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training, then rejection six months later. The signal was fit.
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Sales tooling is often evaluated at the moment of launch, when training is fresh and the dashboard is full. Speier

and Venkatesh's longitudinal study of 454 salespeople across two firms measured what happened after that mo-

ment: positive reactions after training, then widespread rejection six months after implementation, with signific-

ant increases in absenteeism and voluntary turnover and no significant improvement in sales performance. This

essay reads the study as a warning about role and professional fit, not a verdict against CRM. It adds a practical

six‑month review that keeps perceived fit, sustained use, people outcomes, and sales outcomes in the same

frame.

Keywords: Sales force automation · Customer relationship management · Revenue operations · Technology adoption · Salesperson
role design
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Sales tooling should not be judged by the first clean week after training. The useful question is whether it still fits

the salesperson’s job and professional role six months later. That is the warning in a 2002 Journal of Marketing

study by Cheri Speier and Viswanath Venkatesh. Across two firms and 454 salespeople, perceptions were positive

immediately after training. Six months after implementation, the technology had been widely rejected. Absentee-

ism and voluntary turnover had significantly increased; perceptions of organizational commitment, job satisfac-

tion, person‑organization fit, and person‑job fit had decreased. Sales performance did not increase significantly.

The paper does not prove that CRM is bad. It shows why launch‑week adoption is weak evidence of longer‑run fit.

SV02-C2 SV02-C4 SV02-C5 J1

Speier and Venkatesh describe the sequence in the abstract:

“immediately after training, salespeople had positive perceptions of the techno-
logy. However, six months after implementation, the technology had been widely
rejected…”

That sentence is not a current statistic and it is not a prediction about every implementation. It is a result from a

longitudinal field study, with a design that gives the word later some weight. SV02-C1 SV02-C4

Why do sales tooling rollouts fail to drive CRM adoption?
The study followed two organizations where a new sales force automation system was implemented and ulti-

mately rejected. One was a telecom equipment and services firm with 399 salespeople. The other was a national

real estate agency whose six participating locations employed 289 agents. The authors retained complete data

from 277 and 177 salespeople respectively, which is how the study arrived at 454 longitudinal cases. The roles

were relationship‑oriented and the systems were meant to support customer work, not replace a back‑office

data‑entry function. SV02-C2

The timing matters. Each sales force completed a two‑day training program. The first survey came immediately

after training. A second survey came three months after implementation. Subjective outcomes were measured

again between those points, while objective data were collected across the full six months. That separates the

first impression from what happened after the system had become part of the work. A launch survey can tell you

whether the training landed. It cannot tell you whether the tool survives contact with the role. SV02-C3

Nor was the implementation described as careless. Telecom held focus groups, invited vendors to present, in-

cluded salespeople in the selection committee, and gave each salesperson a laptop. Top management strongly

supported the system. In real estate, managers introduced the tool and made it available to agents to support

property searches and virtual tours. The systems were presented as ways to augment knowledge, speed customer

work, or improve the customer experience. The study is therefore not a simple story about no training or no exec-

utive sponsorship. SV02-C6

The cost showed up outside the usage report
By the later measurements, usage had decreased in both firms. The subjective outcomes moved in the same dir-

ection: the initially favorable reactions became significantly more negative. The authors then compared objective

outcomes rather than relying on attitudes alone. That is the move worth keeping. A rollout can have a usage num-

ber, a perception number, a people number, and a sales number, and those numbers need not agree. SV02-C5
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Table 4 makes the people cost concrete without pretending it is a universal benchmark. In Telecom, the reported

preimplementation absenteeism rates were 0.9, 0.8, and 0.8 absences per month per salesperson across the three

prior six‑month windows. The two postimplementation windows were 1.8 and 2.3. In real estate, the comparable

preimplementation figure was 0.4, followed by 1.3 and 1.2. The paper reports these increases as significant. Those

are observations from two firms, not a target for your dashboard. SV02-C5

Turnover also increased significantly, and the authors report that exit interviews identified the SFA tools as a

primary driver in many voluntary turnover decisions. The interview details were not reported in the article, so the

sentence should not be inflated into a quantified causal pathway. Sales performance did not increase over time,

whether the authors compared the two post- implementation windows or the preimplementation and postimple-

mentation measures available at Telecom. The point is not that the system destroyed sales. The point is that the

measured people cost arrived without a measured sales improvement to offset it. SV02-C5 SV02-C9

Optional use was not the same as fit
The easy recommendation would be to make the system mandatory. The paper makes that answer less comfort-

able. Both organizations encouraged use but did not mandate it. In the model, perceived voluntariness was posit-

ively related to perceived relative advantage at both measurement points in both firms, with standardized coeffi-

cients from 0.15 to 0.17. Voluntary use was therefore not irrelevant. It helped describe the technology more favor-

ably, yet it did not prevent later rejection. SV02-C6 SV02-C7

The deeper lens was person‑technology fit. The authors separated job fit, whether the system fit the work itself,

from professional fit, whether it fit the salesperson’s development and role. The model linked stronger fit with us-

age and with better outcomes, while lower fit was associated with absenteeism and turnover. These are modeled

associations, not proof that a single fit score causes an exit. They nevertheless give a better diagnostic question

than “Did people log in?” SV02-C8

The role can change while the interface still looks successful. A salesperson may be trained to use a tool that even-

tually makes the craft feel more standardized, more monitored, or less useful to the customer. That interpretation

is the paper’s identity‑theory contribution: people do not experience technology only as a set of features. They ex-

perience what it says about the work they are expected to do and the competence the organization still values.

Voluntary in policy does not guarantee voluntary in experience. The last sentence is my inference from the study,

not a result the authors measured directly. SV02-C8 J2

A CRM record is not intelligence yet
This is where the second source helps. Stein, Smith, and Lancioni’s 2013 paper is conceptual rather than an em-

pirical test. They argue that business‑to‑business CRM records are often highly granular: one interaction, one op-

portunity, one negotiation, one customer. Because each record is specific to a deal, managers can struggle to ag-

gregate it across customer categories, market segments, and relationship types. A full database can therefore

contain more detail while producing less useful management information. SS13-C1

Their proposed remedy is disciplined classification and aggregation. Code the interaction so that a later reader

can see not only what happened, but what kind of relationship and decision it belongs to. Then roll the coded re-

cords up to questions about customer value, changing needs, recurring drivers, and the history of the relation-

ship. Stein et al. do not test a sales‑tool adoption effect. They provide a useful distinction for this article: a CRM re-

cord is storage; CRM intelligence is a management interpretation built from records. SS13-C2
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That distinction changes what a rollout review should ask. “How many people used the tool?” is a storage ques-

tion. “What did the tool make easier, for whom, and at what cost to the role?” is an intelligence question. The lat-

ter needs a time series and a comparison with the work before the rollout. It also needs the people outcomes that

a usage dashboard usually leaves outside its frame.

How should enterprise teams structure a six‑month sales tooling
review?
The following is my operating instrument, not a scale validated by either paper. Use it as a sequence of questions

at the same stages in every rollout. Keep the preimplementation baseline, record disagreements rather than aver-

aging them away, and do not create a pass threshold that the evidence has not earned. O1 O2

Table 1 The six-month rollout review

Stage Question Evidence to bring

Before training Which sales activities will the system
augment, standardize, or make feel re-
placeable?

Role map, customer‑interaction map,
and short interviews with users and
managers

After training Do people perceive relative advant-
age, job fit, and professional fit?

The same short survey for every user,
plus open explanations of the score

Month 3 Is use sustained after the novelty and
training support have faded?

Usage by role and activity, repeat fit
measures, and examples of work the
system changed

Month 6 What changed in absenteeism,
turnover, and sales performance?

Preimplementation comparison, ab-
sence and exit records, contracts or
volume, and customer‑work evidence

Review What must be redesigned before ex-
panding the rollout?

A decision log tied to activities and roles,
with no universal adoption threshold

Author's operating instrument, derived from Speier & Venkatesh (2002) and Stein, Smith & Lancioni (2013). Not a validated scale or a benchmark.

The table is deliberately less impressive than a single adoption percentage. It asks the team to look at the same

construct more than once and to place usage next to the work and people it is meant to support. It also forces the

commercial question back into the room. A tool that is used more often while sales performance and role fit de-

teriorate is not an unqualified success. A tool with uneven usage may be valuable in some activities and harmful

in others. The unit of review should therefore be the activity and role, not only the total user count. O1 J1

The question before purchase
The question before buying sales technology is usually, “Will the team use it?” The better question is, “Which

parts of the salesperson’s role will this tool improve, and which parts will it make feel replaceable?” That question

can be asked before the contract and revisited after month three. It also gives the adoption number a proper

place: usage is evidence, but it is not the whole outcome.

The counter‑case matters. This was a six‑month field study of two firms with relationship‑oriented sales roles. The

authors could not rule out every alternative explanation for turnover, and another implementation may produce
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different results. The paper itself says SFA is not inherently negative. The defensible conclusion is smaller and

more useful: do not treat a positive training reaction or voluntary use as proof that the technology fits the work.

SV02-C9 J3

That is why modern revenue analytics needs an event schema rather than mutable records, matching the discip-

line behind what AI changes in revenue operations, where an average productivity result is not allowed to hide

who gained and who paid. It is also why the one number a commercial team should share needs a shared defini-

tion, not merely a shared dashboard. A sales tool is part of the operating system. The review has to measure what

that system does to the people and relationships that make the number possible. J1

Twenty‑four years after the study, the purchase decision is still not “CRM or no CRM.” It is more specific: what kind

of salesperson does this system ask the organization to become, and will the answer still fit six months after the

training ends? J2 J3

Boundary
Boundary. The field study is old and limited to two firms. Use its six‑month review as a hypothesis for current SaaS

or AI tooling, then test fit, use, people outcomes and sales outcomes together.

https://isoglu.com/insights/journal/revenue-analytics-needs-an-event-schema/
https://isoglu.com/insights/journal/what-ai-changes-in-revenue-operations/
https://isoglu.com/insights/journal/one-number-commercial-team/
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