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ABSTRACT: Customer Relationship Management (CRM) systems require extensive
configuration during which users come into extensive contact with the technical imple-
mentation team. Previous research examining other Enterprise Resource Planning
(ERP) modules has shown that user perception of the responsiveness of such teams,
as an indicator of a possible social exchange, is significantly associated with an in-
creased favorable assessment of the new system and ultimately its adoption, the rea-
son being that perceived responsiveness creates a constructive social exchange.
However, previous research, using survey data alone, did not examine causation. The
objective of this study is to examine, using a quasi-experimental design, whether
different degrees of actual responsiveness in different sites during CRM implementa-
tion result in significant differences in the users’ favorable assessment of the correct-
ness and ultimately their approval of a new CRM. The data support these hypotheses,
but show that the downstream effects of actual responsiveness are mediated by per-
ceived responsiveness. Implications concerning the social exchange relationship dur-
ing CRM adoption are discussed.
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ENTERPRISE RESOURCE PLANNING (ERP) software enables organizations to integrate
their transaction management and business processes across the entire organization
[21]. This integration has enabled ERP to become the de facto replacement of legacy
systems [25] and to grow at a 35 to 40 percent annual rate [1] to a $10.9 billion
market [9] with some of the leading suppliers expected to report a 15 to 20 percent
annual growth rate [31]. In the past this growth was fueled by the rapid adoption of
MRP II systems that integrated the supply chain [11]. Industry reports suggest that
the next business process that the leading ERP vendors will handle in order to sustain
this growth rate will be Customer Relationship Management (CRM) systems [22].

CRMs are parameter-adjustable software packages that are intended to integrate
and manage all aspects of customer interactions within the organization, and so con-
siderably improve the ability of the organization to handle customer service, sales,
marketing, online transactions, and orders [32, 33]. Some estimates suggest the CRM
market alone may reach the $9 billion mark by 2003 [7]. Indeed, industry reports
suggest that the leading ERP vendors are investing extensively in building and im-
proving their CRM modules to respond to this expected market (for example [36,
39]). The driving force behind the rise of CRM is the increasing competition brought
about by globalization, the rise of e-commerce, and the resulting increase in compe-
tition and client expectation for high-quality customized online service [14, 30, 32].

Many issues contribute to the successful implementation of CRM. Some of these
issues deal with broad organizational level issues that typically precede the actual
implementation, such as gaining senior management support, creating organizational
champions, devising appropriate user training programs, and having a suitable infor-
mation technology (IT) infrastructure. Other issues deal with specific user-level imple-
mentation matters, primarily providing user support and configuring the CRM to
particular user requests during implementation. In contrast to the former broad orga-
nizational level issues, users do have significant input in the latter implementation
issues through requests and queries that are submitted to the implementation team. In
general, responsiveness to such user requests, and so configuring the new IT so that it
will support the users’ business processes and work procedures, is needed in systems
where the views of senior management may not reflect the actual work procedures as
they are performed [4], as is also the case with CRM [26] and other IT where there are
many groups of stakeholders with their respective conflicting views and priorities
[16]. Past research has shown that responsiveness to such requests is correlated with
increased user assessment that an IT is configured correctly—albeit owing to the use
of cross-sectional survey data alone, actual causation was not examined by previous
research [11, 12].
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The objective of the study is to examine, based on Social Exchange Theory (SET)
[3, 15, 38] and applying a quasi-experimental design, whether responsiveness to user
requests in real-world settings is a plausible cause of (and are not just correlated
with) increased favorable user assessments of the correctness of the configuration
and, through these assessments, user willingness to adopt the system. Quasi-experi-
mental designs, unlike cross-sectional survey data, can establish causation to some
extent by showing significant differences in outcome variables between treatment
groups that are otherwise approximately equivalent [5].

The importance of gaining user approval is highlighted by industry reports sug-
gesting that configuration problems account for an estimated 65 percent of CRM
project failures [23] and that user resistance is one of the major reasons ERP imple-
mentations fail [19]. Moreover, users, by virtue of being the ones who actually use
the CRM in real-world situations on a daily basis, are the best judges of its correct
configuration (that is, that the CRM has been customized to support their work proce-
dures and business processes correctly). In addition, because the users of the CRM
are typically the organization’s personnel who have contact with a large proportion of
its clients and the revenue these clients bring, user approval of the way in which the
CRM was correctly configured testifies, at least in part, to the ability of the CRM to
increase these revenues through its support of client-oriented business processes. Con-
sequently, one of the main tasks of implementation management should be to in-
crease user assessment of the correctness of the configuration of the CRM and through
it user willingness, albeit not voluntary, to adopt it.

The study examined the implementation of a new CRM in a large telecommunica-
tions company in two totally separate but functionally identical sites in the northeast-
ern section of the United States. One site received extensive responsiveness from the
implementation team, whereas the other site, due to organizational policy, received
only routine responsiveness from the CRM implementation team. The data show sig-
nificant differences in all the studied constructs: user assessments of the implementa-
tion team’s responsiveness and cooperative intentions, user assessment of the correct
configuration of the CRM, and user willingness to adopt the CRM. In accordance
with the implications of SET, the data also indicate that the effect of responsiveness,
both actual and perceived, on user willingness to adopt the new system was mediated
through user beliefs about the correctness of the configuration. The data also indicate
that actual responsiveness affected these beliefs through perceived responsiveness.

Theoretical Background

CRM Implementation: Configuration and Support

CRMS ARE ERP MODULES THAT SPECIALIZE IN capturing, integrating, managing, and
analyzing customer data, such as who, what, when, and how a customer did what
with the organization. CRMs integrate and synthesize a wide array of activities re-
lated to customer service, sales, and marketing to customers [20, 33]. Combining
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these activities into one seamless interaction gives organizations a strategic tool to
retain and improve their customer relationships through customized integrated ser-
vices [7]. In addition, by collecting, retaining, and analyzing this data, CRMs allow
companies to handle sales, customer service, and marketing more efficiently and ef-
fectively by strategically marketing products or services to customer groups to whom
the services or products most apply. CRMs also enable better customer service by
combining all the interactions a company has with the customer into one integrated
seamless interaction [14, 30, 32]. Current CRM modules consist of operational CRM,
which allows a seamless integration of customer interface with back-office transac-
tions; analytical CRM, which allows the organization to analyze its relationship with
the customers based on data in a data warehouse; and collaborative CRM, which
enables the organization to work closely with selected customers, suppliers, and busi-
ness partners. Some CRMs also support marketing campaigns and telemarketing [32].

Implementing a new CRM, however, is not a simple “turnkey” project. The com-
plexity of the business processes involved, the unique way in which each company
handles its own customer relationship management, and the need to adapt existing
work procedures mean that successful CRM implementation requires extensive con-
figuration. CRMs are not different from other ERP modules in this respect, except
that in the case of CRM, these hurdles are sometimes more pronounced because man-
aging customer relationship activities is less standardized across industries than other
business processes handled by other ERP modules, such as “financials.” In addition,
because the CRM is a company’s interface with its many clients (arguably a larger
group with more diverse needs than its suppliers or other business partners), more
people with more diverse needs interact with a CRM than with other ERP modules.
The 65 percent failure rate of CRM implementation projects [23] is a testimony to
these complexities.

Extrapolating from research dealing with user perceptions during MRP II adoption
suggests that some of the obstacles in implementing a new CRM, especially those
concerning inaccurate configuration, may be related to the nature of the social ex-
change relationship between the users and the implementation team [12], discussed
next.

Social Exchange Theory

SET views interpersonal interactions from a cost–benefit perspective, much akin to
an economic exchange—except that a social exchange deals with the exchange of
intangible social costs and benefits (such as respect, honor, friendship, and caring)
and is not governed by explicit rules or agreements.1 Like an economic exchange,
social exchange assumes that individuals take part in an exchange only when they
expect their rewards from it to justify the costs of taking part in it. The major differ-
ence between a social and an economic exchange is that a social exchange gives no
guarantee that there will be reciprocal rewards in return for the costs invested, be-
cause, unlike in economic exchange, there are no rules or agreements that govern the
interaction. The only “guarantee” in a social exchange is the assumed cooperative
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intentions of the other party (that is, the belief that the other party will reciprocate as
they are expected to [3, 15, 38]). This belief in the cooperative intentions of the other
party is central to a social exchange, because the lack of explicit rules and regulations
means that people have to rely on their belief in the cooperative intentions of the
other party to justify their expected benefits from the exchange. Had there been ex-
plicit rules and regulations to regulate the exchange, argues Blau [3], it would have
been an economic exchange, not a social one, and would not have had social ramifi-
cations. Indeed, explicitly stating the motivation behind a social exchange, such as “I
will help you if you will respect me,” is hardly likely to create a social bond or result
in respect [3]. As a result, individuals taking part in a social exchange must have faith
in the cooperative intentions of the other individuals with whom they are engaging
due to the lack of a mechanism that could enforce an equal exchange. The belief in
the cooperative intentions of the other party taking part in the social exchange is so
important that without the belief that the other party will reciprocate fairly people are
less likely to voluntarily take part in a social exchange [3].

These principles of social exchange—a cost/benefit analysis of intangibles, the need
to believe in the intentions of the other party, and the social message a social ex-
change conveys—have been used to understand many phenomena in business inter-
actions (for example [2, 6, 8, 17, 29]), including the interaction between users of a
new complex IT and its technical support team [11, 13]. Extrapolating from this re-
search on SET during IT adoption, a case can be built as to why SET can also apply to
ERP adoption, in general, and CRM, in particular.

Social Exchange During CRM Adoption

The initial decision to implement an ERP module is typically a top level strategic one
[18] that is geared toward gaining strategic benefits by integrating business processes
across organizational units [11, 18], receiving a high return on investment (ROI)
from these systems [19], reshaping work activities into seamless automated business
processes [40], gaining new networked market capabilities [18], and replacing legacy
IT [25]. Vendor reports also highlight the high ROI from these systems (for example
[33]). Achieving these strategic level benefits depends, however, on a successful
implementation process in which the users’ support is essential [23].

In contrast to the managers making the initial decision to deploy the CRM, the
users have little formal control over the implementation team. Their interaction with
the implementation team, as in the case of ERP in general [11], contains many ele-
ments of a social exchange. The reason for this is the nature of the relationship be-
tween the users and the implementation team: extensive interaction combined with
the intangible nature of the benefits that the users expect and the lack of explicit rules
of conduct that can guarantee these benefits. One of the major benefits users are
likely to gain from the relationship with the implementation team is a new IT that is
properly configured to their work procedures and that provides correct and reliable
output. This is the case with users of expert systems [13] and with ERP users [11].
SET implies that, in the absence of rules and regulations, the belief in the cooperative
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intentions of the social exchange partner as well as manifestations of such coopera-
tive intensions should influence people’s assessment of the benefits that they expect
to get out of the relationship [3, 6, 15]. In the case of complex IT, these benefits are
centered around the correct configuration of the IT [11]. This is especially important
in the case of ERP systems in general, because these IT need to be customized to
specific user needs before they can be used properly [11, 23, 34, 35].

What indications, then, do users have of the implementation team’s cooperative
intentions? Previous research examining the applicability of SET to IT adoption has
suggested that since a central characteristic of the interaction between the users and
the implementation team is user requests for changes and implementation team re-
sponsiveness to these requests, the track record of this responsiveness should influ-
ence user assessments of their expected benefits from the new IT [11, 13]. The reason
for this in the case of CRM implementation is that when the implementation team
responds promptly to a user, whether it is regarding the solution to problem report, or
simply an inquiry regarding the functionality of the system, the implementation team
is signaling an intention to cooperate with users and assist them in gaining the pri-
mary benefit from the new IT: its support of the user’s work processes through cor-
rect configuration [11], which is important because inappropriate customization is a
common problem in ERP implementation [21]. Conversely, if the implementation
team does not show responsiveness, for example, by not adequately solving reported
problems or not incorporating requested enhancements, the user is likely to perceive
this behavior as an indication of the implementation team member’s lack of coopera-
tive intentions, with all that that implies regarding getting the expected benefits from
the new system [11]. In general, being responsive is a central aspect of a social ex-
change [29].

Research Model and Hypotheses

VIEWING THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE USERS and the implementation team as a
social exchange suggests that in sites where the implementation team is highly re-
sponsive users will be more inclined to believe in the cooperative intentions of the
team and accordingly to assess the CRM more favorably and to be more inclined to
approve of it. The hypotheses developed in this section explain this process in the
context of a quasi-experimental design where each treatment has a different level of
responsiveness.

During the implementation of a CRM, users and implementation team members
interact extensively and the users form a perception of the responsiveness of the imple-
mentation team. From a user’s point of view, this interaction is reminiscent of a social
exchange: there is no formal agreement detailing each participant’s obligations, hence
the users’ hoped-for benefits depend to a large extent on the cooperative intentions
and behavior of the implementation team. This is especially the case given that the
quality of configuration and support cannot be easily and readily detailed in a legal
contract.2 Past research has shown that such user beliefs regarding correct software
customization are highly correlated with user assessments about the implementation
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teams’ responsiveness to their requests during the configuration and support [11].
Arguably, the same should apply to CRM implementation. The extent to which the
users evaluate, based on their firsthand experience, that the implementation team is
configuring the CRM in response to their requests should increase user assessments
that the implementation team is cooperative and that, accordingly, the CRM will sup-
port their specific business processes and work procedures better. Indeed, the com-
plexity of a CRM is such that it is impractical to check every minute detail of an
implementation team’s work and so the users have no choice but to accept on faith
that the configurations are done with their best interests at heart. The hypotheses are
developed below. Figure 1 presents the research model.

The first set of hypotheses examines whether belonging to a pilot site treatment
group, a site with increased implementation team responsiveness, significantly in-
creased user beliefs that the implementation team is responsive, has cooperative in-
tentions, and that the CRM is configured correctly. The pilot site received the CRM
first and was closely monitored by the implementation team to check that the CRM
was configured correctly. This support included on-site implementation team pres-
ence and a quick turnaround of reported problems into new releases, in addition to
routine support of a hot line number. The non-pilot sites were given the CRM but
received only routine support of a hot line number. The first hypothesis examines
whether a quasi-experimental treatment group receiving increased actual responsive-
ness from the implementation team also perceives a greater degree of responsiveness
from the implementation team:

H1a: Subjects in sites receiving increased implementation team responsiveness
will perceive higher degrees of implementation team responsiveness.

In addition, it is hypothesized that, given that the implementation team’s declared
organizational objective was to assist the subjects (that is, users) and that they as-
sisted the pilot site subjects more than they did the other subjects, the pilot site sub-
jects would acknowledge more the implementation team’s cooperative intentions. In
other words, it is hypothesized that the subjects in the pilot site, because they experi-
enced more cooperative behavior, would accordingly posit a higher assessment of
responsiveness than would subjects in other sites:

H1b: Subjects in sites receiving increased implementation team responsiveness
will perceive higher degrees of the implementation team’s cooperative intentions.

Since the objective of this increased responsiveness from the implementation team
was to configure the CRM according to user requests, to explain problems, and to
assist users when any problems arose (the last item being especially important), it is
also hypothesized that subjects in the pilot sites (that is, those who had an on-site
consultation and a quick turnaround to requests), would accordingly be more likely
to assess that the CRM is configured correctly.3

H1c: Subjects in sites receiving increased implementation team responsiveness
will assess the correctness of the CRM configuration more favorably.
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The main objectives of an implementation team’s responsiveness and an integral
part of their interaction with the users are typically (1) to configure the CRM so that
it will support user needs correctly, and (2) to explain to users how to use the CRM to
achieve these results. This was also the declared objective in this CRM implementa-
tion project. During this implementation period, however, users generally had no
guarantee that the implementation team would grant them their expected benefits
from the exchange (that is, a correctly configured CRM that will assist rather than
deter them in their work). In such circumstances, extrapolating from SET, the users
are likely to justify their expectations based on their assessment of the implementa-
tion team’s behavior toward them. Since the primary way in which users can influ-
ence the configuration of the CRM is through the responsiveness of the implementation
team, it is hypothesized that perceived responsiveness would be associated with a
more favorable assessment of the correct configuration of the CRM. Moreover, if the
implementation team is not responsive to user inquiries and requests, users have little
reason to assume that the software will be configured to operate as they would like it
to, or that the implementation team really cares about helping them achieve this ex-
pected benefit through explaining how to use the software correctly.

H2a: Increased user perception of the implementation team’s responsiveness will be
associated with increased perception of the correctness of the CRM configuration.

During a social exchange, people’s assessment of the cooperative intentions of oth-
ers is based on perceptions concerning the behavior of those others. When those
others are perceived to be doing their fair share of the social exchange, these others are
perceived as cooperatively intentioned. SET implies that under these circumstances
user assessments about the cooperative intentions of the implementation team should
be based on user perceptions of the implementation team fulfilling their expected be-
havior. Indeed, previous research has shown that perceived responsiveness is associ-
ated with increased belief in the implementation team’s cooperative intentions [11, 13].
Also, in many CRM implementation projects, including the one examined in this

Figure 1. Research Model and Hypotheses.
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study, a major explicit objective of the implementation team is to be responsive to
user requests and to assist users on-site with explanations about the CRM so that the
CRM can be configured according to user needs and so that the users will use it in the
best way possible. In fact, the implementation team in this project was trained ex-
pressly for this purpose. According to one IT manager, the implementation team’s
responsibility was to “hold the hands of the users and ensure that their concerns were
addressed so that the system installation was a success.” Thus, when the implementa-
tion team does so, users should be more likely to believe in the implementation team’s
cooperative intentions.

H2b: Increased user perception of the implementation team’s responsiveness will
be associated with increased perception of the implementation team’s coopera-
tive intentions.

One of the major benefits that users can expect to gain from this kind of a social
exchange is a CRM that supports their work processes correctly. Gaining this benefit
is predicated on the cooperative intentions of the implementation team who, by being
cooperative, can help users achieve this goal or who, by being noncooperative, can
make it almost impossible. As SET implies, users realizing this should be more in-
clined to assess that the CRM is correctly configured when the implementation team
is perceived as cooperative.

H3: Increased user perception of the implementation team’s cooperative inten-
tions will be associated with increased perception of the correctness of the CRM
configuration.

If, as a result of the implementation process, the users believe that they have re-
ceived a properly configured CRM and that they know how to use it properly, then
the users are more likely to approve of the new CRM, regardless of company policy
forcing them to use it, simply because such a CRM will support their business pro-
cesses and improve the quality of their work. Conversely, if the users perceive that
the CRM is incorrectly configured or that the on-site help has been insufficient, they
will be less likely to willingly approve of it (that is, prefer it to an existing system).
Since a correctly configured and dependable CRM is essential in achieving the user-
related business processes that it is supposed to support, as it is with other ERP mod-
ules [11], it is hypothesized that users’ acceptance of the new CRM will be correlated
with their belief that the CRM has been configured correctly.

H4: Increased user perception of the correctness of the CRM configuration will
result in a higher likelihood that the users will approve of the CRM.

Research Design

Quasi-Experimental Design

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS INVOLVE AS A MINIMUM using several treatment groups, hav-
ing each receive a unique treatment, and then measuring and comparing outcome
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measures to assess whether the different treatments resulted in significant differences
between the groups on outcome variables of interest. Thus, unlike cross-sectional
survey data, experimental data can show causation. Typically, showing causation re-
quires showing association, isolation, and temporal precedence. Experimental de-
signs can show all three. Association, as in cross-sectional survey research, can be
shown through correlation, regressions, and the like. Isolation can be reasonably es-
tablished by limiting, or at least controlling, extraneous constructs. Temporal prece-
dence can be shown through experimental design where the cause preceded the effect.
However, the external validity (generality) of laboratory experiments cannot be es-
tablished as soundly as in cross-sectional surveys because of the necessarily limited
sample size, because of the artificiality of laboratory conditions, and because of un-
certainty whether the subjects really represent the population of interest in real-world
settings. Hence, the objective of experimental designs is typically to show causation,
whereas the objective of cross-sectional survey research is to show the generality of
theoretical implications without establishing causation [5].

Between pure laboratory experiments and cross-sectional survey research is the quasi-
experimental design. This research design, like laboratory experiments, deals with
treatment groups and outcome measures, but, unlike laboratory experiments, it deals
in real-world settings: it examines the research model with representatives of the popu-
lation of interest in their actual field settings by comparing organizational units that
received different treatments. As a result, quasi-experimental designs allow the re-
searcher to assess plausible causation (only “plausible” because such designs cannot
establish isolation as successfully as do laboratory experiments). And yet at the same
time, quasi-experiments still maintain experimental realism (that is, the “degree to
which the experiment is involving to the subject”) and mundane realism (that is, “the
extent to which a laboratory event is real-world like” [10, p. 432]), which is a typical
critique of laboratory experiments. Nonetheless, being conducted in real-world orga-
nizations, the researcher can seldom randomly assign subjects to treatment groups or
establish complete isolation as convincingly as in a pure laboratory experiment [5].

This study adopted a quasi-experimental design because the objective of the study
was to assess plausible causation in real-world settings of actual responsiveness dur-
ing the configuration and implementation period of a new CRM. A quasi-experimen-
tal design was necessary because implementation team responsiveness and the
consequences of using a CRM in real-world scenarios cannot be convincingly repli-
cated in a laboratory experiment, whereas causation cannot be examined in cross-
sectional survey analysis. Due to the nature of the data and organizational constraints,
this study applied a posttest-only design. (There are several types of quasi-experi-
mental designs. See Cook and Campbell [5] for a comprehensive discussion of quasi-
experimental designs.) In a posttest design, data from two otherwise equivalent groups
are compared after one of the groups received the experimental treatment in real-
world conditions. More comprehensive quasi-experimental designs also include a
pretest where the same data are also collected before the treatment is administered.
However, in the specific case of this study it was questionable whether users could
assess the correct configuration of the CRM, or the intentions and responsiveness of
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the implementation team, before they were given the CRM and came into contact
with the implementation team. Accordingly, only posttest data were collected.4 To
account for this inherent shortcoming of this design, specifically that the differences
between the groups might be due to an a priori difference between the groups (a
selection effect) rather than due to the actual treatment, it is necessary to show that the
groups are credibly equivalent. How this was done in this study is discussed in the
next section.

Site Selection

The study utilized the implementation of a CRM in a large telecommunications com-
pany based in the Northeast United States. Telecommunications industries are among
the first that CRM was built to support [39]. The current system that was used by the
company to handle its customer orders, not a CRM, was in the process of being re-
placed by a CRM. The new CRM was customized to the organizational needs. The
CRM allowed users to take customer orders and make product recommendations in
order to strategically market products to appropriate customers. The user-base of the
new CRM numbered in the thousands and was spread over several states. The users
interacted with the implementation team during the configuration and installation
period of the new IT, and during the ongoing handling of questions and problems
relating to the new CRM.

This specific CRM was an operational CRM. (At the time, the CRM did not yet
support analytical CRM or collaborative CRM.) The CRM was designed to provide
real-time integration and synchronization between the front office interactions with
the customer and the various back office fulfillment activities. Within the operational
CRM, the modules that were implemented at this stage were order fulfillment and
customer service. Specifically, the CRM supported (1) order life cycle process, (2) real-
time availability checks, (3) customized product recommendations, (4) order track-
ing, and (5) service management.

The implementation of the CRM was parallel: users had the option to use either the
new CRM or the previous system. In addition, due to the complexity of the system
and the existence of users spread out geographically in many offices, the company
decided to use a pilot conversion strategy. Any new major release was first installed
in one office, the pilot site, and after it was ascertained that this new release was
relatively correctly configured and stable, it was installed in all the other offices. This
pilot site received special attention. In the words of the implementation project man-
ager, one of the objectives of the implementation team in the pilot site was to “de-
velop a close relationship with the users.” Any configuration errors and other glitches
found in the pilot site were often fixed very quickly with new mini-releases. More-
over, the implementation team answered any questions users had about using the new
CRM. Indeed, often the implementation team was physically on-site at the pilot site.
The non-pilot sites primarily received routine support through a telephone “hot line,”
although problems relating to missing functionality and possible CRM glitches were
also received and handled from non-pilot site subjects.
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In this study, special care was taken to examine the equivalence of the sites in-
volved in the data collection, except for the additional responsive treatment that the
pilot site received, in order to reduce the possibility of a selection bias. As part of the
preliminary work, it was verified independently with several contact persons in the
organization that the groups were equivalent in all respects except that the pilot site
received increased responsiveness, and that this was the first and only time the pilot-
site users were members of a pilot site. The posttest demographics also support the
equivalence of the groups (see below for details).

The concerns raised by the users fell predominantly into three categories: (1) con-
cerns about system performance, (2) bug reports, and (3) functionality issues. The
implementation team addressed performance concerns, such as response time, by
working with the developers to speed up database access and other performance bottle-
necks, and to redesign the “flow” of the system in order to speed up response time.
Bug fixes were assigned priority by a committee of user representatives. Highest
priority bug fixes were immediately addressed by mini-releases, and other fixes as
well as performance enhancements were done in regularly scheduled maintenance
releases. Functionality issues were of two types: (1) cases where the software did not
support the users business process, and (2) cases where the software did support the
business process but the user did not realize it. The former type was reported to the
development staff that configured the CRM appropriately in either a mini-release or
maintenance release, depending on the severity of the problem. The latter type was
attended to by an explanation given to the user by the on-site implementation team or
by the hot line personnel.

The experimental instrument (surveys) was distributed to users who had already
taken training sessions, including on-site support and explanations about system con-
figuration, in which they had ample opportunity to raise suggestions and point out
possible problems with the system. In other words, the survey measured user beliefs
after the subjects had interacted with the implementation team either in a pilot site
setting or in a non-pilot site setting. This procedure was intended to make sure that
the “cause” (that is, the treatment), preceded the “effect” (that is, user perceptions and
assessments). Since the organization studied was an “equal opportunities employer”
there is little reason to believe that the users do not represent “typical” CRM users.

Instrument Creation and Validation

The items reflecting Perceived Responsiveness (PR) were adapted from the validated
Perceived Developer Responsiveness scale [13] that dealt with an Expert Systems
implementation team’s responsiveness to requests for changes in the system. The
scale was later revalidated in the context of MRP II adoption [11]. The scale used in
this study adapted this scale to CRM configuration requests and then expanded it,
using equivalent items, to also deal with a suggestion line that was used in the sites
studied. This suggestion line received calls from subjects dealing with operational
questions, inquiries about use of the CRM, possible missing functionality, and glitches
in the CRM and its configuration. It was available to both pilot and non-pilot site
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users. In accordance with SET, the benefit expected by the users from the exchange
with the implementation team was the perception that the software was configured
correctly. Perceptions of information systems value and benefits have been supported
and justified by other IT researchers as proxies for actual benefits [28, 37]. For this
study, IT benefit perception was assessed with the Correct Configuration (CC) scale,
which was adapted from a validated scale dealing with the correct configuration of an
MRP II system [11]. The perceived Cooperative Intentions (CI) scale dealt with user
belief that the implementation team is willing to help them. This scale is also based on
a previously validated one in the context of MRP II adoption [11]. Finally, the User
Approval (UA) scale was a new scale that reflected user willingness to adopt the new
CRM, regardless of whether its use is mandated by management.

Two IT managers, who were not associated with the organization being studied,
initially checked the items in order to ensure the clarity of the items and the appropri-
ateness of the items to the constructs they reflect. The managers were asked to flag
unclear and inappropriate items. Items that were flagged by one or both of the man-
agers were dropped. The implementation manager of the CRM in the telecommuni-
cations company then examined the remaining items to reassess and verify both the
clarity and the appropriateness of each item. All the items were measured on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) with 3
being “neutral.” In the items, the IT group was labeled “the software team” to avoid
misunderstanding who the IT personnel were. The name of the software system has
been changed to SW to maintain the organization’s anonymity. The instrument items
are shown in Table 1. Item CC2 was later dropped because it cross-loaded on the PR
scale in a factor analysis.

Data Collection

The experimental instrument containing the items in Table 1 and demographic ques-
tions was administered with an accompanying letter that emphasized that completing
the questionnaire was voluntary and anonymous and that the implementation man-
agement would receive only aggregate data so no individual response could be tracked.
There were 148 questionnaires handed out, and 127 completed usable questionnaires
were returned (86 percent response rate). Of the completed questionnaires, 75 were
from pilot site subjects and 52 were from non-pilot site subjects. Exactly the same
data collection procedure was administered to all the subjects. All the subjects at each
site were asked by their direct manager during work hours to take a short break and
complete the anonymous survey.

The subjects had mostly either completed high school or had an undergraduate
degree (44 each), 74 were women, they worked on average 39 hour weeks, and al-
most all (97 percent in pilot sites and 92 percent in non-pilot sites) received formal
training in the new CRM. There was no significant difference in education level (t =
0.68, p-value = 0.498), gender percentage (t = 0.20, p-value = 0.841), work hours (t =
0.09, p-value = 0.929), or the percentage that received formal training (t = 1.35, p-
value = 0.180) between the two types of sites. Subjects in the pilot site had been
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exposed to the new CRM slightly longer, but there was no significant difference be-
tween the self-assessed period of time in which they were involved in the new CRM
that was being phased in, approximately two years, between the two treatment groups
(t = 0.36, p = 0.720). Thus, the data suggest that pilot and non-pilot sites did not differ
significantly based on these demographics. This was confirmed in follow up inter-
views with the implementation project manager and other members of the implemen-
tation team. Table 2 shows the mean, standard deviation, and t-value of the research
constructs by site type. Significantly, pilot site users assessed the implementation
team as more responsive, showing more cooperative intentions, and that the imple-
mentation team did a better job correctly configuring the CRM. Pilot site users also
showed more approval of the CRM.5

Data Analysis

Validity and Reliability

THE DISCRIMINANT AND CONVERGENT VALIDITIES of the experimental instrument were
assessed with a factor analysis. The factor analysis showed four factors with eigen-
values above one that together explained 75.9 percent of the variance (after dropping
item CI4 that while loading at 0.7660 on its expected factor also loaded at 0.4162 on
the CC scale). All the items, except for CI4 that was discarded, loaded highly on the
construct they were designed to reflect and below 0.40 on all the other factors. The

Table 1. Instrument Items

Code Item 

PR1 My feedback is reflected in subsequent versions
PR2 The software team is responsive to my requests regarding software

functionality
PR3 SW suggestion line is responsive to suggested system design issues
PR4 SW suggestion line is responsive to bug correction
PR5 SW suggestion line is responsive to input
CI1 I believe that the software team will be ready and willing to assist and

support me
CI2 The software team has gone out on a limb for me
CI4 The software team can be counted on to do what is right
CI3 The software team expresses willingness to help 
CC1 The software is dependable
CC2 I trust the output from the software
CC3 I can trust the results obtained with the software
CC4 The software is reliable
UA1 Even if I had the option not to, I would use the software very often
UA2 Even if I had the option not to, I would use SW on a daily basis
UA3 If I could choose, I would go back to the old system all the time
UA4 Even if it were not company policy I would still use SW
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results of the factor analysis after a VARIMAX rotation are shown in Table 3. Scale
reliabilities were assessed using Cronbach’s alphas. All the scales loaded above the
0.70 threshold [24]: CC at 0.92, UA at 0.85, PR at 0.91, and CI at 0.83.

Hypotheses Testing

The hypotheses were analyzed using stepwise linear regression. Examining a regres-
sion with UA as the dependent variable and CI, PR, CC, and site type as the indepen-
dent variables showed that only CC affected UA (β = 0.55, t = 6.386, p-value <
0.0001; F = 40.78, R2 = 31 percent) and supported H4. A second stepwise linear
regression showed that CC, in turn, was affected by PR (β = 0.39, t = 4.121, p-value =
0.0001), and by CI (β = 0.39, t = 4.141, p-value = 0.0001), but not by whether the site
was a pilot (F = 41.67, p-value < 0.0001, R2 = 48 percent) and supported H2a, H3, but
not H1c, respectively. A third stepwise linear regression showed that CI, in turn, was
affected by PR (β = 0.60, t = 7.479, p-value < 0.0001) but not by whether the site was
a pilot (F = 55.94, p-value < 0.0001, R2 = 37 percent) and supported H2b, but not
H1b, respectively. Another stepwise linear regression showed that PR was affected
by whether the site was a pilot (β = 0.33, t = 3.535, p-value = 0.0006, R2 = 11 percent)
and supported H1a.6 A diagrammatic summary of the hypotheses is presented in Fig-
ure 2, showing that even though there were significant differences based on the type
of site (pilot or non-pilot), as shown in Table 2, these differences were apparently
insignificant when perceived responsiveness was included in the analyses. Tenta-
tively, this suggests that the effects of actual responsiveness are mitigated by per-
ceived responsiveness.

Discussion

Summary of Results

THE DATA SHOW THAT THE NATURE of the social exchange during the implementation
of a CRM influences user assessments about the CRM and ultimately user willing-
ness to adopt it. These results are in accordance with the conclusions drawn by previ-
ous research that applied SET to study the implementation of other new complex IT:
perceived responsiveness is associated with an increased favorable assessment of
large complex software packages during their implementation. A possible reason for
this, extrapolating from SET, is that responsiveness helps confirm user expectations
from the implementation team, especially given the necessity of system configura-
tion and support before the system can be deployed successfully.

In this regard, the current study extends the results of previous research dealing
with SET during the implementation of a large complex IT by using a quasi-experi-
mental design. Previous research in this stream used cross-sectional survey research,
and so was able to show association in accordance with theoretical implications but
not to indicate causation. The advantage of a quasi-experimental design is its ability
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to examine plausible causation, and not only the associations (correlations) it implies,
whereas retaining experimental realism.

The data lend support to the hypothesized implied causation related to implementa-
tion team responsiveness by showing that subjects in the treatment group that re-
ceived high degrees of responsiveness perceived the implementation team significantly
as more responsive and more cooperative-intentioned. This treatment group also sig-
nificantly assessed the CRM as better configured and were significantly more willing
to adopt it than subjects who were not in the pilot site. The data also indicated that
perceived responsiveness might mitigate these effects: actual responsiveness influ-
ences perceived responsiveness, but its influence on other downstream beliefs is
through perceived responsiveness.

Although the results are indicative of the theory, they should be taken cautiously
because the objective of quasi-experimental design is to show plausible causation in
field settings, not to establish the generality of the results; this is especially pertinent
in this study as the sample consisted of only one company.

Limitations and Additional Research

The objective of this study was to examine the social exchange aspects of CRM imple-
mentation. There are many other issues affecting the successful implementation of IT
that will presumably also apply to CRM, such as user training, organizational cham-
pions, hardware infrastructure, and top management commitment. Examining the
effect of such issues was not possible in the quasi-experimental setting because the
organization’s policy dictated equivalence across sites, with the exception of the pilot
site receiving special responsive support. Additional research is needed accordingly
to examine such aspects and compare them with responsiveness.

In this study, extraneous causes based on demographics were shown to be statisti-
cally insignificant. The equivalence of the sites, with the one exception of one site
being a pilot in this single implementation, was also confirmed in interviews with

Figure 2. Supported and Unsupported Hypotheses with Standardized Coefficients
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knowledgeable contact persons in the organization. However, achieving experimental
isolation also required controlling for all other extraneous variables or randomly as-
signing subjects to treatment groups. Doing so was not possible in this study because
of the real-world setting and so a degree of caution is called for in assuming causation.

Related to this limitation is the analysis of only two sites and in only one organiza-
tion, because of the need to select equivalent sites without introducing extraneous
variance. The two sites selected were deliberately chosen from the same geographic
area in an attempt to control for extraneous variance based on local culture. The
unavoidable trade-off, as is typically the case with experimental designs in general
[5], is that it limits the generality of the results. In addition, the lack of a data collec-
tion before the CRM was implemented (pretest data) or of a randomized allocation of
subjects to treatment groups means that causation cannot be clearly established in
this case. (These pretest data were not collected because users could hardly be ex-
pected to assess the correct configuration of a CRM or the intentions and responsive-
ness of an implementation team before they examined the CRM or met the
implementation team.) Although the study design went to great lengths to try to es-
tablish that there were no significant differences between the pilot and non-pilot site
subjects except in the treatment, as recommended by Cook and Campbell [5], estab-
lishing isolation beyond doubt is not possible. Hence, the results imply only plausible
causation. Additional quasi-experimental research is needed in other organizations
and with other CRMs, where possible with pretest data included, in order to show the
generality of the results by replicating them in other settings and providing additional
evidence of causality.

Additional research is also needed to examine the influence users have on the imple-
mentation team. SET implies a two-way relationship: the users and the implementa-
tion team influence each other’s expectations. Due to organizational setting and sample
size limitations (the implementation team was considerably smaller than the user
population) the current study examined only user beliefs. Examining implementation
team members’ beliefs could extend this study and reveal additional aspects that af-
fect CRM users.

Implications for Practitioners

Implementation managers are naturally concerned that their system meets with user
approval because users are the ultimate test of its correct configuration. In the case of
a large complex IT, users’ assessments during implementation are influenced by the
nature of the social exchange they perceive to be having with the implementation
team [11]. This study lends additional support to this conclusion, providing managers
with a resource, within their control, to influence user beliefs about the CRM: the
responsiveness of their implementation team to user requests. Implementation man-
agers can direct their team members to promptly answer user concerns, incorporate
user feedback into CRM configuration, and to answer problems quickly and accu-
rately. Implementation managers can also address the perception of cooperative in-
tentions by showing the users that they are available and willing to help. Conversely,
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implementation teams that are not responsive to user requests likely imply that user
contribution to CRM functionality is not welcome, thus creating an impression that
their intentions are not cooperative.

This research suggests ways that managers can show this responsiveness to users,
based on these treatment groups. The responsive treatment in this quasi-experiment
indicates that on-site presence and quick turnaround of problems are two ways of
doing so. In addition, support systems should give some indication to the user that
their request has been received and, further, the ultimate disposition of this request.
Thus these follow-up actions not only contribute to responsiveness but also to the
perception of cooperative intentions. As shown through the quasi-experimental de-
sign, the pilot site that received increased actual responsiveness showed an increase
in perceived responsiveness, implying plausible causation that in turn was associated
with increased perceived cooperation.

Managers should be aware, however, that social exchange is built over time in a
process where the history and context of previous exchanges cannot be ignored [3,
15, 38]. In accordance with the importance of history and context, the data suggest
that pilot site users were only just slightly more than neutral in their assessment that
the implementation team was responsive, even though the implementation team, be-
cause of the complex nature of CRM configuration, was more than usually respon-
sive in the pilot site. The follow-up interviews suggest that this is possibly because of
the lingering effect of previous interactions. But history and context affect assess-
ments both ways. Also in accordance with the importance of history, the non-pilot
site users who were accustomed to receiving good helpful software from the imple-
mentation team thought the implementation team had cooperative intentions, even
though there was less actual responsiveness with these users. Perhaps more impor-
tantly in this regard, the study suggests that what users perceive as responsiveness
rather, than actual responsiveness, is what directly has these effects. Managing pub-
lic relations with the users, and not only being responsive, should thus be part of the
tools that implementation managers apply.

Implications for Researchers

Causation is more than correlation. Establishing plausible causation also requires
isolation and temporal precedence. These can be plausibly shown with a quasi-ex-
perimental design, but not with cross-sectional studies. Adding this plausible causa-
tion to existing research by applying SET to IT adoption in general, and ERP module
adoption in particular, is the main contribution of this study, whereas isolation could
only be tentatively indicated in this study. This contribution is strengthened by the
fact that the experimental subjects were real CRM users in a real-world field setting.

Another contribution of the study is that it helps clarify the relative role of actual
versus perceived responsiveness of an implementation team. Previous research, ex-
amining only perceived responsiveness through cross-sectional survey research, was
forced to make a conceptual leap of faith by assuming that actual responsiveness as
displayed by the implementation team leads to an increased user perceptions of imple-
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mentation team responsiveness. Although arguably the case, the data were not there
to attest it. The current study confirms this assumption and indicates that actual re-
sponsiveness probably operates through perceived responsiveness.

Epilogue

Implementing a new IT is the key to gaining value from it. Organizations gain the
benefits from a new IT, at least with regard to managers’ perceptions of these ben-
efits, when the IT supports the primary activities on Potter’s [27] Value Chain of that
company [28] and in doing so supports both the operations and the market focus of
the organization [37]. A CRM is all of these. It supports operations by increasing
efficiency and effectiveness and at the same time helps place the organization in a
strategic advantage. Understanding the importance of gaining user approval of the
new IT is necessary to achieve these gains. There is more to CRM implementation
than correct configuration and good training. Although both are clearly essential in
the successful implementation of CRM, there is also, as in many other human en-
deavors, a social exchange side to it too. Being responsive to user requests and clari-
fications is an easy way an implementation team can serve both these needs.

NOTES

1. A good example of a social exchange is a senior colleague helping a junior colleague:
spending time and effort providing advice, attention, and help (intangible costs) in an implicit
anticipation for respect, recognition, and esteem (intangible benefits). And, just like in an
economic exchange, if the senior colleague does not expect to receive adequate respect, recog-
nition, and esteem from the junior colleague to justify the time and effort, the senior colleague
is less likely to willingly take part in the social exchange by helping the junior colleague. Of
course, the senior colleague has no guarantee that the junior colleague will reciprocate as
expected. It is a matter of belief in the other party’s cooperative intentions. If the junior col-
league justifies these beliefs by reciprocating as expected, the reciprocity is likely to lead to
ever-expanding social exchanges between the two. On the other hand, if the junior colleague
fails to reciprocate, their behavior is likely to be interpreted as a social offense and will prob-
ably lead to reduced future social exchanges between the two, hence, the “social” aspect of a
social exchange and the importance of the belief in the cooperative intentions of the other
party [3].

2. Although the quantity of customization and support, for example, can be explicitly quan-
tified in terms of work hours, the quality cannot.

3. There were also some glitches in the working version of the CRM. Reporting, handling,
and circumventing these glitches through appropriate configuration were also part of the con-
figuration process and the responsibility of the implementation team. Users reported both these
glitches and the configuration errors to the implementation team without distinguishing be-
tween the two types.

4. Applying a posttest-only design has become a “tradition in economics and sociology” [5,
p. 99], among other reasons, because of the difficulty involved in collecting data at several
periods in real organizational settings [5, p. 99]. Although this cannot rule out a selection bias,
research typically tries to address the inherent problem caused by the lack of pretest data by
showing that the treatment groups are equivalent [5].

5. The data, while showing significant differences in all the constructs between the two
groups, also show that PR was close to neutral in the pilot site and that CI was close to
neutral in the non-pilot site. We discussed these results with implementation managers at the
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telecommunications company who suggested that the pilot site PR assessment was so be-
cause the problems with the CRM (configuration errors, software glitches, and so on) col-
ored the user’s opinion of the implementation team. So no matter how responsive the
implementation team was, since they were associated with a system that had some problems
they got lower PR scores. The CI value in the non-pilot site was explained as the result of the
organizational context. In the past, the implementation team, although maybe not very re-
sponsive to user requests, was still cooperative in other respects, such as displaying a will-
ingness or desire to help the users. For example, contacts with the implementation team have
been friendly and indicative of cooperation. However, the specific users’ request may not
have been implemented in the system due to prioritization or budget concerns, rendering the
exchange in the users’ eyes as cooperative but, ultimately, not responsive. As a result, even
the non-pilot site was neutral rather than negative about their cooperative intentions.

6. Additional analyses of the two insignificant hypotheses shows that both CC (β = 0.30, t =
3.389, p-value = 0.0010, R2 = 9 percent) and CI (β = 0.22, t = 2.352, p-value = 0.0206, R2 = 5
percent) are affected by site type when site type is the only independent variable. These results
suggest that the effects of actual responsiveness are mitigated by perceived responsiveness.
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