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Abstract
Business-to-business (B2B) companies invest in customer relationship management (CRM), integrated with
sales force automation (SFA) to achieve a return on investment, through improved sales force productivity, sales
revenue, costs, customer satisfaction, process accuracy and customer knowledge. However, the devil is in the
detail. CRM and SFA are multi-faceted. There are two main obstacles to successful implementation. One is the
need for the customer to get some benefit out of the system, the other is ensuring that employees who are
expected to use the system actually buy-in to its benefits, including what benefit they will gain as individuals.
However, much-planning is needed to manage the risks involved. The “Benefits Dependency Network” (BDN)
(Ward and Elvin, 1999), designed to develop routes to successful implementation of IT, has been tested in CRM
projects. The factors for success in CRM implementation in business-to-business companies, where the sales
force must be involved, are many and varied, including pro-active sales management, creating champions,
consultation, training, incentives and culture change. Practicalities such as incremental application of the
technology and a wide portfolio of metrics to monitor progress are also critical. In the light of the special
considerations of sales force involvement, the authors propose an adaptation of the BDN to suggest a generic
map for the implementation of CRM (with SFA) in business-to-business markets. This article is based on the
authors’ secondary research for two commercial sponsors in the utilities sector, supplemented by the authors’
extensive experience of working in this area.
Introduction
Customer Relationship Management (CRM) systems have been around since the mid-1990s, when they fairly
quickly became associated with problems. Rigby et al (2002) noted a number of contemporary analyst reports
quoting high levels of failure, escalating implementation costs, and dissatisfaction from managers, customers and
users. Wilson et al (2007) noted that failure rates were still “obstinately high” (pg 771). The technology has been
around for some time and the consultants that work for the software houses have a great deal of relevant skills
and experience (Corner and Rogers, 2005). So the cause of failure usually lies deeper. The history of company
systems has been a focus on product, operations and the movement of money. The intricacies of customer
knowledge and how to leverage it had been left to the salesperson’s intuition. Changing all that without
damaging knock-on effects is a significant challenge.
To many, CRM is the strategy and process supporting a “relationship vision” for a company (Gordon, 2002), but
most commentators focus on practicalities. Ling and Yen (2001) observe that CRM is a process for using
information about customers. They conclude that the primary purpose of that is to improve sales productivity and
efficiency. The bottom-line focus is also strong in the literature, e.g. Bull (2003) argues that CRM must make a
contribution to profitability by making customer relationships more efficient and effective. Managers may
choose their own definition for CRM (and SFA), but they cannot act in isolation. Employees and customers may
have their own ideas about what they expect from it.
In an in-depth study of ten B2B supplier-customer dyads, Richard et al (2007) found that customers are most
interested in suppliers using CRM to manage knowledge, i.e. help them to understand their business and
communicate better in a customer-oriented way. It has been suggested that Customer Knowledge Management
(Richard et al, 2007, Gibbert et al, 2002) and Customer Experience Management (Kiska, 2002) are critical
additions to CRM. Suppliers may be able to take this on board, but leverage of customer knowledge is unlikely
to happen for the customer without the active engagement of salespeople. This is particularly clear when it
comes to linking customer relationship management with sales force automation (SFA) in order to merge the
benefits of better information (from the CRM system) with the salesperson’s relationship development activity at
the customer interface. The very expression “sales force automation” must rankle with a profession associated
with individualism and intuition, and still motivated to a large extent by individual rewards.
However, when the authors reviewed the benefits expected from CRM/SFA and reported for them, sales force
focus was lacking. The purpose of this discussion is to design a model that has a specific step to ensure benefits
for them are designed into the implementation plan. However, please note that Customer Relationship
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Management systems and Sales Force Automation systems have some separate and some overlapping functions.
They will be referred to separately when particular studies have focused on one or the other. In practice they are
usually integrated. In this article the acronym CRM/SFA will be used to indicate an integrated system.
The business rationale for CRM/SFA
In accordance with many of the claims of the software vendors, CRM/SFA does have a business case, although
care has to be taken over the time it takes to achieve full returns. In can take up to seven years to realise benefits
from full-scale systems (Engle and Barnes, 2000). A focus on small incremental steps seems to keep up the pace
of returns (Rogers and Ryals, 2003, Foss et al, 2008). Software vendor SAP claims returns between 15% and
144% from 24 (predominantly B2B) customer case studies, with strategic focus on productivity, lower costs and
improving revenue generation (Anon, 2006). The robustness of the business case will be affected by what gets
included as costs. The cost of the software is not the only factor. Successful implementations are marked by
significant sums on non-IT elements, including consultation and training, incentives and project management
(Rogers and Ryals, 2003; Corner and Rogers, 2005; Robinson et al, 2005; Raman et al, 2006; Foss et al, 2008).
Contingencies are usually allowed for, but scenario planning to identify possible hidden costs (such as an
increase in customer enquiries when they first experience the new system, turnover of sales staff unwilling to
adopt the new system) is also prudent.
The successful results of salespeople’s use of CRM/SFA technology that improve return on investment include:
Improved sales revenue
Given the importance of organic growth (Hess and Kazanjian, 2006) in recent years, it is not surprising that upselling and cross-selling are frequently expected. Engle and Barnes’ (2000) cross-cultural study of the payback
for SFA alone concluded that 16.4% of the sales growth observed in the participating companies could be
attributed to its use. Sales and marketing professionals have historically associated their success with revenue
growth. (Of course, that has to be profitable growth.) Without the benefit of revenue growth in the forefront, the
whole package of benefits might have less resonance to them.
Better sales productivity
SFA is assumed to make salespeople more efficient, both in how they allocate time to customers and how they
use that time. Moutot and Bascoul (2008) found that with SFA, the proportion of successful sales call increased
significantly, which was attributed to call planning functions that filtered out potentially ineffective calls. A sales
portal for field and telesales reps in IBM provided 2 hours per week per person productivity gain. Those using
the tool saw a 45% improvement in revenue per opportunity over the control group. (Lawrence et al, 2007). Best
performance is achieved when bringing transaction and non-transaction data together (Stone et al, 2003).
Better customer satisfaction, leading to retention
The focus for return on investment tends to be on internal benefits, but without benefits for the customer, those
internal benefits could be wiped out. In a meta-analysis of academic research papers on the topic of CRM and
sales, Landry et al (2005) concluded that IT investment does enhance the exchange relationship with customers,
provided that salespeople can switch to more value-adding activity. Thus, the “Inside IBM” customer portal
generated $2.2B of business during the pilot with 58 customers. It was a single interface designed to address
customer pain points. Flexible and personalised, it gave customers some control over interactions. It was
considered to have an intuitive and user-friendly design. Customers found that they had easy access to IBM’s
knowledge base and decision processes, including bills, contracts and orders (Massey et al, 2001). Self-service
for routine tasks means that sales calls can focus on more strategic matters.
Better process accuracy
Regular lower costs tend to follow from better processes, but process efficiency also reduces incident-based
hidden costs of rework and complaints, and has a value in its own right – improving the quality of working life
for process users (salespeople and customers) and the accuracy of data for decision-makers (e.g. sales managers).
Process excellence is a critical element of CRM (Gordon, 2002).
Customer Knowledge/understanding
Richard et al (2007) found B2B customers to be very interested in suppliers using CRM to manage knowledge,
i.e. help them understand their business and communicate in more customer-oriented ways. Customer analytics
is still an under-exploited aspect of CRM. Combining descriptive information on customer characteristics (e.g.
from an external source such as Dun and Bradstreet) and events (from a news feed provider) with transaction
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histories and any behavioural/attitudinal data provides the potential for predictive prompts to salespeople (Stone
et al, 2003). Thus, a fall in orders may indicate risk of customer defection. A customer analytics system can then
analyse the customer’s lifetime value information and past behaviour (such as complaining about poor service)
and suggest a response, such as contacting, diagnosing the situation and making a relevant offer.
Lower costs
Industry analysts Gartner report that CRM systems have helped companies to reduce sales, service and
operational costs. (Collins and Thompson, 2007). Most implementers of CRM are looking for cost-savings,
which are associated with other elements described here, such as improved productivity and better processes. For
example, McKim and Hughes (2001) identify cost savings arising from better targeting of customers.
Enhanced reputation
Although rarely a directly planned benefit, use of CRM/SFA that impresses customers can be associated with
improving a company’s reputation (Gibbert et al, 2002).
Better resource allocation
There is surprisingly little exploration of the value of CRM/SFA systems’ contribution to better management
decision-making, although any system generating managing data and generating analytics should be used for
resource allocation. Better sales pipeline accuracy and visibility throughout the company must include better
resource allocation. In a discussion of IBM’s implementation of salesperson portals, Lawrence et al (2007)
explain that sales managers were equipped with linked web-based tools enabling them to steer sales resource to
the best opportunities. The active group achieved 5% better results than the control group. This was on top of the
productivity gains attributed to salespeople. Although it may not have much glamour as a “lead” objective, the
contribution of the CRM/SFA system to better sales management should be tracked and evaluated.
Extending sources
From a commercial research sponsor’s point of view, the robustness of academic studies is attractive, but needs
to be supplemented with up-to-date exemplars. Although case study research has been conducted, there was not
enough that was specifically B2B or European-focused. In addition to the findings from the literature described
above, the research team identified twenty detailed case studies of CRM success in named business-to-business
companies, available on software vendors’ websites. As the customer was quoted, it was considered reasonable
to use these examples to explore the advantages claimed. Having supplemented the literature with this checking
procedure, the research team proceeded to link the results that companies plan to achieve from CRM/SFA (see
Fig 1) as a preliminary step to modelling the delivery of benefits.

Increased sales revenue

Better sales productivity

Reduced costs

Better process accuracy

Better customer experience/
satisfaction
Better customer
understanding

Enhanced reputation

Better resource allocation

Fig 1: List of characteristic results of successful CRM/SFA implementation and possible linkages
Implementation challenges
Many companies have achieved desirable outcomes and benefits from implementing CRM and SFA systems, but
research also document extensive problems with implementing it. Before modelling how benefits can be
delivered, it is worthwhile visiting the critical barriers to implementation.
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Not enough to impress the customer
The customer experience is not necessarily enhanced by CRM (Collins and Thompson, 2007). B2C and B2B
customers have criticised CRM technology for focusing too much on standardized practices, such as data entry
and improving business practices, instead of the relationship. The customers perceive relationships as dependent
on people, not systems or computers. There is a danger of separating the relationship with the customer from
day-to-day activities with the on-line service appearing remote and unresponsive to the needs of the customer’s
business (Hughes et al, 2007). On the other hand, the purchasing profession is extremely interested in achieving
cost-savings for commoditised products via e-channels to suppliers, or even e-auctions. B2B Customers want
time savings and efficiency (Pujari, 2003), although technology-based service delivery systems must work well,
or customer will be dissatisfied. Because e-channels are always an option, visits from sales representatives need
to focus on value-adding opportunities (Rackham and de Vincentis, 1998). In an era of increasing customer
power and reduced brand differentiation through product or service characteristics, the customer experience can
be critical to company success. CRM/SFA can impress the customer if it helps to turn customer data into
relevant business knowledge (Richard et al, 2007, Gibbert et al, 2002).
User resistance
Landry et al (2005) pinpointed a vivid insecurity in salespeople when faced with CRM/SFA systems - the fear of
losing their jobs. This can be inferred from the very term “sales force automation”. Being involved in designing
the system may reassure them to some degree that the company has a long-term vision of them using it, but even
if they perceive that the system is about sales force productivity rather than sales force reduction, there may still
be resistance. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989) suggests that usage behaviour is
determined by two related beliefs: perceived ease-of use and perceived usefulness. SFA implementation rarely
runs smoothly. People have different attitudes and beliefs about use of technology. When Robinson et al (2005)
applied the technology acceptance model (TAM) to salespeople, they found that they are not very different from
norms in other professions - people who have a favourable attitude towards technology in the first place are most
likely to intend to use the technology offered. In a business to business environment, it might be assumed that
acceptance of technology could be assumed, but the literature suggests that any user needs convincing.
If salespeople believe that technology will help them to “work smarter” (e.g. speedy access to call relevant
information, better targeting so that more calls result in a sale), they will use it. Perceived usefulness seems to
fade when it comes to the administrative tasks. SFA’s reporting functions have a negative effect on salesperson
behaviour (Moutot and Bascoul ,2008).
Using a model to plan implementation
To achieve the right outcomes, benefits and business objectives from CRM/SFA, while taking into account the
possible barriers to implementation and overcoming them, requires a robust project plan. In the 1990s, Professor
John Ward and his team at the Information Systems Research Centre at Cranfield School of Management created
a process to identify the benefits from the use of information systems, but found that client companies were
using it for many types of change management (Ward and Daniel, 2006). The benefits management model has
been successfully tested in a number of B2B companies to track cause and effect. “There are no direct benefits
from IT, IT only enables or creates a capability to derive benefits…. Things only get better when people start
doing things differently.” (Ward and Murray, 1997).
The principle of the BDN is that between the IT input and the desired business objectives are several necessary
change management steps. IS/IT functionality enables a business change that delivers a business outcome that
achieves benefits and so the original intent of the content is satisfied (Ward and Elvin, 1999). The authors
emphasised the difference between an outcome and a benefit. Because of the application of new function via a
CRM system (for example, customers re-ordering standard products through a portal) a company might be able
to decide on an outcome, such as reducing the size of the sales force, which delivers the benefit of reduced costs.
Alternatively, it might maintain its size so salespeople can spend more time adding value to customers (outcome)
which should improve sales and/or customer satisfaction (benefit). Managers have to make decisions in order to
achieve benefits, which are not automatically delivered by content (see Fig 2). So, in planning an IT system,
project management tools should be supplemented by a map linking IT functionality through enabling changes,
business changes and business benefits to investment objectives. Some of these in themselves may have more
than one layer of cause and effect.
Given the inhibitors to success with CRM+SFA, this model has a lot to offer in terms of the thought processes
needed to design a project plan to drive the necessary changes. First of all, we can distinguish between
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investment objectives and business benefits. From a stockholder’s point of view, the investment objective (from
diagram 1) is likely to be increasing (profitable) sales revenue. The rest of the items need careful consideration.
Which is the chicken and which is the egg? Better process accuracy, better customer understanding, better
resource allocation and enhanced reputation are most likely to be categorised as outcomes in the BDN, and the
inter-relationship between them will need to be captured. “Reduced costs” is combined into the benefit of better
sales productivity. Customer satisfaction is the other benefit contributing to the achievement of the investment
objective. Some of the outcomes can contribute to both benefits.
Context

CONTENT
Business
changes

Technology

Enables

OUTCOME

BENEFITS

INTENT

Business
outcomes

Benefits

Objectives

Delivers

Achieves

Satisfies

Process of change

Adapted from Ward and Elvin,
1999

Fig 2 The road to benefits
Wilson et al (2007) applied the BDN in case studies of CRM implementation. Instead of tracking resources over
time in a standard way, a chain of cause and effect was mapped. The authors found that this led to rigour in the
thinking associated with the implementation, avoidance of technology rather than business objectives leading the
project and identification of company-specific needs in the plan. They summarized the benefits of the BDN as
economic (such as the alignment of technology with business objectives), political (such as providing a
framework for communicating the case for change), ensuring the necessary changes are identified and enabling
better control trough appropriate metrics.
The BDN, however, was designed with an internal focus – a company’s need to manage its return on an IT
investment. It is worthwhile considering another angle – the customer view. The authors noted an overlap
between the principles of the BDN and Shaw’s “five perspectives methodology” of marketing effectiveness
(1998). Shaw argued that in order to track the value of marketing “inputs” intended to improve company
performance, the effect of inputs on changing customer motivation must be mapped, followed by the link
between changed motivation and changes in customer behaviour, and then tracking the link between behaviour
changes and outcome for the supplier, e.g. increased revenue. Shaw warned of the potential confusion between
motivation measures, such as satisfaction, with behaviour measures, such as repeat purchases.

INPUTS

CUSTOMER
MOTIVATION

CUSTOMER
BEHAVIOR

Adapted from Shaw, 1998

Fig 3 Inputs and outputs in marketing investments
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Given that one of the major barriers to success with CRM and SFA is insufficient benefit for customers, the
authors were keen to accommodate this customer-focused view designed for marketing investments into a BDN
framework, creating different headings to provoke this thinking (see Fig 3). The idea of separately monitoring
motivation and its link to behaviour is also relevant to employees’ role in change, which suggested that an
additional step in the BDN might help to establish that imperative.
Having disentangled outcomes from benefits and objectives, attention was also required at the content/input end
of the model. First of all, it was necessary to step back and check documentary sources explaining the business
changes necessary to ensure successful CRM/SFA implementation.
Successful implementation
What then, are factors of success in implementing CRM/SFA? Extant literature offers a variety of factors which
could be considered “business change” content for the BDN model. The common theme throughout is the proactive facilitation of changes in technology users’ behaviour.
Senior management sponsorship
Many articles refer to the need for leadership from the top to drive the business changes necessary for the
successful implementation of CRM/SFA (Wu and Wu, 2005, Rigby et al, 2002, Bull, 2003). SAP report that 22
of their 24 best practice CRM case studies implemented significant change management programmes alongside
CRM implementation. (Anon, 2006).
In a study of MRPII systems, Brown (1994) noted that senior management underestimated, undervalued and
even ignored the process of change management necessary to implement the systems properly. Foss et al (2008)
also observed the problem of lack of senior management engagement in CRM, and suggest that executives may
be unaware of the high risks associated with an unsatisfactory outcome. Troubled CRM implementations can
have serious financial consequences for the company and their careers, particularly as there are corporate
governance issue at stake such as traceability of actions and the handling of customer information. Pries and
Stone (2004) reported the CRM consultants view that senior managers usually failed to get involved and
expected CRM to just happen.
Senior managers have a number of tasks to establish leadership which include setting the right structure,
explaining and reinforcing the case for change, choosing the right metrics and establishing the right rewards. The
right organisational structure ensures momentum for CRM implementations. Foss et al (2008) note that
successfully managed implementations usually have a Change Board ensuring proper planning and involvement
of stakeholders, a CRM Board including an IT Advisory Board and an Audit team tracking achievement, as well
as Programme Streams for the building blocks of the system. Regular meetings are necessary to maintain
momentum, and programme assurance at key checkpoints, which may involve an external expert who can flush
out buried problems.
With the right organisation in place, communication channels will be clear. Communicating the benefits of the
system to employees was a common factor in SAP’s success stories (Anon, 2006). Professionals prefer to be
asked rather than told, particularly where the new order seems threatening. Successful companies seem to have
rolled out consultations with small groups of ten, explaining the overall vision and plans for the system, then
discussing how the system might affect them (Corner and Rogers, 2005). Users of CRM/SFA also need to know
what success with the new system will look like. As with any investment, just measuring inputs and outputs is
not particularly helpful. Ways have to be found to measure qualitative factors. Shaw’s (1998) model of linking
inputs to changes in customer motivation and on to changes in customer behaviour then output, provides a basis
for tracking cause and effect. Successful implementation is likely to be associated with performance pay for
operational managers, but senior managers also need to consider how they reward successful use of the new
systems. Robinson et al (2005) and Yim et al (2004) have commented on the need to reward superior CRM
performance at all levels.
Sales management
Senior managers will obviously delegate day-to-day matters to operational managers. It is sales managers who
can guide reengineering of sales processes, build teams, involve salespeople in development and use the
analytics to improve decision-making (Raman et al, 2006). Honeycutt (2005) noted from a special collection of
empirical studies of SFA that the sales manager plays a significant role in its success. He/she needs to plan and
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communicate well, recruit with technology capability in mind, provide training, set expectations correctly and be
aware of legal aspects of using technology.
Sales managers can also identify and leverage systems champions. In 2000, Ventakesh and Davis proposed an
extended TAM model, and focused on the influencing factors in “perceived usefulness”. They recommended the
use of social influence to positively affect perceived usefulness. People will identify prestige with use of a
system that is used by credible and admirable colleagues. Jones et al (2002), Rogers and Corner (2005) and
Ahearne et al (2007) have also noted that sales people are influenced by their colleagues and this will impact
his/her perceptions concerning both the usefulness and the ease-of-use of the system.
Another critical role for sales managers is specifying appropriate training and making sure that salespeople get
enough of it and get value out of it. Extensive training is advocated by many researchers, e.g. Ling and Yen,
2001; Yim et al, 2004; Robinson et al, 2005; Wu and Wu, 2005. Salespeople are often reluctant volunteers for
training, but Ekinci et al (2007) found that only 50% of users felt competent enough with CRM systems, and
30% wanted more training than they got.
Last but not least, sales managers will be in the forefront of any problems and conflict caused by the
implementation of new systems, and will need to resolve them. Conflicts are very common in the workplace and
may arise from things that are easy to fix, such as lack of communication or stress caused by competition for
scarce support. Playing the shame game is one approach that has been tried with the problem of lack of
contribution of information. Salespeople feel that they get poor output and admit to poor input. A preliminary
exercise to a re-launch might be to raise awareness of the impact of poor input on other people’s jobs. Managers
at a US company gathered data about the poor quality of order information that salespeople left for colleagues to
follow-up: 700 per month were incomplete. Each was given their own statistics, so that it was obvious to them
that they were part of the problem. The following month, incomplete order messages were down to 259 (Imai,
1998).
Project management
Other factors for success lie with technology-proficient project managers. They certainly need to apply the full
spectrum of their skills to the pre-requisites, co-requisites and post-requisites inherent in the project plan, and to
managing the unique risks associated with customer-facing systems.
It is hard to value improvements in customer relationships (Maklan et al, 2005). Trials or pilots followed by
review and consolidation can simulate the effect of CRM/SFA systems versus a “control” situation of no
CRM/SFA. This helps to build confidence in the potential benefits of the system and flushes out problems early
on. Foss et al (2008) suggest a “pay as you go” approach to CRM implementation – starting small and
reinvesting the return so that early gains drive the expansion of the system. Clear objectives and their translation
into beneficial outcomes is at the core of good CRM governance. Tracking of cause and effect is good practice.
Companies that develop a causal model achieve about 5% better return on equity (Ittner and Larcker, 2003).
There are many risks associated with a CRM/SFA implementation. Poor implementation will harm the customer
view of the firm and damage its reputation. The application of CRM technologies has in the past been associated
with the risk of making the customer experience worse. (Rigby et al, 2002). It is vitally necessary to check that
the customer experience is central to CRM/SFA design (Collins and Thompson, 2007). Operational problems are
possible and will cause loss of business. The company’s internal social system is also at risk. Speir and
Venkatesh (2001) suggest that SFA technology causes power redistribution between managers and salespeople.
The idea that SFA leads to increased monitoring often leads to resentment. Issues such as these have to be
frankly explored in culture change events such as consultations.
Information is at risk for supplier and customer, so security is key to design (Kendrick, 2004). Since CRM
projects have been noted for escalating costs, financial risk also has to be managed. Many companies now adopt
fixed price contracts when employing vendors and service providers. Within that, good change management
procedures are essential in order to maintain an equitable financial relationship with contractors. Senior
managers should make sure the budget is flexible and accommodates post-implementation reviews.
Extending the BDN
The requirements of a concept model are that it should be easily understood, encompass relevant factors and
their relationships and organise thinking, but without unnecessarily constraining different kinds of approaches
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(Bytheway, 1992). The BDN already has a track record of achievement, and it is proposed that this can be built
on by adapting the customer-centric measurement approach of Shaw (1998) and adding a “facilitation
framework” step to accommodate the need for focus on employee buy-in.
In the past, companies may have installed IT tools and measure whether or not a business objective is achieved
as a result, e.g. install real-time order management and we will get more sales. Taking into account John Ward’s
well-proven benefits dependency model and Bob Shaw’s model of marketing measurement, companies could
track the progress of CRM/SFA by measuring progress towards business objectives through project plans and
metrics encompassing the application of the tool, the facilitation framework which leads on to salespeople using
the tool effectively, changes in customer motivation as a result and changes in customer behaviour leading to
improved sales productivity (see Fig 4).
Before a supplier can get to changing its input to customers as a result of implementing new IT tools, it is
necessary to gain user commitment to the tools so that the input can be achieved. And then, the customer has to
notice how the tools are changing the supplier’s “input” to them. Perhaps the new system means that the
salesperson gives them better information and speedily. If this affects the customer’s motivation, e.g. they
perceive that the supplier is more efficient, then they may change their behaviour, e.g. by giving that supplier
“preferred” status so that more orders will be placed leading to the supplier increasing its revenue.

Fig 4 Benefits dependency in CRM/SFA
This is a small and scaled down example of a full project map. Companies may wish to focus the detail of their
network models on other business objectives than those shown in this example. The critical point is that, given
research to date on the implementation of CRM/SFA in B2B companies, extensive mapping of cause and effect
using all six steps appears to be necessary to manage the change successfully.
Conclusion
Successful implementation of CRM/SFA is not about great technology or great project management, although
both are helpful. In order to deliver shareholder value, the system must deliver some benefits to customers that
affect their buying behaviour, and before that can be achieved, employees must be enthusiastic adopters of the
system and its benefits to them. Sales staff have to learn how to operate differently, and make use of technology
to deliver better value to customers, alongside accepting that some customers may prefer technology-only
channels for some interactions. Success appears to require both “soft” (e.g. consultation) and “hard” (e.g.
incentives) management techniques. The mapping and planning of progress from any given start (or re-start)
point to achieving business objectives is complex and requires significant discussion and thought. The six link
adaptation of the Benefits Dependency Model specifically for CRM/SFA suggested here is based on knowledge
of best practice to date. A second phase of research is planned with additional business sponsors to test its value.
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