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Abstract 
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Department: Accounting Type of Work: Master of Science Thesis  

Author: Laura Koivula Date: 15.01.2006 

Title of Thesis: SALES FORCE AUTOMATION SYSTEMS - CRITICAL SUCCESS 

FACTORS IN IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATION 

Sales Force Automation (SFA) technology has developed rapidly and the SFA market 

is growing continuously. SFA tool is often an integral part of an Enterprise Resources 

Planning (ERP) system. Many studies have been conducted on the success and failure 

factors of SFA and ERP implementations. Most of them are on ERP and therefore I 

wanted to study which success factors from both ERP and SFA studies are the most 

critical with SFA implementation projects.  

 

The study was made with a telecommunications company, which experienced 

problems with a SFA tool Siebel. The SFA tool has not increased efficiency, and the 

sales have constant complains about it. From the results I could draw conclusions on 

which success factors were neglected in the implementation process and which were 

considered.  

  

This paper first will give theoretical background about ERP and SFA, and thereafter 

introduces the problem at the Case Company and some previous studies. The empirical 

study introduces the method of the research and analyses the results. Finally, I will 

draw conclusions to find the success factors and give recommendations for further 

studies. The most critical success factors in SFA implementation appeared to be: user 

involvement, process changes, process re-engineering, management support, training, 

and system support. They are not only Case Company specific - they can be applied to 

other companies as well. This case study and previous research showed that the theory 

and reality can be fairly far away from each other.  

Key Words: Sales Force Automation, Enterprise Resources Planning, Critical Success   

and Failure Factors, Siebel, Sales Order Process 
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1. Introduction 

 
In this chapter I will give an introduction to the research background, summarise the 

research objective and present the structure of the Thesis. 

 

1.1 Research Background 

 

For over a decade Sales Force Automation (SFA) market has been growing exponentially. 

Most sales organisations have implemented some kind of SFA system or many different 

SFA systems. New SFA system and software providers enter the market continuously and 

the revenue was estimated to be USD 27.8 billion in 2005 (CRM news, 2001 cited in Bush 

et. al., 2005).  

 

Studies on SFA implementation indicate that 55-75% of the projects fail (Honeycutt et. al., 

2005). It means that the SFA tool does not reach the goals, which have been set for the tool 

before the implementation. The overall goal of the system is to make the work of the sales 

do more efficient (Engle and Barnes, 2000), but there have been studies where results 

indicate that the system actually increased sales representatives’ workload (Gohmann et. 

al., 2005). Researchers have identified common factors that affect on the outcome of the 

SFA implementation. If these factors are well defined and considered before the system 

implementation, there might be better change to succeed. 

 

I have been able to closely follow a SFA system Siebel implementation at Case Company’s 

Global Accounts (GAM) department. The implementation was done during May-July 2004. 

Other sales departments at Case Company had already implemented the system. The 

reluctance against the new system was great from the beginning. Today the system itself is 

not perceived to be the greatest problem. The greatest problem is considered to be the 

processes build into the system. The processes are very time-consuming and for example 

getting an order through in the system can take a long time. Sales use the system for 
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creating activities, placing orders and maintaining customer contact and site information. 

The processes that are built into the system are very rigid and detailed; one cannot skip 

anything that is defined in the process. Processes are also long and time consuming, which 

makes them difficult to follow. Based on this experience I want to study the subject matter 

and the problem at Case Company in detail.  

 

1.2 Research Objective 

 
The research objective is to critically observe Critical Success Factors (CSF) in SFA 

implementations and then empirically test them with a Case Company. I will do a case 

study to test the CSFs and see which ones are the most important and which the least. I will 

do it in a company, which has implemented a SFA system lately. I want to see how the 

Case Company and the success and failure factors align. The case will also be an example 

of the possible differences between theory and reality. At the end, I will give 

recommendations based on the previous research and findings from the Case Company.  

 

1.3 Structure 

 
The first chapter is an introduction to this research. The second chapter will give and 

introduction to the subject SFA, which includes definition, purpose of SFA, and the value 

of the market. The third chapter is a literature review of SFA, where I will summarize 

relevant findings on Technology Acceptance, Enterprise Resources Planning and SFA and 

other related research. This chapter will also introduce the research problem and research 

methodology. The fourth chapter will give a short introduction to the company being 

studied, Case Company, and describes the sales order process with Siebel. I will also 

summarize the problems with the order process. Fifth chapter will go into the case 

development and the questionnaire creation. The sixth chapter goes through and analyses 

the empirical results from the study. Chapter seven will draw the conclusions and give 

recommendations for further research.  
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2. Sales Force Automation (SFA) 

 
This chapter will introduce the term SFA. The definition of SFA will be gathered from 

previous research. I will also give an introduction of the value of the SFA market. 

 

2.1 Definition of SFA 

 

Sales Force Automation (SFA) is a technique where computer hardware, software, and 

telecommunications devices are used to automate the sales force’s everyday selling and/or 

administrative activities in order to make sales representatives’ work more efficient 

(Morgan and Inks, 2001). The most common functions that a SFA provides are: contact 

management, order processing, information sharing, inventory monitoring and control, 

order tracking, customer management, sales forecast analysis and employee performance 

evaluation. These tools can be integrated into company-wide data management systems, 

which cover sales, marketing, and customer services (Morgan and Inks, 2001). Other tasks 

where SFA can be applied to are scheduling, mapping out sales routes, prospecting, making 

presentations, documenting buyer objections, retrieving product information, and 

configuring product specifications. (Honeycutt et. al., 2005).  

 

SFA-technology may contain applications such as: (1) contact and account management 

(for example call history, information of services), (2) time management, (3) prospecting 

(e.g. lead tracking), (4) price & product configuration, (5) sales (also called funnel) 

analysis, (6) order management (e.g. order entry and status). (Schillewaer et. al., 2005). 

These are only some of the examples where SFA is being used. The technology and 

software develop continuously, which bring new functions to the applications.  

 

SFA systems vary considerably in different industries and companies. The main idea of the 

SFA system is still the same; the system integrates its different activities and applications to 
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support the system’s goal: improvement of the gathering, unifying, analyzing, and 

distributing of information to enhance productivity of the sales force, while improving 

customer relationships (Morgan and Inks, 2001). 

 

SFA and CRM have equivalent meaning in the sales literature. One definition concludes 

that CRM is a business strategy that consists of technologies and processes that improve 

customer relationships, and SFA deals only with the technological tools. (Avlonitis & 

Panagopoulus, 2005). In this paper I will use the word SFA, which includes also CRM 

systems. 

 

There are other definitions for SFA, depending what perspective one takes. SFA has been 

defined as “converting manual sales activities to electronic processes through the use of 

various combinations of hardware and software” (Erffmeyer and Johnson, 2001 cited in 

Widmier et. al., 2002). This definition is maybe too broad. It can include anything from 

using email to implementation of a SFA system with new processes and strategies. 

 

SFA system can also be an integral part of an Enterprise Recourse Planning (ERP) system, 

a wider solution that combines different systems in a company. There are a wide variety of 

ERP solution providers that sell packages that can provide different functions for the whole 

business. Customers can buy the solution and then configure their processes and software 

to meet the company’s requirements (Krumbholz & Maiden, 2001). For example SAP 

provides solutions where the SFA tool is part of the “mySAP CRM” package. Other 

departments in the company can find solutions to their functions, for example Finance, HR, 

Supply Chain management. (http://www.sap.com/). Today most of the big ERP providers 

have some kind of solution to sales, although only few years ago it might have been 

difficult to find one.  
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2.2 Goal of the SFA system 

 

The main goal of SFA is to improve efficiency (Gohmann et al., 2005). The idea is that 

sales can spend less time on administrative tasks and use the time with customers and thus 

increase sales. The other benefits that SFA system claims to bring are increased productive 

-and quality selling time, improved contact management capabilities, and the ability to 

deliver better value to the customers through information sharing across sales, marketing, 

and customer service employees (Morgan and Inks, 2001; Engle and Barnes, 2000). The 

benefits sound very tempting to sales, especially to those who try to avoid paper and 

administrative work and reporting. SFA system should automate sales tasks. Therefore 

even the preparation for sales activities such as proposals or order forms should take less 

time with a SFA system.  

 

SFA system provides faster access to timely information (Ko and Alan, 2004). Information 

needs to be input only once to the system, which saves time. If something needs to be 

changed in the data, it should be adequate to make the change in one place and then the 

change is applied everywhere. This ensures that everyone can access real-time information. 

For example billing address change is made in the SFA system for a certain account and the 

billing system retrieves information from SFA system, which ensures that invoices are 

being sent to the new address.  

 

A study by Ko and Alan (2004) makes a remark that the SFA system itself cannot add 

value; they provide value when SFA system usage changes sales forces’ behaviour. Value 

to sales force arises when use of the knowledge in the SFA system enables them to do their 

work more efficiently, more effectively, or more satisfyingly (Ko and Alan, 2004). 

Therefore it is important that sales clearly understand the goal of the system and how it can 

be reached. When sales are well informed of the system and its functionalities, it is more 

likely that they see the system as a positive thing. A positive perception can influence sales 

representatives’ behaviour towards using the system and adopting the new processes, which 

are implemented with the system. 
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One major goal with SFA system implementation is to apply process changes to the sales 

procedures (Bush et. al., 2005). As an example how it could be done in a company; the 

processes are first designed internally. Then they are reviewed how they fit with the SFA 

system. Then modifications are made to the process, and finally they are implemented into 

the system. Process changes might be minor, but usually they require in depth analysis and 

planning.  

 

The CRM functions of an SFA system can be very valuable to sales. CRM tools can reduce 

the amount of time spent searching for potential sales prospects. It can also allow the sales 

persons to access information on the prospects. It can increase the sales person's ability to 

tailor the sales presentation to the individual needs of each client when there is detailed 

information available on each client and prospect (Gohmann et al., 2005). Therefore a 

CRM tool is usually a major part of the SFA system. 

 

As mentioned earlier, an important goal of SFA is to minimize the time and effort sales 

spend on daily administrative routines by redirecting less productive time and effort toward 

the salesperson’s main priority; selling. But interestingly, there is some evidence that SFA 

systems actually increase selling time (Gilbert, 2004). New technology can become as 

additional work instead of better efficiency (Honeycutt et. al., 2005). Sales are signed with 

new tasks. For example other departments in a company used to do certain reports earlier 

and after the system has been implemented they fall under sales representatives’ 

responsibility. If there was not any clear process before the SFA implementation, the 

system will surely create more work for the sales with the new built-in processes. In this 

kind of situation it can be fairly difficult to motivate the sales force to use the new system. 

 

2.3 Monetary value of SFA market 

 

The estimated value of SFA systems market varies.  It was estimated in 2001 that CRM 

sales would grow from USD 13.5 billion in 2001 to about USD 27.8 billion in 2005. This 
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amount includes CRM segments of SFA, customer service automation, and partner 

relationship management. (CRM news, 2001 cited in Bush et. al., 2005). While other 

researches claimed that the SFA system cost can be up to USD 18,000 per salesperson 

(Nucleus Research 02, cited in Ahearne et. al, 2005). Another study said that the cost per 

salesperson is USD 5000 to USD 15000 a year. (Honeycutt et. al., 2005). If only CRM 

technology is included, it has been estimated that investments on CRM technology is about 

USD 17 billion a year. And if the whole business in considered, including the services such 

as consulting and outsourcing customer service, the market is estimated to be over USD 

100 billion.  (Schneider 2003, cited in Zablah et. Al,. 2004). Even the SFA software market 

was predicted to be USD 4.04 billion in 2004 (Rangarajan et. al., 2005).  

 

It is difficult to estimate the whole value of the market as there are so many smaller SFA 

providers in the market. It is difficult to outline which systems fall under the SFA definition 

and which do not. We can only assume that these estimates above are close to the reality. 

The estimates show that the market size is large and that it is continuously growing. 

Businesses understand the importance of a sales automation tool and are ready to invest 

large amounts of money into them. The services provided around the SFA systems are 

growing rapidly. Consulting can be very expensive as well as outsourcing the SFA support 

functions. The cost of consulting and outsourcing can be difficult to estimate in advance 

and therefore can bring along big surprises for the company deploying a SFA system. On 

the other hand the advantages that consulting can give can be almost priceless, if employees 

do not have any insight to the project. 

 

 

 

3. Previous Research 

 

In this chapter I will go through previous research on Technology Acceptance, ERP and 

SFA. I will first go through these topics individually and then see if there are some 
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common factors and summarise them. These common factors will be the basis for my 

research. I will test them with a case study. At the end I will introduce the methodology for 

my research and develop a questionnaire for the case study. The papers have been found 

from the HANKEN library databases.  

   

3.1 Technology Acceptance 

 
A widely studied research topic is technology acceptance, which considers how technology 

is perceived. There are various factors that influence acceptance of technology ranging 

from company culture to individual factors. Different theories have been developed, which 

measure and model the acceptance. Also various frameworks have been tested to study the 

research area of technology acceptance. In the following I will go through some research 

under these topics. 

 

3.1.1 TAM & TRA 

 

Theory of Reasoned Actions (TRA) and an extension of TRA; Technology Acceptance 

Model (TAM) have been used to test SFA, although not very widely (i.e. Bush et. al., 2005; 

Jones et. al., 2002; Schillewaer et. al., 2005). TRA and TAM can be used to predict and 

estimate person’s intentions, but they do not adequately predict actual technology use or 

behaviour when using technology (Jones et. al., 2002). Nevertheless TAM is widely used to 

test technology acceptance, although it does not measure the extent of usage. TAM defines 

that behaviour is determined by intentions towards using the system and intention is 

determined by two related values: perceived ease-of-use and perceived usefulness 

(Avlonitis and Panagopoulus, 2005). Perceived ease-of-use is for example the degree of 

effort needed for using the system. Perceived usefulness means the extent that a user 

believes that the system will enhance his performance. And both of them together directly 

determine the adoption of the system. TRA is widely used in social psychology and 

therefore gives a new perspective to the subject matter (Bush et. al., 2005).   
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These two theories are used in testing the adoption of technology and through it researchers 

try to find reasons why system implementations fail. The theories can give a good way to 

explain SFA system usage and acceptance. TAM and TRA have been used widely with 

different kind of technology adoption, not only with SFA systems. 

 

3.1.2 Acceptance Frameworks 

 

Another way approaching technology acceptance is by identifying critical success factors 

when examining user acceptance of technology. Speier and Venkatesh (2002), proposed a 

framework, which includes the following factors that have an effect on technology 

acceptance: individual characteristics, role perceptions, organisational characteristics, 

individual perceptions of technology, person-technology fit, experience with technology, 

and professional state. Speir and Venkatesh tested their framework and showed that 

individual characteristics, like age and gender, influence strongly on the technology 

acceptance. Also if the user is experienced with technology, it will have positive effect on 

the technology acceptance. Role perceptions do not have strong influence, except if user’s 

role is unclear. Organisational characteristics, for example management support, were 

tested to have partial effect on technology acceptance. Individual perceptions of technology 

were tested to have partial effect, which is in line with the user experience with technology.  

Person - technology fit was found to have a strong influence on the users. As if user felt 

that the technology did not correspond to his skills, especially if user found it too difficult 

to use, there was a great risk that the user might leave the company or at least there was a 

lot of absenteeism. On the other hand if user was satisfied with the technology, it did have a 

positive effect on sales.  

 

The researchers showed that sales people are usually more committed to their profession 

than to the organisation and if the technology is perceived as destroying their competence it 

will have a negative influence on the user (Speier and Venkatesh, 2002). This finding 
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shows that it is important that the sales person is aware of the advantages the new 

technology can bring. Then the sales person more likely perceives the system to be 

beneficial and sales would use it.  

 

The last finding was that users are more positive of the new technology in the beginning of 

the implementation, but will become more negative later on. The surprising findings from 

this research were that in the companies, that were studied, sales usage of SFA technology 

decreased, employee turnover and absenteeism increased, and the system actually did not 

increase the sales over time. (Speier and Venkatesh, 2002). 

 

This study is an example of an unsuccessful implementation of a SFA system and shows 

that behavioural and individual factors have a strong influence on the acceptance. The study 

did not describe how the implementation was designed and done, nor the user training or 

management support in the tested companies. But the study does point out that these 

behavioural factors need to be carefully considered from the start of the design to the 

implementation and the time after.   

 

Based on the research by Speier and Venkatesh 2002, Avlonitis and Panagopaulos, 2005 

the authors extended and modified the framework. They compress the framework so that 

three factors; social, organisational and individual factors influence perceived ease-of-use 

and perceived usefulness (TAM). CRM user satisfaction consists of these factors and 

influence on CRM acceptance and the results can be seen as the sales performance.  The 

findings from this study follow closely the earlier study by Speir and Venkatesh 2002. 

Avlonitis and Panagopaulos 2005, concentrate more on the consequences and what 

companies need to do in order to avoid negative results. For example they recommend that 

sales organisations have to focus on the development of accurate expectations about system 

usage and benefits, so that CRM users have a clear picture of what management expects 

from a system implementation. There is one notable difference in the findings. The 

researchers conclude that user satisfaction with the CRM system and training are not 

significantly associated with CRM acceptance. This is contrary to the previous studies. 
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Also the finding that acceptance of CRM technology does not lead to performance 

improvements is contrary to the common beliefs.  

 

These two studies show that various different factors influence the acceptance of 

technology. Some of the findings are surprising, which indicate how complex the subject is 

and how different factors have different influence on the outcome. 

 

3.2 Previous Research on ERP 

 

SFA tools are often an integrated part of ERP systems. Therefore I will next give a short 

insight to the studies that have been done on ERP implementations. This review will give a 

short insight to the ERP research and does not include many research papers. In this 

research I will more concentrate on the SFA research. 

 

3.2.1 ERP Success and Failure Factors 
 

There are a lot of research papers on the success and failure factors of ERP 

implementations. There should be common factors between the SFA and ERP success and 

failure factors. I will first analyse the ERP factors and in the coming chapters analyse the 

SFA factors. 

 

A paper by Nelson and Somers (2001) seems to be often cited with ERP research. The 

name is “The Impact of Critical Success Factors across the Stages of Enterprise Resource 

Planning Implementations”. The authors gathered critical success factors from previous 

studies. Then they sent questionnaires to different organisations, which had implemented an 

ERP system recently or were doing it at that moment. 86 organisations responded and the 

authors ranked the results. The results can be seen on table 1 
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Table 1 

Critical Success Factor 

1. Top management support 

2. Project team competence 

3. Interdepartmental cooperation 

4. Clear goals and objectives 

5. Project management 

6. Interdepartmental communication 

7. Management of expectations 

8. Project champion 

9. Vendor Support 

10. Careful package selection 

11. Data analysis & conversion 

12. Dedicated resources 

13. Use of steering committee 

14. User Training on SW 

15. Education on new business processes 

16. Business process re-engineering 

17. Minimal customization 

18. Architecture choices 

19. Change management 

20. Partnership with vendor 

21. Use of vendor’s tools 

22. Use of consultants 

 

There is not much difference in the ranking. Especially the first ten are close to each other, 

which can be considered the most important factors. The researchers pointed out that the 

responses differed depending of the stages of IT implementation. For example, 

“architecture choices” is number one priority in the initiation state, but number 18 in the 

overall importance ranking. 

 

Another paper by Uble, Haft (2003), is a summary of past studies on ERP implementations 

and the critical success factors. The authors summarised eight common factors from 

various earlier studies. Some of them are same as with SFA, but there are a lot of other 

factors that the SFA research has not included. These research paper findings are consistent 

with the ones in Identifying critical issues in enterprise resource planning implementation 

by Ethie and Madsen (2005). The authors identified project management, top management 
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support, process re-engineering, feasibility / evaluation of ERP project, Human resource 

development, Consulting services and cost / budget as most important factors in an ERP 

implementation project. These factors were tested to be most important in the ERP project 

in order it to be successful.  

 

The first success factor by Uble, Haft is: “Clear understanding of strategic goals”. Before 

the implementation a company should clearly define and communicate the goals with the 

ERP implementation. Users should be informed well about the system and why it is being 

implemented.  

 

The next factor that the researchers mention is: “Commitment by top management”. Most 

of the previous studies identified the importance of management support. The authors 

recommended that there should be an executive planning committee, which concentrates on 

the implementation project. Also the importance of a project champion is emphasised.  

 

“Excellent project management” is the third success factor that the authors gathered from 

previous studies. The authors mention the following functions to be necessary in project 

management: clear description of objectives, development of work and resource plan, 

careful tracking of project progress and a schedule for the project plan.  

 

The next success factor is: “Organisational change management”. The authors stress the 

importance of business process re-engineering and developing new processes with the ERP 

implementation. These processes should be carefully planned so that they support the 

organisation’s goals. Authors also point out that the ERP system will change the way the 

organisations operate. If the change is not well managed, there is a great risk that the 

implementation will not be successful.   

 

“A great implementation team” is a defined as separate success factor, although it is very 

close to the other success factors. The authors emphasise that the implementation team 
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should be very skilled and have authority to make decisions. The management team should 

be in close contact with them and together plan the whole implementation.  

 

“Data accuracy” is an ERP success factor that should be strongly emphasised. The authors 

consider that it is vital that users understand on the importance of data accuracy and correct 

data entry procedures.  

 

“Extensive education and training” is a critical success factor that is mentioned very often. 

If users do not get enough training they will create their own processes and might use only 

those parts of the system that they are able to use and revise.   The authors estimated that 

10-15 % of the ERP implementation budget should go into training and this could give an 

80% chance of succeeding in the implementation.  

 

Another success factor is “Focused performance measures”. If the implementation is not 

dependent on the compensation, it is less likely that the organisation will strive for its 

success. The authors reminded that the new system might first show as decline in the 

productivity as it will take a while the users to get used to the system. This should be 

communicated to the users in advance and considered in the compensation plan.  

 

The last success factor, which the authors summarise from previous research papers, is: 

“Multi-site issues”. The more there are sites, the more difficult the implementation can be. 

Issues such as degree of site autonomy, degree of central control, cultural differences, and 

cut-over strategy should be well planned before the implementation.  

 

3.2.2 Conclusions from ERP Success and Failure Factors 
 
The results are fairly the same when comparing the different results from the research. 

Nelson and Somers (2001) listed all the factors that are important in ERP implementation, 

but did not list all important aspects. For example, “performance measures” success factor 

is not listed in the ranking, but one can interpret that it might be part of the other factors 
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like ‘Clear goals and objectives’.  The study by Nelson and Somers (2001) is so exhaustive 

that I decided to use those success factors as a basis for further research.  

 

3.3 Previous research on SFA 

 

There are a lot of studies on SFA implementations and especially on the success and failure 

factors. In the following paragraphs I will summarise some of the most important studies, 

which I will also refer in the future chapters. I will only give background of the papers as 

the results will be analysed afterwards.  

 

Researchers Bush, Moore and Rocco (2005) completed a study in order to understand SFA 

implementation failures more widely. The paper is called “Understanding sales force 

automation outcomes: A managerial perspective”. Researchers claimed that most of the 

previous studies on SFA implementations were done only through the technology 

acceptance theory and did not consider broader implications. The researchers interviewed 

managers who were responsible of the SFA implementation in three global companies. The 

researchers analysed the results and developed a model, which companies can use with 

SFA implementations. Objective of the model is to help to ease adoption of the system in 

sales force and it should also help to reduce SFA implementation failures.   

 

“Moving beyond the direct effect of SFA adoption on salesperson performance: training 

and support as key moderating factors” by Ahearne, Jelinek and Rapp (2005). This is a 

research paper where the authors study what kind of implications training and support has 

on SFA usage and sales force performance. A survey was sent to 138 sales representatives 

in a US based company. This division sold consumer packaged goods. Total of 108 

answers were received. The questions were formed around four hypotheses: SFA usage, 

user training, user support, and salesperson performance. Researchers used regression 

analysis to interpret the results. Researchers recommend managers to consider the findings 

from the study in depth before implementing a SFA system in other companies. 
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Researchers Gohmann, Guan, Barker and Faulds have done a research paper on 

“Perceptions of sales force automation: Differences between sales force and management”, 

(2005).  In this paper differences between management and sales perception in SFA 

adoption were studied in USA Army’s recruiting force. The authors first interviewed the 

sales representatives and sales management and then formed a questionnaire based on these 

interviews. The questionnaire was based on three hypotheses. The hypotheses concentrated 

on sales versus management perceptions of the SFA tool. Questionnaire was sent to 5031 

sales persons and 475 managers. From sales 2782 answers were qualified and from 

management 237. The authors recommend organisations to consider the findings from this 

study prior to their SFA implementation in order to avoid the same problems.  

 

One of the most often referred study is “The hidden minefields in the adoption of sales 

force automation technologies”, (2002) by Speier, Cheri and Venkatesh, Viswanath.  The 

authors developed a framework on Identity Theory in order to get a perception of 

technology rejection in sales force and the factors that influence it. The authors sent a 

survey to 454 salespeople in two companies where a SFA system had been implemented 

and then rejected. The other company was a telecommunications firm and the other a real 

estate firm. The surveys were done over six month in both of the companies. There were 

two parts in the study. The first part concentrated on perceptual data, where first survey was 

completed immediately after the training and the second one three months after the 

implementation.  The second part concentrated on objective data, which was collected 

during the six months. The survey measured such things as system usage, sales 

performance, absenteeism, voluntary turnover etc. The authors recommended companies to 

use identity theory as a tool to study SFA implementations. Also the findings from this 

study should be considered well before a company implements SFA tools. 

 

Avlonitis and Panagopaulos have written a research paper; “Antecedents and consequences 

of CRM technology acceptance in the sales force” (2005). The authors developed a 

conceptual model based on past research, which was combined from Technology 

Acceptance Model (TAM) and a model on IS success factors. Authors tested it on sales 
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representatives in five pharmaceutical companies, which all used the same CRM system. A 

questionnaire was sent to 379 sales persons who use the system, from which 240 replied. 

The questionnaire concentrated on topics such as: supervisor, competition and peer 

influence, training, computer experience, personal innovativeness, perceived ease-of-use 

and usefulness, CRM acceptance and user satisfaction and salesperson performance. The 

researchers recommended companies to consider the guidelines from this study on CRM 

system implementations in order to succeed with the implementation.  

 

Buehrer, Senecal and Bolman-Pullins have completed a study on “Sales force technology 

usage—reasons, barriers, and support: An exploratory investigation”, (2004). The authors 

did a research on the post implementation factors that affect the sales force. The researchers 

aimed to find answers to questions such as why sales use SFA systems, barriers to SFA 

usage and how management can influence SFA usage. First the authors interviewed sales 

managers and sales representatives. Based on the results from the interviews authors 

developed an open-ended survey, which was sent to 130 salespeople in three different 

companies. Authors recommended companies to study the findings from this study, so that 

the SFA system implementation would be more successful.  

 

A research paper on “Impact of sales force automation on technology-related stress, effort, 

and technology usage among salespeople”, which was done by Rangarajan, Jones and Chin 

(2004), examined factors that affect sales SFA technology usage. The authors constructed a 

model, which “examines the consequences of task complexity on role perceptions and 

technology usage”. The other goal of the study was to understand the negative consequence 

of SFA technology on the user. A survey was done to 240 salespeople in one company, 

from which 150 responded. The questions concerned task complexity, role ambiguity, role 

conflict, effort, perceived usefulness and infusion. The authors hoped that the study helps to 

address the technology underutilisation problem by revealing the “underlying psychological 

aspects of technology use by sales force”. 
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These papers are quite similar to each other and they all recommend using the findings 

from the studies on SFA implementation projects. All the authors believed that the findings 

could be very useful in the implementation projects. In the following chapters I will go 

through and summarise the findings from these papers and some other papers. 

 

3.4 Overview of the Findings 

 

A lot of the Sales Force Automation research concentrates on implementation failures. 

Some studies claimed that even 55-80% of implementation projects fail (Bush et. al., 2005) 

and (Gohmann et al., 2005 ref. Schafer, 1997). The studies done on implementation failures 

showed that the reasons behind the failures were derived from same type of problems. The 

researchers came up with same kind of recommendations in order to avoid the 

implementation failures. These recommendations included among other things: the SFA 

system should be simple to use, management should communicate clearly what to expect 

from the system and support the goal, sales should take part in the design and 

implementation, adequate training and support should be available continuously. Also 

incentives should be considered in order to get full involvement from the sales. (Avlonitis 

and Panagopoulus, 2005). In the following paragraphs I will summarise the findings from 

the studies on implementation failures. I will also summarise some findings on Technology 

Acceptance and the theories behind it. 

 

3.5 SFA Implementation Success and Failure Factors 

 
In chapter 3.2 I gathered some ERP implementation success factors. I concluded that the 

study by Nelson and Somers (2001) included all the most important success factors. There 

were 22 of them all together.  A lot of the SFA research concentrates on SFA 

implementation success and failure factors. In this chapter I will go through the findings 

and see what the similarities are. These findings can be valuable when doing a SFA 

implementation and when estimating if a SFA implementation has been successful or not.  
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3.5.1 User involvement 

 

When companies start to plan for a SFA system acquisition, sales representatives should be 

involved from the beginning (Avlonitis and Panagopoulus, 2005; Gohmann et. al., 2005; 

Morgan and Inks, 2001). It is very likely that SFA implementation will not be a success if 

the main user group is not included in the system design. It is not always an easy task nor 

inexpensive to include sales in the process. Project budget is usually fairly limited so 

companies have to carefully consider what and who to include to it. Including sales in the 

design process might need longer time frame for the project. This time delay can increase 

project costs. But building a system that will have greater sales acceptance should be 

something that management is looking for. Involving sales in the project should result in 

better acceptance of the system. 

 

In large multinational companies it is impossible to involve sales in system design from 

every country. Usually headquarters make the decisions of system design, but international 

design groups should be considered. This could be arranged for example by virtual teams in 

different countries or by using smaller design groups in every country and the design lead 

would be in one place. Cultural differences should also be considered in system design. For 

example, it should be considered if the system could be exactly the same in USA and 

Mexico, because the cultures in those two countries differ to a great extent.  

 

How far should sales persons’ involvement then go? There are studies, which claim that the 

design and implementation programs should go so far that even sales representatives’ 

tendencies and manners towards the system should be studied (Schillewaer et. al., 2005).  

Thus, in depth behavioural studies should be completed. Depending of the SFA tool and 

how complex it is sales need to be involved in the design process. If the tool considerably 

changes the way of working, in depth studies on the sales force need to be done. Sales have 

to have authority to impact to the outcome. System design is not a simple task and usually 
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system functionality can be seen only after the implementation.  Therefore the design has to 

be done so that it can be modified afterwards and possibly it should include different 

options on the design.  

 

If a user is satisfied with the system it is more likely that they will use it. The best way to 

encourage sales to use the system is involve them in the process design as much as 

possible. 

 

3.5.2 Process Changes 

 
Sales processes are usually modified when they are integrated into a SFA system 

(Rangarajan et. al., 2005; Zablah et. al. 2004). SFA systems often have built-in processes 

and therefore the current processes need to be modified and tailored to be system 

compatible. These processes and procedures are a vital part of a SFA tool; they give the 

structure to a SFA system. The need for a SFA system often arises from bad processes and 

companies realise that SFA systems are the most convenient way to implement process 

changes or totally new ones. This is also called business process re-engineering. For 

example, when a company realizes that their current processes are not adequate, the 

company decides to implement a SFA system, which includes well-specified processes.  

 

A company which implements new processes has to take into consideration that a process 

change can cause resistance in sales force, as often workers prefer the old way of doing 

things instead of learning new processes (Jones et. al., 2002). Therefore sales need to be 

involved in the process design as well, so that they understand how processes are integrated 

to the SFA tool and what kind of performance improvements they can bring along. 

 

The research papers that I could find did not consider the fact that the process inside the 

SFA system can be badly designed. This could be a reason for the implementation failures.  

The processes are vital part of the system functionality and therefore need careful design.  



 

 

21 

On the other hand it could be considered that the process design should be part of the 

system design, so the other way around. Process design is a research area itself; therefore I 

will not go deeper into the subject in this study. 

   

3.5.3 Management Support 

 
Management support with SFA implementation is vital (Ahearne et. al, 2005; Avlonitis & 

N. Panagopoulus 2005; Buehrer et. al., 2005 Bush et. al., 2005; Gohmann et. al. 2005; 

Rangarajan et. al. 2005). Management must believe in the system usefulness before they 

can consider implementing it among their sales force. They must commit to it and follow 

the process from the design till the follow-up afterwards; for example the problems with 

system usage. When management believes in the system, it is much easier to convince sales 

force to use it. Incentives and rewards should also be considered as a way to motivate the 

users to use the SFA system (Gohmann et. al., 2005). 

 

It is important that management sets accurate expectations to the sales force of the SFA 

system. Expectations should be clearly communicated to sales force and management 

should commit to them. In worst case salespeople might fear that the system will replace 

them. (Speier and Venkatesh, 2002). Management should communicate clearly the 

advantages of the system and how it will improve sales work effectiveness. Disadvantages 

should be communicated as well, so that sales have realistic expectations towards the 

system. Sales should be informed of the possible customer impact the system might have 

and how it might affect customer relationships. It is not always easy to set accurate 

expectations, as some of them will change during the system implementation and usage. It 

should also be communicated an emphasized that the expectations are mostly estimates and 

findings and generalisations from previous implementations.  

 

Management usually profits substantially from the SFA system. They should be able to get 

better reports on sales order value, sales forecasts, and sales force activity, etcetera 
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(Schillewaer et. al., 2005). When data is downloaded directly from the system there is less 

likelihood that there are errors in it, unless they have been inputted wrongly in the first 

place. The SFA systems usually include tools, which aid to build up reports, graphs and 

presentations. This can reduce the managements’ time spent on those activities. Accurate 

reports on forecasting and sales are vital for companies and one of the main goals of a SFA 

system implementation usually is to get better reports. 

 

3.5.4 Training 

 
One of the most important factors of the SFA system implementation is user training 

(Ahearne et. al, 2005; Honeycutt et. al., 2005; Buehrer et. al. 2005; Bush et. al., 2005; 

Gohmann et. al, 2005; Rangarajan et. al. 2005; Schillewaer et. al., 2005; Chris Pullig et. al., 

2002; Morgan and Inks, 2001). It is vital that training will be started well in advance before 

the implementation of the new system. Training will smooth the integration of SFA to the 

daily routines and speed up the adoption of the system. A SFA system implementation does 

bring major changes to the daily routines and processes, therefore the training should 

include the processes and procedures, not just technical training on the system.  

 

Users’ expectations of the training need to be taken into account. Sales might expect that 

the training will be worthwhile by increasing the future sales (Gohmann et. al, 2005). This 

might and might not be the reality, but the goals have to be clearly explained to the sales. 

The SFA tool itself is not a tool to success, there are other factors that need to be 

considered that have a major influence on the success. 

 

Training can be very expensive considering the time users put into learning the system and 

the actual courses. Therefore it is important that the training is well considered and planned 

in advance. Users’ abilities should also be measured so that training would be given in 

different levels. If training is too easy or difficult, it will not reach its goals.  
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If too much time is spent on training, it can also have a negative impact on sales, at least 

temporarily (Ahearne et. al, 2005).  How to then determine the optimal level of training? 

There are various factors that need to be considered. For example how complex the system 

is, how much it will change other procedures, what are the changes in daily routines, how 

familiar the users are with computers and IT, and so on. One study indicated that it can take 

up to 100 hours from a salesperson to master the tool (Honeycutt et. al., 2005). With 

complex systems the training should be thorough, but still it might not be enough to master 

the tool. Follow-up training possibilities should be available frequently, as questions 

usually arise when users start utilising the system and become familiar with it. 

 

As an example, a study by Schillewaert, Ahearne, Frambach and Moenaert (2005), has 

shown that user training does have a direct impact on adoption of the SFA system. They 

studied over 200 salespeople and the results clearly indicated that training improved the 

perceptions of a system's ease of use and usefulness. Training will ensure that salespeople 

are more familiar with using technology in their daily sales practices.   

 

The necessity of training on a new system is self-evident, though 25% of companies do not 

provide any kind of training on the new technologies (Erffmeyer & Johnson, 2001 cited in 

Honeycutt et. al., 2005). E-learning is the training trend today, which allows users to 

complete the training when and where best suits them. E-learning is a good option for those 

people who do not want to sit in class long hours and rather study independently. It can 

reduce time spent on training markedly. Downside of e-learning is that it might be difficult 

to concentrate and stop doing other things at the same time.  

 

3.5.5 System Support 

 
Companies sometimes forget the importance of system support for the users. In the SFA 

literature system support is often referred as the success factor (Ahearne et. al, 2005; 

Avlonitis and Panagopoulus 2005; Schillewaer et. al., 2005; Ko and Alan, 2004; Pullig et. 
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al., 2002). The problem usually is that there are not enough support staff for the end-users. 

Users come up with problems and queries while they use the system. There should be one 

support person for each ten users who use the SFA system (Madden, 1995 cited in 

Honeycutt et. al., 2005). It depends on the complexity of the system what the relation is and 

just after the implementation the need is much greater than after a year. If adequate support 

is given for the SFA system it can have the same impact as training; it impacts positively on 

the technology use (Ahearne et. al, 2005).  

 

It is important for the users that they can get support immediately when they face a 

problem, so that their work will not be disturbed too much. Often the support is bought 

from the system provider company, at least in the beginning of the adoption. It might also 

be included in the deal to get support for a period of time. This can be very convenient for 

certain companies. It ensures support for users and the company does not have to concern 

of peak hour support or training the support staff themselves. If there is no adequate support 

available, it is clear that users might have great resistance to using the system. 

 

3.5.6 Conclusions - SFA Implementation Success and Failure Factors 

 
User involvement, Process Changes, Management Support, Training and System Support 

are the five factors that have been emphasised to be the main drivers for a successful SFA 

implementation. If any one of them is not supported sufficiently, there is a great risk that 

the implementation will not be a success.  

 

As a comparison to the research papers I found Siebel’s recommendations to successful 

implementation. Siebel has defined the steps to be: 

 

1. Establish vision and business objectives 

2. Align the organisation 

3. Develop the implementation strategic plan 
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4. Establish program management 

5. Develop a user-adoption strategy 

6. Phase the implementation 

7. Train users  

8. Measure Progress 

(Planning a successful Siebel Implementation, version 7, April 2003) 

 

Comparing the Siebel recommendations to the findings in the research papers, the steps are 

quite close to each other. The main difference is that Siebel does not mention “support” as a 

step in the process. On the other hand the research papers did not concentrate that much on 

measuring the progress afterwards. Overall the research findings and Siebel 

recommendations align with each other. 

 

3.6 Conclusions from Previous Research 

 
The success factors with ERP and SFA system implementation are very close, which is 

fairly evident as often a SFA tool is part of the ERP system. There are a lot more success 

factors defined for ERP implementations as SFA and ERP literature is much wider than 

SFA literature. This is explained by many facts, like that ERP market is much larger than 

SFA, and ERP implementations are more complex than SFA. 

 

The SFA success factors that I summarised from research papers are: User involvement, 

Process changes, Management support, Training, and System support. They are all 

mentioned in the ERP literature, but maybe with different terms. For example, SFA system 

support is called vendor support in some ERP literature (Nelson and Somers, 2001). The 

research paper by Nelson and Somers (2001), ranked the most important success factors for 

ERP implementation. Those success factors included 22 different factors, which were very 

detailed. They included all the same success factors from SFA literature and lots of others. 
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Based on the findings from previous studies I want to test how the success factors from the 

previous research work in a Case Company, where a SFA system has been implemented. I 

want to test which of the success factors are most important and which least. With the 

results from the Case Company I will give recommendations which are the most important 

ones in a SFA system implementation. 

 

3.7 Research Methodology 

 

The data for the study will be collected by a questionnaire in the Case Company. I will 

email the questionnaire to the Account Managers in EMEA with a cover letter. I will give 

two weeks response time and send a reminder in the middle of the second week. If I have 

not received enough replies by that time, I will give another week to respond. In chapter 

five I will give an introduction how the questionnaire is created. The questionnaire is based 

on some research findings in the Case Company. Therefore I need to give more background 

before I can develop the questionnaire. 

 

 
 

4 The Case Company 

 

In this chapter I will give an introduction to the company that will be studied in the 

empirical research part. I will first introduce the company, the products, and services they 

provide. Then I will introduce the Sales Order Process and the SFA tool Siebel that the 

company uses. I will also describe the problems users have with the Processes. 
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4.1 Company Background 

 

The Case Company is a global telecommunications company, which provides Data, Voice 

Internet Services to more than 150 countries. The Case Company wished that no names 

would be mentioned on this paper therefore I will call the company as “Case Company”.  

 

Currently – October 2005 – the sales operations at Case Company are divided into three 

different lines of business: Retail, Global Accounts (GAM) and Wholesale. In table 1 

below each department is described in detail. 

 

Table 1 

 

The target segment for this study is GAM.  GAM concentrates on around 290 biggest Case 

Company customers, which have global presence. Global Accounts revenue is about 20% 

of the total Case Company revenue.  The sales organisation consists of highly experienced 

account directors and managers. They are qualified to negotiate large and complex deals 

Department Description Revenue % 

Global Accounts 

 

Named list of 290+ existing accounts – high revenue 

opportunity, on all continents, full portfolio 

 

19% 

Retail Enterprise Named list of European MNC, Government & 

National accounts (6000), with highest potential 

 

20% 

Retail Small 

Businesses 

All other Business European prospects spending 

more than $1K MRR 

 

25% 

Wholesale  

 

Resellers, Carriers, Aggregators,  

ISPs; total of 130 accounts 

 

33% 
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with their dedicated accounts. The objective of the GAM channel is to “Address worldwide 

network requirements of world’s largest global business enterprises”. Customer accounts 

are managed on three levels: A, B and C. A- end is usually the country where customer’s 

headquarters are; where the decision makers are. A-ends are managed by designated Global 

Account Directors. B- and C- ends are customer’s second and third most important 

locations and these are managed by Global Account Managers. Each A- and B- end 

accounts have also designated Global Implementation Consultants (GICs), Technical 

Consultants (TC) and Global Service Mangers (GSM). In EMEA (Europe Middle East & 

Africa) there are 65 A- ends. The sales target is global so the account globally is 

responsible for reaching the plan. Figure 1 shows organisational structure for GAM.  

 

 

Figure 1 

 

4.2 Products and services 

 
Case Company offers voice, data and internet services for business customers in EMEA. In 

USA the product portfolio is wider. Voice services include outbound voice services, voice 

VPNs, and inbound numbers with sophisticated call routing functionality and audio-, net- 

Global Sales Support Team

Bid Mgnt. & Business Develop.

Technical Consultants

Global Sales Development

Global Account Manager (GAM)
Americas

Global Sales Support Team

Bid Mgnt. & Business Develop.

Technical Consultants

Global Sales Development

Global Account Manager (GAM)
Asia-Pacific

Global Sales Support Team

Bid Mgnt. & Business Develop.

Technical Consultants

Global Sales Development

Global Account Manager (GAM)
Europe

Global Account Director
(GAD)

Headquarter Location
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and video conferencing services. Other voice services include indirect voice services, Case 

Company Line rental and direct voice.  

 

Data networking services include Frame Relay, ATM, Global Data Link, IP VPN and 

Private IP. Private IP is the fastest growing product range. It is a global MPLS solution, 

which provides a simple, flexible, and private infrastructure. It enables all company’s 

communication to be combined into a single IP connection, which includes voice, data, 

transaction, email, business applications, intranet, and extranet traffic. 

 

Internet Services portfolio consists of Internet Access, Internet Security, Hosting and VPN 

Services. Dial and DSL solutions are at one end of the access continuum and high 

bandwidth solutions at the other. Businesses are more and more using the internet as an 

essential business communication tool. Therefore it is becoming increasingly important to 

ensure that the internet service is secure. Case Company’s security solutions include 

Managed Firewall, Scanning Services and VPN Services.  (Case Company web page) 

 

4.3 Case Company Sales Order Process 

 
In the following chapters I will go through the sales order process in the Case Company. I 

will also give an introduction to the SFA system Siebel, which is used in the sales order 

process as well. 

4.3.1 Siebel 

 

Siebel is a major vendor of SFA software. The special sales tool that Siebel provides is 

called “Siebel Sales”. The Application enables sales organization to share information 

across teams, manage sales pipeline, create quotes and proposals, configure products and 

services to meet customer needs, and provide an exceptional customer experience. 

Siebel Sales delivers tools to help sales managers meet the selling challenges—improve 

pipeline visibility, sales effectiveness, and bottom line results.  
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Siebel web site lists the functions that Siebel Sales provides:  

 

- Opportunity, contact, activity, and account management  

- Territory, pipeline, and lead management  

- Robust quoting, order management, and product configuration  

- Forecasting and real-time insight into sales and employee performance  

 

Siebel Sales is fully integrated with the entire Siebel product family. Other products and 

services that Siebel provides are Marketing Automation, Call Center and Service, Self 

Service & e-Billing, Customer Order Management, Partner Relationship Management, 

Business Analytics, and Hosted CRM. 

http://www.siebel.com/sales-force-automation/software-solutions.shtm 

 

Case Company’s order process is considered fairly time consuming. Different documents 

and tools have to be completed exactly right otherwise the order gets rejected. Sales 

complain about the processes and they claim that filling in papers takes too much of their 

time and that they do not have enough time for the customers any longer, which means that 

their selling time goes to administrative tasks.  

 

4.3.2 Sales Order Process 
 

The Process for completing a sales order for an Internet service is as follows: 

 

1 Local Loop (LL) request from Global Link, response takes about 2-5 days. Price 

valid for 60 days. 

2 When LL price has been received, sales representative has to fill in Pricing template 

in Standard Pricing Tool (SPT). 
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2.1 With larger deals Special Pricing team provides pricing. First part 1 and 2 has to be 

completed. Account Manager has to fill in a Special Pricing Interface (SPI) request 

where pricing from step 1 and 2 are included. It takes minimum five days to get 

pricing from the SPI. 

3 For Private IP service and VPN (Virtual Private Network) and some security 

services an Export Screening Information (ESI) approval is needed before Service 

Order Form (SOF) can be filled. (1 

4 SOF is completed with the pricing and customer information. Prices are filled into 

the SOF and all other information needs to be completed. When SOF is signed a 

Service Information Form (SIF) has to be filled. 

5 Service and billing account has to be created for each new order in Siebel. 

6 A quote is created in Siebel. All documentation is attached to the quote and 

submitted to sales support. 

 

Information on these forms and tools have to match with the entries in Siebel, otherwise 

order will be rejected. The most common reason for rejection is missing information in the 

paperwork. The forms are fairly complex and have technical questions, which can be 

difficult to fill in. Drop-down menus do not consider non-standard orders, so filling SIFs 

and SOFs for them is not possible as there are no options for them.  

 

With larger deals there can be a problem with Local Loop pricing as it becomes old after 60 

days. Usually it takes more then 60 days for a customer to make a decision. Then the price 

requests have to be redone from the beginning. 

 

 

 

 
1) ESI is required for international customers, as an US Exporter Case Company is required to conduct export screening to ensure 

that goods, services or technology is not supplied to a denied party or embargoed country.  In addition, U.S. law controls the export 

of encryption technology therefore Case Company is required to review all exports of encrypted technology to ensure that 

controlled commodities are not exported. 
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While I was finishing this work, I received an email where one new process was introduced 

to the Sales Order Process: “Network and Port Availability Must be Verified During the 

Pre-Sale Process for Internet Dedicated Services in Europe: Per the Internet Dedicated Pre-

Sale Process – New Service for Europe, reps must check network/port availability for 

circuit speeds of E3 (34 Meg) and above, including Ethernet (10 Meg) and Fast Ethernet 

(100 Meg), before an order is signed and processed. Orders that are submitted without a 

completed Capacity Request Form from Network Planning will be rejected, and delivery of 

the service to the customer may be delayed”.  

 

This again means more work to the Account Managers. Radical simplification with the 

order process has not started yet at Case Company, which was one of the company goals 

for 2005. In the next chapter I will go through how the order process is built-in in Siebel. 

 

4.3.3 Order Process and Siebel 

 

The Sales Force Automation system that sales use at Case Company is Siebel. In October 

2005 the version is 7.7. Siebel is fundamentally a comprehensive database of sales-related 

information graphing Case Company's interactions with customers and prospects from 

initial contact through to billing. 

 

The implementation and version upgrades of Siebel did not take place without problems. 

For example the version upgrade from 7.5 to 7.7 in September 2005 lasted about four days 

when the system was not available. Some parts, i.e. eAnalytics were not available for six 

days. The upgrade did not quite go as planned as there were various performance issues 

with the system afterwards. For example contact queries did not work the query jammed 

the database and could not be aborted without the help of Case Company’s Helpdesk. 

Various performance issues were reported and it took fairly long time to the vendor Oracle 

before everything was resolved. This affected Account Managers’ performance, as they 

could not complete their tasks properly.  
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The sales representatives are the primary users of Siebel. Their ability to use the system 

accurately and efficiently is critical to Case Company's ability to communicate effectively 

both internally and externally. 

 

Before Siebel was implemented, sales in EMEA did not use any SFA system for order 

entry process. Orders were submitted by emails and tracking was done through sales 

support persons. Other systems were used for CRM. Global Accounts started to use Siebel, 

version 7 in spring 2004. Case Company defined that the objectives moving to the Siebel 

platform included: 

 

- Ensure consistency and transparency in Siebel usage across sales channels 

- Improve customer data and activity in Siebel. 

- Enable/Improve funnel management 

- Integrate and enhance the GAM interface with Service Delivery. 

- Decrease the number of rejected/lost orders 

 

Siebel is the vehicle for creating, recording and submitting sales activities. All customers 

are listed in Siebel, so sales can easily retrieve information about their customers. 

Management uses Siebel to retrieve different kind of reports. Some of them are sales 

activities, opportunities, new sales, cancellations etc. The main functionalities that sales are 

engaged to do include: 

 

- Opportunity management; opportunities are created to reflect the customer’s high 

level requirement and are used to track the sales dialogue of one or more products. 

- Quotes; a quote is created in Siebel when pricing has been agreed and a SOF has 

been presented to the customer for signature. 

- Orders; once the SOF is signed Global Sales Support will turn the quote into a sales 

order 

- Order Status; once the order is submitted it is possible to check order status against 

key milestones and identify which agency owns the order. 
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- Recording other activities i.e. customer meetings, calls, events. 

(Case Company intra) 

 

Case Company users can access the system from any web browser, which enables remote 

working. Users access the Case Company corporate backbone via an IP VPN, which uses 

IPsec tunnelling for security and performance enhancement across the internet. 

 

“The goal was to implement a single suite of applications around the globe to support the 

entire customer-relationship lifecycle. Any employee, anywhere in the world will have a 

single consistent view of all transactions with the customer. These transactions will be fully 

integrated with Case Company’s management and financial reporting systems. A unified 

sales and marketing process is the corner stone on which Case Company is building its 

functionality.” Sue walker /Case Company international director for coordinating Siebel 

(Case study CRM Application, Case Company- Siebel June 2004) 

 

There was a lot of unwillingness to use Siebel from the beginning. Siebel meant Account 

Managers a lot of additional work, as there was no SFA system in place before Siebel 

implementation. Other parts of the company had used it for a longer time period and GAM 

sales were the last part of the company where it was implemented.  

 

4.3.4 Submitting an order in Siebel 

 

After a sales representative has submitted the quote in Siebel, the order flow is as follows: 

1. Sales Support receives quote in Siebel. They check all details and either reject it and 

send it back to sales or accept it and place an order in the system 

2. Order submitted to Order Entry (OE) 

3. OE picks-up the order, checks it and either accepts or rejects the order 

4. An accepted order is validated and entered into the system. In the next step service 

delivery picks it up. Service delivery can last from couple of weeks to various 
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months, depending of the type of service (i.e. new, upgrade), location; service 

delivery to China takes more time than to Finland. See figure 2 for the process flow 

chart. 

 

 

Figure 2 - Siebel workflow 

 

The described process is fairly simple, but at the same time it can be very time consuming.  

The order can be rejected by sales support, order entry, and service delivery. If order is 

rejected, it is always sent back to sales and the process starts from the beginning.  The 

problem is that each of these steps can take many days. Order Entry process can take up to 

a week. In situations where order is rejected various times, it can take a long time for each 

state to be completed. There are some problems with the order entry personnel. They do not 

seem check the order as a whole before rejecting it. If sales nor sales support does not 

check the whole order again, order entry might reject it again and again, every time it is 
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submitted back to them from sales.  This can extend the order throughput time 

considerably.  

 

 

 

5 Case Method and Data 

 

In this chapter I will go through some previous studies that have an effect to the 

development of the hypothesis, summarise the hypothesis and develop a questionnaire for 

the empirical research.  

 

5.1 Case Development 

 

The hypothesis development will be based on previous research, Global Time study that 

was completed at GAM Case Company in July 2005, and an example of a downgrade order 

completed by an Account Manager at Case Company. 

 

In chapter three I went through some previous research on SFA. None of these research 

papers, which I discussed, considered that the processes built into the SFA system might be 

the problem. The problem was often found in the implementation process and that an 

unsuccessful SFA system implementation resulted as low usage rates with the system. The 

researchers rarely considered that users could be forced to use the system, like at Case 

Company the sales are. At Case Company the only option to process orders is through the 

SFA system. There is no other option to submit them. These two factors; problems with the 

built-in process and forcing user to use the system are important factors in the analysis of 

the Case Company and need closer research. 
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5.1.1 Global Time Study 
 
“Case Company Global Programs & Initiatives” department completed a Global Time 

Study with GAM Sales and Support in July 2005.  The Global results of the study can be 

seen in the figure 3 below. In the Global GAM study the survey was sent to 296 Account 

Managers, from which 196 responded including 66 Account Managers in EMEA.  
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Figure 3 

In EMEA 66 Account Managers responded to the survey. The EMEA results can be seen in 

Figure 4 below. 
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Figure 4 
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This study shows that Account Managers in EMEA Spend about 8 % of their time on 

administrative tasks, 20 % Back office activities, 6 % Finding information, and 9 % using 

OneView. These are all functions that can be regarded as Administrative Work. They total 

all together to 43 %. This is considerably long time.  

In USA sales use OneView sales tool, in EMEA Siebel version 7.7 corresponds to it. 

OneView is the CRM function inside Siebel, which is mainly used in GAM USA. Still the 

results show that 9% of Account Managers’ time goes with OneView. It could be 

interpreted that Account Managers consider the part ‘Using OneView’ as the functions that 

the tool includes: managing accounts, tracking leads, maintaining timely and accurate 

customer account information, and monitoring sales. Or Account Managers could have 

considered it as the time they spend on Siebel. OneView / Siebel can be considered as 

Administrative Work in general.  

 

Comparing the Global and EMEA results some major differences can be pointed out in 

EMEA Account Managers spend:  

- Almost twice as much time on Back-office Activities than Account Managers 

globally (20% versus 11%) 

- Almost twice as much time on OneView / Siebel than Account Managers globally 

(9% versus 5%) 

- Almost 20 % less time on Direct Sales Activities than Account Managers globally 

(28% versus 34%) 

- 35 % less time on Responding to Proposals than Account Managers globally 

 

On average EMEA Account Managers spend more time on administrative work than 

Account Managers globally. Globally Account Managers spend 28% of their time on 

Administrative Work. In EMEA this figure is 43%, which is a 15% difference. If an 

Account Manager works 40 hours a week, they spend over 17 hours on administrative 

work. This is 6 hours more than what Account Managers spend globally, which is almost 

one day per week. The time is taken out from Direct Sales Activities. If Account Managers 

spend less time with customers, they might have worse relationship with them and therefore 
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they do not get as many Requests for Proposals (RFP) as they could. And this might be the 

reason why EMEA Account Managers spend less time on Responding to Proposals than 

Account Managers globally do.  

The authors of the survey “Global Programs & Initiatives” department analysed the results 

and gave recommendations to Global Accounts department. The action plan concerning the 

administrative work recommends: 

– Make other areas more efficient – giving Account Managers more sales time 

– Reduce back-office activities from 11% down to 10%  

– Benchmark: maintain OneView at 5% (2 hours per week) 

o Action plan to sustain:   

– Account Managers are spending too much time on the phone with the Help Desk, 

since they do not have the proper skills  

– Renew emphasis on OneView training 

 The recommendations are not EMEA specific they seem to concentrate on the US results. 

Compared to GAM US, EMEA is fairly small and therefore does not get as much attention. 

In EMEA the action plan should focus more on the direct sales time and administrative 

work.  

 

The results of this study support my opinion that Account Managers spend too much time 

on administrative work. The study does not show where the problems are and which the 

functions that take the most time are. Therefore it is needed to study more in depth which 

part of the administrative work is the bottleneck so that the processes could be improved.  

 

5.1.2 An Example of Time Consumption of an Account Manager 

 
In appendix I, there is an example of a service downgrade order procedure at Case 

Company. Case Company Account Manager “X” identifies each stage on the service 

downgrade procedure and how much time he spends on each step.  Downgrade order means 

that the circuit speed is lowered. In this case it is a short configuration change, completed 
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by an installation engineer. The configuration itself should not take more then few minutes. 

Downgrading a service also means that the monthly revenue for Case Company is lower. 

Order should be completed quickly so that Account Manager would spend minimum time 

on it and that the downgrade order would reach the engineers on time. If the order is not 

competed on time the account team will have to do a credit requests for the period that is 

billed with the old price.  

 

Some significant problems can be recognised from the example. One of the most critical 

one is that applications are down and therefore cannot be accessed. This is crucial for any 

company as users are not able to do their work during the application downtime. In this 

example the downtime is short, as the account manager tries again after a few minutes. The 

sales person might have decided to access the tool next day and then he would have lost 

one extra day because of the downtime.  

 

Another severe problem seems to be with Siebel. The account manager reports that there 

are bugs in the system and it is not working properly. This is a major problem. The problem 

can also be with the user. If the user does not know how to use the tool properly, or has not 

had enough training, the user can be considered as the problem. But in this case we do not 

know if the problem is with the user or with the system itself. It is crucial that Siebel would 

work without problems. The account manager looses a lot of time with the problems in 

Siebel. Some examples of the additional work an account manager has to do are: he might 

have to do the same work many times, he should be checking everything constantly, he 

cannot rely that system saves everything automatically, attachment might not be saved, the 

system might not work logically, and version updates can change working procedures and 

so on. In the example the order is rejected by order entry due to the problems with Siebel. 

Case Company should make every effort to fix the bugs and train users so that time would 

not be wasted on situations like in the example.  

 

Siebel is a fairly new system at Case Company, which means that it does not have all 

historical data saved. In this example the account manager cannot retrieve the old pricing 
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for the service. Also the old paperwork is not saved anywhere, so he has to do all 

paperwork from the beginning. It should also be noted that if the version of the paperwork 

has changed to a newer one, sales have to do new versions of them as old versions are not 

accepted. Sales have to do maintenance work in Siebel for example create accounts for 

customers and keep them updated, which can be time consuming. In this example the 

account manager has to do all the paperwork from the beginning and create an account to 

Siebel. These three tasks take about one and a half hour plus the time searching the 

information. 

 

The order is rejected four times by order entry. The account manager does not agree with 

the rejection criteria. In table 2 below are the rejection reasons and comments from the 

account manager. 

 

Table 2 

Reason for Rejection by OE  Account Manager’s reply 

Order rejected due to the fact that SOF is 
not signed 

Approval on an e-mail from customer. This is not 

a new service and a new SOF should not be 

needed 

Order rejected due to revenue in Siebel does 
not match revenue on SOF 

This rejection criteria is incorrect since revenue in 

Siebel shall show the change in revenue and the 

revenue on the SOF shall show the new Monthly 

billed amount 

Order rejected due to no new contract term 
New contract term is not needed when changing 

tier in a tiered service 

Order rejected due to no signature from 
Case Company on SOF 

Why a signature when no new contract term? 

Order back to GIC rejected again as the 
price is not same in Siebel as on SOF 

Siebel price and SOF price should not be the 

same since Siebel price show the change in price 

and SOF price shows the new price. Hence 

rejection incorrect. 
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Apparently the Account Manager and the order entry do not have the same information on 

the rejection criteria.  Time is often spent on arguing about the details of the order. As this 

process is usually done by an email, the delays can be fairly long. There is also another 

problem; order entry cannot assume anything, they have to check every detail from the 

account team. This also causes delays in the process. 

 

In the example, the order did not reach the target date for the downgrade.  This results as an 

unsatisfied customer and Case Company has to send a credit note for the customer. The 

credit process is also fairly time consuming process and requires time from the account 

team, and from other departments at Case Company.  

 

This example is a good illustration of a process that takes more time than it should from the 

account manager. Some facts which support this opinion are: the order does not bring new 

revenue for the company, the revenue of the service can be very small, and the execution of 

the order takes only few minutes as it is only a configuration change, so the order process 

itself takes over 80 times more time than the implementation. This one example is not 

enough to generalise anything, but it will support the hypothesis development. 

 

5.2 The Problem with Sales Order Process 

 

Discussions with sales and support people at Case Company often end to the same 

conclusion; there must be an easier, more efficient and less time consuming way of 

processing the orders. Is it really rational that sales persons do all the detailed paperwork, 

which includes technical details and service specific information? Sales people can be poor 

with paperwork and administrative tasks and it is hard to change the nature of a person to 

be the opposite. All orders require specific paperwork to be completed. Even a renewal 

order requires all the paperwork to be completed. Usually with renewal orders Service 

Order Forms have changed from the original ones, so the old ones are not valid any longer 

and new ones have to be completed. There are options that Case Company should consider. 
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For example, hiring additional sales support persons who would complete all the paperwork 

instead of the sales person. It should be considered that a sales support person could be 

more efficient in doing the paper work than an Account Manager as it would be sales 

support person’s main task. This would allow the Account Manager to spend more time on 

the actual sales work. 

 

The other problem is the order entry process. The throughput time from customer signature 

till the order reaches service delivery can in worst case take weeks. Order can be rejected 

by sales support and by order entry. When rejected, order is sent back to the Account 

Manager and he has to make the requested changes. If Account Manager could not fill in 

the order correctly in the first place, one can ask if Account Manager is the best person to 

make the corrections to the order. For example, will Account Manager really get it correct 

on the second time? Why does the order entry process take such a long time and what are 

the costs for Case Company for these extra days that the order waits to be entered to the 

system?   The quicker the order entry process the faster it starts to bill. This time should be 

cut to minimum as soon as possible. 

 

Considering the problems described above, it can be concluded that the SFA 

implementation has not been successful, as SFA has not improved efficiency. It has 

actually extended the sales order process considerably.  

 

5.3  Assumption for the Case Study 

 
Account Managers (AM) spend too much time on administrative work. Especially the order 

entry process is too detailed. The Case Company Global Time Study showed that EMEA 

Account Managers spend 48% of their time on administrative tasks. The study did not go 

into detail, so we do not know where the real bottlenecks are. The example of the 

downgrade order submission (by AM “X”) did show some trends of the process. It pointed 

out that there are many stages that take too long time to complete. As this was only one 
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example, we cannot generalise anything from it. We need a bigger sample of Account 

Managers in order to find trends.  

 

Administrative work takes more time in GAM EMEA than direct sales activities. The 

Global Time Study results were 43 % and 28% respectively. Taking into consideration the 

Global Time Study, discussions with Account Managers and the specific example from the 

GAM downgrade order submission I draw the following conclusions:  

 

- Siebel implementation has not accomplished its goals. It should have decrease time 

spent on administrative tasks, but it has actually increased it because of the 

processes built into the system. The order process; Pricing, Order Entry, Siebel, 

filling in SOFs and SIFs, and Contract Negotiations all take too much time from the 

Account Managers. 

- Sales spend too much time on Administrative work compared to Direct Sales. The 

Global Time study showed that Account Managers spend about 9 % on Siebel, but 

it did not specify how much time they spend on other administrative tasks, for 

example: 

o A) Pricing activities 

o C) SOFs and SIFs 

o D) Contract negotiations 

o E) Other Administrative work 

I want to investigate how much time these processes take from the Account 

Managers. By examining the time consumption I would find out the most 

problematic process.  

- Siebel is taking too much time from the Account Managers. I want to research 

which process in Siebel is the most time consuming. 

- The Sales Order Entry process as a whole is taking too much time from the Account 

Manager. Therefore I want to research how much time it takes in total in order to 

justify this assumption.  
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These four hypotheses will be studied more in depth in the following paragraphs and 

tested if they are valid or not. 

 

3.4 Questionnaire Creation 

 

There are about 90 Account Managers and Directors in the EMEA region in the Case 

Company’s Global Accounts EMEA Department. With this size of sample I decided that it 

is best to do a questionnaire for them, which would not be too long, so that I would get as 

many answers as possible.  

 

The Global Time Study showed that EMEA Account Managers spend about 43% of their 

time on Administrative Work, but it does not tell which part is taking most of their time. 

Therefore I broke down the different work processes with the knowledge that I have, 

interviewing a Global Account Director “Y” and searching the company intranet.  

 

The processes are defined in chapter 4.3 in detail. The different steps are pricing activities, 

Siebel, contract negotiations, applying for an ESI approval, filling in SIFs and SOFs and 

other administrative work. Each of these stages has different steps inside them. I will 

therefore ask the Account Managers to estimate how much time they spend on each activity 

in a week on average. I will also ask them to give any comments on the steps. They have 

the option to give an estimate of the activity as a whole, for example: Pricing activities total 

or then specify each activity inside it separately: Global Link, Standard Pricing Tool and 

Standard Pricing Interface. At the end of section one I will ask: How many quotes were 

placed as orders? This would indicate how many of the quotes in Siebel actually ended up 

as orders. I will ask them to mark the results as for example two out of five (2/5). 

 

The second part will ask the Account Managers to consider the process as a whole. The 

question will be: How much time in your opinion goes to completing an order (till it is 
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accepted) including rejections, on average? There will be different columns for each type of 

order; new, move, upgrade and downgrade, renewal, and other. 

 

Part three will ask other open questions. The respondent will have a possibility to give his/ 

her opinion what the problems in the process are and how they could be improved. I will 

also ask what kind of impact the process has on customer relationship and if they can think 

of any positive things of the process. The questionnaire can be found in appendix 2.   

 

 

 

4 Empirical Results 

 

In this chapter I will go through the results of the questionnaire, which was sent to Global 

Account Managers and Directors EMEA Sales 23rd October 2005. I will analyse the 

responses first as individual questions and then as a whole. I will compare the results 

against the critical success factors in chapter eight, conclusions.  

 

4.4 Response Rate and Sample Description  

 
The questionnaire was sent to about 90 Account Managers, from which 25 responded. The 

response rate therefore is almost 28%. 19 respondents were male and six were female. The 

nationality divided as follows: ten from UK, six from the Netherlands, four from Germany, 

two from Sweden, and one from Italy, Switzerland and Finland each. All the responses 

were qualified as valid responses, but some did not respond to all of the questions, which is 

considered with each question separately. Therefore each question will have different 

response rates.  

 



 

 

47 

4.5 Analysis of the Research Results 

 

In the following chapters I will analyse the results from the answers. I will assume that the 

average work week is 40 hours and base my calculations to it. Any exceptions will be 

mentioned separately. I will call the sales persons as Account Managers, which includes 

both Global Account Managers and Global Account Directors. 

 

4.5.1 Pricing Activities 

 

The first part of the questionnaire asked about time spent in pricing activities. The results 

can be seen in table 3. Most respondent answered to this question.  

Table 3 

Activity 

Average 
time 
spent 

# of 
qualified 
answers 

% of a 
wk STDev Median Max Min 

Pricing 
activities 
total and / 
OR 4,49 22 11,2 % 2,12 3,75 9 0,8 

- Global Link 1,71 19 4,3 % 0,96 1,5 4 0,5 

- Standard 
Pricing Tool 
SPT 1,84 20 4,6 % 0,80 2 3 0,3 

- Standard 
Pricing 
Interface SPI 1,08 20 2,7 % 1,05 0,75 4 0,1 

 
On average Account Managers spend four and half hours a week on pricing activities, 

which is over 11 percent of the total work time. The Standard Deviation is over 2 hours and 

median is 3,75. The median might show better the reality than the average as maximum and 

minimum numbers have a strong effect on the average. There is a wide variance with the 

maximum and minimum, but as the standard deviation shows, these two extreme values are 

not close to the average.  
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Some respondents made comments on the tools. Three Account Managers said that the 

pricing tools have improved a lot, especially Global Link has. One Account Manager 

commented: “Biggest issue now is that if a Global Link Representative closes a job, or 

prices it incorrectly, one cannot re-open it, but has to start again and wait another five 

days”. This can delay the sales process considerably. One Account Manager commented on 

the size of the electronic documents that have to be completed: “Most of these tools are ok 

apart from the GDL and Ethernet tools, which are very large documents and crash most 

computers!”. SPI tool was perceived as the most negative system, although Account 

Managers spend least time on it. Some of the comments were: “This is the most frustrating 

system! It often makes you attach documentation that is completely irrelevant, I tend to 

speak to my Business Development (BD) Analyst and then do the SPI to confirm our 

conversation”, and “This tool is awful!  The level of detail required by the tool is 

completely ridiculous and results in many wasted hours, The BD team know these 

customers very well and do not need this information repeated for each SPI request”. It can 

be questioned whether SPI is needed as it mostly has the information from the Global Link 

and Standard Pricing Tool. SPI is only used with Special Pricing requests, but discussions 

with Account Managers clarified that today most of the proposals need Special Pricing 

team to be involved. Standard pricing does not really exist any longer. 

 

4.5.2 Siebel 

 
Most Account Managers responded to Siebel questionnaire. The results can be seen in table 

4. Working with Siebel includes filling in the activities in Siebel. It does not include the 

actual paper work. The time spent on actual paper work is included in the chapter where the 

order questionnaire is discussed. 
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Table 4 

Activity 
Average 

time spent 
# of qualified 

answers 
% of a 
wk STDev Median Max Min 

Siebel total 
and / OR 7,24 22 18 % 4,70 6,38 25 1,5 

- Service, 
Contact and 
Billing Account 
creation & 
updates 1,63 17 4 % 1,81 1 8 0,2 

- Creating 
Activities 0,86 17 2 % 1,41 0,5 6 0 

- Creating 
Opportunities 1,31 19 3 % 1,08 1 5 0,3 

- Creating 
Quotes 1,82 19 5 % 0,97 2 4 0,3 

- Revising 
Quotes 1,23 18 3 % 0,76 1 3 0,3 

- MAC-Ds 
(Move, Admin, 
Change, 
Disconnections) 1,59 14 4 % 0,93 1,25 3 0,3 

 

In figure 5 can be seen how much time each Account Manager spent time with Siebel in a 

week.
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Working with Siebel takes an average over 7 hours per week, which is about one working 

day or 18 % of the total work time per week. Standard Deviation is 4,7, which is fairly big 

deviation. Median is almost one hour less than the average; 6,38 and 7,24 respectively. The 

maximum number (25h) raised the average a little bit, but on the other hand the minimum 

is fairly small as well, which levels out the peaks. The response did not clarify why the 

respondent spends so much more on Siebel than others, but he did comment on the open 

questions that the CRM tool should be changed to a more efficient one. 

 

Each of the activities seems to take from one to two hours. Creating quotes is the most time 

consuming and creating activities the least. Creating and revising quotes take over three 

hours per week, or 8 % of the time. Revising quotes should not take this much time, as it 

means that the Account Manager has to redo his work. Move, Admin, Change and 

Disconnections take about 4 % of the work time as does Service, Contact and Billing 

Account creation and updates. One Account Manager commented: “Disconnection process 

works really well.  Move and Admin changes are as time-consuming as doing new orders”. 

Other Account Managers had same kind of views of the order process. This is clearly a 

problem as those orders do not necessarily create any new revenue.  

 

I also asked the Account Managers how many quotes in Siebel were actually placed as 

orders – the average was 65 % and the median 50 %. The answers can be seen in table 5 

below. The response rate was not very high, but for these respondents about half of the 

quotes never become orders, which means that this time spent on filling in quotes is waste 

of time. 

Table 5 

  Average 
# of qualified 

answers STDev Median Max Min 
How many 
quotes were 
placed as 
orders? 65 % 13 0,31 50 % 100 % 17 % 
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4.5.3 Orders  

 
The first question about orders concentrated on the order forms; SOFs and SIFs. The results 

can be seen on table 6 below. The response rate was a little bit lower on these questions 

compared to others.  

Table 6 

Activity Average 

# of 
qualified 
answers 

% of 
a wk STDev Median Max Min 

SOFs total 2,58 18 6 % 0,96 2,75 4 1 

- How many sites 
does this total 
include? 6 8  n/a 2,44 5 10 2 

- Time per 
site/SOF 0,69 5,9 2 %         

SIFs 2,05 17 5 % 0,73 2 3 0,3 

- How many sites 
in total? 4 3,8  n/a 2,33 4 7 0,5 

- Time per SIF 0,49 7 1 %         

Waiting time for 
customer details 
from the customer 1,63 8 4 % 1,30 1 4 0 

 
In figure 6 is shown how much time on average is spend on each type of order; new, 

disconnection, move, upgrade and downgrade, and renewal. 
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Account Managers spend about two and half hours in a week filling in SOFs and two hours 

filling in SIFs. This is together over four and a half hours per week, which is about 11 % of 

the total work time. The Standard Deviation for SOFs and SIFs is fairly small, about one 

hour, which indicates that the data sample is consistent. The maximum and minimum 

figures do not vary that much and the median is close to the average. The amount of sites 

varies quite a bit with maximum and minimum and the standard deviation shows a fairly 

big spread when considering the average. But the response rate was fairly low with this 

question so it does not show the reality that well. 

 

Next I checked those six answers that had responded to both ‘SOFs total’ and ‘How many 

sites’ questions and calculated the average time spent per SOF. This totals to about forty 

minutes per SOF. If there is a large deal, for example 40 sites, it can take about 26 hours to 

fill the SOFs. It is very realistic to get even bigger deals at the Global Accounts.  Filling in 

SIFs require a little bit less time than SOFs. SOF is always needed with an order, but SIFs 

in needed with only some services. SIF is filled with the SOF. This means that SIFs brings 

additional extra work for the Account Manager.  

 

It should be noted that customers can also cause delays. Eight Account Managers defined 

that four percent of their work time goes on waiting the customers to provide the requested 

information. Five Account Managers said that it takes days to wait for the information from 

the customer. It depends what and how one measures the waiting time. As an example an 

Account Manager is waiting for customer’s computer room address and therefore cannot 

complete the SOF. One Account Manager commented “This can take days depending on 

how organised the customer is!” and “Often have to visit customer to explain. Got three 

complains from different customers last week about our order forms”. Apparently not only 

the Account Managers are frustrated with the forms, but also the customers. The waiting 

time depends of the type of service and type of order. 

 

The next part of the questionnaire asked about the orders as a whole; how much time does 

it take to complete an order by an Account Manager. This includes rejections; when an 
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Account Manager has to revise the order. In table 7 there are the results from the 

questionnaire. Most of the Account Managers responded to this part of the questionnaire. It 

should be noted that this part does not consider the total number of orders per week. It is 

just an estimation of time spent on orders as a whole. On the other hand the section before 

took this into consideration when asking about the SIFs and SOFs.  

Table 7 

Activity 
Average 

time spent 
# of qualified 

answers 
% of a 
wk STDev Median Max Min 

New 3,13 20 8 % 1,34 3 6 1 

Disconnection 1,18 20 3 % 1,10 1 4 0 

Change; move 2,15 20 5 % 1,28 2 6 0,5 

Change; 
upgrade and 
downgrade 2,05 20 5 % 0,90 2 4 0,5 

Change; 
renewal  1,83 18 5 % 1,39 1,5 6 0 

 

The Standard Deviation is fairly small with all order types, which indicate that the 

responses are in same range. Maximums and minimums vary fairly a bit but they do not 

seem to affect the average that much. The medians show that most answers are close to the 

averages.  

 

A new order takes over three hours from an Account Manager’s work time, which is 8 % of 

the total work time. This is the most time consuming type of order. Change orders take 

about 5 % of the total time and disconnection orders are considered the least time 

consuming; only 3 % of the total time.  The comments were fairly alike with the order 

types. The comments showed frustration on the complexity of submitting the orders. There 

is a problem that the process includes many different stages and different type of 

documentation has to be attached to the order. This seems to take a lot of time and the 

process is prone to errors, which then delay the process. As an example, one Account 

Manager wrote: “A lot of rejections are done because of wrong information in system or 

Order Entry cannot read the SOF or information entered into the SOF”. Also Siebel was 

given some negative feedback; some Account Managers thought that it took too much time 
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to complete an order in Siebel. One problem with it was that one had to attach so many 

documents to it that it is impossible to get it right first time. It should be noted that even a 

small change order can take a lot of time. One Account Manager wrote: “This process is 

very tedious and impractical. In most cases a complete SOF is required even for a tiny 

change!  This process needs serious attention”. The disconnection order got more positive 

feedback, as it takes less time to complete them than other orders.  The order form is 

completely different and much shorter for disconnection orders, which explains the 

difference.  

 

4.5.4 Other Administrative work 
 

In table 8 below I gathered the responses from the questions on other administrative work, 

ESI approvals and contract negotiations. Account Managers had a possibility to fill in other 

work if they wished. The response rate was fairly good for all of them. 

Table 8 

Activity Average 
# of qualified 

answers 
% of a 
wk STDev Median Max Min 

Other 
administrative 
work: 6,75 19 17 % 8,39 4,0 32,0 1,5 

ESI approval 0,38 17 1 % 0,86 0,3 3,0 0,0 

Contract 
negotiations 
(IMSA,ISA,GSA, 
other) 3,39 19 8 % 4,98 2,0 16,0 0,0 

 
Time spent on other administrative work varied greatly answer by answer, so it is difficult 

to compare the results. The median was four hours, which indicates the reality better than 

the average (6,75 h) in this case as the standard deviation is so great (8,4). Some Account 

Managers included for example reporting, travel requisitions, expenses claims, account 

planning, internal calls, Account Receivable work, credit requests, team meetings, billing 

management, forecasting, service issues, internal RFP meetings, searching information, 

respond emails, implementation issues and so on. There was no one task that everyone had 
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mentioned, but Account Managers seemed to include day-to-day activities that belong to 

every sales job.  

 

ESI approval does not take much time and it is not always needed. Contract negotiations 

take from 0 to 16 hours a week. This all depends if the contract is expiring or not. The 

contract term can vary from month-to-month to years.  Also negotiating a master agreement 

can take very long time and on the other hand a smaller contract does not require 

negotiations at all. It also depends of the customer how strict rules they have on contract 

negotiations. For example some might accept Case Company contract at once and some 

customers want to change everything on it.  

 

4.5.5 Other Questions 
 
Lastly I asked some open questions, which can be seen on table 9 below. The response rate 

was good: 23 out of 25 made comments on them. 

 

Table 9 

  Other questions 
1 What do you think is the main problem in sales administrative work/ processes 
at Case Company? 

2 
How could it be improved? 

3 
What kind of impact does it have on customer relationship (if any)? 

4 Please estimate how many orders bring new revenue to Case Company? (How 
much of the admin tasks bring new revenue to Case Company) % of all orders 

5 
What are the advantages of the current process? 

6 
Other comments 

 

The first question “What do you think is the main problem in sales administrative work/ 

processes at Case Company?” was formed with the hypothesis that there is something 

wrong with the processes.  Most responses mentioned that sales spent time on work that 

sales support people should be doing. This was quite clear from the beginning and these 
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answers confirmed it. Another opinion that showed in many responses was that the process 

is too complex. Documents like SIFs and SOFs are complicated and submitting the order 

requires different systems, where same information has to be inserted many times. For 

example one Account Manager wrote: “Too much duplication of information that is already 

available in relevant systems”. Couple Account Managers commented that sales need to 

initiate everything, no one else has the authority to handle those issues.  The processes are 

sensitive for human errors and everything comes back to Account Managers. It seems like 

the Account Manager is the only point of contact with orders although there are other 

people in the account team who should be capable of doing these tasks as well.  Some 

Account Managers complained that the processes are being changed fairly often and 

Account Managers are not notified about them. Process changes result on new versions of 

SOFs and SIFs. If Account Manager does not realize this and he uses an old version, the 

order gets rejected. One of the complaints is rejection criteria. Orders are rejected very 

easily and various times, Account Managers think the criteria are too detailed and the OE 

does not always understand the technical solutions being sold and they might therefore 

reject the orders.  

 

One Account Manager defined the problem as follows: “Too many departments too far 

from sales. Too much emphasis on processes with no flexibility or ability to help”. This 

describes well the sales department. Everything falls on an Account Manager, but if he 

needs help it might be difficult to find anyone who could help. Also the inflexibility is a 

major problem, there is not allowed even one minor error or vagueness on the orders, and 

the order becomes rejected straight away. Order Entry is in Ostrava, Czech for most orders, 

which describes the dispersion of the teams. Account Managers also complain that there is 

no one person responsible of the process, so no one takes responsibility of the process as a 

whole. Some Account Managers also commented that as there are so many processes and 

systems and so much to remember, it is evident that they are prone to human errors. The 

simpler the process the less vulnerabilities there would be.   
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These results show clearly that there are lots of problems with the process. One Account 

Manager commented: “Case Company is asking its customers to fill in more information 

than an old fashion incumbent”. This is opposite from the image Case Company would like 

to show to the market; innovative, future looking, simplification and so on. 

 

Next I asked how the process could be improved. The predominant opinion is to hire sales 

support people to do most of the order process work. Account Managers also emphasise the 

importance of giving the ownership of the process to one person, for example to this sales 

support person. Empowering other people would help sales in many tasks. Many Account 

Managers commented that the process has to be made easier, decrease the amount of tools, 

and also the forms have to be made shorter. The teams who make the forms should consult 

sales before deploying them. Duplication on input data should be removed, but this would 

need major changes in the process and removing most of the different systems. An Account 

Manager summarised the problem quite well: “Remove targets to reject and put in targets to 

process orders. Remove departments and create one function with responsibility for all 

orders”. One respondent said that there are big gaps in the communication. Account 

Managers time goes on chasing orders and status of them. So during the installation 

Account Managers should get regular updates of the installation without asking for them.  

 

Siebel also got negative feedback. Account Managers said it should be simpler and there 

should be only one SFA tool globally. Siebel is not used as widely as it could be. Sales 

found it alarming that there is no support person in sales teams for Siebel, therefore hiring 

one would make a big difference. Currently there is only one Siebel support person for the 

whole GAM in EMEA. 

 

Some Account Managers commented that there is no standard financial reporting format. 

The reports keep changing depending who is the owner of the report. This takes lots of time 

and same questions are being asked various times in little bit different format. The 

reporting metrics should be consistent and most of the reports could be downloaded 

automatically from Siebel.  
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The third question asked what kind of impact does this all have on customer relationship. 

These answers showed a lot of frustration. The main concern is that sales spend time on 

administrative tasks instead of sales activities. There is less time for customer meetings and 

sales activities, which have an impact on revenue and sales order value. One Account 

Manager commented that he has less time on other important activities like training. And 

this has an impact on the sales performance if Account Managers do not have the latest 

knowledge of the services through training.  

 

The processes today have an impact on the lead times, which make the customer 

dissatisfied with the service. When the lead time is long with a service delivery it can have 

an effect on the future decisions. The lead time becomes longer and longer every time when 

the order gets rejected and does not reach the service delivery. One responder wrote that a 

customer has said that they do not believe that it takes such a long time to get a simple 

answer, like a pricing quote from Case Company. Some customers seem to complain about 

the paperwork they have to do with Case Company and that everything needs to be signed 

and faxed, an electronic signature is not accepted. It is clear from the answers that the order 

entry process has negative impact on the customers.  

 

The next question was: Please estimate how many orders bring new revenue to Case 

Company as percentage (%)? 19 answers were qualified for this and the average was 53% 

and median 50%. The standard deviation was 24%, which indicates fairly big spread. If 

about 50% of the orders bring new revenue to Case Company, it clearly shows that the 

frustration is justified. This figure is an estimate and does not necessarily tell the truth. At 

least it shows what the perception is. As the estimation is fairly negative it indicates that 

Account Managers are dissatisfied with the current situation.  

 

The last question asked if Account Managers see any positive sides on the current process. 

Most responded that there are not any, which is alarming. After analysing the four 

questions above, it was bit surprising that seven respondents considered that after all Siebel 

is a fairly good tool. The advantages are listed below.   
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Siebel Advantages 
• Traceability 

• Siebel does give me a central place to find all historical orders and paperwork 
rather than maintaining my own database. 

• Siebel makes it easier to retrieve information from orders and the associated 
paperwork. After many start up problems with Siebel I can now see the benefits 
of the central order database 

• Maybe Siebel provides good reporting to management 

• I personally think Siebel is very worthwhile as it provides fairly clear 
information. 

• Siebel is a collaborative tool 

• Siebel itself a good repository for all order documents and good as a tracking and 
auditing tool 

• A common platform and process to store, find, retrieve the data 

 

Only one Account Manager considered it as an advantage that he can have a control of the 

whole process. One Account Manager thought that the reason must be that there is no 

additional headcount cost for the company. 

 

Last point was to give any other comments.   Below some good points extracted from the 

answers: 

 

• No glue between organisations silos. The only true owner is the Account Manager. 

Increase the scope and skill level of the Global Service Manager (GSM) 

responsibility, increase the number of GSMs. Case Company should provide sales a 

brief Service Level Agreement (SLA) that shows target handling times for all 

aspects of an order from GIC to Ostrava to job controller to PTT etc.  

 

• We need to rely more on one overall integrated system and decrease bureaucracy 

and over-administration. Focus on delivering fast service to our customers. 
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• Sales Directors must have more power to approve small charges regarding shifts, 

upgrades etc. Sales have to go to BD for everything! The Disadvantages of the 

current process is that Account Managers are involved in too much admin and add 

very little value. The process via Siebel is too sensitive to human errors.  

 

• Too many documents and approvals are required for standard changes, shifts, 

upgrades etc. And much could be done as far as simplification of process and only 

focus on info needed for specific change shift etc. E.g. SOFs, SIFs should have 

macros that only show dropdown fields that are required for the specific shift or 

upgrade chosen. Because of the slow processes and many procedures it takes ages 

for a new order to be processed let alone billed. This delay causes for ‘lost’ revenue 

that we can never make up anymore. I’m pretty sure if it was properly calculated 

how much more revenue could be generated if orders are processed quicker this 

would cover for a sales support person salary and still increase and speed up 

revenue flow. 

 

Although the response rate was not that great, the answers were fairly consistent and 

therefore the sample seems to reflect the overall opinion fairly well. I also got responses 

from different countries, both male and female, and no great differences could be found.  

 

 

 

5 Conclusions and Recommendations 

 
In this chapter I will give conclusions and short recommendations. There will be separate 

sections for the Case Company. I will also define the limitations of the study and give some 

suggestions for further research.  
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5.4 Conclusions 

 

The goal of the empirical study was to test how the success factors found from research 

papers apply to a Case Company. I sent a questionnaire to the Case Company in order to 

find out which success factors are most important and which least. The empirical results 

showed that the implementation of SFA system had not been successful in the Case 

Company. Next I will compare the Critical Success Factors (CSF) with the case study and 

conclude how the CSF were followed in the Case Company and what the results were for 

the Case Company’s actions. I will also analyse what kind of affect the success factors had 

on the SFA implementation in the Case Company. 

 

Comparing the empirical results to the SFA Critical Success Factors I conclude the 

following:  

 

1. CSF; User Involvement  

Previous research papers concluded that user involvement is one of the critical success 

factors. Users should be involved from the early beginning in the SFA implementation 

projects.  (Avlonitis and Panagopoulus, 2005; Gohmann et. al., 2005; Morgan and Inks, 

2001). The case study with the Case Company showed that users were not involved in the 

SFA implementation or when designing the system. The implementation was done by 

pushing the system to the users. Users were not able to give feedback on the 

implementation - at least in Europe. The results from the case study showed that users are 

very frustrated with the system. If the Case Company would listen to employees’ opinions 

concerning the SFA system, it might be functioning better and users would be more 

satisfied. It can be concluded that user involvement is a critical success factor and that 

companies should involve users in the implementation project. 

 

2. CSF: Process Changes 

The case study clearly showed that process changes or business process re-engineering is 

the most important success factor in the Case Company example. Business process re-
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engineering is ranked 16th of the 22 CSFs in the ERP CSF study by Nelson and Somers 

(2001). Process changes was also defined a critical success factor in SFA studies 

(Rangarajan et. al., 2005; Zablah et. al. 2004). In order the SFA or ERP system to be 

successful, it is necessary that the processes support the system goal and vice versa. This 

can be accomplished only by re-engineering the processes that are built-into the system. 

(Nelson and Somers, 2001). The Case Company study showed how a too detailed sales 

order process can have a strongly negative effect on the system. In the Case Company the 

process built-into the system are so strict and multistage, that even a minor process can take 

considerably long time. It is evident that the processes were re-designed with the SFA 

system, but it arouses questions of the success of the process re-engineering.  Answers to 

the case study questionnaire showed that employees feel frustrated with the process and 

they spend lot of time doing minor orders. The case study showed that a business process 

can be a major failure factor in the implementation project and therefore it is important that 

business process re-engineering gets a lot of attention. Processes should be carefully 

planned and tested in order the SFA implementation to be successful.    

 

3.  CSF; Management Support 

Management must understand what a realistic goal for the system is. They have to find a 

goal between theory and reality and try to progress with small steps. The project scope has 

to be long as changes happen very slowly. 

 

Many SFA research papers concluded that management support is a vital success factor in 

SFA implementations (Ahearne et. al, 2005; Avlonitis & N. Panagopoulus 2005; Buehrer 

et. al., 2005 Bush et. al., 2005; Gohmann et. al. 2005; Rangarajan et. al. 2005). 

Management support seems to be lacking to some extent in the Case Company. It seems 

that the local management is not involved in the project and therefore they do not have 

much influence on the implementation. The system was not welcomed in the first place and 

when other factors like feedback and guidance was ignored, it is clear that adoption is 

difficult.  
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  Management should be able to get better reports from the SFA system (Schillewaer et. al., 

2005). It seems that management in the Case Company is not using the reporting functions 

from the SFA tool, as employees complain that they have to fill in same kind of reports to 

different managers. The Case Company does not have strong management support for the 

SFA tool, which can be one reason why the implementation has not been a success. In the 

ERP success factors by Nelson and Somers, (2001) management support was defined as top 

management support. Top management support should be evident in the Case Company as 

the system decision must have been made there. But in a large company like the Case 

Company top management is far away from a user, so in this case it did not make much 

difference – top management support did not have much effect on the users. Management 

support could have made a difference in the Case Company study and therefore it is a 

critical success factor. If management is not committed to the system it is very likely that 

users are not motivated to use it either. 

 

4. CSF: Training 

One of the most important factors of the SFA system implementation is user training 

(Ahearne et. al, 2005; Honeycutt et. al., 2005; Buehrer et. al. 2005; Bush et. al., 2005; 

Gohmann et. al, 2005; Rangarajan et. al. 2005; Schillewaer et. al., 2005; Chris Pullig et. al., 

2002; Morgan and Inks, 2001). In the Case Company it seems that there has been training 

prior to the implementation. But the responses to the questionnaire showed that users are 

not totally accustomed with the system. It seems like there was no follow-up training for 

the users. Previous research emphasised that training should be comprehensive and possibly 

continuous (Ahearne et. al, 2005; Honeycutt et. al., 2005). In the Case Company continuous 

training seems to be lacking on all levels from management to end users. Therefore it can 

be assumed that training is a critical factor for the successful implementation.  

 

5. CSF: System Support 

Prompt system support is absolutely necessary with successful implementation (Ahearne et. 

al, 2005; Avlonitis and Panagopoulus 2005; Schillewaer et. al., 2005; Ko and Alan, 2004; 

Pullig et. al., 2002). If a user does not get support immediately when the user faces a 
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problem, efficiency goes lower and user’s frustration grows. This can affect negatively on 

the users’ attitudes against the system. In the Case Company there is very minimum system 

support available. The answers to the empirical research showed that users are frustrated 

with the system and they do not have anyone who to ask help when they face a problem. 

There is only one Siebel contact person for the GAM department and then the company’s 

internal help desk, which does not give direct system support. User has to log a ticket and it 

might take a while to get a response. Inadequate system support can be considered one of 

the failure factors in the Case Company, which shows that system support it a valid success 

factor. 

6. Other CSFs 

There are some other critical success factors that were considered by the Case Company in 

their implementation project. CSFs, that showed to be important with the Case Company 

study, are: clear goals and objectives, project management, management of expectations, 

and project champion. These are some of the CSFs from the Nelson and Somers (2001) 

study. With the Case Company study these factors were considered fairly well, except 

management of expectations. This factor was not considered beforehand, as the answers to 

the questionnaire showed clearly that users had expected something totally different from 

the system. The wrong expectations were a consequence from the Case Company not 

stating clearly the expectations. 

 

The five success factors above did not show up in the Case Company study or could not be 

clearly traced from the research results. Therefore it can be questioned if the success factors 

were considered prior or during the Case Company SFA implementation project and if this 

was the reason why the implementation has not been successful. Users shun the system, did 

not adapt to it, and considered it as a tool that destroys efficiency. This might indicate that 

system did not bring any added value; on the contrary might have been a step backwards. 

 

Still it should be noted that theory and reality are rarely close to each other. Often theory is 

ahead of the present and reality strives after the theoretical concepts. This case study is and 

example of this. Probably the theory was well known in the implementation project, but did 
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not show in practice. A SFA implementation is a long, developing project. Some of the 

goals that are being set for the system may be reached, but the project is never completed as 

the system keeps on changing. A key factor for success would be to think about how to 

motivate users to consider the system as a useful one. So that negative perception would be 

changed to a positive one. A SFA system cannot resolve all the problems a sales 

organisation has, but it can aid the company for example by improving processes.  

 

5.5 Additional Conclusions for the Case Company 

 
The purpose of the empirical research for the Case Company was to study the order entry 

process built into Siebel and see which part of the process is the bottleneck. I conducted a 

questionnaire to the Account Managers to found out how much time they spend on each 

step in the process, and what in their opinion the problems are with the process.  

 

The results of the survey showed that Account Managers spend a lot of time on the order 

process. In table 10 are some of the results from the questionnaire. The results were 

analysed more in depth in chapter 6. The results showed that almost each process is too 

time consuming at the moment. Only some minor tasks, like ESI approval did not take 

much time. Also disconnection order process got positive feedback. Siebel takes over seven 

hours a week on average from Account Managers. They commented that the process is too 

complex and therefore results as lot of errors, which means that sales have to redo the same 

work over and over again. Some Account Managers gave positive feedback on Siebel. The 

advantages were for example: traceability, central data repository and good reporting.  

 

The orders evidently take too much time to complete. If a new order takes on average three 

hours and there are for example thirty sites in the whole order, it is clear that Account 

Managers become frustrated.   

 

The answers to the open questions showed clear frustration to the process. Account 

Managers felt that that their capabilities are not respected enough as they have to spend so 
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much time on administrative work. The Account Managers viewed that this time is taken 

away from direct sales activities. Account Managers felt that they should spend time with 

customers, not in front of the computer.  

 

The results showed clearly that Account Managers are frustrated with the sales order 

process. Case Company should quickly make improvements to it in order to improve work 

satisfaction. Speeding up the process should be beneficial to the whole company. Also 

customer satisfaction should increase though the improvements.  

 

5.6  Recommendations 
 
The empirical study showed that the critical success factors, found from the research 

papers, did not show up in the Case Company or could not be traced. Thus it can be 

questioned if the success factors were considered prior or during the Case Company SFA 

project. When comparing the critical success factors and the results from the Case 

Company empirical study, one can understand why the implementation was not successful. 

This case study showed the importance of following the critical success factors in a SFA 

implementation project. Therefore a company implementing a SFA tool should closely 

follow the critical success factors found from the previous research. They should do the 

implementation with carefully designed plans that follow the critical success factor 

guidelines. The critical success factors that were tested with the case study are: user 

involvement, process changes, management support, training, and system support.  

 

5.7  Recommendations to the Case Company  
 
The empirical results clearly show that the Account Managers are frustrated with the 

current administrative work. Administrative work takes a lot of time from Account 

Managers, as the processes are complicated and prone to human errors. Account Managers 

feel that they do not have enough time for direct sales activities. It is necessary to do 

changes on the processes and divide the job load. Therefore the quickest possible change 
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would be to hire a sales support person for the Account Managers. Sales support person 

should have enough authority in order to perform her / his job the best possible way and 

sales support person should be in direct contact with the customers so that Account 

Manager would not need to be contacted in every stage.   

 

I compared the salaries of an Account Manager and Sales Support person (www.sefe.fi) 

and a rough estimation shows that Sales Support person earns about 35 % of what an 

Account Manager earns. In other countries like UK the difference can be a lot bigger. 

Currently the cost for administrative work is considerably high as the Account Managers do 

the job. Lowering this cost to the 35 % would bring savings to the company in the long run. 

The Account Managers could concentrate more on sales activities and meet customers more 

often. This should increase sales. For example, hiring one sales support person per ten 

Account Managers the sales support person could make a great difference in the job load. If 

one person would own the whole process the productivity should increase. This is justified 

by considering the fact that if one person is well trained for completing the process and it 

becomes a routine, productivity should increase and there should be fewer errors. 

Compared to an Account Manager who completes the processes less frequently and is 

frustrated about the process, the productivity and accuracy of the work cannot be as good as 

with a person who completes them as her / his work.  It seems like Account Managers are 

not satisfied with their work currently. Case Company should try to change this quickly. 

 

I would also recommend Case Company to do exact calculations of the costs in order to 

find out what the real savings would be from hiring a sales support person to assist Account 

Managers. The Case Company should also try to measure sales effectiveness – has there 

been a change in sales revenue after the implementation of Siebel. This might not a simple 

task as many other things affect to the revenue. 

 

Case Company should consider re-engineering the processes. They should consider re-

engineering the process even though the company would hire new employees. Radical 

simplification in the sales order process should improve effectiveness and Account 
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Managers would be more satisfied with their job. Also they should hire more support 

persons for Siebel, who would be dedicated to the system. Continuous training should be 

made available.  

 

5.8 Limitations and Further Research 

 
There are many limitations with this study. One limitation is the sample size; one company. 

If more companies would be involved in the study, the research results could be generalised 

more widely.  Although the order entry process is evidently a problem at Case Company, 

the response rate was about 28%. The response rate might have been bigger if the 

questionnaire would have been web based or would have had dropdown menus.  

 

The Critical Success Factors for SFA were summarised only from a sample of papers and 

the ERP factors mainly from one paper by Nelson and Somers, (2001). There are lots more 

research papers on these topics, which might point out different success factors. Critical 

success factors vary case by case, so it is difficult define which ones are critical with each 

type of an implementation project – at least beforehand.  

 

It is difficult to measure if an implementation has been a success or has not. In this study I 

used user’s perceptions as the measurement tool, which can give biased results. Success 

could be measured with other rates, like by usage percentage, and then the results would 

look totally different. Or depending what the goal of the system originally was. If the goal 

was to decrease the number of employees, in the Case Company example the goal would 

have been reached. Success can be measured from different perspectives. This study 

measured it only by one perspective. Therefore it can be considered as limitation for the 

study.  

 

Considering other limitations for the Case Company, one of the limitations is that the 

questionnaire does not measure real time spent on different functions. As the questionnaire 

asked Account Managers to estimate their time consumption, the results cannot be 100% 
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reliable. Frustration with the process might show some exaggeration on the results or the 

Account Managers might not estimate the time spent correctly.  It is difficult to define a 

typical week for a sales person; every week is different. Therefore asking the Account 

Managers to consider a typical week and fill in the answers might give biased results. 

Further studies with the Case Company could be done by asking the Account Managers to 

measure the exact time spend on all activities. It would be ideal if a sample of Account 

Managers could keep a journal for a week. This would give more reliable results on the 

time consumption. Or one could study each order type and see how much time goes from a 

customer signature to billing – the order process as a whole. To get other perspectives, the 

study could be expanded to other departments in any company. Do other companies face 

same problems with Siebel and the processes built into it? For example order entry might 

have totally different opinion of the process than the sales. And by including different 

companies to the study the results could be generalised more widely. 

 

Another limitation is the sample size – one company. If more companies would be involved 

in the study, the research results could be generalised more widely.  Although the order 

entry process is evidently a problem at Case Company, the response rate was about 28%. 

The response rate might have been bigger if the questionnaire would have been web based 

or would have had dropdown menus.  

 

One can get detailed reports from Siebel on order throughput times. One could study those 

results further in any company that uses Siebel and see what the bottlenecks are with the 

throughput time. Those reports also give the value of the order, which would show, for 

example, how much time an account manager spends on each order compared to the value 

of the order.  

 

There are a lot of studies done on ERP, but not so much on SFA systems. The ERP 

research topics could be useful with SFA studies. But on the other hand these two topics are 

somewhat overlapping as SFA is often part of the ERP system. 
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The SFA technology keeps on developing and users can see improvements through the new 

versions. Hopefully companies give more attention to the built-in processes and try to 

improve them along with the improved technology. 
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Appendixes 

Appendix 1 

Example of a downgrade order procedure by an account manager 

Steps that a Account Manager must take to log an order for downgrade of an existing 
Internet Circuit  

Downgrading a circuit takes 5 minutes for the technician once they get the order.  

Date Action Comment Time used 

6.12.2004 Identify old SOF & CIF 

SOF and CIF missing in the informal 
archive for orders. There is no formal 
archive. 0:35:00 

6.12.2004 Create Account in Siebel The Account was not in Siebel 0:27:00 

6.12.2004 
Calculate pricing from standard pricing 
tool   0:10:00 

6.12.2004 
Existing router is not standard, get 
pricing for existing router Router is priced as a non standard router 0:05:00 

6.12.2004 Request local tail info from Global Link 

Global Links web page is down. Order is 
not accepted without Global Link quote 
even though the old tail should be used 0:10:00 

6.12.2004 Fill in new SOF 

New documents since the order was 
placed, all information needs to be entered 
in new paper work. 0:37:00 

6.12.2004 Sent SOF, SIF and proposal to customer   0:20:00 

6.12.2004 Fill in new Internal Information 

New documents since the order was 
placed, all information needs to be entered 
in new paper work. 0:15:00 

6.12.2004 Fill in new SIF  

New documents since the order was 
placed, all information needs to be entered 
in new paper work. 0:23:00 

6.12.2004 Search for ISA to get agreement number, 

ISA signed in France originally, Search on 
the shared hard drive GAM Nordic and use 
the expertise of the GIC 0:09:00 

6.12.2004 Log ESI   0:19:00 

6.12.2004 Correspondence with customer 

Explaining to the customer why he has to 
sign so many documents and sending them 
to the customer 0:11:00 

6.12.2004 Tying to log onto Siebel Siebel is not available 0:04:00 
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6.12.2004 Preparing quote in Siebel 

Siebel has a bug and the quote starts to 
make references to other quotes that should 
not be involved. Must terminate the first 
quote a restart the process. 0:23:00 

6.12.2004 
Bugs in Siebel that makes it impossible 
to attach documents to the quote   0:15:00 

14.12.2004 

Global Link says that they cannot get 
information on the existing circuit and 
say what they pay today.   0:15:00 

16.12.2004 
Received signed documentation from 
customer   0:01:00 

    

21.12.2004 
Decided to place order in Siebel despite 
lack of information from Global Link 

Totally attached 6 documents with the 
quote in Siebel 0:10:00 

21.12.2004 Quote accepted in Siebel     

28.12.2004 Order rejected due to SOF not signed 

Approval on e-mail from customer, note 
that this is not a new service and a new 
SOF should not be needed   

28.12.2004 New e-mail to customer with SOF   0:10:00 

6.1.2005 
Order rejected due to revenue in Siebel 
does not match revenue on SOF 

This rejection criteria is incorrect since 
revenue in Siebel shall show the change in 
revenue and the revenue on the SOF shall 
show the new Monthly billed amount   

6.1.2005 
Order rejected due to no new contract 
term 

New contract term is not needed when 
changing tier in a tiered service   

6.1.2005 
Order rejected due to no signature from 
Case Company on SOF 

Why a signature when no new contract 
term?   

6.1.2005 
All rejection criteria's above addressed or 
explained to order entry   1:00:00 

6.1.2005 Order resubmitted   0:10:00 

11.1.2005 
Order back to GIC rejected again for not 
same price in Siebel as on SOF. 

Siebel price and SOF price should not be 
the same since Siebel price show the 
change in price and SOF price shows the 
new price. Hence rejection incorrect.   

  

Note: customer request date (December 
27th) for new pricing. Since this is not 
met due to internal mess must sales 
create a credit request form as soon as 
billing is up and running at the correct 
level.     

    TOTAL TIME so far… 6:09:00 
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Appendix 2 
Questionnaire to Account Managers 

 

Time consumption of account managers on administrative tasks 
 

Instructions:   
a) Please answer the below questions where you can. Feel free to describe the problems in 

these processes and give any comments. You may also skip questions.   
b) Please consider a typical WEEK and fill in the answers. You may fill in totals or specify 

each process in detail.   
    

1) Please estimate how much time do you spend per WEEK on the following activities on 
average:   

 
 

Activity 
Hr & min / week 
(i.e. 1h 15m) 

Comments 

Pricing activities total:   

- Global Link   

- Standard Pricing Tool   

- SPI   

Siebel total:   

- Service, Contact and Billing 
Account creation & updates 

  

- Creating Activities   

- Creating Opportunities   

- Creating Quotes   

- Revising Quotes   

- MAC-Ds (Move, Admin, 
Change, Disconnections) 

  

ESI approval:   

SOFs total:   

- How many sites does this total include?   

- Waiting time for customer 
details from customer 

  

SIFs:   

- How many sites in total?  

Contract negotiations: 
(IMSA,ISA, GSA, other) 

 (Which?) 

Other administrative work:   

- (Please specify each)   

   

   

1.1 How many quotes were placed as orders? (I.e. 2 out of 5) 

  



 

 

74 

2) How much time in your opinion goes to completing an order – till it is accepted - 
including rejections (the process as a whole), on average:   

 

Order Type Hr & min / wk Comments 
New   

Disconnection   

Change; move   

Change; upgrade and 
downgrade 

  

Change; renewal    

Other; (specify)   

   

 
3) Other questions 
 

 Question Comments 
3.1 What do you think is the main problem in 

sales administrative work / processes at 
Case Company? 

 

3.2 How could it be improved?  

3.3 What kind of impact does it have on 
customer relationship (if any)? 

 

3.4 Please estimate how many orders bring new 
revenue to Case Company? % of all orders 

% 

3.5 What are the advantages of the current 
process? 

 

3.6 Other comments  

   

 
 

Thank you! 
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