innovators hoped
to address these concerns by incorporating SFA dashboards andwdfieltsvould accommodate all
types of users.

Images of Technology The Innovators believedoiceTech’sSFA held proprietary information that gave
the company a competitive edge. To emphasize this view durindh®Ditector of Sales Operations
expressed the SF&chnology as a “special saute

“I would draw a comparison with this to the life of a company lik&al-Mart or
a UPS where they have this ‘special sauce’ internatiyirat their technology
and their flow of product and information and how they manage Thaty're
constantly trying to raise that bar. They're trying to imgraly you know, and
maybe in small incremental improvements all the time.” [31:10]

This view of the SFA as a special sauce meant the Innovatens especially focused on ensuring
successful implementation. The Innovators also expected the Sb&Aingproved sd/oiceTechretained
its competitive edge.

Individual adoption incentives. During P2, the Innovators continued to discuss ways that usedshmoul
incented to more fully adopt the SFA. The Marketing Anadygigw was that more proficient users could
be given special status within the organization. To support tbjzopal, he suggested thabiceTech
designate expert SFA users

Marketing Analyst: “An idea | had recently was to [identifydople that know
the SFA to a higher level than all the other users and hawe be helpers to the
newer reps. We're always having a class of new repsctmae in and ... they
understand relationships more than just [SFA training] presensatiSo they
need someone to sit next to them and say, ‘click here, click tiale here.’ |
think the best person to do that is another rep and to have thghe rha
certified to sort of an expert status and then they can beragusup for us as
well as training new people that come in.” [42:176]

The Innovators view was to identify and certify specific LReps as SFA experts. These certified sales
reps would then be available to help train new users in the field and also be use&k#tapgrades and
modifications.

Projected value of technologyAs of WS5 in April 2008, the Innovators had been working on the SFA
implementation project for over two years. Since P2 in Fep2@07,VoiceTecthad been making small
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refinements to the SFA. The Marketing Analyst now viewed th& 8s aplatform to innovate sales
process

Marketing Analyst: “How do we best innovate the SFA to iaseesales rep
productivity and retention? [That was a] good question that ygur@bosed to

us. ... Through technology innovation we want to look at capabilities an
adoption and we added industry benchmarking as something we want tat look
to that box. ... Then we want to look at process innovation. Our main idé¢sefo
to-be SFA from a corporate perspective is to automate theeVech sales
model. ... Our focus is to automate the VoiceTech model whethaa radical
change or an evolutionary change.” [41:46; 47]

Similarly, the Innovators viewed the SFA as a technology phatfby which they could introduce
innovation into the sales process. For example, sales acgpityting had not been fully automated and
sales rep compensation was primarily calculated manually. Thu&/35/the Innovators primary focus
was process innovation.

Projected value of technology The Innovators believed the mobile SFA would allow sales reps to
achieve SFA data entry and be able to get prospect ancpedi@snance information from any location.
During WS5, the Marketing Analyst summarized Yfaace Teclvision for achievingsFA ubiquity

“Our vision is to meet capability and adoption needs to the progpeecifically
providing the SFA everywhere we can in the sales reps watrédegically
aligning it to our model and getting the flow of data there in and out.” [41:7]

As of WS5, SFA ubiquity had not been achieved. Every sales reipeleadprovided a BlackBerry mobile
device and could access the SFA remotely. However, there lwgte to the technology capabilities
which inhibited SFA ubiquity. For example, the BlackBerry did natrmain a constant data connection;
the SFA did not provide true real-time mobile capabilitiest the wireless service was not available in
some areas.

In summary, thirteen new salient themes emerged withinnthevators’ TFR during the collaboration
(see Table 8.11). The Innovators were primarily concerned wittifigiag sales rep and sales manager
needs and properly aligning SFA capabilities. After the inigdase of the SFA, the Innovators focused
on ways the SFA could be enhanced. The Innovators also found it impiarting means to provide
support for new users. Finally, as the collaboration concluded, the torou@egan addressing their
perception that thé/oiceTechsales process needed innovating. Overall, the Innovators were most
concerned with consequences from use of technology and the organizatipleahentation process.
They had developed a deep understanding of the SFA and BlackBemnpoltagies’ benefits and
limitations. During WS5, the Innovators articulated the SFAowisaand explained how all of their SFA
functionality requests fit within that vision.

Table 8.11 TFR Shift Evidence for Innovators
Modified Frames New Frames \
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Modified Frames

Shift in perception that SFA is easily used and u$d to
belief that the SFA is not easily used and useful

Conseguences from use of technology: SFA easilyduaed
useful

Marketing Analyst (in WS4): “It's easier to find mway

around inPOINT. And the reps have told me that it's easier Qsearch out in the field and find out how the regally do

use than it was before.” [37:45]

Consequences from use of technology: SFA not easibed
and useful

Marketing Analyst (in P2): “They're inputting, infiing,
inputting, and nothing’s coming out that says hawthis
useful or here’s what you've done.” [42:181]

Shift from focus on THE sales model to the sales pcess

Organizational implementation process: Rep progriess
model

Director of Sales Operations (in WS3): “The waywibrks
right now is they are-they promote themselves. Semthey
hit the number based on their commission statentestging
this ... [it] means they get ... a BlackBerry and a ceupi
other things.” [36:202]

. oo - .
Consequences from use of technology: VoiceTech sald’ something like that? We haven't really set tiator talked

process limits SFA exploitation
Director of Sales Operations (in WS3): “There’soastraint in

the business th®OINT was developed to address ... and threleases (in WS3)
constraint still exists as it moved over to the reystem and

that constraint is what was emulated and was notobthe

box with the standard Siebel system.” [36:13%1

Organizational implementation process: Need to irvate
sales processes before innovating sales technofogie

Marketing Analyst (in P2): “When you came and dhkt

workshops is when it got interesting to see andhimkt it
improved our SFA rollout. | think it would have gonvorse
had we not. So we appreciate, [the] feedback el to
direct, immediate viewpoints, and ways of thinkihgt were
beneficial.” [42:213]

Projected value of technology: SFA enables salesqass

Director of Sales Operations (in P2): “On the psscethat's one of the process procedures that I'm ehgihg IT.

innovation side we have this gap that we're notrgpthat we
might want to be thinking about and here are sdrmgs$ that
you could do to help facilitate us being more dffecthere.
... | have gotten everyone to kind of nod-to agreeh whtis
perspective that we look at and manage this eplitorm ...
[as] the organizational management tool to driveveay
structured sales business model.” [31:14; 57]

Projected value of technology: Platform to innovasales
process

New Frames \
Consequences from Technology Use: SFA not aligneithw
sales rep activity (in WS2)

Director of Sales Operations: “What ... we observetlimthe
branches is that the real daily tasks that the mg$orm
throughout the day don’t necessarily marry up mélfewith

how the Siebel system was designed. You guys madgle a

recommendation [that] what we needed to do was s@alke

their job and then build a system that totally dails to their
needs based on their activity level, based on ey theed to
access it, based on what they do in there.” [36:75]

Rationale for technology acquisition and implemetitn:
Elimination of spreadsheet regime (in WS2)

Director of Sales Operations: “We want to move tdlyf
automated reporting and create an 18-month blueprinof
how we go to fully automated reporting and what ¢hange
of process for the company would be to get therevduld
totally eliminate all the spreadsheets. ... We're gdim write
a draft version of that and put a stake in the gdoU[35:188]

Organizational implementation
organization (in WS2)

process: Need projg

Director of Sales Operations: “The week after thench do
we have subsequent meetings with [sales managersga we
can get these very frequent periodic feedbackstHer first
maybe month or so after the launch just to gettaolamear
real-time feedback and then group feedback on &lwéeasis,

about that.” [35:823]

Org Process: Managers not considered in initial SH

Director of Sales Operations: “We put all of ourergy into
aking sure we got the rep functionality ... and tlep
terface right. We really shortchanged the [mansiga that
process. ... We could have more proactively trainesmth
That's one user group that kind of fell by the wegs’ [36:79;
88]

Organizational implementation process: Need chan
management strategy (in WS3)

Director of Sales Operations: “We went in to cgrtifff the
production platform and ... things had changed. Someee
real taken aback by why would that have happenet san

Why go to the trouble to make a certification ore
development platform? They should be the same @n
production platform and yet we saw different thindgsferent
bugs, different issues. ... Basic fundamental IT oizmion
issues that we stumbled upon that maybe happehatbad.
... It became painfully clear that there was an issuene of
the takeaways was we were really focusing on chd
management for the sales organization, but | thirgre was
also a change management going on in the IT shopnd.

pe

th

Inge

serendipitously as we were going through the pmt§36:13;
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Modified Frames New Frames

Marketing Analyst (in WS5): “We want to look at pess 16]

innovation. Our main idea ‘to-be SFA’ from a coratar

objective is to automate the VoiceTech sales modelOur Rationale for technology acquisition and implemeritn:

focus is to automate the VoiceTech model whethsr & Mature forecasting capability (in WS4)

radical change or an evolutionary change. Mosheftime it's

evolutionary.” [41:47] Marketing Analyst: “Mature forecasting capabilitylong way
to go here. We're exploring options. ... There’s siran art

Individual adoption incentives: Need to integratequression PIUS & science component equals your forecastherdttaving

model within the SFA that full up, being visible to all levels, we halteseen a

solution that this is exactly what we need.” [37L]L9

Marketing Analyst (in WS5) “[We have] integrated eth

progression model with the SFA. We've released @gss Director of Sales Operations: “I think one of ta&e always is
where the reps use the SFA and ratios.” [41:306] that we recognize that it's not probably the besty vof
forecast and | think we’re kind of stepping backl &moking at
the bigger picture and looking at how should thisrkvand

Shift from belief that the laptops were unnecessaryo the how will we automate it.” [37:1444]

belief that the lack of laptop computers limits sa¢s reps to

view that laptops are an being evaluated again besse of Technology capabilities and functions: Capabilities. Needs
executive pressure (in WSs4)

o ) ) Director of Sales Operations: “What did we changéneen
Organizational implementation process: Laptops amot ihe time we had the SalesLogix SFA system to teb&iSFA
necessary system? These are the main capabilities we've addethis
Director of Sales Operations (in WS1): “It goes lbée how as-is. It was supposed to be this as is migratigmitbturned
much functionality are we having to walk away from. | out there were more cqpabllltlgs in Siebel thatc«valq tr?\ke
guess we're under the perception that things tretvant to advantage of. The first is moplle. We wrote a veagic first

) . ) release of BlackBerry functionality for reps and that
achleve should bg Siebel Wlth the BIackBerry. ... € functionality they can update an existing appointmdhey
going to be a learning curve if we learn otherwig0:1576]  can also see their calendar, what their appointsnenet for thel
day and tomorrow. ... [Also] Siebel Wireless has beed
) : : pretty interested in our project. ... They're goingctime back
Tech Use: Senior level reps getting laptops and talk to me and say, okay you're using this, tvdayou
Director of Sales Operations (in WS4): “We havetd@s for need from us, and what additional functions do yeed?”

=

the senior sales consultant level. ... They don’'t haptops [37:5-8]
yet but that's one of the things we’re working tingh on the
2007 plan right now.” [37:237] Use of Technology: FAQ board (in WS4)

Consequences from use of technology: Lack of laptoparketing Analyst: “I love [Researcher #4's] recoemdation
computers limits SFA exploitation on the FAQ's and the forms and make it an ... 'Ask
Director of Sales Operations (in WS5): “We have 80onPOINT Group’ ... and [a sales rep] could post somettaind |
technical limitations we've applied to the repsttisart of could reply to the post. | think that would be [ugk. ... It's
throttle [social networking capabilities] a littlgt. | like the another idea of how we can extend the POINT comiyy
idea. The problem is they don't have laptop comsite because we need to earn their trust before thisiappen. ... |
[41:237] feel like | have to do more in terms of getting rtheto
understand the capabilities and get adoptionla bit higher.”

Board of directors desire to provide laptops toesateps [37:584; 585]

Director of Sales Operations (in WS5): “The boahdltenged

us why do we not provide laptops to all of our saleps as a Organizational implementation process: Needs SFA feft-
potential productivity tool. So we’ve been lookiigo this a and right-brain reps (in WS4)

great deal and really trying to understand where th

opportunity is there versus the cost.” [41:282]

Director of Sales Operations: “It's always a clealje
because everybody kind of uses different partheflrain in
Projected value of technology: Laptops could be disier trying to use tools and references and referenderiats so
service demonstrations and point of sale automation that you accommodate as many people ... as possiblgo,

Director of Sales Operations (in WS5): “We are depimg on We have a gap but we've been neglecting the leintpeople

m

th

line demos and demo a lot of our products. ... Themgdés and what we need to get is a view that gives thesnaat that
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Modified Frames
there could be automation pushed all the way otheopoint
of sale. On line forms to the point where the compsays ‘I
agree’, and you just indicate a couple things haéoea couple
things to the [laptop] keypad, hit go and we’ll bathe order
form flow back to corporate.” [41:284; 285]

Shift from only select reps get BlackBerrys becausecost
minimization to BlackBerrys given to all reps atest date

Individual incentives: BlackBerrys given to all repat start
date

Director of Sales Operations (in WS5): “They alltge

[BlackBerrys] now as soon as they start. Pretty imemeryone
is getting it now. We've changed.” [41:232]

Shift from strategic partnerships with RIM an&iebelto no
strategic partnerships

Projected value of technology: Strategic partnerngtiptions

Director of Sales Operations (in WS4): “Ever sii&iebel got
bought by Oracle, they seem to be more engaged usitiSo
the general relationship seems to be evolvingtle litow ...
They're more interested in how we want to use hewe we
want to take it to, our business model, how togrdee better
with our business model.” [37:15]

Organizational _implementation process: Need to eoipl
strategic partnerships

Marketing Analyst (in WS5): “The recommendatioroffr the
Researchers] was to exploit RIM ... and Siebel retetidps
through strategic planning and we haven't takenypwn that
yet. All we've done is if we have a problem, wejth to RIM

... or Siebel. But we haven't sat with them and said have
this great technology and you could learn from aisbtild

better technology on your side but benefit the stidu”

[41:33]

Shift from no global vision to using the Researchers’
suggestions to strategize about SFA

Organizational implementation process: No globabiin
Marketing Analyst (in WS1): “I think we have a lof that
information in different places, but | think whatvhave to
find is as a global initiative, we haven't takekelia global
vision and documented that. We have a lot of idbas,we
haven't cohesively created a project, a smartgept@and then
had details.” [40:602 - 603]

New Frames \
says appointments by day, or the number of seq
[appointments]. Give them the top five snippetgytican log
in each day and they can see they have a probleenhbased
upon the most impactful numbers like the level
appointments, the close ratio, etc. Then we carthyete left
brain people in the fold. So we're working with oég@ments
on getting some of these dashboards created foageas”
[37:57; 245]

Images of Technology: Technology as a “special sati¢in
P2)

Director of Sales Operations: “I would draw a congn
with this to the life of a company like a Wal-Mait a UPS
where they have this ‘special sauce’ internallyuam their
technology and their flow of product and informatiand how
they manage that. They're constantly trying toedisat bar.
They're trying to improve it, you know, and mayle small
incremental improvements all the time.” [31:10]

Individual adoption incentrives: Designate experfE& users
(in P2)

Marketing Analyst: “An idea | had recently was idgntify]

people that know the SFA to a higher level thantel other
users and have them be helpers to the newer repse

always having a class of new reps that come in.anthey
understand relationships more than just [SFA trgh
presentations. So they need someone to sit netktetn and
say, ‘click here, click here, click here.’ | thitke best persom
to do that is another rep and to have them mayletidied to
sort of an expert status and then they can beragusep for us
as well as training new people that come in.” [ZB]1

Projected value of technology: Platform to innovatales
process (in WS5)

Marketing Analyst: “How do we best innovate the SEA
increase sales rep productivity and retention? {Thas a]
good question that you all proposed to us. ... Thro
technology innovation we want to look at capalafitiand
adoption and we added industry benchmarking as thimge
we want to look at to that box. ... Then we want toklat
process innovation. Our main idea for the to-be S a
corporate perspective is to automate the VoiceTsales
model. ... Our focus is to automate the VoiceTech g
whether it's a radical change or an evolutionanande.”
[41:46; 47]

Projected value of technology: SFA ubiquity (in WE5
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Modified Frames New Frames \
Organizational implementation processlsing the Marketing Analyst: “Our vision is to meet capalyiliand
Researchers’ suggestions (o strateqgize about SFA adoption needs to the program specifically progdine SFA

Marketing Analyst (in WS5): “[This collaborationjage us an evervwhere we can in the sales reps world straitai
opportunity to work with you all to go through this&nsition yw ) . P g
and to ensure we're thinking about everything asrefease aligning it to our model and getting the flow oftaahere in
this platform and also to think about alternatiygpaches and out.” [41:7]

such as releasing BlackBerrys to more people aptbpa,
better tools, looking at some of these vision poimu all gave

t0 us. We've tried to look at that and use thatf 41:11] Organizational implementation process: IT guides BH

implementation (in WS5)

Director of Sales Operations: “We sort of push gtréng

through IT and say we need these three things inWe

expect them to be able to be technologists andntdoby

experts and go out and try to understand what atest and
greatest things they can do with Siebel are anl thi2 rep and
be able to pull those things together as technstisgind come
up with a solution. In the real world that's not nking that
way right now. They're so under water with projeittat they
pop into the very transactional world over themms like our
sales team, and they don't really look at thingkstically or

take time to go research it and pull back a reailtg solution.
They sort of just say, we don’'t have the interrepability of

doing that right now so we're going to put that ohere and
apply a lot of hours to it, it's going to be verypensive and
may one day potentially actually stay on a list sainere but
right now it will probably fall off.” [41:34]

8.4 Discussion

The literature calls for TFR in action. For example, Davidson and Pai (20@®s$ed that

“In an action research project, TFR researchers would wotk pvéctitioners
during IS/IT project activities to assess TFRs and to ptanitor, and adjust
interventions, such as tackling frame incongruence. By observkiggtaction,

and observing outcomes, researchers could elicit the phenomena they ar
interested in for research purposes and observe unfolding céedepebcesses.

In these ways they would be able to assess the effectiveh&&R analysis for
improving organizational outcomes.” (Davidson & Pai, 2005. p 486)

This section presented an analysis of dynamics of TFRs. In dojngeshave provided detailed shift
evidence and analysis from secondary stakeholder roles. Weibdds¢he modified frames and
significant new frames for the Champions, Technologists, Usaealyias, and User-Reps. Our analysis
also includes interaction and shift evidence for the Innovators.eTimsractions primarily were the
result of the Researchers’ workshop collaborations with thevatoos. The evidence provides pre-,
during, and post-implantation interaction details. We provide evident@ovators salient frame shifts
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by analyzing the views of the Innovators over time to identi§matic shifts. The resulting contributions
are presented and substantiated below.

Contribution 1: Evidence of shifts as a result of stakeholder intexctions

Our first contribution is providing evidence of shifts as sulieof stakeholder interactions. This chapter
has shown exactly how interactions unfolded and how interactionseksnltshifts in TFRs for the
Innovators. For example, many of the Researchers’ recommendationsuggestions from the early
workshops and presentations initially met resistance fromvtheeTechChampions and Innovators as
not feasible or not possible. However, upon returning for the waddtshops, it became clear that many
of the Researchers’ suggestions had been implemented or werEass. For example, giving all sales
reps a BlackBerry was the standard protocol by WS5. MeieTechwas considering giving sales reps
a laptop, as well.

To help us understand the role played by stakeholder interactierspecifically focused on Innovator-
Researcher interactions. For each episode (Initiationatibes 1-4, and Specifying Learning) we
provided detailed evidence and analyzed the problem focus, solution sppsialient frames, and

problem-solving that occurred during interactions. Thus, we have showmtir@actions contribute to

frame shifts.

During Initiation, we found the Innovators to be primarily focused aMhrtelogy usage while the

Researchers were focused on the implementation process. Thiatésactions focused on technology
capabilities and the consequences of technology use. Thesetioterdormed baseline positions that
each group would focus on throughout the project. For examplantamaction focused on identifying

why some users did not trust SFA information. The result ofritezaction was that the collaboration
became focused on positioning SFA as the authoritative sourceesfis@rmation. During 11, we found

the Innovators and Researchers to be primarily focused on technadegand the implementation
process. The primary interaction during l1focused on how to implemergal-time SFA. These

interactions involved discussing various technology solutions laadging the culture to support such a
shift.

During 12, the Innovators were primarily focused on the implementatiocess, consequences from use
of technology, and providing incentives for SFA adoption while thseRrchers were primarily focused
on consequences from use of technology. The two key interactiddganused on the implementation
process. For example, the Researchers suggested that the Innasadtop d vision for the future of SPI
at VoiceTechAnother key interaction concerned identifying means to improve F#e uSer interface.
During 13, the Innovators were primarily focused on the implentientaprocess and, with the
Researchers, on consequences from use of technology. Theytivekactions during I3 focused on the
use of technology and on the implementation process. For exampleteraetion centered on closing
assimilation gaps and understanding how different users utillmdSFA. The other key interaction
focused on the SFA implementation process as implemented irvoie@Techoffice locations.These
interactions generally addressed how to shift the focus fraviding technology toward providing
usable solutions.

During 14, the Innovators were primarily focused on individualptido incentives and consequences
from use of technology while the Researchers were primasidtysied on consequences from use of
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technology and the implementation process. The key interaction ddricentered on how to increase
assimilation to the SFA. The result of the interaction is tiiatinnovators became motivated to address
assimilation gaps by focusing on process innovations before focusingdditional technology
innovations. During the SL, the Innovators and Researchers wararilyifocused on use of technology,
consequences from use of technology, and adoption incentives. The ywotdmctions during SL
focused on sharing SFA best practices and sales process innoVhten.interactions generally shifted
the Innovators’ focus toward increasing user benefits through sales proeassion.

Contribution 2: Evidence of changed outcomes as result of TFR its

Our second contribution is providing evidence of changed outcomeseasltiof TFR shifts. In certain
situations, the Innovators did not take advantage of numerous Reseaffers to help develop an
effective communication strategy, SFA rollout plan, detiapeoject plan, and strategic vision for SFA.
The Researchers suggested to the Innovators that they (therdRess) were able to take the longer-term
strategic view and help Innovators focus on strategic olbgectiThis offer, too, was rebuffed. The result
was, by the end of the collaboration, a realization that E# Gbjectives defined by the Researchers
early in the project had become the Innovators’ strategic vision for continueldpi@ment of the SFA.

A second example of changed outcomes occurred during the collabovetiem the Innovators
recognized thaVoiceTechshould begin focusing on the sales process and not only saleslagghir@r
example, one changed outcome was wN@iceTech’'sexecutives made changes in the company’s
executive and senior leadership team to focus on sales medists had become ineffective as the
company rapidly grew. This changed outcome occurred just prior to aN& was a result of TFR shifts
that had occurred during the SPI project. First, the Innovatmdecome much more focused on not just
implementing an SFA but also on sales process innovation.

A third example of changed outcomes concerned/tlieeTechsales model. The sales model wagé
Sales Model” from the beginning of the collaboration. However, dutiegcbllaborationVoiceTech
became more open to the idea of enhancirite'Sales Model” whereby sales reps could begin to utilize
references from their network of customers. This was a ndaattdeparture from the stance taken by
VoiceTeclstakeholders in early workshops and interviews.

A fourth example of TFR shifts resulting in changed outcomes ockturrethe Innovators’ and
Champions’ changing view toward providing laptops to sales reps. Tiwouthe project the Innovators
and Champions had rejected the Researchers’ suggestions of pré&jdis to sales reps. However,
just prior to WS5 the Innovators were tasked with providing joatibn for why laptops were not being
used by sales reps. While part of the influence for tésge was a challenge from tfleice Techboard
of directors, the Innovators had previously expressed concern abouniteel IEFA capabilities on the
BlackBerry mobile device.

Contribution 3: Evidence of TFR in Action

Our third contribution is evidence of TFR in action. In this chapterlooked at and analyzed empirical
data gathered throughout the SFA project. We provided detailechimsigo the change process at
VoiceTechand demonstrated that, in addition to incongruencies betweenneodsistencies within

stakeholder groups there exist key interactions betweerhstdke groups that contribute to frame shifts
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over time. Based on these insights, we propose extensions to TFRlfemrifining a model of TFR in
action and by providing detailed definitions of TFR domains aneblsafmins to support future research
into how stakeholder interactions affect and are affected by IT-ehabéange efforts.

Summary. This chapter analyzed the dynamics TFR/aiceTechWe established that TFRs are not
static and provided evidence of modified and new frames fdér stakeholder group over the duration of
the collaboration. We found evidence of interactions and shidesue and analysis by examining key
Innovator-Researcher interactions that took place during the collaivorati

We have made three important contributions in this chaptest, e established evidence of shifts as a
result of stakeholder interactions. Second, we found evidenckaafjed outcomes as a result of TFR
shifts. Third, we provided evidence of TFR in action. These dmtinns explain how TFR shifts unfold
over time.
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Chapter 9 Analysis of Sales Process Innovation

This chapter introduces a process model of the sales priowesstion atVoiceTechas it occurred.
Consistent with Newman and Robey (1992), this model includes ant¢oehelitions, key episodes that
occur over time, and outcomes. The model is also consistent witldsddav(2002) in identifying key
change triggers leading to the next episode.

9.1 Antecedent Conditions, Episodes and Outcomes

This section describes the antecedent conditions, episodes, and outEtmedsoice Teclrollaboration.
Table 9.1 summarizes the key episodes and details.

9.1.1 Antecedent Conditions

In 2004, VoiceTechHaunched their first SFA. At that time, the company evalua¢edral vendors and
selected SalesLogix. The company had its internal IT departmeake basic customizations within the
SalesLogix system to track sales rep activity.

In early 2005 VoiceTechwas partially supporting its sales activities with Shtegix SFA technology.
The company implemented several releases of the SalesLogixA®er implementing these changes,
the Innovators solicited feedback from users and received aveegagponse. This was the impetus for
what eventually led to the purchase of Siebel SFA.

The other condition was an increasing conceriVa@teTechabout too many sales reps leaving the
company. Economically, solving this problem required much focused eakkpiceTechmanagers for
identifying, interviewing, investing in, and training new personkiEre importantly, sales rep turnover
had an adverse effect on sales force effectiveness betsarseng to sell required considerable
experience with thevoiceTechcontext, organization, and services. These antecedents formed the
conditions into which the Researchers entered the SPI collaboratiovaicgil ech.

Thus, in early 2006yoiceTechwas faced with two parallel concerns. One was a need t@thiatage

of mobile technology and the other was the need to have a mble stdes force. The company had
experienced explosive 30% per year growth and its informatioarsgsand sales processes were unable
to efficiently support that growth. These concerns became thetumpar collaboration between the
Researchers andbiceTeclover the next 30 months.

9.1.2 Episode 1: SFA Conversion

In September 2005, the Siebel SFA vendor (Siebel CRM Systems; éndominant company in CRM
and SFA products with over 45% of the market in 2002) was puidhgs®racle Corporation. Shortly
thereafter, Siebel salespersons present&bice Techthe opportunity to purchase their SFA product at a
value price.VoiceTechdid so and began the transition to the new SFA and integratidn their
previously-implemented Siebel CRM systeWoiceTechChampions and the Researchers soon began
discussions regarding hovioiceTecltouldtake advantage of this new tool to leverage it in the context of
sales practices with the overall goal of improving sales.

The company planned to introduce a mobile technology into its castpmnoduct offerings. Thus,
VoiceTeclhbelieved that it could innovate the sales process by introduootgie SFA technology to the
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sales force in a way that would enhance information capturesagg by sales reps. A secondary benefit
of this mobile technology was it would eliminate the need for empesd sales reps to return to the
headquarters each evening to enter the data on the office-located SFA cempute

During April 2006,VoiceTechimplemented Siebel SFA. However, Siebel was launched with thefoa
converting legacy SFA functionality onto the more stable Si&ieA platform. The result was a
‘dumbed-down’ Siebel SFA.

9.1.3 Episode 2: Selective Mobility

In July 2006,VoiceTechgave BlackBerrys to select tenured and productive safess bait with quite
limited functionality. The Researchers believed all salps should be provided with a BlackBerry upon
employment. The Researchers’ belief was that with only tsetées reps having BlackBerrys dual sales
processes would be created possibly leading to sales rep perferditiarences. Howevek/oiceTech
argued against this reasoning by citing the cost of the el@sclimiting the group of reps to which
mobility should be provided. This gave sales reps the option akhoning to the office to enter daily
activity information.

Introducing mobility for sales reps the provided the potentiab&bes reps to gather additional prospect
data and use GPS technology to identify prospects that had notibited recently. For example, had
VoiceTechdesired, sales reps could have collected and entered catpaeition information, updated
business owner information. Additionally, integrating GPS infdfam could have informed sales reps on
which specific prospects to visit given the sales reps’ iggdagc location. HoweveloiceTectchose to
introduce mobility with limited functionality. Sales reps useel BlackBerry’s web browser to login to
the SFA. Sales reps were able to mark an account as ‘solté whthe field. In turn, basic sales
information would be transferred in real-time from the SFAdles operations where post-sales activities
occurred. This included updating customer information within the Sk @RM and coordinating
product installation for new customers. However, new prospectsirtbeiSFA database could not be
entered from the mobile SFA.

9.1.4 Episode 3: Incremental Improvement

During late 2006 and early 2007, the Innovators conducted what timegdté¢adoption tours.” In these
tours, one of the Innovators would traveMoiceTecloffices around the United States to give in-depth
training to sales reps. The result was an increaseéds sgih adoption of the SFA. 93% now entered and
updated daily appointments and nearly 100% of sales reps sait’'a¢isail and updated an account as
sold within the SFA. However, approximately 40% of sales repsigtinot enter daily cold call levels.
The Innovators believed this information was needed to help sgtesand mangers understand the
closed sales to cold calls and appointments ratios.

During this period, many suggestions were made by users and nwaoadew to improve the SFA. The
Innovators addressed critical needs and software bugsrigsthan began working on a prioritized list.
For example, suggestions included one-click access to the SBRackBerrys, In addition, suggestions
were made by the Researchers. For example, the Researctggststigenhancing the SFA to include
real-time funnel management capability and more seamlessatibegof the SFA with the CRM to
reduce media breaks. The Innovators also started helping sentatiee® to prioritize SFA investment
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options by identifying SFA needs and benefits. Executives could thame intelligently allocate
resources to particular SFA options.

9.1.5 Episode 4: Smarter Sales

During 2007, the Champions and Innovators made a decision to give kB8&lgcto every sales rep,
regardless of performance. The belief was that having ti@lenSFA helped sales reps understand, in
real time, their job performance. Also, sales managers wesen giew reporting functionality with
visibility into all of their sales reps’ sales activiti@he BlackBerry also increased morale by eliminating
the need for sales reps having to return to the offices Whs true for all but the newest sales reps who
were still obligated to report back to the office each afternoon. Saleseepalso given the capability of
creating sales notices via the BlackBerry which wergiliged office-wide automatically upon a sale
being recorded. Other new functionality included the ability féesseeps to capture prospect contract
information and integrating the sales rep progression model @atiiime funnel management capability
to include sales and close ratios. During this period, the Innowasmrsvorked on developing replicable
training which could be given for all sales reps in all @icThis was particularly important for sales
training inVoiceTech’'srewly opened offices.

By 2008, the company was growing at thirty percent per year.niédst sales leadership also needed to
develop at a similar rate. Executives realized this chalearmgd decided to create a sales leadership
academy. This new academy would be a forum in wkiciteTechcould drive its culture and critical
training programs and develop sales leadership across &b lefvthe sales force. The CEO selected the
senior vice president of sales and the Director of MarkeththSales Operations to lead this effort. This
move emphasized how important sales force leadership was tmgloéng growth and success of the
company. In early 2008, théoiceTechboard of directors challenged the Champions and Innovators to
provide laptops to all sales reps and sales managers. The Innavatertasked with investigating how

to do this and what costs and benefits would accrue as a result.

9.1.6 Outcomes, Assessment and Next Steps

In mid-2008, the Innovators assessed their sales improvementbeféad on the collaboration they had
with the Researchers over the previous two years and frodidele in the field. They realized the
BlackBerry had inherent limitations it its design. The sorevas too small to implement much more
functionality into the device. Instead, the company should distrilgt®ps to all sales people, the
possibility of providing additional SFA capabilities remained.

At the end of the collaboration effort, several goals remained incomplete. FRaplex&aving the SFA as
a single authoritative source of sales information and elimigasipreadsheet reporting were not
accomplishedVoiceTechhad not incorporated social networking capabilities into the galesess or
SFA. Also, the company had not exploited possible strategidoredhips with its SFA technology
providers.In summary, during the thirty months of the sales innovation profectdmpany had doubled
the number of locations, moved from a legacy SFA to a “wdddst solution, and continuously but
incrementally improved its sales operations. The result\WeaseTechhad positioned itself to achieve
smarter sales by incorporating or planning to incorporate mibshe Researchers’ suggested SFA
capabilities and creating a sales leadership academy.
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Table 9.1 Key Episodes in Sales Process Innovation at VoiceTech

Key Episode Episode Summary Technology Technology Technology Implementation
Strategy Use
Antecedent Sales force attrition, -- Office PC, rare Morning meetings, whiteboards,
Conditions system instability, use use of Home spreadsheets, SalesLogix
(Sept 2005) of multiple manual PC via VPN
systems including
whiteboards and
spreadsheets
1: SFA Decision to implement  Conversion Office PC Morning meetings, whiteboards,
Conversion Siebel SFA; Implement spreadsheets, SalesLogix; Conversion to
(Sept 2005- Siebel SFA but same as Siebel SFA; Siebel SFA implemented with
April 2006) SalesLogix SFA most functionality turned off; Integration o
functionality Siebel SFA with Siebel CRM
(Implemented June 12,
2006).
2: Selective Implement mobile Integration Office PC, BlackBerrys given to selected, experiencgd,
Mobility tactically; (Mobile basic Siebel productive sales reps; Basic updates of daily
(May 2006- Implemented July 22, SFA activities
August 2006)  2006) functionality in
BlackBerry
browser
3: Incremental  Collaboration with the  Implementation  BlackBerry, Office visits and adoption tours, training
Improvement  Researchers Office PC sessions
(Nov 2006-
Mar 2007)
4: Smarter Mobility fully deployed Innovation BlackBerry, BlackBerrys available to all sales reps,
Sales for all sales reps; geo- Office PC, regardless of experience; SFA release with
(April 2007-- location; Smart sales Laptops full BlackBerry integration, automated salgs
April 2008) materialized here with notices; replicable training; Sales excellence
creation of new sales team created headed up by EVP of
excellence team Marketing and the Director of Marketing
and Sales Operations; goal is to develop
sales leadership and drive discipline via the
VoiceTeclsales model; focus on effective
scaling and growth in leadership ranks;
transition to laptops;
Specifying Internal performance  Evaluation Managerial Innovators’ assessment of the sales process
Learning assessment ; Laptops, dashboards, innovation effort; Reviewed results with the
changing sales model, reporting Researchers.
sales leadership system;
academy BlackBerry,
Office PC
9.2 TFR Analysis

This section traces sales process innovatiovioate Techthrough four key episodes: SFA Conversion,
Incremental Improvement, SFA Mobility, and Smarter Sales.er@i? provides a summary of these
episodes and the primary inconsistencies, incongruencies, iriega@nd key change triggers leading to
the next episode. The objective of this section is to explain, throsg of the extended TFR concepts,
how VoiceTechachievedsales process innovation incrementally.
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9.2.1 SFA Conversion

The path to SFA Conversion ¥biceTechbegan with the decision in 2004 of selecting SalesLogix as the
then-new SFA platform. SalesLogix was an upgrade fxtmiteTech’spreviously used sales tracking
systems. SalesLogix was modified, allowing for sales repsasily enter data about their daily sales
activities. However, in 2005, adoiceTechcontinued to grow, they began to experience performance
issues with the SalesLogix solution. As a result, in Septe20@5,VoiceTeclselected Siebel SFA as the
replacement for SalesLogix. SFA Conversion includes details thatrdecision through the Researchers
first presentation (P1) in April 2006. Thus, Episode 1 was alfwutransition from the legacy SFA to
Siebel SFA (see Table 9.2).

9.2.1.1 Incongruencies

Smarter sales (Champions)versus Sales control (User-Reps) A key incongruence during SFA
Conversion was between the Champions’ and User-Reps’ view ofb8Réfits. On the one hand, the
Champions believed the SFA could enable smarter sales and leslpeses become more efficient. For
example, the SFA could provide information that would help sapesshretter identify prospects to target.
Also, the Champions believed sales effectiveness and efficamndd be improved through information
management and technology support. On the other hand, the User-Repesdbdlie managers and
executives wanted to exert more control over sales reps. $eeRéps believed corporate managers
wanted more elaborate data so as to micro-manage sakesTiegir reasoning was that the SFA
conversion would provide managers with access to real-time data al@suteps’ daily activities.

Strategic vision (Champions)versusStrategic void (Innovators) The second key incongruence in this
episode was between a belief by the Champions that a SFAgstratsion existed and had been
communicated, and the belief by the Innovators that there wa®\ast&kegic void. The Champions
believed those who needed to know about the SFA knew what theydneelleow. The Director of
Marketing and Sales Operations said she was not yet readynimunicate to users and managers any
details regarding the SFA. The Champion’s believed the Skfegic vision consisted of knowing the
legacy SFA would be replaced with Siebel SFA and mobiliylas be introduced shortly thereafter. The
Innovators explained that a strategic vision statement had mot d@cumented. This incongruence
illustrated the lack of communication of the SFA'’s purpose aciddéan SFA vision. There existed no
high-level strategy and no long-term planning envisioning whaSE#e should be in a year or five years
time. Instead, short-term tasks dominated the planning of all SFAseftMbiceTech

Technology options (Champions, InnovatorsyersusSimple usage (Technologists, User-repsyhe
third key incongruence in the SFA Conversion episode was between the iparbgghe Champions and
Innovators of the SFA as providing technology options VaiceTechand the perception by the
Technologists and User-reps that the SFA was intended onlgiffqle usage. For example, the
Champions and Innovators believed the new Siebel SFA would provide heuedits to users and
managers that the legacy SFA could not possibly provide. Howeven\diceTecimplemented Siebel
as a replacement for SalesLogix, a decision was made toateptld functionality onto the new SFA.
This prevented/oiceTecHrom taking advantage of the new SFA. Instead, the replicatiasicleeneant
many of the problems users had with the legacy SFA were aimg programmed into the new SFA. For
example, the Technologists spent much effort in turning off nEdv f8atures that they believed users
and managers did not need. They perceived the SFA as besmny aimple and easy to use tool with
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minimal data input. The result was that their perceptimitdid the immediate Siebel SFA benefit as only
a more stable replica of the legacy SFA.

9.2.1.2 Inconsistencies

Strategic visionversusresource allocation (Champions)The Champions crafted a strategic vision for
sales whereby smart SFA technology would make the repsesmahne CMO believed deploying this
smart technology would make the sales reps more effectitreeifield. The belief was sales reps could
use functionality like GPS positioning, real-time sales updated,real-time lead generation to target
specific prospects. HowevekoiceTechwas a technology-minimalist organization. The Champions
believed that, with minimal resource allocation to the SFA; toelld implement a complex system. This
meant that instead of arguing to have more technologist res@mssigged to the project, they accepted
whatever resources they could get. Also, instead of incorpor@figtraining fully into the sales reps’
training program, the Champions believed training could occur éwanfinutes time. The result was an
SFA that was not easy to use and was perceived as not hgahdny sales reps. The inconsistency in
the Champions’ framing of the conversion meant smart SFA techndidghot make sales reps smarter
because too few resources were allocated to effectively impleheetegdhnology.

Projected value versus implementation leadership (Innovators, Technologists) The Innovators’
projected benefits of the SFA were that it would provide maitzess to real-time sales data. Similarly,
the Technologists projected the Siebel SFA as a “smayters.” However, the Innovators and
Technologists did not provide the implementation leadershipvibatd have supported their views.
Instead, the Innovators left much of the implementation decisionagdakiat would have provided the
benefits they projected to the Technologists. The Technologisteved much of the Siebel SFA'’s
functionality. Furthermore, the Technologists did not fully undexsthow sales reps and managers
would utilize the SFA data. The inconsistency in implememtdgadership meant that the stated benefits
of the Siebel SFA, mobile access to real-time sales data, wepopedt

9.2.1.3 Interactions

SFA vision and capabilities During an initial interaction concerning laptops and BlackBeeyices,
the Innovators and Researchers staked out their initial posiggasding mobility. They discussed the
long-term SFA vision and the SFA capabilities that vision @aelquire. The Innovators believed the
BlackBerry device was sufficient to support the SFA. Trir@vators also believed giving the sales reps
laptops would be too unwieldy and too expensive. However, the fiRbeesa believed using the
BlackBerry in the field to collect sales activity dataswaore difficult. Thus, because of the BlackBerry
design limits, the Researchers believed that the laptop would bettrerbebile device for sales reps.

9.2.1.4 Key Change Triggers

Desire for more ‘real-time’ data. The SFA Conversion episode had three change triggers whieh we
the keys for moving/oiceTechinto the next episode. First was the desire for more ‘ne&-data. Aside
from the individually-managed and manually-tracked reports @s sadtivities, managers lacked a real
sense for how sales were going until the end of the week. It was at this tigadeth@umbers began to be
rolled up for executive managers. What was lacking was dlelieurly (or even daily) view of sales.
The result was that near the end of every month, senior mareggaied increased pressure on their sales
managers and sales reps to make more sales. Therefore, reatesjed a trustworthy real-time view of
sales.
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Avoiding sales reps return to office Another change trigger was the desire to avoid saleseapsing

to office at the end of each day. In exit interviews of sedps leaving the company, the requirement to
return to the office each evening was a major annoyance. Originally,dhiseraent had been in place to
‘de-brief’ new sales reps at the end of the day and to prowatdoring. However, the SFA technology
did not easily support remote logins for experienced reps. Thes,wvenVoiceTechrelaxed return-to-
office requirements for those experienced reps, it createdkdobeof data not entered into the system.
The SFA technology was slow and unreliable. Sales reps welgeuto login to the system. Data was
lost because of system instability. The result was salesdidpnot enter data frequently enough. When
Sales reps returned to the office at the end of the day theyfistrated having to wait for the shared
computers. Even the most basic data entry that should akee seconds to enter took minutes. The
VoiceTechmanagers strongly desired resolution of these problems bidimgwa new SFA that would
eliminate the need of sales reps returning to the office each day.

BlackBerry as aVoiceTechproduct offering. The third change trigger was the selection of BlackBerry
as aVoiceTechproduct offering. This addition to the company’s available pradgetve impetus to
providing real-time updates in the field which, in turn, would elaté the need for returning to the
office. Sales reps could use the BlackBerry as a demo prodpbgree, a communication device with
their managers, and update their sales activities in the Skle w the field.VoiceTechChampions
acknowledged that had BlackBerrys not been a product offering, impiieme mobile SFA would have
been unlikely. However, they believed this product’s availghbilduld be taken advantage of to improve
the sales reps’ job performance and job satisfaction.

9.2.2 Selective Mobility

The key change triggers in Episode 1 (SFA Conversion) advaheetinplementation to Episode 2
(Selective Mobility). Development and implementation of SiebeA $egan in mid-2006 and the
Innovators began looking to craft a shared understanding dfdilce TectSFA vision. The discussions in
WS2 and WS3 centered on this core concept. At WS2 on June 1, the SFAS@onkad been scoped to
include Siebel SFA as the replacement of the legacy SFA.@¥Aersion also included adding basic
SFA functionality including a native Siebel homepage foesaeps, integrating Siebel Sales and Siebel
Call Center to provide additional information for sales reypsl an online help reference. SFA mobility
plans consisted of the BlackBerry integration which includeding and managing of sales activities
and for providing limited location-based functionality. However, the Innovatargoned that technology
for supporting location-based functions was still being developddraght not be available until a later
release. The Selective Mobility episode includes detaitgnbing with WS2 in May 2006 through
activities in October 2006 (see Table 9.2). Episode 2 was abmudipg SFA mobility to sales reps by
integrating the BlackBerry mobile device.

9.2.2.1 Incongruencies

Streamlined processes (InnovatorsyersusLegacy sales processes (Technologist¥he Innovators
realized the sales reps did not manage SFA information in temtsigays. Therefore, a system design
goal was to create streamlined processes by which sales reps wouldfentation into the SFA and by
which sales managers would extract information from the SFA. iibiuded minimizing the number of
steps required to enter and extract information. It also includedrating Siebel SFA with Siebel Sales
and Siebel CRM. Doing so would eliminate many of the duplicatif@mation systems atoiceTech
and provide sales reps and sales managers with desirechéadestion they did not have. On the other
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hand, the Technologists believed that the Siebel SFA should tepiiea as-is legacy processes. This
meant that they were not focused in streamlining processesriplitasized replicating existing processes
in a more stable system.

Mobile technology as reward (Innovators)versusMinimal use expectations (Champions)Early in
the project, the Innovators viewed the mobile technology as ardefer successful sales reps. The
Innovators also believed sales reps should have to earn the ngiet tioe BlackBerry. This gave a higher
status within the office to those reps that earned the Bkxcks. The Innovators believed sales rep
performance would increase while sales rep turnover would decréhus, successful sales reps were
given basic mobile SFA functionality during the mobile integratiales reps could update existing
appointments created in the SFA desktop version. Sales repshobalictate new appointments using the
mobile SFA. However, even this basic functionality served a pyimarpose: sales reps did not have to
return to the office at the end of the day. On the other hand hwagons expected minimal training as
necessary for use of the mobile technology. For example, the Chanyeidnged the time required for
training sales reps on the mobile SFA required only a few esnot effort. They based this on their
belief that the mobile SFA was a simple, stable platform replacerhthd previous SFA.

9.2.2.2 Inconsistencies

Projected value versus daily usage (InnovatorsjThe Innovators projected the SFA would improve
sales rep effectiveness. However, as of WS3, this had not edciine Innovators expected sales reps
would use the Do-Not-Call list to eliminate unnecessary sahs on prospects who did not want to be
visited. Instead, the Innovators observed daily sales rep tasketdalign with how the Siebel SFA was
designed. The Innovators realized the actual daily use of the &RAdlogy was inconsistent with the
SFA's projected value.

Strategic vision versus short-term planning (Innovators) The Innovators were responsible for
developing a long-term strategic vision for how the SFA wouldtliged atVoiceTechHowever, as of
Episode 2, they had not developed the strategic vision. Instegdwtre focused on the next upcoming
SFA release. For exampMopiceTeclremployed a quarterly release cycle to implement upgradeshmto t
SFA. This meant the Innovators focused on a three to six montthoneon instead of three to five
years. As a result of this short-term planning focus, the Inoms/avere not envisioning where the SFA
would lead them several years down the road. They were natigstng future uses for the SFA. For
example, during this episode the Innovators supported the tacticayohepit of the mobile SFA for only
those reps who had earned them. As a result, there was an iteungsw regarding the value of the
mobile SFA. Those who had achieved sales targets receivdlatkBerry and were able to use it to
increase efficiency. Conversely, new and less successfulregkesvho had not received the BlackBerry
were unable to enhance their efficiency. They did not havéaekBerry to demo to the prospect and
could not submit daily sales activities in the field.

9.2.2.3 Interactions

SFA help desk designThis interaction concerned deciding how to create and manage a siefordihe
SFA. The Innovators initially planned to send subject matter exfrem corporate to each office to help
in the early transition to the Siebel SFA. However, theeRehers believed resource constraints would
prevent this from actually happening and suggested using tag#rs. The Innovators observed that the
trainers were already too heavily burdened to become long-telpndesk. The Researchers then

Chapter 9 Analysis of Sales Process Innovation 215



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

suggested that the Innovators find some way to gather feedbabk @+A. The Researchers believed
having the capacity to fine tune the SFA in a near realdimaener would give the users confidence in
the new system. Other suggestions for the help desk includeglthsi customer care help desk and sales
managers. The Researchers pointed out that regardless of which kedptieswas chosen for feedback
data collection, the information collected needed to be analyzednaarporated into the training
program. The benefit of having a help desk is that it would YielpeTechcreate better sales reps. The
result of the interaction was the Innovators realized the dedf would serve a critically important role
in gathering feedback from users in the field. This feedltachd then be used to improve sales rep
training and also be used by IT to eliminate system bugs and user intedilems.

Implementation strategy and tactics This interaction focused on designing the implementation process
for future releases. The Researchers believed additionaiteffvorkshops were needed whereby the
Innovators could focus on long-term planning. The Innovators believeddkisindeed, a good idea that
would remove them from focusing on the finer points of the day-tordpleimentation. As it turned out,
this off-site meeting never happened. Instead, the Innovatordogedea plan for the BlackBerry
integration. The Researchers’ intention in this interaction wéglp the Innovators create a longer-term
vision for SFA planning. The Innovators acknowledged that having spmaand reviewing it in detail
with the Researchers would be beneficial. However, even thougméleéing never took place, the
interaction did focus the Innovators attention on the need for long-raagyeino.

Selective information return via user interface The Researchers were concerned the user interface on
the BlackBerry SFA made usage difficult. In a preliminanjiee of the user interface, the Researchers
noted that too many prospects were returned in the on-screen droseleator. Because of the limited
screen territory, this information overload made selectingifspeata more difficult. The Innovators and
Researchers discussed various options for improving the irde@ae of these options was to limit the
number of prospects returned by pre-filtering it to a specifycor zone of a city for which the sales rep
was assigned. This interaction led to a change in the defasipbgut selection parameters and a better
user experience.

9.2.2.4 Key Change Triggers

VoiceTechwanted to improve the mobile experienceThere were two change triggers during the
Selective Mobility episode that mov&biceTechnto the next episode. First w&®iceTech'slesire to
improve the sales reps’ experience with the mobile SFA. Theaaynhad introduced the BlackBerry
with limited capabilities to experienced sales reps. Withadaisage feedback came the realization that
users loved the BlackBerry but not the SFA on the BlackBerrys $aps were frustrated by quirks in the
user interface. The Innovators wanted sales reps to exploitntbemation provided through the
BlackBerry. The Innovators and Champions wanted the SFA to becomealéme and authoritative
sales information source. To accomplish these goals, improvenveste needed in the mobile
experience.

User suggestions on new functionalityThe Technologists had disabled many out-of-the-box features
that were not believed to be important. This simplified thA BRplementation. However, as sales reps
began using the SFA, they realized that the available functipmads limited and began requesting new
features. For example, sales reps wanted reports on saldfaiepay, product installation information

for new customers, and geo-location functionality that would idegtifyd prospects in the immediate
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vicinity. The Innovators wanted to improve and increase the SRAdiahle functionality. Therefore,
new functionality was planned for future implementation releases.

9.2.3 Incremental Improvement

The key change triggers in Episode 2 (SFA Conversion) advaheetnplementation to Episode 3
(Incremental Improvement). The BlackBerry had been fully implaged into the sales force and the
belief among the Champions was that sales rep morale had impnovbkis. ¢pisode, the Siebel SFA and
mobile SFA were stabilized andoiceTechbegan to improve the overall SFA and sales processes
incrementally through training, new functionality, and a developisgw for what the SFA should
become. In November 2006, at follow-up interviews with Champions aki¢iSdt with the Innovators,
both stakeholder groups believed that the users’ confidence in RlAe pfatform had increased
significantly. The Champions believed that the biggest bemefit the SFA implementation was giving
User-Reps insight into data on customers they had actually saluttg functionality, User-Reps then
had the ability to see which prospects were sold, and which leadibstalled. Sales reps could then
return to those customers to get referrals. The Champions éilseedehat sales managers and sales reps
recognized the significant investments in sales technologiesusers creditedoiceTechmanagement
with attempting to improve available information and theaffeness of the sales force. The Champions
recognized, and User-Managers and User-Reps confirmed, that #rerstilf significant improvements

to be made. Thus, Episode 3 was about making incremental improvements in tfge&HFAable 9.2).

9.2.3.1 Incongruencies

Single information source (Champions)versus Multiple information sources (Innovators). The
Champions believed that, as of November 2006, all data regardirg) ssalesales performance was
coming from the Siebel SFA. However, during WS4, the Innovatoesated that there still was a large
risk of human errors because many reports were manually at@idwdnd manipulated. The incongruence
was the lack of a shared understanding of the source of datatausedate reports fo¥oiceTech
managers and executives.

SFA easily used (InnovatorsyersusSFA not easily used (User-Managers)An expected benefit for
implementing the Siebel SFA was that it would provide an 3fA was easier to use. The Innovators
believed this had been achieved. For example, User-Reps werd¢oabkport data about their sales
funnels to review with managers. Also, User-Reps could entes sdtmmation via the mobile SFA
while in the field and reconcile sales numbers in the SFA autmatigtrather than manually, as was the
case in the legacy SFA. Additionally, a sales rep homepage had itnpbemented making sales
performance information, installations, appointments, and prospet available with one click.
However, User-Managers viewed the SFA as not easy to ged ba feedback sales reps. For example,
one frustration experienced by sales reps was the inabilitgats the prospect database by phone
number. Instead, the phone number had to be entered with a spegbcation name. Also, the User-
Managers were frustrated by the inability to print data fttva mobile SFA, the lack of a useable
prospect sorting feature, and operating system problems with new PCs ificéhe of

The incongruencies in the Innovator and User-Manager perceptioasliregthe SFA’'s ease of use
showed that the User-Managers did not know about some of the nAwfeBFures and that the
Innovators’ view of the SFA, at points, was more idealistamtwhat was being experienced in the field.
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Regardless, understanding that users continued to experiencatifsastrprompted the Innovators to
further explore ways to extend functionality and encourage additional training

9.2.3.2 Inconsistencies

Mobile technology as world-class solutiorversusLimited capabilities (Champions) At WS4, the
Champions perceived sales reps had more confidence in the Siebgllatform than before with the
legacy SFA platform. In fact, the Champions believed\tbizeTechSFA was a world-class solution.
However, during interviews, the Champions acknowledged that UserfBegsned frustrated with the
user interface of the mobile SFA. For example, even whadaynof the stability problems had been
solved, users expressed to the Champions a continued annoyance witinduinksSiebel SFA worked.
Additionally, the Champions perception of the mobile SFA wasitloatly provided limited capabilities.
The inconsistency was that Champions emphasized the email, cele,phod contact database
capabilities of the mobile device rather than the world-clBB# solution they believed they had
implemented.

Additional capabilities requested versus minimal additional exploitation (User-Reps) During
interviews in November 2006, User-Reps acknowledged that theyeljaésted new features for the
mobile SFA. However, User-Reps also recognized that they haichally used the available features
already provided with the SFA. Additionally, senior reps belietleel SFA should be the single,
authoritative source for information about sales, but confirmedhbs continued to use spreadsheets to
report sales even while similar functionality existed withive SFA. The inconsistency was that
additional capabilities were requested by User-Reps but thogeldser-Reps acknowledged that similar
capabilities within the SFA were minimally exploited.

Real-time authoritative information versus Unreliable data (User-Managers) During interviews
prior to WS4, the User-Managers stated they would like toidy@f manual spreadsheets and rely on the
SFA as the authoritative information source for sales. Thegepped data availability and reliability
within the legacy SFA was poor. They also perceived theidatae new Siebel SFA was current and
reliable. However, the User-Managers’ perception of Siebal &fél the mobile SFA was that it was too
easy to enter incorrect data. Thus, their view was thatdtita in the SFA was unreliable. These
inconsistent views meant that the User-Managers continuesytom conflicting and duplicate systems
for sales data collection and reporting.

9.2.3.3 Interactions

Assimilation gaps During WS4, the Researchers framed a discussion to focussonilation gaps.
Sales reps and sales managers had not been fully utilizingritigohs and capabilities of the SFA. This
concern led to an interaction between the Researcherdghanthnovators on how to address the
assimilation gap. The Researchers framed two types of &gmigaps with the first type regarding
sales rep behavior and the second type regarding management style.

The Researchers believed that sales rep behavior caused variation in séw tlvas used. For example,
some sales reps did as they were trained. These sales aelosaweck the “Do Not Call” list before
calling on prospects each day. On the other hand, some salesdreyet do as they were trained. For
example, these sales reps never looked at the “Do Not al#nd, therefore, visited prospects who had
requested to never be called upon again WpiaeTeclsales rep. The Researchers and Innovators agreed
that this first type should be eliminated because it causedigariatthe stateoiceTeclsales process.
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The second type of variation concerned how managers made decisions. ThelResetaborated on the
two types of managers: those that made decisions analytcallthose that made decisions emotionally.
For example, one sales manager might make a decision baségubtiegling’ after speaking with a rep
while another sales manager might rely almost entirely upon reports Andb&t The Researchers noted
that, from an information processing point of view, people processnation differently. Therefore, the
Researchers believed that the SFA should allow for theseetliffes to help User-Managers understand
that the SFA is effective. Furthermore, the Researchdigvbd that the system should be capable of
presenting different views of the same information depending on a useriepoefe

The Innovators recognized variations in decision making sshesild be utilized and accounted for
within the SFA design. Thus, this interaction led to Innovatorsoeixgg ways to ensure better training
for sales reps while enabling varying sales management siytesre fully exploit the SFA.

Real-time SFA The Innovators and Researchers continued to explore ways to aahieaetime SFA.
This WS4 interaction between the Innovators and Researchers revolved asdafirition of real-time,
the technical details in choosing different real-time funetiibyy and the consequences of achieving a
real-time SFA. The Innovators believed having real-time S¥fafa readily available at daily sales
meetings would increase sales rep accountability and managseilmlity. For example, the Innovators
acknowledged that sales reps did not trust SFA data becauS€&Aheeports were updated periodically
throughout the day instead of immediately. Some sales reps dpatSFA each evening while others
updated each morning.

Differences in SFA data entry behavior by sales reps ledorming meetings being a discussion about
what data was correct. The result was that neither sapessnor their managers trusted the SFA. The
Innovators acknowledged that the Technologists had informed thernmyingt to achieve real-time was
not possible given the current technology structur&ateTech.So, the Researchers and Innovators
discussed alternatives like extract, transfer, and loat)(EEEhnologies, event log analysis technologies,
and business activity monitoring (BAM). The interaction helped the kEtooy develop requirements for
creating real-time dashboards for managers.

Intelligent prospecting. This WS4 interaction concerned makivigiceTectsales reps smarter regarding
which prospects to contact. The Innovators believed that increadilligence about prospects was a
critical need in each office as the company matured and indreaaeket share in each location. For
example, the Innovators were most concerned about the prospédaléisareps were not calling upon.
The Innovators believed they had an opportunity to help reps by createagl knowledgebase where
data about new prospect opportunities would be identified. The Resesaagreed that a prior discussion
had concerned alternatives to the Dunn and Bradstreet (D&Bp@ct data and that joining forces to
develop better prospect data with non-competing industries, likenpbautical sales organizations,
could be mutually beneficial tv'oiceTechand the other organization. This interaction resulted in the
Innovators pursuing development of the lead knowledgebase.

Planning SFA support capabilities This WS4 interaction expanded the WS3 discussion concerning an
SFA help desk. In this interaction, the Researchers and Innswdismussed the specific details on how
such support might be provided. For example, the Researcherstedgggag an online frequently asked
guestions (FAQ) knowledgebase and an online project bug traockeapidly disseminate help
information and solutions to problems. The Researchers and Innoagordiscussed the creation of a
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group of influencers that would support new users and provide valfedzback to the implantation
team. The result of this interaction was that a group of influencers vasdite help with SFA adoption.
These influencers included several top performing sales repsabsdmanagers. They provided feedback
to the SFA implementation team, helped communicate SFA strategughout the branches, and
participated in SFA train the trainer sessions to learn about newdiality.

9.2.3.4 Key Change Triggers

Decision to give all sales reps mobile deviceShe Champions’ and Innovators’ stated policy for
BlackBerry distribution had been that only sales reps who earBéackBerry by reaching a certain sales
target would be given the BlackBerry mobile device. Howederjng the year between the post-
presentation workshop in March 2007 and WS5 in April 20@fice Techmade the decision to give every
sales rep a BlackBerry mobile device during the firstkin@fesales training. This decision was one that
the Researchers had encouraged from the earliest discus#ibritierMnnovators and Champions. This
was a key change in hovoiceTechmanaged its sales force and gave all sales reps the 186liléools
previously available only to experienced reps.

Strong pull toward enhancing SFA capabilities Prior to WS5 VoiceTechimplemented the sales rep
progression model into the SFA. This was based on a request frasaléisereps who wanted a tool to
look at the sales ratios in their sales funnel. Sales manaegas using the tool during monthly coaching
sessions with sales reps to review the sales rep’s $fitésney. The Innovators observed that this key
change triggered an increase in SFA adoption. The Innovatorsngiéemented a deal-sold email that
broadcast news of a newly sold deal to management wheaepryspect was marked as sold. This
allowed managers to express real-time congratulations to #eeregl and publicize the achievement. The
Innovators recognized, as beneficial features to the sgpescontinued to be implemented, that the sales
reps increased SFA usage for managing their daily sales activities

Adoption tours. During 2007, the Innovators began visiting each office location and selpR&ps and
User-Managers understand SFA capabilities. During thests,vibe Innovators visited each branch a
couple of times and also did some adoption campaign events. Thatiorsovonducted training sessions
and gathered feedback during their office visits. This key ahanggered an increase in user adoption
rates and helped the user community better understand how the SFA could help keefielic. t

9.2.4 Smarter Sales

The key change triggers in Episode 3 (Incremental Improvemen8naed the implementation to

Episode 4 (Smarter Sales). The research collaboration endedét Méwever, in early 2008, the

Researchers requested a follow-up workshop with the Innovators tostamiehow the impact of the

collaboration onvoiceTech’ssales innovation effort. The result was WS5 on April 21, 2008. ABWS
Siebel SFA had been in place for nearly two years. Most sggeshad been using the BlackBerry mobile
SFA for approximately one year. The company continued its sterenue growth and now had five

additional office locations. Sales leadership challenges began tgeeatethe firm scaled in size.

As a result of these challenges, in the week prior to W8kEeTech’'sexecutives made the decision to
create a new group responsible for recruiting of sales tegining of sales reps, and instilling the
VoiceTeclculturethrough a sales leadership academy. The Innovators comparptbtjiam to those of

successful firms like General Electric and Honeywell. Bxpectation was that this focus on sales

Chapter 9 Analysis of Sales Process Innovation 220



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

leadership and sales excellence would help the company redsitbiminding sales culture at all levels.
The Smarter Sales episode includes details of events begimitimthe period after the post-presentation
workshop in March 2007 through interactions of WS5 in April 2008 (see Table 9.2).

9.24.1 Incongruencies
There were no observed incongruencies during this episode.

9.2.4.2 Inconsistencies

Easy-to-use SFAversusDifficult for advanced use The Innovators believed that there were many
benefits for sales reps and sales managers who exploiteav#iilable SFA capabilities. In fact, the
Innovators had characterized the SFA as easy-to-use. For exampignagerial dashboard had been
developed during this period. This provided sales managersititye talbsee in real-time all of their sales
reps’ sales activities in an easy-to-print report. Howetls technology that supported the reporting
system was actually outside of the SFA. In fact, the Innavaicknowledged that getting the same report
from within the SFA required many steps.

Additionally, the Innovators believed that the form factor of BteckBerry device was limiting to SFA
innovation and made advanced use difficult. The Innovators noted spiesveee unable to run any
detailed reports about their prospects or sales activities thenBlackBerry. These advanced reports
required using the desktop version of the SFA. The inconsisterayhagthe Innovators had developed
simplified ways to access data from the SFA, but the SFA remainexliltiifor advanced use.

9.2.4.3 Interactions

Sharing of best practicesOne key interaction between the Innovators and Researchers \lBhgvas

a focus on how SFA best practices could be identified and shamess ébe sales organization. The
Innovators believed sales reps were too focused on their own panfmento share with other reps in
different offices what they had learned about the SFA. TheaResa's discussed non-intrusive methods
for disseminating best practice information, for example, usingknetworking technologies, capturing
discussions from periodic gatherings of sales reps andrealesgers at théoiceTectheadquarters, and
creating newsletters or emails. The Innovators confirmeddilmatg sales training classes, the sales reps
tended to share their in-the-field sales experiences withr cgpps and that knowledge sharing did take
place in that context. The result of this interaction was teatrtnovators acknowledged that they should
encourage the sharing of SFA best practices between offices.

Innovating sales processes before innovating sales technolsgigt WS5, the Innovators were focused
on sales process innovation. They wanted to innovate the SFA saasetise sales rep productivity and
sales rep retention. The Innovators’ expressed goal was to aetdmed/oiceTechsales model. In
response, the Researchers emphasized that the general étdoatnd that the return on technology
investment was insignificant without first innovating processedact, the Researchers argued, more
frequently process innovation precedes technology adoption in suppottheofinnovation. The
interpretation, therefore, was that the return on technologytmees was only significant when using
technology to enable innovation on processes.

The Innovators believed thatoiceTechhad been focusing on technology innovation without much
process innovation. The Innovators acknowledged that focusing ontavaysovate processes was the
key for achieving the gains they desired. The Innovators pointedetoetent creation of the sales
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leadership and sales excellence team as one process chaingeuld be supported with technology
innovations. The Researchers observedsthtis quoat VoiceTechas a situation where the company’s
success with its sales model resulted in the company looking for ways to ineeeatihing else to make
the sales model more successful. The Innovators agreed that tisvapgroach that pushed them toward
automating the SFA.

9.2.4.4 Key Change Triggers

Company expansion into new marketsA key change trigger during this episode WagceTech'gpush
for sales revenue growth. This growth meant that the company expandedintarieets and added five
new office locations. Also, the firm expected to grow the numbaeffafe locations at a 30% per year
pace. This fast-paced growth required a change inlmeeTechdeveloped its sales leadership.

Scaled leadership VoiceTechhad experienced strong revenue growth over the previous year. This
growth triggered a need for developing sales leaders who adbetesidulture that had ma#®iceTech
successful. The company developed the sales leadership and excpliegreen to be able to handle
growth and to create leadership depth at all levels of the firm.

Recognition of limited mobile SFA capabilities During this period, adoption of the SFA stabilized and
most sales managers and sales reps began using the SFA. Halevenovators consistently received
feedback that the mobile SFA was limited and that users desimore robust technology. This triggered
an exploration of ways to improve the mobile SFA. Additionathe company was now open to the
possibility of giving users laptops for more advanced SFA usagddition to the basic features of the
mobile SFA.

Push by VoiceTech board of directors toward laptops The board of directors questioned the
Innovators in a meeting prior to WS5 as to why all sales heya not been given laptops. The reasoning
the directors gave was that most other sales organizatighprbgided laptops to the sales force but
VoiceTechwas relying on shared office computers and BlackBerrys. il for laptops was a key
change trigger for the Innovators and Champions. As a result, theator®wegan exploring the
feasibility of providing laptops and identifying an expandedo$eapabilities that could be provided to
users. For example, the Innovators were now exploring scanning of $susarels, providing electronic
forms and signatures, creating product demonstration videos, SFAaltwideos, and the creation of
online real-time SFA reports for sales reps in the field.

Table 9.2 SFA Process - TFR Analysis

Episode TFR Analysis Key Change Triggers
Episode description and | Salient Frames; Incongruencies, Inconsistencies, dn Key change triggers leading
period of time Interactions to the next episode;

Frame shifts

1: SFA Conversion Incongruencies between stakeholders e  Desire for more ‘real-
(September 2005 - e  Smarter sales (ChampionsrsusSales control (User- time’ data
April 2006) reps) e Avoiding sales rep returrn

e Antecedents e  Strategic vision (ChampionsgrsusStrategic void to office

e Selection (Innovators) e BlackBerry as a

e WS1 e Technology options (Champions, Innovatarsjsus VoiceTeclproduct

e Interviews Simple usage (Technologists, User-reps) offering
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Episode
e P1

TFR Analysis
Inconsistencies within stakeholders
e  Strategic visiorversusresource allocation
(Champions)
e Projected valugersusimplementation leadership
(Innovators, Technologists)

Interactions between Innovators and Researchers
e SFAvision and capabilities

Key Change Triggers

2: Selective Mobility
(May 2006 -
October 2006)

e WS2

e WS3

Incongruencies between stakeholders
e  Streamlined processes (InnovatorsjsusLegacy
sales processes (Technologists)
e  Mobile technology as reward (Innovatovgrsus
Minimal use expectations (Champions)

Inconsistencies within stakeholders
e Projected valugersusdaily usage (Innovators)
e  Strategic visiorversusshort-term planning
(Innovators)

Interactions between Innovators and Researchers
e  SFA help desk design
e Implementation strategy and tactics
e Selective information return via user interface

VoiceTechwanted to
improve mobile
experience

User suggestions on neyv
functionality

3: Incremental
Improvement
(November 2006 -
March 2007)

e Interviews
WS4
Reflection 2
P2
PostP2 WS

Incongruencies between stakeholders
e Single information source (Champion&rsus
Multiple information sources (Innovators)
e  SFA easily used (InnovatorggrsusSFA not easily
used (User-Managers)

Inconsistencies within stakeholders
e  Mobile technology as world-class solutieersus
Limited capabilities (Champions)
e Additional capabilities requestegrsusminimal
additional exploitation (User-Reps)

e Real-time authoritative informatiorersusUnreliable
data (User-Managers)

Interactions between Innovators and Researchers
e Assimilation gaps

Real-time SFA

Intelligent prospecting

Planning SFA support capabiét

Decision to give all sales
reps mobile devices
Strong pull toward
enhancing SFA
capabilities
Adoption tours

4: Smarter Sales

(April 2007 -
April 2008)
e WS5

Incongruencies between stakeholders
e NA

Inconsistencies within stakeholders
e Easy-to-use SFAersusDifficult for advanced use

Interactions between Innovators and Researchers
e Sharing of best practices
e Innovating sales processes before innovating sales
technologies

Company expansion intg
new markets

Scaled leadership
Recognition of limited
SFA capabilities on
mobile

Push byoiceTectboard
of directors toward
laptops
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9.3 Discussion

Our focus in this chapter was to better understand the ratakéholder perceptions during IT-enabled
sales process innovation (SPI)\aiceTech Specifically, we observed four distinct episodes during an
SFA implementation. This analysis builds on the analyses froapt@r 7 an Chapter 8 to provide a
comprehensive TFR analysis (Orlikowski and Gash, 1994) of howgienasg, interactions, and change
triggers (Davidson, 2002) shaped and were shaped through thepsatess innovation efforts at
VoiceTechWhile our focus in Chapters 7 and 8 was to contributbedr'ER literature, the focus here is
on leveraging those insights to contribute to the SFA literature.

In our analyses, we have used extended TFR concepts for mstagleholders to explain stakeholder
perceptions and key change triggers that were salient durengSEA implementation. The extant

literature in this area, generally, is limited to variance studiestadigs between two stakeholders. There
are few examples in the SFA literature that focus on thedngfaechnology on stakeholder perceptions
during an implementation project. For example, Gohmetnal. (2005b) used productivity measures to
examine differences between management and sales repoaffdetion of the SFA; the authors call for

a longitudinal study to examine changes in perceptions over tinus, n this section we have started to
fill this gaps by answering our second research question: “Wasitthe role of stakeholder perceptions
during IT-enabled sales process innovatiova@teTech?

The section has presented a grounded process model of \Bit@fechin which we have explained the
antecedent conditions, episodes, and outcomes of sale process inne¥ronin doing so, we
considered the role of stakeholder perceptions during SKbiaeTech,over time; we described the
organization of stakeholder participation in SPVaiceTech over time; we described the barriers and
enablers of SPI aVYoiceTechas related to stakeholder interests, over time; and, we atadoon
problems related to stakeholder participation and impacts orhstdke perceptions and SPI outcomes
from interventions, over time. The resulting contributions are presentexlibstntiated in detail below:

Contribution 1: A grounded process model for SPI aoiceTech

The extant literature is limited in understanding the processHhigh sales process innovation occurs.
The chapter adapts Davidson’s model (Davidson, 2002) to our casdemyfying the antecedent
conditions, episodes, and outcomes of SRIateTechFor example, the antecedent conditions included
the SalesLogix SFA implemented in 2004. This platform had supportedhs&ifgh an IPO in 2005 but
had become unstable given the company’s recent growth rate. Addjtjovi@ite Techwas concerned
about an increasing rate of sales reps leaving the compamy bf the departing sales reps expressed
frustration with the SFA and sales processes.

We identified four episodes during our collaborationVatceTech.These episodes included SFA
Conversion, Selective Mobility, Incremental Improvement, andri&m&ales. At the conclusion of our
collaboration, we elaborated on outcomes and assessed the thabsituation and proposed next-steps
for SPI atVoiceTech.

During the SFA Conversion episode, the Champions, Innovators, ahddlegists had begun planning
for a company-wide conversion from the legacy SFA to Siebel. 3biking February 2006, the
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Researchers began their collaboratiow@teTechIn April 2006,VoiceTechimplemented Siebel SFA to
include basic functionality that converted the legacy SFA onto the Siehgbl&form.

During the Selective Mobility episode, BlackBerrys werdritiated to a select group of sales reps.
Generally, these reps were experienced and productive and weirsteghtwith the responsibility for
updating their sales activities via the mobile version of #& @&ther than returning to the office. During
the Incremental Improvement episode, the Innovators began visiicly @ theVoiceTechoffice
locations to encourage sales reps and sales managers to thondtilime the SFA. Users provided
feedback and many improvement suggestions that the Innovatoriizaiband began including in
quarterly SFA updates.

During the Smarter Sales episode, a BlackBerry mobile devés given to every sales rep. During 2008,
VoiceTechcontinued its strong growth by adding additional offices. Basedisngtowth, executives
decided to create a sales leadership academy that wanldutiire sales leaders. As of mid-2008 when
the Researchers completed the collaboration, the outcome fat $&lteTechwas still in-progress. The
company was considering providing laptops to sales reps and nevieSfefes were being considered
for implementation. In summary, developing the process model in thigmen allowed us to identify
specific events and key change triggers that helMedeTechmove from a legacy SFA through
incremental improvements and toward smarter sales and salesspnoeestion.

Contribution 2: The role of stakeholder perceptions during SP1 &VoiceTech

Our second contribution is our comprehensive understanding of thetlakéhaslder perceptions played
during SPI atVoiceTech.Prior studies have primarily examined SPl implementations frovm
stakeholder roles — management and sales reps or technologisiseanidOur investigation provides
details from five key stakeholder roles (Champions, Innovaiitgshnologists, User-Reps, and User-
Managers) as well as how the Researchers’ interactiongtetpthe Innovators’ perceptions during the
collaboration.

Significant to our understanding was the longitudinal studygdesihe Researchers were given an
opportunity to investigate SPI and interview and interadh 8@ different individuals over a 30-month
period. Data generated from interviews, workshops, presentations, aadsaitons provided a rich
source from which we conducted our analysis. In total, over 1,00€ctipihpages from nearly 49 hours
of recordings were analyzed.

Our analysis provided a comprehensive understanding of pre-exssikeholder perceptions, formation
of stakeholder perceptions, and shifts in stakeholder perceptidng déilvenabled change &oiceTech.
To understand the dynamics of stakeholder perceptions over grhawe provided a detailed analysis of
the inconsistencies within stakeholder groups, the incongruendi@sdrestakeholder groups, and the
interactions among stakeholder groups. By evaluating each ofdheséme, we have been able to show
how the dynamics of stakeholder perceptions played out during the provessedtech

Contribution 3: Demonstrating how TFR applies well to understandirg SPI

Our third contribution is our demonstration of how TFR applied teelinderstanding SPI. Orlikowski
and Gash (1994) established that key perception incongruencieebadifferent stakeholder groups can
be significant inhibitors for user adoption of new technolodieszidson (2002) found evidence of the
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shifts in stakeholders’ salient frames of reference dunmgementation of new technologies. Davidson
also identified key change triggers that helped an orgamizand its stakeholders implement new
technologies even while facing uncertainties and other problEmsugh our TFR analysis of SPI at
VoiceTech,we contribute to this body of knowledge by adapting TFR theory. Wenéxthe
categorization of TFR differences to include inconsistenciglsinvgroups and interactions between
groups to help us understand the process by which shifts in stakepetdeptions occur during SPI.
Brief examples of each of these findings are given below.

During Episode 1 (SFA Conversion), we identified a key incongryemtéhe one hand, between the
Champions’ view of a smarter SFA and, on the other hand, User-Reps’ perceptitiatthe SFA was a
control mechanism for managers. These incongruent views helpkiheape of the reasons that users
were resistant to adopting the SFA.

During Episode 2 (Selective Mobility), we found that the Innovat@ee, on the one hand, responsible
for developing an SFA vision and, on the other hand, continued to focus ehdft-term quarterly SFA
update cycle. This inconsistency prevented the Innovators fromatigagng what role the SFA should
play over the coming years.

During Episode 3 (Incremental Improvement), an interaction occlvettdeen the Researchers and the
Innovators concerning assimilation gaps. The Researchers fournshtbs reps exhibited differences in
SFA usage behavior. These differences were one cause ofble&FA data. The Researchers proposed
and the Innovators agreed that the SFA design should support &lhmioathis type of user variation.
Meanwhile, the Researchers identified two management stijiyetices among sales managers. For
example, analytical sales managers tended to rely heavilyles regorts to make daily management
decisions while other sales managers tended to rely more deefjnoys and sales rep discussions. The
Innovators realized that the SFA design, in this case, should supperstjlestic differences.

One of the key change triggers pushing SRY@teTechrom Episode 3 (Incremental Improvement) to
Episode 4 (Smarter Sales) was the decision to give al safes a BlackBerry mobile device. This
decision was a significant changeMbpiceTech’sstated position in Episode 1 when it was proposed by
the Researchers. Providing each sales rep, upon employment, @ @BAilhelped move SPI toward
smarter sales. Sales reps could enter and access sales éatdnmerwhile in the field.

Contribution 4: Action research into SPI

Our fourth contribution is demonstrating how action research swgpart investigation of SPI. The
Researchers collaborated with key stakeholdeioate Techwith the dual goals of action research in
mind (Susman and Evered, 1978). The Researchers followed a pro¢#agrdsing, Action Planning,
Action Taking, Evaluating, and Specifying Learning. Data genérxtan interviews, workshops, and
presentations was used to help to héfjiceTechsolve the practical problems of sales rep turnover and
low adoption of the SFA. Simultaneously, the Researchers us&d th€ory to support the SPI
investigation.

The Researchers were active participants during the cadnor Researchers reviewed data collected
during interviews to provide feedback and make suggestions duringelgarchers worked primarily
with the Innovators during five workshops to evaluate actionsnpld and actions taken. The results of

Chapter 9 Analysis of Sales Process Innovation 226



Young — The Role of Stakeholder Perceptions During IT-enabled Change

these evaluations helped change stakeholder perceptionsSFAhdMeanwhile, TFR theory was used to
help the Researchers better understand the nuances and dynanstzketfolder perceptions at
VoiceTech.

Summary. This chapter provided an analysis of SPI\aticeTechas it occurred during an SFA
implementation. Consistent with Newman and Robey (1992), we deddhie antecedent conditions, key
episodes, and outcomes of SPVaiceTechAlso, we applied TFR analysis to explain in detail the key
stakeholder perceptions during four episodes.

We have explicated four contributions in this chapter. First, weldped a process model for SPI at
VoiceTech.Second, we provided a comprehensive understanding of the raiekehalder perceptions
during SPI avoiceTechThird, we demonstrated how TFR can be applied to understand SPh,oeirt
explained how action research can support an SPI investigation.SFRe literature calls for a
longitudinal study of SPI as it occurs and for investigating ktakeholder perceptions during a
technology implementation. Chapter 9 contains the details ofinkisstigation from a marketing
perspective and an analyses of the process by which SPI occurred.
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Chapter 10 Conclusion

10.1 Contributions Summary

Throughout the action research interventions, rich data was tgthedéowing the study to gain deep
insights into how and why the change evolve&/aiceTechPractical As a result, we provide insights
into the change process\aticeTectand we extend TFR theory by outlining a conceptual model of frame
dynamics and by offering detailed definitions of TFR domains anddsoi&ins to support future
research. Specific contributions from chapters 7, 8, and 9 are summarized below

Chapter 7 provides three important contributions to TFR theorst, Fve explicated how TFR theory
could be used to observe IT-enabled organizational change. Secendewsloped and used TFR
constructs that supported the detailed analysis. Third, we egtei@® theory by including
inconsistencies as distinguished from incongruencies.

Chapter 8 provides three important contributions to TFR theory, fesshowed that TFRs are dynamic
and that shifts can occur as a result of stakeholdemastiens. We provided modified and new frames
evidence for five stakeholder groups that supports this claioenfiewe observed changed outcomes at
VoiceTechas a result of TFR shifts. Third, we demonstrated TFR inoActhrough collaboration
interactions between the Innovators and the Researchers.

Chapter 9 provides four important contributions to SPI liteeathirst, we developed a process model of
SPI atVoiceTechSecond, we explicated through great detail the role of Istédker perceptions during
SPI atVoiceTechThird we demonstrated how TFR can be useful to understanding&@¥th, we used
an action research approach to support a longitudinal study of SPI.

10.2 Sales Process Innovation at VoiceTech

Contributions to addressing the practical problemgaateTech(see Table 6.4) include improved SFA
usability, communication of a clear SFA storyline throughout tlgardzation, and development of a
prioritization of SFA options. As a result, there was a large deereahe salesperson turnover rate to the
point where the organization became concerned the resultingaatmo low. There were also important
issues that were partly resolved at the end of our im#ore (see Table 6.5). These issues included
making SFA a single source of sales data/imceTechcapturing contact information real time, and SFA
ubiquity.

A contribution of the research addressing the RQ-Context tisetdT-enabled sales process innovation
literature. Extant studies in this body of knowledge providg lieited insights into how stakeholder
perceptions vary across roles, within roles, and over time dualag process innovation efforts and how
these shifts impact innovation outcomes. Instead, SFA studies baeeatly been limited to variance
studies examining factors that better automate salespetsamdry, et al, 2005). Through the in-depth
collaborative investigation of ongoing sales process innovaiiibhin the VoiceTechcontext, this
research provides an understanding of how stakeholders’ perceghiaps and are shaped during IT-
enabled change and draws lessons for how sales managers can effetiMealtefsuch efforts.
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10.3 Conceptual Model of Frame Dynamics

A main research contribution addressing the RQ-Overall is theeptrad model (Figure 10.1) for
understanding how stakeholder inconsistencies, incongruencies, andtiosraontribute to outcomes
during IT-enabled change. Exemplary process models include Newman and Robey'srecess model
of user-analyst relationships (Newman & Robey, 1992), Keil and Relpegtess model of project de-
escalation (Keil & Robey, 1999), and Mahring and Keil's esimalaprocess model (Mahring & Keil,
2008). Analysis of the detailed coding of TFR instances acregdiffierent roles avoiceTechhas led to
a conceptual model of TFR in action.

The model provides an understanding of how inconsistencies, incongruesmuiesnteractions in
stakeholder perceptions contribute to frame shifts and inteftitctoutcomes during IT-enabled change
(Figure 10.1). Similar to Orlikowski and Gash (1994), we idigtifncongruencies between stakeholders
in different roles and drawing on Davidson’s (2002) studies we identified frame shifts during our
action research aVoiceTech While frame incongruencies often led to frame shifts foecsio
stakeholders and subsequently impacted change outcomes, we alsedhser inconsistencies within
stakeholder perceptions and interactions between stakeholdercoyigributed to frame dynamics (see
Chapter 8). These additional sources of frame shifts have eotrimed earlier in extant TFR theory.
Hence, our model contributes to the literature by explaining inldé&iprocess by which shifts in
stakeholder perceptions occur and interact with change outcomes.

10.3.1 Incongruence

The first driver of frame dynamics iscongruenceof frames across stakeholders (Orlikowski and Gash,
1994). As noted in Chapter 3, incongruencies between what diffeedethstders expect, assume, and
know about technology tend to lead to conflicts during IT-enabledyeh&or example the Director of
Marketing and Sales Operations stated that the majofibehthe SFA is that it “skyrockets to the next
level” VoiceTecls reporting capabilities. Meanwhile, the sales reps ands sal@nagers were less
concerned with reporting capabilities; there focus was on howRAewduld help them increase sales.
These incongruencies were expressions of conflicting interesissastakeholder groups that inhibited
full adoption and usage of the technology.

10.3.2 Inconsistency

The second driver of frame dynamicsrisonsistencyf frames within stakeholder groups. An individual
may articulate expectations, assumptions, and knowledge about techih@byinconsistent with other
articulations by the same stakeholder or another stakehaldarsimilar role. For example, several
managers avoiceTechstated that the new SFA technology provided greater datdiliglidbut yet
continued to rely on their offline spreadsheets to manage sejgosenior management. Also, the CMO
was focused on developing a “smarter” strategy, as he puinity simart technology and smart systems to
support the sales operation. Yet, the VP of marketing and salesgtiops, who reported directly to the
CMO, was much more task oriented and was a roadblock to distghkthé smart technology to all sales
reps. These inconsistencies were expressions of conflicting wéhis a particular stakeholder group
that prevented it from clearly articulating and committing gpecific strategy for implementing the new
technology to innovate the sales processoiteTech
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10.3.3 Interaction

A third driver of frame dynamics isnteraction between stakeholders. While incongruence and
inconsistency are expressions of conflicts between and withkersolder groups, interactions between
stakeholders provide opportunities to share perceptions and exgezssts across stakeholders during
the change process. For exampleiceTeclsales reps gained new knowledge about the new technology
when attending a training session by the sales operationsstadalsigned to provide updates on the
SFA’s capabilities. Another example of interaction betweerestkers was one sales rep sharing with
another how to perform certain tasks within the SFA. Intemastilike these provide in-action
opportunities for stakeholders to learn about options and challezlge=drto the change process without
necessarily being driven by incongruencies or inconsistencies.

Figure 10.1 Conceptual Model of Frame Dynamics During IT-Enabled Change

Frame Dynamics

Inconsistency Incongruence Interaction
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10.3.4 Frame Shifts

We observed aVoiceTechhow three different drivers led to franshifts As described in Chapter 3,

Davidson suggested that frame shifts can lead to chamgegdomes (Davidson, 2002). In our proposed
model, frame shifts are the result of the positive and negaterceptions formed by stakeholder
inconsistencies, incongruencies, and interactions. Frame ewiftige over time and interact with change
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outcomes. For example, ¥biceTechmany suggestions provided by the Researchers in the workshops
and presentations were initially seen by thaiceTechinnovators as being not feasible or possible.
However, during the last two workshops, many of these suggestiortseeadmplemented or were in-
process. Specifically, by the end of the project,tbeceTechnnovators’ and manageraming of the
usefulness of mobile technology had changed and every sales de@sha result, been given a
BlackBerry and sales rep use of laptops was being considered.

10.3.5 Change Outcomes

The final element of our model of frame dynamicshange outcomesiol (1994, p. 405) compared the
“content of the interpretation” to a picture and the “framinghaf interpretation” to the picture frame.
Rigidity or flexibility of stakeholders’ framing indicates possibilities change. An example of outcomes
impacting frame shifts occurred "®biceTechas sales reps began seeing relevant information provided
within the SFA and on their BlackBerrys. As a result, thegan to change their perception of the SFA
from being a source of more data for managers to the SFA heefgl in actually managing specific
accounts. Such relevant information included recently detiveustomers, referral information, and
installations. An example of frame shifts impacting outcomesroatiat the third workshop, when the
Researchers presented the ideas of capability and assimi@fisnneeding attention fronoiceTech
Innovators. During the fourth workshop, one of the Innovators statat he had used this
conceptualization to change the approach to implementing the SFAadieised the capability and
assimilation framework to propose a new SFA sequencing stratediie Champions taking into
consideration the impact of introducing a new capability beforerhatiderstanding sales reps’ and sales
managers’ needs.

10.4 Application and Adaptation of TFR

Another contribution addressing the RQ-Framing is that our resedrdoiceTechled to further
development of TFR as a practical tool for investigatindkestalder perceptions during IT-enabled
change (see Figure 4.1). To date, there has been no salient nibiteT¥R studies for facilitating the
application of TFR theory. Subsequent studies to Orlikowski arngh G8994) have used TFR and
adapted the domains of interest to suit the context of the .pBpeidsonet al. (2004) identified 52
studies that reference Orlikowski and Gash (1994) of which, henvewly eight studies utilized some
form of TFR analysis. In our research, we looked at and zewlylata throughout the project and
subsequently spent considerable effort developing and applyoagling scheme that focused on the
salient features of our data (Mason, 2002; Miles & Huberman, 19%ja Aesult, we adapted and
extended the original domain constructs defined by Orlikowski andh GE394). Specifically, as
described in the Technology Frames of Reference section, vedoded more elaborate definitions to
support our analyses, we extended the framework to include a keghmmplementation domain, and
we delineated a specific set of TFR sub-domains. The dbtilalyses are explicated in Chapters 7, 8,
and 9.

10.5 Limitations

With any research, there are always some anticipated liomgatin this proposed research, these relate to
the generalizability of the research, the choice of TFRh@agsheoretical framework, the coding method,
and the reliance on key stakeholders.
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First, the choice of a problem situation with a single compaay limit generalizability of the reseatch
It is not possible to claim that the claims made in thsearch will apply in other settings. However,
through the careful, rigorous approach articulated by the appiicaf CAR (see Chapter 5) in evaluating
the research, we have attempted to minimize this limitation.

Second, the choice of Orlikowski and Gash’s (1994) TFR athdwretical framework has implications
for the analysis of the collected data. In all likelihobrée exist other theories that might legitimately be
used as a framework for examining and explaining the case. Howexdrave systematically reviewed
other TFR applications (see Chapter 3) and believe that thetatida and extension of TFR is
satisfactorily explicated and that TFR is justifiably applieab this research.

Third, the selected qualitative coding scheme using Atlpessents some limitations concerning one
researcher coding all transcripts (see Chapter 6). It ishp@dbat multiple researchers may have coded
some of the data differently. However, we believe thattuing pilot and results of the first and second
rounds of coding addressed this limitation.

Fourth, the reliance on key stakeholders has implications on hodathewvas collected and analyzed.
The structure of the research project limited our abilitinteract deeply with the User-Reps, the User-
Managers, the Champions, and the Technologists. However, we did camdiegtth interviews with
these and interacted with stakeholders during workshops and presentatioasoMvhikin source of data
after the initial interviews was through the Innovators, theymaterviews, workshops, presentations,
researcher notes, researcher reflections, and company documeitdegts/with deep understanding of
the problem situation and allowed us to triangulate the data.
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APPENDIX A Data Sources - Workshops, Interviews, and Reflections

Number of
Atlas.ti Stakeholder Length Transcript
Context Doc# Position Role Audio File hh:mm:ss Pages
02/02/2006  Workshop 40 WS WS1 V0202000 6:22:15 127
02/15/2006 Interview 01 CMO Champions V0215003 1:08:09 25
02/15/2006 Interview 05 SAM User-Reps 001_A_002 0:53:30 25
02/15/2006 Interview 07 MD User-Managers V0215004 0:42:04 29
02/15/2006 Interview 10 TL User-Reps V0215001 0:50:05 32
02/15/2006 Interview 11 REP User-Reps V0215002 0:52:42 30
02/15/2006 Interview 15 REP User-Reps 002_B_001 1:01:30 31
02/15/2006 Interview 23 SAM User-Reps 122135 0:45:00 14
02/15/2006 Interview 29 SVP User-Managers 003_C_001 0:10:00 2
02/27/2006 Interview 13 CIO Technologists V0227001 1:02:34 20
02/27/2006 Interview 27 Customer Customers V0227000 0:20:30 9
02/27/2006 Interview 28 Customer Customers V0227000 0:22:00 8
02/27/2006 Interview 34 Customer Customers 085927 0:17:00 6
02/27/2006 Interview 39 IT Technologists V0227002 2:17:39 48
03/02/2006 Interview 02 REP User-Reps 092755 0:35:00 11
03/02/2006 Interview 09 REP User-Reps V0302001 0:22:10 8
03/02/2006 Interview 20 CSA User-Reps V0302001 0:36:00 13
03/02/2006 Ad-hoc 21 EXEC Innovators V0302000 0:18:20 6
03/02/2006 Interview 22 TL User-Reps 103901 0:21:00 9
03/02/2006 Interview 24 CUSCARE User-Reps V0302003 0:30:36 15
03/02/2006 Interview 26 REP User-Reps V0302002 0:18:35 9
03/17/2006 Interview 18 VPGM User-Managers V0317000 1:00:01 16
03/17/2006 Interview 19 MD User-Managers V0317002 1:05:19 20
03/17/2006 Interview 30 CcC User-Reps 101226 0:25:30 7
03/17/2006 Interview 32 Customer Customers 093051 0:15:00 5
03/17/2006 Interview 33 VPGM User-Managers V0317001 0:37:05 9
03/22/2006 Interview 16 Analyst Innovators V0322000 1:47:02 6
03/22/2006  Reflection 17 CEPRIN CEPRIN V0322001 1:22:32 23
04/03/2006 Presentation 43 WS P1 V0403000 2:25:29 41
06/01/2006  Workshop 35 WS WS2 V0601000 3:51:41 64
07/18/2006  Workshop 36 WS WS3 V0718000 3:22:29 72
11/14/2006 Interview 04 CMO Champions V1114002 0:23:49 25
11/14/2006 Interview 06 SVP User-Managers V1114004 0:41:55 15
11/14/2006 Interview 08 MD User-Managers V1114005 0:23:49 13
11/14/2006 Interview 12 EXEC Champions V1114000 0:50:57 17
11/14/2006 Interview 14 SAM User-Reps V1114006 0:36:17 17
11/14/2006 Interview 25 SAM User-Reps V1114001 0:47:04 16
11/16/2006  Workshop 37 WS WS4 V1116000 3:57:30 71
11/16/2006  Reflection 38 CEPRIN CEPRIN V0208001 0:19:02 23
02/08/2007 Presentation 42 WS P2 V0208000 1:35:24 28
03/14/2007 Interview 31 EXEC Innovators V0314001 0:30:19 8
04/21/2008  Workshop 41 WS WS5 V0421000 2:12:03 37
TOTALS Total: 49h:06m Total
Avg: 1h:08m Transcript
Pages:
1062
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APPENDIX B VoiceTech Planning Considerations, January 25, 2006

Problem Statement

While VoiceTechhas recently successfully implemented a new |Iethasales support system to enhance sales
practices, a joint venture with a provider of mebilwireless services has made it feasible to adaghbile
technology to further develop sales performanceth&t same time, howeveY,oiceTechis experiencing sales
representative attrition [turnover] of 15% per monThose that leav&/oiceTechare mainly non-core sales
representatives with less than 6 months of engagems process disruptions, for example causechbrpducing
new and different forms of technology, can causmeased attrition rates, the key challenge is tablensales
process innovations by adoption of mobile technpliogways that will both increase sales performaace reduce
sales representative attrition.

Project Themes

The following themes will guide data collectionaiysis and recommendations throughout the R&D ptoje
Sales process management: How is mobile techndlegyintegrated into the sales process? How captiadoof
mobile technology enable innovation of the salexess to enhance sales and reduce sales reprieseattnition?
Information capture and sharing: Which informat&irould be made available on mobile devices to sumades?
Which information should be captured on the mobtiéeices? How can this information be effectivelgratd across
the sales process?

Mobile technology design: What are the most appat@rmobile devices in this context? Which saletiviies
should be enabled by these devices? What aredn@eements for designing appropriate mobile sadegices?

To support this we will adopt a comprehensive viefnthe key elements of sales processes and sabegsy
management that determine sales outcome and salesentative perceptions.

Data Collection
The project will draw on the following data sour¢esaddress the three themes:
0 Sales process management:
o Interviews — tape recorded
o Field Studies
0 Sales process documentation
O Information capture and sharing:
Sales System demonstration & assessment
Systems documentation
Interviews — tape recorded
Field Studies
Business relationship conditions with vendor
O Mobile technology design:
Exemplary mobile technology designs
Mobile Device demonstration & assessment
Systems documentation
Interviews — tape recorded
Field Studies (usability criteria)
Business relationship conditions with vendor

o O O O0OO0oOo

O O O0OO0Oo

Field studies and interviews are conducted asvalio
o Field studies to observe sales practices.
a. How many?
i. Suggestion: 4X half to whole day field observation
b. Specifics?
i. Sales reps: High performing vs low performing; new established; Morning vs
afternoon; days of week; seasonal differences
ii. What order (interview first or observe first?)
e Tape-recorded interviews with sales representatimesiagers, and IT specialisivadiceTech
a. Are there others?
i. Suggestion: Customers
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ii. Suggestion: Call-center customer service
iii. Suggestion: Attractive non-customers or prospeatisomers
b. How many? How Long? What order?
i. Sales Rep: (8 /face-to-face / 45min -1 hour) -dverlap with field studies
ii. Customers: (4 / telephone / 30min)
iii. Sales Managers: (2 / face-to-face / 45min -1 hour)
iv. IT Specialists: (2 / face-to-face / 45min -1 hour)
e Tape-recorded interviews with sales representathegshave left/oiceTech
a. How many?
i. Ex-Sales Rep: (4 / telephone / 30min)
ii. High/low; early/late departure

Project Deliverables
The main deliverables of the R&D collaboratioMoiceTechare:
e Mobile technology recommendations: Selection ofrappate device configurations, scenarios of usage,
requirements for mobile service to support salespmmendations for the next steps.
e Sales process recommendations: Changes in salessprthat will integrate the mobile technology,bd@a
enhanced sales, and reduce sales representatitieratt

The R&D project is expected to result in a sciéntifublication. Target journalndustrial Marketing Management.
Project Organization

A task force consisting of the Director of Marketiand Sales Operations, the Director of Sales @ipag and the
Marketing Analyst, fromVoiceTechCommunications, and the Researchers, and possilglyor two masters-level
students from the Center for Process Innovation.

The task force will organize its initial work aralinp to six 4-hour workshops dbiceTech

The task force will report to the CMO and ExecutiXfé of VoiceTechCommunications.

The R&D collaboration will last 3 months. A detall@roject plan will be developed by the task fooree the
project is initiated.

ExpectedvoiceTechContributions:

Planning of field studies and interviews

Provision of secondary data & documentation

Participation in assessment of data collectionlysisg and recommendations

Tools to prototype screen images based on highH-lefe@mation and functional requirements to PDA
Ongoing provision of technical feasibility feedback

Management availability for interim meetings ambfipresentation

aoaaoaaaq
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APPENDIX C Sales Representative Interview Guide

Assumed generic activities:

. Daily planning

. Weekly planning

. Scheduled contacts

. Unscheduled (opportunistic contacts)
. Daily summary reporting

. Weekly results feedback

. General conditions

. Others?

O~NO O WNE

Question Outline:
1. Daily planning
a. Information received to assist in this activity?

b. Which of this is used?
e In what way? How do you receive this information?
c. Is this appropriate? (Push vs. Pull?)
d. Additional information needed to do planning?
e Where do you get it?
e. Do you convert this information to a different faatf
e How might it be better organized for your needs?
f.  How does the plan change as the day progresses?
e What triggers these changes?
e How do you acquire the new information?

2. Weekly planning
a. Information received to assist in this activity?

b. Which of this is used?
e In what way?
c. How do you receive this information?
e |s this appropriate? (Push vs. Pull)
d. Additional information needed to do weekly planriing
e Where do you get it?
e. Do you convert this information to a different faati
e How might it be better organized for your needs?
f. How does the plan change as the day progresses?
e What triggers these changes?
e How do you acquire the new information?
g. How can the linkage between daily and overall salieg be improved?

3. Scheduled contacts
a. What information is needed and accessible on arbafou arrive at a scheduled contact?

b. Any additional information that would be helpfulhave?
c. Assuming you meet with your contact, what informativould you like to be able to provide or access
d. Would being able to close a deal at the point atact improve your results?

e If so, how might additional information enable ytoudo this?
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4, Unscheduled contacts
a. How do you generally identify additional sales @mts in the field?
b. What information might be useful in support of tlientification and to improve yield?
c. What information would you like to have at handnder to be more effective with unscheduled costact

5. Daily summary reporting
a. At what point do you record your contacts during thay (e.g. immediately after, end-of-day, follogvin
morning)
b. How could the effort needed to do this be reduced?
c. Do you receive a summary of this information (feedback and error checking)?
d. What do you assume is done with this information?

6. Weekly results feedback
a. What are your key performance indicators?
b. How accurate is the feedback?
c. Whatisn't included that should be?

7. General Conditions
a. Are there aspects of the sales organization pexctiou find distressing or dysfunctional?
b. Which of these might lead to dissatisfaction wittugjob s? (If any)
c. What are some ways to address the above issuesjIf
d. If sales practices and reporting were to changet whrrent aspects of these would you insist opike®
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APPENDIX D Sales Manager Interview Guide

Presumed generic activities:

O~NO OIS WNPE

. Daily planning of unit

. Weekly planning of unit

. Sales Mentoring

. Sales Monitoring

. Reporting

. Periodic performance & goal reviews
. General conditions

. Others?

Question Outline:

1. Daily planning of unit

a.
b.

C.

d.

e.

Information received to assist in this activity?
Which of this is used?
e In what way?
How do you receive this information?
e |s this appropriate? (Push vs. Pull)
Additional information needed to do planning?
e Where do you get it?
Do you convert this information to a different faatf
e How might it be better organized for your needs?

2. Weekly planning of unit

a.
b.

Information received to assist in this activity?
Which of this is used?
e In what way?
How do you receive this information?
e |s this appropriate? (Push vs. Pull)
Additional information needed to do planning?
e Where do you get it?
Do you convert this information to a different faatf
e How might it be better organized for your needs?
How can the link between your daily and overallestifling be improved?
How does the plan change as the week progresses?
e What triggers these changes? How is the changemiation provided?

3. Sales mentoring

a.
b.

c.
d.
e.

Whom do you mentor?
What information do you receive and use to mentoers?

e What are the sources for this information? (push/pu
What is the frequency of this mentoring?

What changes in information support would allow yode more effective in mentoring?

What information do you provide to those you mentor

4. Sales monitoring (those supervised but not mented)

a.

Whom do you monitor?
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b. What information do you receive and use to moritbers?
e What are the sources for this information? (push/pu
c. Whatis the frequency of this monitoring?
d. What changes in information support would allow youe more effective in mentoring?
e. What information do you provide to those you morfito

5. Unit Reporting
a. What information do you report about the unit?

e Towhom?

e When?

e How?
b. How could this reporting effort be reduced?
c. Do you receive a summary of this information (feedback and error checking)?
d. What do you assume is done with this information?

6. Periodic performance and goal reviews
a. What are your key performance indicators?

b. What information do you receive about unit perfonceand goals?

e When and how do you receive this information?
c. What improvements could be made in how this infdiomais received and presented?
d. How do you transform this information into action?

7. General Conditions
a. Are there aspects of the sales organization pexctiou find distressing or dysfunctional?

¢ Which of these might lead to dissatisfaction with job forVoiceTectsales reps? (If any)
b. Which of these might lead to dissatisfaction with job forVoiceTectsales managers? (If any)
What are some ways to address the above issuesajlf
d. If sales practices and reporting were to changet whrrent aspects of these would you insist opike®

Qo
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APPENDIX E

Framing Opening Questions:

Interview Guide for Sales Executives

¢ We would like answers from your perspective and your position in the aagi@ni (rather than
what you think others think).
e What has happened from POINBiebel along a number of dimensions?

e Your view of future developments?

Time Period SALES (1) INFORMATION (1) TECHNOLOGY (Il
Tech strategy frame Tech in use frame Nature of Tech frame
From Jan ‘06 | What are the most important| What are the most importan{ What are the most important
to Nov ‘06 changes that have happened changes that have happene( changes that have happened i
each of the following areas? | in each of the following each of the following areas?
areas? 1) Technological capabilities
1) Exec. Sales Mgt & Sales | 1) How is information functionality
operations collected? 2) Access to technology
2) Vice Presidents 2) How is information 3) Quality of technology
3) District Manager shared? delivery
4) Sales Manager 3) How does information
5) Sales Rep support decision What is the most significant
making? technological capability that
What is the most significant has changed?
sales capability that has What is the most significant | What is the most important
changed? new type of information that| improvement over previous
What are the most significan{ has become available? sales technology?
performance metrics that hay What is the most significant
changed? improvement in the quality o
information? (examples)
1) Relevance
2) Timeliness
3) Efficiency
4) Reliability
Future Where would you like your | What additional sales What additional technological

Developments

sales organization to be
moving over the next year?
(Across different markets,
both existing and new)\
What is the most significant
enabler / barrier?

information would you like
to become available over the
next year?

(Across different levels of
sales organization)

What is the most significant
enabler / barrier?

capabilities would you like to
become available over the nex
year?

(Across different levels of sale
organization)

What is the most significant
enabler / barrier?

>
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APPENDIX F Inter-Coder Reliability

Step 4 - First Round of Coding

Percent Scott's Krippendorff's

CODE Agreement Pi Alpha Agree Disagree Cases Decisions

None/5.0 94.5% 0.82 0.827 0.826 259 15 274 548
11 99.6% 0.665 0.665 0.665 273 1 274 548
1.2 99.3% 0.663 0.663 0.664 272 2 274 548
2.1 97.8% 0.239 0.239 0.240 268 6 274 548
2.2 99.3% (0.004 (0.004) (0.002 277 2 274 548
3.1 95.6% 0.715 0.716 0.716 262 12 274 548
3.2 95.3% 0.685 0.686 0.686 261 13 274 548
4.1 100.0% * * 1.000 274 0 274 548
4.2 99.6% 0.665 0.665 0.665 273 1 274 548

Totals: 2414 52

% Agreement. 97.8%

Step 5 - Second Round of Coding

Percent Scott's Cohen's Krippendorff's
CODE Agreement Pi Kappa Alpha Disagree Cases Decisions
None/5.0 94.3% 0.88 0.884 0.884 198 12 210 42Q
1.1 100.0% * * 1.000 210 0 210 420
1.2 100.0% 1.00( 1.000 1.000 210 0 210 420
2.1 99.0% 0.92§ 0.928 0.928 208 2 210 420
2.2 98.1% 0.89§ 0.898 0.899 206 4 210 420
3.1 98.1% 0.49¢ 0.493 0.492 206 4 210 420
3.2 99.0% 0.955 0.955 0.955 208 2 210 420
4.1 98.1% 0.94q 0.941 0.941 206 4 210 420
4.2 100.0% 1.00( 1.000 1.000 210 0 210 420
Totals: 1862 28

% Agreement: 98.5%
*Scott's pi and Cohen's kappa could not be caledl&dr this variable due to invariant values.

Combination of First and Second Round of Coding

Percent Scott's Cohen's Krippendorff's
CODE Agreement Pi Kappa Alpha Agree Disagree Cases Decisions
None/5.0 0.878
1.1 99.8% 0.666 0.666 0.666 483 1 484 968
1.2 99.6% 0.79§ 0.798 0.798 482 2 484 968
2.1 98.3% 0.781 0.781 0.781 476 8 484 968
2.2 98.8% 0.863 0.863 0.863 478 6 484 968
3.1 96.7% 0.686 0.687 0.687 468 16 484 964
3.2 96.9% 0.825 0.825 0.825 469 15 484 964
4.1 99.2% 0.944 0.948 0.948 480 4 484 968
4.2 99.8% 0.962 0.962 0.962 483 1 484 968
Totals: 4276 80

% Agreement: 98.1%
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APPENDIX G Atlas.ti Screenshot

Screenshot taken from actual coding within Atlas.ti 5.5 (with participaatsnames redacted).

Russell Baker  Well, they can get the data from|JJJll}. | believe, and from
border trackers and things that people submit but
there is a tremendous amount of manual Excel
spreadsheets to bubble this stuff up. ] has to go
and pull those. . he gets everyone's from Saturday.
He works on them on Sunday and sends them in to
I - mysell, and all the VP chains.
Daily, the branch managers go into their tracker,
which is an Excel spreadsheet, and they say, oh, look
at that! We are at thus many deals by channel by
product. And they send us anemail. There's
probably fifty people on that email.

112 | Interviewer Butthat email, does that go to [ and use N
emails to inform you....?

russed Barker  Well, Il will only use the one that comes in on the last day
of the week.

127 | Interviewer 3o, how does each manager generate this email? It's
based on his personal spreadsheet? Again, it's
not from N>

125 | RussefBaer  Not from [ and not from Seibel. (Inaudible) Mow what |
do with that now_well | used to wait._.drum

rofl... Sunday night, 'm sitting there watching a foatball
going, how are we going to come in, where are we
going to come in for the week? That was dmving me
nuts. | just couldn’'t do that, so | asked for the dailies.
S0 what I'm daing now 15 I'm taking every daily and
putting it into my own spreadsheet, more for curiosity
and learning right now. That will probably wear off in
about six more weeks. | can probably do it for about
six more weeks, Because ane of the things | want to
do is to get a better feel for. .. we've got a promotion
running this week and | wanted to see what was the hit
we got when we ran the promotion. Is it tic-tailing off?
| want to understand what we sell on Monday versus
Tuesday. So, I'm investing because I'm learing nat
because | really enjoy putting stuff info spreadsheets
But, eventually, | want that coming all consolidated. |
want to get these emails and not have to type in the:
spreadshest.

3

3.1 Tedhnology Lise~

3.0 Technology Use~

I icsefl Backer
Exmcutives s
THETECHNOLOGYSYSTEM _COMEINED..

3 THETECHHOLOGYSYSTEM_COMBINED~

ssell Barker
Exacutives e

ﬁﬂmﬂmmmm_mmun

_3.2 Tedhology Consequences-

3.0 Tachrobady s

I =5l Barker
Exenutivegaees
THETECHNOLOGYSYSTEM _OOMBINED~
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