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SELLING E-COMMERCE INNOVATIONS
How do CMOs and CIOs describe their roles and relationships in the e-commerce adoption
process?

OBJECTIVES

Even though companies have brought innovative solutions to the markets since the
beginning of the world's commercial activities, innovation sales as an academic concept is
rarely new and left on a quite minor attention and only a few researchers have given their
contribution to the topic. This study aimed to give insight into the sales of e-commerce
innovations by describing the roles and relationships of Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) and
Chief Information Officer (CIO) in the e-commerce adoption process. Furthermore, the
paper aspired to provide information how CMOs and CIO describe e-commerce as an
investment and how do they describe the e-commerce adoption process.

METHODOLOGY

Due the lack of previous academic researches about innovation sales the foundation for the
theoretical framework was laid on the academic discussions of industrial buying behavior
and innovation adoption. For the empirical part of the study the chosen qualitative
approach provided the means to reach a deep understanding of the respondents' opinions
and build a thick descriptions from the given research phenomenon. The data was gathered
from the CMOs and ClOs of four larger Finnish companies in the form of semi-structured
personal interviews.

KEY FINDINGS

The results show that the poor experiences with the e-commerce investments drive the
transformation of the adoption process and the role and the relationships of the CMOs and
ClOs. The channel approach in marketing is out-dated and the organizations are focusing on
managing the comprehensive business model transformation where the traditional and
digital channels form an integrated concept and an uninterrupted interface for the
customer experience. Therefore, the CMOs and ClOs are aiming to expand their roles from
the traditional framework towards an overlapping set-up. Needles to say, the e-commerce
solution providers should adjust their sales processes accordingly.

KEYWORDS
Innovation sales, innovation adoption, industrial buying behavior, e-commerce, Chief
Marketing Officer (CMO), Chief Information Officer (CIO)
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VERKKOLIIKETOIMINNAN INNOVAATIOIDEN MYYNTI
Kuinka markkinointi- ja tietohallintojohtajat kuvailevat roolinsa ja suhteensa
verkkoliiketoiminnan adoptioprosessissa?

TUTKIELMAN TAVOITTEET
Vaikka yritykset ovat kautta aikain tuoneet uusia innovaatioita markkinoille, innovaatioiden

myynti akateemisena aihealueena on jaanyt hyvin vahalle huomiolle ja vain harvat tutkijat
ovat antaneet sille kontribuutionsa. Taman tutkimuksen paatavoite oli lisdata ymmarrysta
verkkoliiketoiminnan innovaatioiden myyntiin kuvaamalla markkinointi-  ja
tietohallintojohtajan roolit ja suhteet verkkoliiketoiminnan adoptioprosessissa. Lisadksi
taman tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli tuottaa tietoa siitd kuinka markkinointi- ja
tietohallintojohtajat  kuvailevat yritystensa verkkoliiketoiminnan investoinnit seka
adoptioprosessin.

TUTKIMUSMENTELEMAT
Vahaisestd aiemmista innovaatioiden myyntia kasittelevistd tutkimuksista johtuen taman

tutkimuksen teoreettinen viitekehys rakennettiin yritysten ostokayttaytymistd seka
innovaatioiden adoptointia koskevien teorioiden nakékulmasta. Tutkimuksen empiirisessa
osuudessa kaytettiin laadullista ldhestymistapaa, silla se mahdollisti syvallisten ja laajojen
kuvausten laatimisen tutkittavien henkildiden mielipiteista ja vastauksista seka
tutkimuskohteesta. Data kerattiin neljan suuren suomalaisyrityksen markkinointi- ja
tietohallintojohtajilta puoli-strukturoiduilla henkilohaastatteluilla.

KESKEISET TUTKIMUSTULOKSET
Analyysin perusteella todettiin, ettd yritysten huonot kokemukset verkkoliiketoiminnan

investoinneissa ajaa heidat muuttamaan adoptioprosessejaan sekda markkinointi- etta
tietohallintojohtajan rooleja ja suhteita. Kanava-ajattelu markkinoinnissa on vanhentunutta
ja yritykset keskittyvat johtamaan perusteellista liiketoimintamallin transformaatiota, jossa
perinteiset ja digitaaliset kanavat muodostavat yhtendisen konseptin ja katkeamattoman
rajapinnan asiakaskokemukselle. Markkinointi- ja tietohallintojohtajat pyrkivdt vastaamaan
muutostarpeisiin laajentamalla omia roolejaan perinteisista siiloistaan kohti paallekkain
menevida toimenkuvia. On selvdd, ettda verkkoliiketoiminnan ratkaisutoimittajien tulee
muovata myyntiprosessiaan siten, etta ne vastaavat muutosten myo6ta syntyviin tarpeisiin.
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Innovaation myynti, innovaation adoptio, yrityksen ostokayttaytyminen,

verkkoliiketoiminta, markkinointijohtaja, tietohallintojohtaja
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1. Introduction

Sairanen and Hamaldinen (2010) summarize their findings that Finnish companies are
investing in innovations, but selling innovations is challenging. This study aims to build a
better understanding around e-commerce innovation selling by describing the roles and
relationships of Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) and Chief Information Officer (CIO) in the
adoption process of e-commerce while using previous studies of industrial buying behavior

and innovation adoption as a basis for the conceptual framework.

In this Chapter, | will first introduce the main topic and present the relevant background in
order to show why this line of research is important and why further research in this area is
required. Then, | will proceed to the research problem and objectives of this study, pointing
out how this study addresses these issues in order to provide further knowledge. After this,
I will go through the key concepts of the topic. Finally, | will shortly present the structure

and organization of this study.

1.1 Background and research motives

In order to justify the focus, frameworks and context of this study, | will introduce the
current state of innovation selling, industrial buying behavior and adoption of innovations
and electronic commerce (e-commerce). | will begin with innovations selling. Then, | will
move onto industrial buying behavior and finish this subchapter with e-commerce related

issues.

It can be argued that new products and innovations are critical to any company’s ongoing
sustainability (Fu et al. 2010) and an important determinant of wealth creation and
economic growth (Easingwood et al. 2006). Srivastava et al. (1999) identified new product
development as one of three core business processes and as an important driver of
shareholder value. Furthermore, innovations have become increasingly important as means

for competitive advantage, sustainable growth and financial success in today’s competitive



business environment (e.g. Pauwels et al. 2004; Sorescu and Spanjol, 2008). Therefore,
already for a long time there has been a great interest in analyzing the performance and
success factors of new product innovations (e.g. Cooper, 1979; Susan, 1993; Cooper and
Kleinschmidt, 1995; Avlonitis and Papastathopoulou, 2001; Henard and Szymanski, 2001;
Murray and Chao, 2005; Clanton et al. 2006; Easingwood et al. 2006). In order to succeed, it
seems that current consensus emphasizes the importance of market orientation and
market vision during the new product development process (e.g. Narver and Slater, 1990;
Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Atuahene-Gima, 1995; Im and Workman, 2004; Narver et al.
2004; Susan and de Brentani, 2010).

Regardless the newness or oldness of a product, sales has always been a crucial part of
product and company's success. Studies regarding innovation selling have mainly focused
on internal issues within the organizations that provide new and innovative products,
services and solutions. (e.g. Rackham, 1998; Hultink and Atuahene-Gima, 2000; Fu et al.
2008; Meyer et al. 2010;). However, innovation selling through understanding of industrial
buying behavior and innovation adoption has left in minor attention — even though
understanding the buying behavior of one’s current and potential customers and market
segments have been recognized as one of the most important tasks of marketing and one
of the most crucial factors in the selling process of new products (e.g. Webster and Wind,
1972; Sheth, 1973; Cooper, 1979; Smith and Taylor; Anderson et al. 1987; Michaels et al.
1987; McQuiston, 1989; Bunn, 1993; Roberts, 2000). Some of the researchers claim that
there are only little, if any differences between consumer and industrial buying behavior
(e.g. Wind, 1978; Wilson, 2000). Moreover, one of the key decisions that have to be made
in business is to decide whether to make or buy (Walker and Weber, 1984). Nevertheless, |
will focus only on the industrial buying behavior and will not discuss about the make-or-buy
dilemma because the scope of this study is e-commerce solutions which are rarely adopted

without any procurement involved.

Understanding the industrial buying behavior is far from a simple task (Johnston and Lewin,
1996). It seems that interest in industrial buying behavior began in around 1970's (Webster,
1965; Robinson et al. 1967; Webster and Wind, 1972; Sheth, 1973). Especially Robinson,



Faris and Wind’s (1967) Buygrid model is claimed to be pioneering and one of the most
used theories both in practice and academic research. Moriarty (1983) describes it as “one
of the most useful analytical tools for both academicians and practitioners interested in
organizational buying behavior.” Webster and Wind’s (1972), and Sheth’s (1973)
descriptive models are also claimed to be pioneering, yet very complex and difficult to
assess and use in practice. (e.g. Anderson et al. 1987; McQuiston, 1989; Bunn, 1994;
Mitchell et al. 2003; Barcly and Bunn, 2006). Moreover, Robinson’s et al (1967) Buygrid
model has also faced some critic. Specifically, critics have suggested that the model
overstates the newness of the task as a primary descriptor and should be expanded to
include factors such as complexity and importance of the purchase situation (Johnston
1981; Silk and Kalwani 1982; Anderson et al. 1987). Furthermore, in his Taxonomy of
Buying Decision Approaches, Bunn (1993) claims that some of the buying decisions are
uncertain because the firm has no experience with the solution. One could add under the
same topic also the solutions that are technologically complex and differentiated, and
difficult to evaluate. In other cases uncertainty is caused by the unpredictable aspects of
dealing with a new vendor. One could argue that when companies are in the e-commerce
adoption process the situation often involves all of these elements and factors. A fact is
that only a small percentage of new product initiatives succeed in the marketplace (e.g.
Crawford, 1977; Delre et al. 2007; Chiesa and Frattini, 2011) reinforcing the need for
additional research that increase the understanding of the industrial buying behavior and
adoption of innovations. This study aims to contribute to these issues and is therefore well
justified. | have now introduced the current state of innovations and innovation selling,
buying behavior and adoption of innovations. Next | will finish this subchapter discussing

about digital revolution and e-commerce related issues.

Digital revolution is a global phenomenon and has changed the world tremendously in the
past few years. According to many studies this phenomenon is only in the beginning and
the influence of digitalization is predicted to grow rapidly in the future. (e.g. Alba et al.,
1997; Rust, 1997; Meuter et al., 2000; Zysman and Newman, 2006;). E-commerce can be
seen as a part of the digital revolution and its accelerated growth (Yu and Yu-Hui, 2009),

and it has already redefined numerous of industries, such as music (Elberse, 2010), airline



(Jarach, 2002), book (Kotha, 1998), broadcasting (Levy, 2001), adult entertainment
(Edelman, 2009), and many other industries (Wartella and Jennings, 2001). For customers,
e-commerce has provided a lot wider choice of products, services and prices from different
suppliers and the means to search, compare, select and purchase products and services
more readily. For marketers, it has opened a whole new range of possibilities to grow
business fast, compete more equally with larger competitors, create new ways of selling
existing products, offer new services, expand into new markets, reach new suppliers,
reduce the cost of doing business, improve product quality and apply new communication
techniques. (e.g. Chaudhury and Kuilboer, 2002; Daniel et al., 2002; Mahmood et al. 2004;
Sutanonpaiboon and Pearson, 2006; Boeck et al. 2009; Chaffey et al. 2009).

Despite the great opportunities, companies have experienced a lot of challenges and issues
adopting the e-commerce or at least doing it successfully (e.g. Wind and Mahajan 2000;
Dellarocas 2003; Rowley 2008; Zhu and Zhang 2010). Chitura et al. 2008 argue that these
issues have studied a lot and they have largely remained the same since the birth of e-
commerce. However, one of the key issues in e-commerce adoption has been the newness
of it. In other words, e-commerce in general and solutions around it are still perceived as
unknown, uncertain and nontraditional. When studying barriers of e-commerce adoption,
for instance, Cloete, et al (2002) reported that companies have limited knowledge of e-
commerce models and methodologies, Lawson et al. (2003) found that some of the firms
are not sure how their customer would react to it, Lane et al. (2004) contended that
companies are not ready to adopt e-commerce as a business concept, and Scupola (2009)
argued that reasons are lack of both marketing and information technology knowledge. It
seems that e-commerce adoption requires simultaneously expertise in both Marketing and
IT functions. In organizations these functions are often managed by the Chief Marketing
Officer (CMO) and Chief Information Officer (ClIO). From the e-commerce seller's point of
view it would be interesting to analyze the roles and relationship of these two function
heads in the e-commerce adoption process. The amount of new innovations and solutions
around e-commerce will increase as the digital revolution becomes greater. Therefore, it
can be argued that a study that aims to describe the roles and relationships of CMO and

ClO in the e-commerce adoption process creates a meaningful framework for analyzing e-



commerce innovation selling using previous studies of industrial buying behavior and

innovation adoption as a basis of the theoretical framework.

1.2 Research objective, scope and questions

In this study, the main research objective is to analyze the chosen research phenomenon,
i.e. selling e-commerce innovations in the chosen research context of describing the roles
and relationship of CMO and CIO in e-commerce adoption process. | will discuss these
issues from a theoretical perspective using previous studies of industrial buying behavior
and innovation adoption as a basis, and then conduct an empirical study to find out how
reality fits into the theoretical frames. Because e-commerce as a phenomenon and as an
investment contains elements from both Marketing and IT functions the main research

guestion can be expressed as follows:

How do CMOs and ClOs describe their roles and relationships in the e-commerce

adoption process?

In order to answer the main research question and gain a better understanding of the issue

| have divided it into two sub questions:

How do CMOs and ClOs describe e-commerce as an investment?

How do CMOs and ClOs describe e-commerce adoption process?

1.3 Key concepts

In the following, | will shortly present the key concepts of this study, which are industrial
buying behavior, innovation and innovation adoption, electronic commerce, Chief

Marketing Officer and Chief Information Officer.
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Industrial buying behavior

Industrial buying behavior theories aim to analyze different factors and their impact on
behavior of firms and groups and individuals’ within during buying and procurement
process (Sheth, 1973). The difference between consumer and industrial buying behavior is
that, for instance, industrial buying takes place in the context of a formal organization
influenced by budget, cost, and profit considerations. Furthermore, industrial buying
usually involves many people in the decision process with complex interactions among
people and among individual and organizational goals. (Webster and Wind, 1972) Johnston
and Lewin (1996) summarize their finding that it is the complex nature and the large
amount of many different, yet interrelated factors that makes understanding industrial

buying behavior so difficult.

Innovation and innovation adoption

Oxford American Dictionary defines innovation as follows “the action or process of
innovating; a new method, idea, product”. Rogers (1995) approaches innovation from the
perspective of uncertainty and information. In other words, uncertainty is generated by
innovation, defined as an idea, practice or object that is perceived as new by the potential
adopter. An innovation presents a new alternative or alternatives with new means of
solving problems. However, probabilities of the new alternatives being superior to previous
practice are not exactly known by the individual problem solvers. Thus, they are motivated
to seek further information to cope with the uncertainty that it creates. In order to define
the influence of an innovations Robertson (1971) categorizes them into continuous and
discontinuous. Discontinuous innovations are perceived to have significant consequences
for existing production or consumption patterns. In other words, innovations that alter
existing patterns of production or consumption or creates new patterns of consumption.
Examples are micro- computers, electronic mail or video recording. The key to defining
innovations is the perception of the product among potential adopters. An innovation may
be high technology from the supplier's vantage point but if it is not perceived as altering
and improving the customers' business functions it is not of interest in the present context.
(Robertson and Gatingon, 1986) Innovation adoption as a concept refers to this very issue.

That is to say, whether an individual or organization perceives the innovation as worth
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adopting and therefore decides to adopt, postpone or reject the innovation. It is well
known that different groups of adopters have different characteristics concerning the
adoption of innovation (Rogers, 1995). Besides the different reasons for different group of

adopters, the timing of the adoption separates different groups from others (Bass, 1967).

Electronic commerce

Electronic commerce (e-commerce) can be defined in number of ways and the different
definitions vary by scale and content. Narrowly defined electronic commerce can be seen
purely as marketing, buying, and selling over information networks or the Internet (Chesher
et al. 2003; Chaffey, 2006). In a wider meaning electronic commerce has been defined as a
set of activities including information sharing, maintaining of business connections and
conducting different kinds of business transactions over information networks (Kalakota
and Whinston, 1996; Adam et al. 1999; Chaffey et al. 2009). Moreover, definition of e-
commerce often includes specific features, such as ability to sell on a global basis,
(Reynolds, 2004). Furthermore, e-commerce is one part of the e-business which instead
means integrating sales, marketing, accounting, manufacturing, and operations with the
website activities (Rosen, 2002; Chesher et al. 2003). In other words, e-business is a

superset of e-commerce.

Chief Marketing Officer and Chief Information Officer

In this study the job title and function Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) refers to the person
who is leading organization's marketing functions. The Chief Information Officer is on the
other hand referring to the person leading the IT functions. There are many synonyms for
both titles (e.g. Marketing Director or Head of IT) and the main point in this study is to

focus on the top heads of the both functions.

1.4 Structure of the study

Following this introductory section, the next Chapter comprises the literature review of this

study. It discusses about the factors that influence on the industrial buying behavior and
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innovation adoption. Chapter 3 summarizes the theoretical part and introduces the
conceptual framework of this study. Chapter 4 describes the chosen research methodology
before moving on to Chapter 5 where the data of the study is discussed and analyzed.

Finally, Chapter 6 focuses on conclusive discussions and implications.
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2. Literature review

In this Chapter, relevant literature and earlier research of industrial buying behavior and
innovation adoption are presented. After exploring nearly 300 studies regarding industrial
buying behavior and innovation adoption | found out that they can be categorized under
three different themes. Firstly, the studies that approaches the topic analyzing factors
outside the organizations. This theme had three recognizable sub-categories which can be
named as 1) organization's end-customers, 2) competitive environment and 3) innovation
sellers and other suppliers. The second theme covers the studies that focus on
organization's internal factors. They can be further divided into three following sub
categories: 1) organizational structure and climate, 2) organizational technology and
systems and 3) organization's technological orientation, expertise and experience. Finally,
some of the studies focused on the certain groups and individuals within the organization.
Once again, more compact sub-categories were recognized. These were 1) buying center,
2) individuals and 3) decision makers. Naturally there were also studies that aimed to build
a comprehensive and integrated analysis focusing on all the three major themes at the

same time.

| have organized the literature review of this study applying the themes and sub-categories
introduced above. In the first section, | will discuss the outside the organization related
issues. In other words, | will discuss environmental and industry related factors (Chapter
2.1) that influence on the buying behavior and innovation adoption of the organizations.
This section is further divided to organization's end-customers (2.1.1), competitive
environment (2.1.2) and innovation sellers and other suppliers (2.2.2). In the second
section, | will move onto the inside the organization related factors (2.2). That is to say, |
discuss the organization wide factors that have an impact on the buying behavior and
innovation adoption. This section covers the organizational technology and systems (2.2.1),
organizational structure and climate (2.2.2) and technological orientation, expertise and
experience (2.2.3). Finally, I drill into the smallest pieces of units analyzing the topic from
the group and individual person's point of view. Like the first two sections, the last section

is also divided into three parts: buying center (2.3.1), individuals (2.3.2) and decision
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makers (2.3.3). The organization of this Chapter is presented in the Picture 1 and it
illustrates my chosen approach of starting from the most extensive factors (i.e. the
environmental and industry related) and step by step moving into the more compact issues
(i.e. individual persons inside the organization). More profound argumentation of the

chosen organization and approach are discussed on the further parts of this Chapter.

2.1 Environmental and industry related factors

2.1.2 Competitive environment
2.1.3 Innovation sellers
andother suppliers

2.1.1 End-customers

2.2 Organizational factors

2.2.2 Organizational technology and systems

2.2.1 Organizational structure  2.2.3 Technological orientation,
andclimate expertise and experience

2.3 Group and individual
personrelated factors

2.3.1 Buying center

231 Individuals  2.3.3 Decision makers

Figure 1. Organization of the literature review of the study

2.1 Environmental and industry related factors

Organizational sociologists have long argued that firms adopt technologies because of

institutional pressures from constituencies in their environments (Srinivasan, 2002).

Environmental factors can be categorized into environmental and more concrete,

institutional factors. Environmental factors are typically further dived into physical (i.e.
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geographic, climate, and ecological), technological, economic, political, legal, and cultural
factors. For instance, Samli et al. (1988), and Lunsford and Fussel (1993) argue that
understanding the social and cultural context of the markets is essential. Moreover,
regulatory agents may have an influence on the organizations in many ways. In other
words, laws may require changes in the organization’s outputs creating new buying needs
(Grgnhaug and Venkatesh, 1991). Nevertheless, environmental factors are very difficult to
identify, measure and analyze (Cooper, 2000). On the other hand, institutional
environmental factors such as governments, end-customers, competitors, and sellers and
their influence are more easily to comprehend (Webster and Wind, 1972). Therefore, in
this subchapter | will focus on institutional environmental factors, that is, end-customers,

competitive environment, and finally innovation sellers and other suppliers.

2.1.1 End-customers

In this section | will discuss about end-customers' influence on the buying behavior and
innovation adoption. In the first paragraph | will analyze the overall importance and weight
of the customers’ impact on increasing and accelerating the innovation diffusion and
innovation adoption. Then, | will discuss the topic in a light of IT-innovation and e-
commerce solutions. The last paragraph consists of discussion about the customer’s power
to slow and prevent the innovation diffusion, innovation adoption, and adoption of e-

commerce.

The importance of an organization’s customers cannot be overstressed (e.g. Anderson et al.
1994; Zeithaml et al. 1996; Chakraborty et al. 2007.) This will lead to a situation that
customers have a great impact on organizations’ buying behavior and innovation adoption.
In other words, any changes within customers’ behavior, needs, or preferences for inputs
will most likely lead changes in organization’s buying needs, and needs for new innovations
may arise. It is quite obvious that the more important the customer is to the organization
the more likely and rapidly it will adapt to changes in customer’s needs. (Grgnhaug and

Venkatesh, 1991).
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Shainesh (2004) claims that one of the main reasons for the firms continuously investing in
upgrading their IT-systems with new innovations is to improve the delivery of superior
customer service. In the study reported by Ha (2000) some managers reported that the
decision to set up websites or switch to email had been made as a direct response to
requests from powerful customers. Furthermore, when studying critical success factors for
e-commerce use, Jeffcoate et al (2002) found customer demand being the most important
factor. Ching and Ellis (2004) argue that customer demands may be even more salient for
smaller firms with few large clients. Moreover, Stroetmann (1979) suggests that smaller
firms, by rapidly and flexibly adjusting to changing market conditions and new customer

demands are more likely to adopt innovations earlier than larger firms.

As the customers are one of the key drivers of innovation adoption, they may also be one
of the key barriers to slow down or reject the adoption. That is to say, customers can be
very skeptical about the implementation of web-based processes (Cachon and Fisher, 1997)
and refuse to adopt web-based services such as e-commerce due to feared costs, service
disruptions, or confidential data issues (Corbett et al. 1999). On the other hand, one must
have a certain amount of critic because studies made by Cachon and Fisher, (1997) and
Corbett et al. (1999) are over ten years old and attitudes towards the Internet has changed
a lot during that time (e.g. Zysman and Newman, 2006; Yu and Yu-Hui, 2009; Chaffey et al.
2009). Nevertheless, only seven years old study by Ching and Ellis (2004) shows that when
asking organizations about their reasons for e-commerce rejection or postponement, some

of them say that their customers are not ready or willing to adopt it.

As a conclusion for this section, it seems that the organization’s end-customers and the
changes in their behavior and preferences are very important if not the most important
catalyst for innovation diffusion and e-commerce adoption. Contrariwise, if the
organization interprets that its current or potential customers are not ready or willing to
adopt the use of e-commerce, it is almost certain that the organization will not adopt it or
at least postpones the adoption. Therefore, in order to understand an organization’s buying

behavior and adoption of the e-commerce, one must understand the preferences and the
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behavior of the organization’s customers. Maybe more importantly, one must understand
the organization’s knowledge and beliefs about its current and potential customers’
behavior and preferences behavior because in the end it is the organization who decides
whether adoption of the e-commerce is creating value for its customers or not. Be that as it
may, the end-customers as a factor will be an interesting topic to discuss in the empirical
part of this study and especially about the CIOs role regarding to it because it traditionally

has not belonged to CIO's core.

2.1.2 Competitive environment

In this section | will analyze the impact of competitive environment to organization’s buying
behavior and innovation adoption. In the first paragraph, | will discuss about the
competitive pressure and its influence. Then, | will move onto different industry-related
factors and their impact on the competitive environment and perceived competitive
pressure and further on innovation diffusion and adoption. In the third paragraph, | will
analyze innovation and information diffusion’s effects on innovation adoption within the

competitive environment.

An organization is challenged by its competitors — present and new entrants, as well as
substituting products (Porter, 1980). According to many studies influences from substitute
competition are easily overlooked (e.g. Porter, 1980; Ganesan, 1994). Because
organizations tend to follow the most visible competitors, the more visible is a competitor
and its competitive moves, the more likely is that new buying needs for innovations arise
(Grgnhaug and Venkatesh, 1991). Technological change is a principal driver of competition.
It destroys monopolies, creates new industries and renders products and markets obsolete
(Srinivasan et al. 2002). Moreover, Tzokas and Saren (1993) argue that the adoption of new
ideas, products and processes developed elsewhere, i.e. by the suppliers, is one of the key
issues in competitive environment. Kimberly and Evanisko (1981) claim that in order to
maintain competitive, for larger organizations there may be a greater necessity to adopt

innovations than for smaller ones. On the other hand, it has been suggested that e-
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commerce can offer smaller companies considerable benefit (Lynn et al 1999; Levy et al
2005). In particular, these authors suggest that e-commerce offers such companies an
opportunity to compete more effectively with their competitors, both large and small.
Moreover, Acs and Audretsch (1988) argue that primary reason is that smaller firms must
take risks in terms of early adoptions to remain competitive with larger firms. Furthermore,
Premkumar and Roberts (1999) identified a perceived competitive pressure as being a
significant factor driving the adoption of new information technologies in 78 small rural
businesses. Many other studies have come to same conclusion, that is, competition and
competitive pressures generally increases the likelihood of innovation adoption (e.g.
Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981; Levin et al. 1987; Link and Bozeman, 1991; Srinivasan et al.

2002).

As it comes clear, competition and competitive pressure increase the probability of
innovation adoption. The question is: how does an organization perceive its competitive
environment? This discusses about the industry-related factors that influence on the
competitive environment and perceived competitive pressure and further on the
innovation adoption. According to various studies, the greater the environmental
turbulence, the more proactive and rapid are the purchases of a new technology relative to
a firm’s competitors in order to maintain its competitive superiority (Weiss and Heide,
1993; Slater and Narver, 1995; Kim and Pae, 2007). Moreover, Srinivasan (2002) argues that
in technologically turbulent environments, the value and impact of prior stored learning
deteriorates with environmental change. Rapidly changing technological environments will
require constant surveillance of markets and technologies and create a need to experiment
with new technologies. Firms in such environments will, over time, gain experience in
sensing and responding to emerging technologies. Gatignon and Robertson (1989) found
that competitive price intensity reduces receptivity to innovation because the industry's
financial resources are depleted. However, Shainesh (2004) studied the innovation
adoption from the viewpoint of industry’s IT-intensity, and one could argue that the same
industries, i.e. banking, financial services & insurance, telecommunication services and
airlines, which are highly IT-intensive, are also highly price intensive. In the same study he

suggests that these industries are very potential customers for new innovations because
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they are upgrading their systems to gain competitive advantage. Both studies by Robertson
and Gatignon (1986) and Gatignon and Robertson (1989) argue that difficulty in predicting
demand is expected to have a positive effect on propensity to innovate. Uncertainty of
demand heightens perceived competitive vulnerability and makes the firm more
susceptible to innovation in its quest for competitive advantage. As a conclusion, it seems
that perceived competitive pressure varies between industries and the greater the
turbulence and the intensity of the industry, the more likely an organization is forced to

seek and adopt innovations.

In this section, | will discuss about the influence of the industry concentration and the
impact of oligopolistic market structure which both increase the likelihood of innovation
adoption. This is due to three reasons. Firstly, industry participants under oligopolistic
conditions pay close attention to each other's competitive moves and that the benefits of
adopting an innovation increase as the number of competitors decreases (Reinganum
1981). Secondly, the participants are also more likely to have the discretionary financial
resources necessary to innovate than those in industries characterized by numerous firms
with small market share (Gatignon and Robertson, 1989). Thirdly, in oligopolistic
environment the acceptance of technological innovations helps build or maintain barriers
to entry and preserves cost advantage (Levin 1978). When it comes to monopolistic market
structure, there are arguments on the both sides. Salter (1960) and Swan (1970) argue that
a monopolistic company is less likely to recognize the value of innovation. However,
Kamien and Schwartz (1975) argue that monopolistic companies are willing to capitalize on

innovations in order to prevent entries.

In this last paragraph, | will analyze innovation and information diffusion’s effects on
innovation adoption within the competitive environment. According to Abrahamson
(1996), the more there are organizations that adopt a new innovation, the more the
knowledge about the innovation’s efficiency and benefits spreads throughout the business
sector. As a result, more and more non-adopters will rationally adopt the new practice
because of its demonstrated benefits (Mansfield, 1985; Rogers, 1983). Another main driver

of new practice adoption is the so-called bandwagon effect. Bandwagons are diffusion
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processes whereby organizations adopt innovations, often without any rational assessment
but because of the external pressure caused by the large number of organizations that have
already adopted or are considering adopting the new technology (Reinganum, 1981;
Tolbert and Zucker 1983). In the organizational behavior literature, Kimberly (1978) found
that innovativeness is more likely when organizations are integrated into external
information environments. Moreover, according to Robertson and Gatignon (1986)
communication openness, that is, the amount of potentially useful information
communicated among competitors increase the innovation adoption. During the time the
importance of this variable has probably increased as the information has become more
available and open. Furthermore, when it comes to e-commerce, one could argue that
hiding its adoption from competitors is not even possible as the e-commerce is rather

visible and open for the audience.

As a conclusion, it is quite evident that an organization's competitive environment is one of
the key factors impacting on the buying behavior and innovation adoption. Needless to say,
the CMO's role in analyzing and understanding the competitive environment must be
substantial. However, the interesting question is again that what is the CIO's role in this

issue?

2.1.3 Innovations sellers and other suppliers

This is the last section considering environmental and industry related factors, and their
impact on industrial buying behavior and innovation diffusion and adoption. In the
following | will take a look at the innovation sellers and other suppliers, and their impact on
the organization’s buying behavior and innovation diffusion and adoption. | will start
analyzing the influence of the innovation suppliers’ competitive environment and its impact
on the suppliers’ behavior and characteristics of innovation, and further its effect on
innovation diffusion. The second paragraph consists of analysis about the current supplier-
-adopter relationship, and its impact on innovation adoption. In the final paragraph | will

sum up the main findings from the previous studies.
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It can be expected that suppliers of the innovation and the level of their competition will
also have an impact on the likelihood of acceptance in the market (e.g. Brown, 1981;
Robertson and Gatignon, 1986). Industry competitiveness is generally assessed by the
number of competitors, the concentration ratios, and the mobility barriers that
competitors are able to erect (Porter 1980). These measures of competitiveness are
interrelated and in turn affect the competitive actions, determining the characteristics of
the innovation, its resource allocations and pricing, which in turn, have impact on the
innovation diffusion potential and the speed of it (Eliashberg and Chatterjee, 1985). That is
to say, firstly, under high competitive intensity, greater resource allocations and more
aggressive pricing policies are likely to materialize, thus encouraging more rapid diffusion
(Robertson and Gatignon, 1986). At a later stage of the product life cycle, competitive
intensity remains high, but producers will be much more focused on secondary demand
than on the primary demand. Experience curve pricing will drive down industry price levels
and bring more customers into the market at a faster pace (Bass, 1980). Secondly, rivalry
within the industry stimulates R&D output (Grabowski and Baxter 1973). It has been
documented that there is a positive relationship between R&D commitments and the
invention/innovation process (Kamien and Schwartz 1982) which consequently will lead to
enhanced technologies and more rapid rate of new product introductions by the industry
(Robertson and Gatignon, 1986). Thirdly, the speed of diffusion can be also enhanced by
reasonable industry standardization of a technology or retarded if competing standards
prevail. This is the theory behind Abemathy and Utterback's (1978) concept of dominant
design. Weiss and Heide (1993) argue that the lack of dominant design increases buyers’
information search efforts and prolongs their overall duration of their search processes.
That is to say, buyers’ resistance may be a function of the perceived risk of buying a
product that may turn out to be the wrong standard. Customer behavior theories,
therefore, suggests that the sooner the industry attains standardization on a dominant
design, the more rapid the diffusion process, since customers will be more receptive to the
innovation as the perceived risk of buying the wrong standard declines (Robertson and
Gatignon, 1986). A standard of technology also reduces product differentiation among

suppliers, thus heightening the price competition (Farrell and Saloner 1985), which will lead
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to increase in diffusion. Fourthly, the more active suppliers are on communicating and
informing the market, the more customers will be aware of their products, and the more
likely they consider buying and adopting it (e.g. Frambach, 1993; Frambach et al. 1998). In
other words, if the suppliers would not put any effort into convincing organizations to
implement e-commerce, the odds are that only few firms would actually adopt it. A
number of empirical studies have shown that the greater allocation of marketing actions
(e.g. advertising, personal selling, promotional support, and distribution support), the faster
the diffusion process (Bass 1980; Lilien et al. 1981; Horsky and Simon, 1983; Simon and
Sebastian, 1987; Prins and Verhoef, 2007). The received information by the adopters from
the sellers is a sum of availability of information, the quality of information, and the value
of the available information (Webster, 1969). Of course, it must be pointed out that sellers
are not the only source of information and several studies have shown that higher levels of
network participation are associated with a higher chance of becoming aware of an
innovation, and thus with a higher likelihood of adopting it (Hakansson, 1982; Abrahamson

and Rosenkopf, 1997).

Groundbreaking Buyclass Theory by Robinson et al (1967) suggests that new buying
situation will lead to a thorough consideration of alternative suppliers. However, McMillan
(1972) studied buying centers and found a common perception that current suppliers are
less risky than prospective suppliers. This finding suggests that risk perceptions can be
reduced in new buying tasks by giving the edge to current suppliers. Several other studies
also suggest that avoiding rather than considering alternatives is a risk-reduction strategy
practiced by buyers in new task situations (e.g. Cardozo and Cagley, 1971; Puto et al. 1985;
Anderson et al. 1987). Furthermore, the level of which buyer is tied up to current suppliers
because of the switching costs reflects significantly to information search efforts (Weiss
and Heide, 1993). The role of the other suppliers and the changes within may also cause
new buying needs (Grgnhaug and Venkatesh, 1991). That is to say, the bigger is the
strategic influence of a supplier’s output the more likely is an organization to adapt to its
changes, and new buying needs may arise. Moreover, Robertson and Gatignon (1986)
argue that firms with high vertical coordination or dependence (e.g., airframe

manufacturers and airlines) the more likely is the innovation adoption. According to Aiken
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and Hage (1972) and Kimberly (1978) strong vertical coordination leads to a greater
information flow, and thus more rapid adoption. The vertical coordination may even lead
to situation where suppliers offer incentives to encourage adoption, which naturally

increases the likelihood of adoption.

Besides the competition between the potential innovation adopters, it seems that
competition between innovation suppliers also increases and accelerates innovation
adoption. This is due the several consequences of an intensive competition, that is,
decreased prices, increased R&D efforts, and increased standardization, and active
communication and marketing. In this study this variable is quite interesting because
competition among suppliers of IT innovations is usually rather tough (Waarts et al. 2002)
and one can list several Finnish suppliers of the e-commerce products and services just
doing a little search from the Internet. If international players are considered, the list grows
tremendously. Furthermore, an organization’s current marketing and IT partner and its
repertory and competence will also influence the e-commerce adoption as organizations
tend to prefer them. Finally, depending on the strategic importance and incentives of other

suppliers, their influence may be significant.

| have now discussed about the three main sub-categories under extra-organizational, i.e.
environmental and industry related factors that influence on the buying behavior and
innovation adoption. As already presented in the introduction of this Chapter, | now move

onto the organizational factors.

2.2 Organizational factors

Webster and Wind (1972) argue that organizational factors cause individual decision
makers and adopters to act differently than they would if they were operating in other
organizations. Several studies have been defined, divided, and categorized these factors in
many ways (e.g. Thompson, 1967; Aldrich, 1979; Waarts et al. 2002; Olson et al. 2005). It

seems that common consensus is that the influence of the factors are highly interrelated
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and connected to each other. In this sub-chapter | will analyze the impact of the
organizational factors on buying behavior and innovation adoption under three themes. |
will start with the organizational structure and climate, then | will move onto the
organizational technology and systems and in the final section | will discuss about the

technological orientation, experience, and expertise of the organization.

2.2.1 Organizational structure and climate

Baker and Freeland (1970) have argued that individual characteristics do not seem to be
important determinants of innovative behavior among people in organizations, but the
organization and its structural characteristics are the most apparent factors for innovative
activity and response. Furthermore, Baumgartel et al. (1976) suggest that organizational
climate is the single most important influence on the new product adoption decision.
Organizational structure and climate as concepts are quite vague; however, they refer to
more stable patterns of the organization. These are, for instance, management of
processes and people (Leavitt et al. 1973), relatively enduring quality of the internal
environment of an organization that is experienced by its members, influence their
behavior and can be described in terms of the values of a particular set of characteristics or
attributes of the organization (Taguiri and Litwin, 1968). Organizational structure and
climate can also be approached from the viewpoint of formal structure which consists of
communication, authority, status, rewards, and work flow that are reflected by attitudes,
values, norms, behaviors, feelings, and relationships among members or between members
(e.g. Sells, 1963; Payne, 1971). | will analyze the organizational structure and climate in the
same context as the relationship between these two being totally interdependent and
together relating environment of the organization, behavior and objectives of the individual

member (Kennedy 1983a).

When discussing about organizational structure and climate, organizational behavior
theories tend to describe them in terms of centralization, formalization, complexity,

specialization and functional differentiation. Centralization refers to whether decision
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authority is closely centralized, i.e. held by top managers or is decentralized, i.e. delegated
further. Formalization is the degree to which formal rules and procedures govern decisions
and working relationships. These rules and procedures are often developed and
standardized to handle repetitive tasks and activities within organization. Complexity refers
to differentiation and the presence of multiple skills or professions in the organization. (e.g.
Thompson, 1967; Payne and Mansfield, 1973; Aldrich, 1979; Olson et al. 2005). The size of
the organization has a great influence in all the variables. Firstly, as the size of the
organization increases, it becomes more difficult to centralize all decision-making. The
overload at the top of the organization leads the CEO to delegate some decision authority
to lower levels of management. Secondly, large organizations have greater needs to
formalize their activities than do small organizations. Thirdly, as the amount of people in
the organizations increases, the differentiation of people increases as well. Therefore, the
size of the organization is positively related to the degree of decentralization (e.g. Whetten,
1987; Hitt et al. 1990; Sheth, 1973), formalization (Hitt et al. 1990), complexity,

specialization and functional differentiation (Damanpour, 1996).

Bellizzi and Belonax (1982) found that the degree of centralization is negatively related to
detecting and activating new buying needs. According to Kennedy (1983a) this is because
the structure of any organization inevitably determines the communication and
consequently the information flow. The greater nature of centralization or
bureaucratization in some organizations necessitates an increase in the number of channels
of communication through which the innovation has to travel. Hence, it can be concluded
that centralization should inhibit innovation. Grgnhaug and Venkatesh (1991) argue that
the degree of formalized, governed, and standardized rules and procedures are negatively
related to making an organization aware of new buying needs. This is also supported by
Srinivasan et al. (2002) and Webster (1970) who argue that firms with hierarchy culture
may not generate and share information about new technologies. Grgnhaug and Venkatesh
(1991) also claim that the high degree of complexity make the organization more aware of
new buying needs than does low organizational complexity. Baldridge and Burnham (1975)
and Kennedy (1983b) support the claim that complexity increases the likelihood of

innovation adoption. In addition, Moch and Morse (1977) postulated that specialization
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and functional differentiation would be positively associated with the frequency with which

compatible innovations were adopted. Kimberly (1978) confirms these results.

The search procedure and new product adoption is likely to be more evident and more
innovative in organizations where the structures tend to be organic, and the structure of an
organic organization is one of high complexity, low centralization, low formalization and
low stratification (Kennedy, 1983a). Moreover, Beukema (1974) argues that innovative
firms are more supportive to a motivational reward system and to superior-subordinate
collaboration, put higher emphasis upon mutual confidence and trust, and are more willing
to resolve conflict through confrontation, not by suppression and force, compared with
non-adopter firms. In a later study, El Sherbeny (1978) confirmed these hypotheses. One
could argue that this is also related to the strategic posture of a firm. That is to say,
organizations that pursue an aggressive, innovation-oriented strategy are more likely to
fuel their activities with an orientation that is open to innovation (Han et al., 1998; Hurley
and Hult, 1998). Moreover, Moorman (1995) notes that entrepreneurial climate and
culture, such as adhocracy, thrive on information acquisition and thus such firms are likely
to be informed about new technology developments. Furthermore, because adhocracy
cultures foster risk taking, managers in these firms are willing to experiment with new

technologies (Srinivasan, 2002).

As a conclusion, one could argue that e-commerce adoption process in highly dependent
on the organizational structure and climate. Because a successful e-commerce adoption
seems to require expertise in Marketing and IT, discussions about CMO-CIO relationship

and cross-functional co-operation will probably generate interesting insight to the topic.

2.2.2 Organizational technology and systems

Especially for new product innovations it is important to take customers’ existing
technology and solutions into account (e.g., Webster, 1969; Webster and Wind, 1972;
Anderson et al. 2000). Rogers (1995) and Tripas (1998) argue that current technology works
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as complementary assets and helps the firm derive value from new technologies. For
instance, personal computers initially diffused more rapidly among consumers and firms
that had prior experience with mainframes or minicomputers or other products related to
computers than among those that did not (Dickerson and Gentry, 1983; Mahajan et al.
1990; Srinivasan, 2002). According to Thompson (1967) organizational technology can be
defined and comprehended as means-end relationships, which can be characterized by
flexibility and complexity. In this case, flexibility means the amount of inputs and outputs of
an organization if the organization is seen as input-throughout-output system. In other
words, the fewer the possible inputs or outputs, the greater is the inflexibility. Grgnhaug
and Venkatesh, (1991) argue that the degree inflexibility is positively related to needs of
specific products, and thus organizations with inflexible technologies are less likely to adopt
new innovations. Complexity in this context means how complex the organization’s
technology is perceived. The degree of complexity is negatively related to innovation
adoption, because it will lead into difficulties in detecting and understanding buying needs
of new products and services (Grgnhaug and Venkatesh, 1991). On the other hand,
Baldridge and Bumham (1975) and Robertson and Gatignon (1986) argue that the
complexity of tasks increases the probability of adoption because complex tasks provide

greater incentives and payoffs for the adoption of task simplifying innovations.

Rogers’ (1962) pioneering theory (e.g. Bass, 1969; Tigert and Farivar, 1981; Waarts et al.
2002) about diffusion of innovation approaches the issue mainly from the viewpoint of
innovation characteristics. He argues that if the innovation is perceived to be better than
the existing system, i.e. a measure of its relative advantage, and is consistent with needs of
the potential adopter, i.e. a measure of its compatibility, it is more likely that a favorable
attitude towards the innovation will be formed. On the other hand, both arguments can be
derived to concern current organizational technology. That is to say, the measure of
relative advantage and compatibility depend purely on current technology and solutions.
Premkumar and Roberts (1999) identified a perceived relative advantage or derived current
technology being a significant factor driving the adoption of new information technologies.
Consequently, Thong (1999) found that the perceived relative advantage of the innovation

played a key role in the adoption of information systems. Moreover, Anderson and Narus
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(1999) argue that adoption decision is based on the comparison of the expected situation
after adoption and current situation. However, it is important to notice that an objective
comparison is easier said than done because the value of new innovation might be difficult
to quantify (Brynjolfsson and Hitt, 1998). When it comes to measure of the innovation’s
compatibility, Waarts et al. (2002) claim that the level of IT integration and intensity, that is
the level at which information processes and systems are integrated across various
functional areas within organization and how much the business depends on computerized
information processes, is positively related to the early adoption of new IT innovations (i.e.
ERP-software). Pennings and Harianto (1992) support this claim. According to Grgnhaug
and Venkatesh (1991) new buying needs directly related to products offered and core
technology will receive greater attention than other organizational buying needs. That is to
say, production equipment and raw materials will probably receive higher attention than
office equipment and systems improving accounting procedures. As most of the
companies’ survival and success depends highly on sales, one could argue that efforts
aiming to improve marketing and sales (e.g. e-commerce solutions) would receive quite
high attention in many cases. Finally, it is important to note that most of the organizations
resist change and revert to previous ways of doing business (Coch and French, 1948;
Hannan and Freeman, 1978; Olson and Boyer 2002). Despite the fact that changing often
gives a firm greater competitive advantage, an organization may nevertheless resist the

change (Kotter, 1995).

To sum it up, current organizational technology and systems have a great impact on
innovation adoption. The innovation is more likely to be adopted if current technology and
systems are flexible, incomplex, perceived worse than the new innovation, and compatible
with the new innovation. Moreover, the greater the level of IT integration and intensity,
the more likely is that the organization adopts new IT innovations, such as e-commerce. On
the other hand, future-focused firms review their current technology options and actively
monitor new technologies to assess how these technologies may advance or hinder the
achievement of their objectives. In addition, because of their focus on the firm's future
rather than on the past or the present, these firms are also willing to cannibalize existing

investments in responding to new technologies. (Srinivasan, 2002). Needles to say, the



29

content of this sub-chapter refers more to the technological functions (vs marketing) of an
organization. Therefore, one might predict that the CIO's role would be emphasized in the

topic related discussions.

2.2.3 Technological orientation, expertise and experience

In addition to existing technology and solutions, customers’ technological expertise and

orientation is a critical factor in innovation adoption and buying behavior (Webster, 1969).

Mainstream marketing theory suggests that a firm supplying technological innovations
should identify and target early adopters since their behavior will inaugurate the decision
process for the innovation (Baker, 1975; Foxall, 1984). Timing of adoption is equally
important for the adopters since an early adoption of an innovation may give rise to first-
mover advantages (Porter, 1985; Kerin et al., 1992). Moreover, as the speed of response
has acknowledged as a crucial element of firm's capabilities for establishing or maintaining
competitive advantage, early adoption may increase ability to respond faster to changing
environmental or competitive conditions (Stalk, 1988; Eisenhardt, 1990). Waarts et al.
(2002) argue that early adopters are likely to envision the potential strategic advantages of
new innovations better and faster than later adopters, and therefore potential value should
be emphasized to them when selling innovations. Srinivasan et al. (2002) argue that the
greater the firm's technological opportunism, that is to say, the level of awareness of
changes in the firm’s environment which is likely to create pressures for change, the

greater is the extent of technology adoption.

Rogers (1962) argues that if the innovation is easy to understand and use, or in other
words, the measure of its complexity is low, it is more likely that a favorable attitude
towards the innovation will be formed. Once again, this can be derived from innovation
point of view to technological orientation, expertise and experience. That is to say, the
measure of experienced complexity depends on the technological expertise and

orientation. Shainesh (2004) claims that especially large firms that have internal IT
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departments, have experience and in-house expertise of large scale innovation
implementations, or have long experience in outsourcing, are more likely to buy and adapt
new innovations. Other studies as well support the claim that the more experience a firm
has in technology or products related to the innovation, the higher is the likelihood of new
adoption (Pennings and Harianto, 1992). Moreover, the degree of perceived complexity
tends to inhibit the implementation, which may delay purchase decisions (Zaltman et al.
1973). For instance, experience decreases the amount of information search effort and
thus shortens the overall adoption process (Weiss and Heide, 1993). Pennings and Harianto
(1992) also found that the higher are the previous capital investments in technology the
more likely that firm will adopt new technological innovations. Furthermore, the level of
technology orientation and expertise impact on which individuals or roles dominates the
buying and adoption decision. That is to say, if a company is technology orientated it is
more likely that engineers and tech savvy people have a great impact on decisions (Sheth,
1973). In addition, Carter and Williams (1957) imply that firms with numerous engineers,
chemists, and other scientists and technicians among their policy-making personnel will
tend to adopt innovations earlier, take less lime to reach an adoption decision, and use
much wider variety of information sources. However, Ozanne and Churchill (1971) found
that innovation adoption of smaller firms is more likely to be activated because of the
skilled labor problems. In other words, smaller firms with less skilled labor look for
solutions, which would substitute the poor skills of the labor. Beyond the expertise, positive
attitude towards new innovations and newness plays an important role as well in

innovation adoption (Baldwin and Scott, 1987).

The greater the professionalization of an organization, the more rapid is the diffusion
(Robertson and Gatignon, 1986). Professionalization increases the likelihood of accessing
extra-organizational information about innovations (Leonard-Barton, 1985) and it is
expected that organizations are more likely to adopt innovations when they have specialist
professionals who define the innovation as compatible with their needs and interests
(Moch and Morse, 1977). In a similar vein, Robertson and Wind (1983) have argued that
professionals are more important than managers in affecting receptivity to innovation.

Moreover, Ozanne and Churchill (1971) found that firms with fewer elite and educated
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personnel took longer to make the adoption decision. The information absorption capacity
of the potential adopter contributes significantly in separating adopters from non-adopters
(Gatignon and Robertson, 1989). Smaller firms may lack the knowhow to process

potentially valuable information adequately (Nooteboom et al. 1990).

To conclude, organization’s technological orientation, expertise, and experience increase
the likelihood of innovation adoption. These following attributes, which tend to have a
positive impact on innovation adoption, are usually associated with technologically
orientated organizations: being an early adopter; having a positive attitude towards
technology and newness; having previous experience in innovation investments; and
having technologically educated and professional people. As in the previous sub-chapter,

these issues as well seem to emphasize the role of the CIO more than the CMO.

This was the last part of the organizational related factors and in accordance with the
Picture 1, | will now drill down into more smaller piece of units. In the next chapter, | will
discuss the group and individual person related factors, and their impact on the buying

behavior and innovation adoption.

2.3 Group and individual person related factors

Almost 80 years ago, Fredric (1934) argued that the main objective of all industrial
marketing is to contact the one who actually makes the purchase decision, regardless of his
or her position or title. Therefore, McQuisition (1989) argues that the primary objective of
an industrial marketer is to identify firstly who participates in the purchase decision and
secondly what are the factors that affect the interpersonal influence between the
participants during the decision. Moreover, for software and IT marketer, Shainesh (2004)
stresses the importance of identifying and knowing the participants of the decision-making,
each participant’s relative influence and what evaluation criteria each participant uses.
These are the issues that | will have a look at in this subchapter. That is to say, in the next

section the concept of buying center is discussed and how the newness of the product
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affects the size of it. Then | will move onto the individual person related factors and

decision makers.

2.3.1 Buying center

One of the key issues that differentiate industrial buying from consumer buying is that
industrial buying usually involves many people in the decision-making process (Webster
and Wind, 1972; Sheth, 1973). The term buying center refers to this issue and was first
introduced over 40 years ago by Robinson et al. (1967). Moreover, according to researchers
the buying center notion has been one of the most important conceptual contributions
made in the study of industrial buying behavior (Johnston and Bonoma, 1981). To define it
shortly, buying center consist of all the individuals affecting the buying decision. In this
section | will discuss how the newness of the product and organization related factors
influence the composition of the buying center and more importantly, how it will affect the

innovation adoption.

Many studies have found that the composition of the buying center within a company
varies a lot between different buying situations (e.g. Pingry, 1974 Mayer, 1983 Mayer,
1983; Wind, 1978; Doyle, et al. 1979; Mayer, 1983; Naumann et al. 1984; Anderson, 1987),
during the course of a single decision process (Moriarty and Bateson, 1982; Kennedy,
1983b), and both between and within industries (Clemens, 1974). In other words, the
buying center or the group of individuals who are involved with the buying process and
decision-making may or may not be a formally identified unit and it is usually a set of roles
assumed by different people for different purchases. Furthermore, Bonoma, et al. (1977)
and Silk and Kalwani (1982) have pointed out that the dynamics of an industrial purchase
give the decision-making unit a fluid nature, with different individuals coming and going

depending on the type of decision and the particular phase of the process.

One of the issues influencing the composition of the buying center is the buying target

(Johnston and Bonoma, 1981). And as the level of purchase importance, complexity, and
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novelty increase, the number of buying center participants also tends to increase
dramatically (e.g. Robinson et al. 1967; Anderson et al. 1987). Moreover, Grgnhaug (1975)
found joint buying decisions to be more common in novel buying situations in which the
amount of organizational experience was low and more information was needed to make a
decision. Johnston and Bonoma (1981) pointed out that the amount of participants
increases both vertically and laterally. That is, different vertical organizational levels will
participate as well as different lateral departments. The increased size of the buying center
naturally affects the buying and adoption process by prolonging it significantly (Ozanne and

Churchill, 1971).

When the buying task is new and important, it is common that the purchasing agent has a
minor role and engineering, because of its expertise in evaluating alternatives, has a major
role (Pingry, 1974). Related to this is the use of outside consultants. That is to say, in order
to reduce the uncertainty in the decision process of software and IT investments, an
outside consultant is often hired and participating in the buying center (e.g. Dawes et al.
1997; Tikkanen et al. 2000). However, the use of specialized buying labor (e.g. outside
consultants) is more common in larger than smaller companies (Bellizzi, 1981). Moreover, it
must be pointed out in this context that in smaller companies where decision-making is
more centralized than in larger companies, it is always possible that the buying center

consists of only one individual (Ching and Ellis, 2004).

In addition to purchase target’s features, the business environment also affects the
structure of the buying center. Firstly, firms under rapidly changing circumstances require
diverse sources of information to analyze and adapt to dynamic markets and technological
trends (McGrath 2001). Therefore, organizations are willing to have a decision-making
process that incorporates as much diverse information and expertise as possible to reduce
potential misinterpretations of dynamic market needs and technological trends (Helfat and
Raubitschek 2000). Secondly, a turbulent environmental situation that requires coordinated
solutions to political decision-making with diverse sources of information and expertise

encourages various departments to participate in the decision to purchase new
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technologies, which will result in the buying center having a large scope for participation

(Kim and Pae, 2007).

As a conclusion for this section it can be argued that the newness of the product and
organization related factors have an impact on the structure of buying center, namely
increasing the size of it and possibly adding outside consultants in it as well. All of this in
turn slows the buying and adoption process of the organization. Moreover, many studies
argue that as size of the buying center increases the horizontal co-operation (e.g.

Marketing and IT co-operation) increases as well.

2.3.2 Individuals

In this section | will discuss about individuals' influence on the organization’s buying
behavior and innovation adoption. | will start analyzing economical issues; however the
emphasis in this section will be more in behavioral variables and on the background of the

individuals.

Many marketing texts and introductory marketing courses tend to distinguish between
consumer and industrial buying in terms of rationality — rationality in these cases being
synonymous with economic rationality (e.g. Smith and Taylor, 1985; Shaw et al. 1989). It is
clear that one of the factors driving the innovation adoption is the perceived costs and
benefits inherent in the particular innovation. The cost of an innovation has many
components, such as initial investment costs, operational costs, and the costs of learning
how to capitalize on the new innovation. (Ching and Ellis, 2004) This issue has been widely
recognized being less of a handicap for larger businesses. That is to say, numerous
empirical findings indicate a positive relationship between size and adoption behavior
because the size is conceived as input volume or giving more slack resources and therefore
increasing the frequency of adoption (e.g. Becker and Stafford, 1967; Mytinger, 1968;
Rosner, 1968; Mohr, 1969; Hage and Aiken, 1970; Aiken and Hage, 1971; Corwin, 1972;

Scherer, 1990). Moreover, in his study regarding to IT users, Ha (2000) reported that the
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learning and economic costs entailed in the setting up of a secure online presence remains
a significant barrier to adoption for some small and medium sized enterprises. This finding
is consistent with other studies that have found cost to be an important variable affecting
innovation adoption (Tornatzky and Klein, 1982; Premkumar, et al., 1994; Fink, 1998).
Furthermore, it is important to note that the owners of the smaller businesses are more
concerned about the investment’s payback duration. The pressure to show a return often
leads to small firms being more concerned with medium-term survival rather than long-
term viability. (Akkeren and Cavaye, 1999) As a result, owners are often hesitant to make
substantial investments if short-term returns are not guaranteed. Related to this is Rogers’
(1962) argument suggesting that trialability of the innovation increases the likelihood of
adoption. On the other hand, Palvia, et al. (1994) have suggested that cost is not a
significant deterrent in the adoption of information technologies due to the

commoditization and price decrease of hardware and software.

Regardless the importance of rational or economical factors, the behavioral nature of
industrial buying has been recognized by Kotler (1965) in his early review of the literature
noting the strong influence of behavioral variables. Shaw et al. (1989) support this claim.
Moreover, Kellog (1970) summarize his findings that "purchasing managers and specialist
buyers are human beings first, last, and all the time, and they, like others, respond to all the
same stimuli, even though they sometimes try to hide the fact.” Therefore, in the following
paragraphs | will analyze the influence of an individual’s background, which is according to
Sheth (1973) probably the most significant factor affecting one’s buying behavior. The
individual’s background consists of multiple variables, such as education, age,
cosmopolitanism (Rogers, 1962), personality, perceived role set, motivation, cognition, and
learning, awareness, experiences, attitudes, preferences (Webster and Wind, 1972), role,
goals, values, lifestyle (Sheth, 1973), attitude towards technology (Baldwin and Scott, 1987)
as well as competence, workload, organizational position (Grgnhaug and Venkatesh, 1991),
and technological readiness (Parasuraman, 2000). Needles to say, some of them are easier

to comprehend, measure, and analyze than the other ones.
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Yu and Yu-Hui (2009) argue that current studies attempting to find the determinants
influencing individual-level technological adoption are heavily based on technology
acceptance model (TAM) by Davis (1986). In TAM, the actual behavior of an individual to
adopt a technology-based product can be predicted by the perceived usefulness and
perceived ease-of-use. lacovou et al. (1995) emphasize the importance of the company
owners and argue that if the owner neither perceives the technology to be useful, nor
understands its potential, then he or she will be reluctant to adopt it. Parasuraman’s (2000)
research regarding the concept of technology readiness and people’s propensity to
embrace and use new technologies for accomplish goals in home and work suggests that
the notion of technology readiness relates to people’s mental attitudes towards
technology. Moreover, White et al. (1998), Prescott and Conger (1995) and Van Slyke
(1996) have argued that the ability to use the Internet for such a wide range of business
activities, it is better to comprehend not as a single innovation, but as a cluster of related
innovations. For software and IT marketer, Shainesh (2004) stresses the importance of
identifying and knowing the potential customer’s and further its buying center participant’s
technology readiness in order to successfully identify profitable customers and target the

marketing messages.

Almost 40 years ago, when adoption of a computer was perceived as a risky new buying
task, Peters and Venkatesan (1973) found demographic and personality features of the
decision makers systematically affecting purchase decisions. In particular, close-minded,
less educated individuals with less experience in computers and less confidence in their
ability to evaluate computers were less likely to purchase. Moreover, Sweeney et al. (1973)
examined personality traits of purchasing agents and they found that individuals with a low
tolerance for ambiguity and a desire to simplify complex situations systematically avoided
active consideration of many aspects of alternative suppliers. Dickerson and Gentry (1983)
reported that adopters of personal computers in comparison with non-adopters tend to be
older and have higher income, more education, and higher status, i.e. more professional,
technical or managerial occupations. Grgnhaug and Venkatesh (1991) stress the
importance of an individual’s overall competence in his or her position, which will help the

individual to notice and understand problems and therefore recognize new buying needs.
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These findings are consistent with those of most empirical studies in the diffusion theory
literature (Gatignon and Robertson, 1985b). Kirby and Turner (1993) found that the lack of
knowledge on how to use the computers and technology will result in the situation that the
person is less likely to adopt new IT innovations. Furthermore, Julien and Raymond (1994)
found that level of assertiveness and rationality of the person in decision-making would
make him/her more likely to adopt the use of new innovation if it suited the organization. It
is important to note, that even though all the long-term background variables, e.g.
education, would support the innovation adoption, simple things such as current work load
of an individual may prevent the innovation adoption. That is to say, workload varies both
across members of the organization and for the individual member over time (Grgnhaug
and Venkatesh, 1991) and when the load is high it has been observed that new buying
needs are easily dropped or postponed (March and Olsen, 1984). This assertion is also

supported by the Cyert et al. (1956).

The importance of the purchase, or in other words, perceived impact of the purchase on
organizational profitability and productivity, has been shown to affect the buying behavior
of individuals and their participation during the buying process. For instance, Reve and
Johansen (1982) found importance of the purchase decision to the organization to be one
of the factors that affected both the number of participants and their behavior throughout
the purchase process. Kirsch and Kutschker (1982) showed that the relative value of the
investment to the purchasing organization had a major impact on the firm's perception of
the purchase situation and on the behavior of the individuals involved. Early work in this
area showed that the greater the perceived impact of the purchase, the greater the
perceived risk of the decision for the individual participants (Sweeney, Mathews, and
Wilson 1973). Industrial buying theory states that when faced with risk and uncertainty in a
purchase decision, individuals in the buying center seek more information to reduce that
uncertainty (Sheth 1973; Anderson, 1982). Moreover, Gronhaug (1975a) discovered that
the complexity of the buying task was correlated positively with the amount of information
sought to make that decision. On the other hand, the complexity of purchase situation can
be also defined as the level of information wanted by the buyers (McQuiston, 1989).

Furthermore, Kirsch and Kutschker (1982) found that the complexity of the decision
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situation also affected the frequency of conflict between the individuals of the buying

center.

The role of negative information in decision processes, particularly negative word of
mouth, has long time captured the interest of researchers (Mizerski 1982; Richins 1983;
Mahajan et al. 1984; Leonard-Barton, 1985; Kalish and Lilien, 1986; Trusov et al. 2009;
Kozinets et al. 2010). General finding is that negative information outweighs positive
information in the decision-making process and one of the key factors of innovation
adoption is firstly the amount of negative word-of-mouth and secondly individuals
tolerance for negative information, which varies lot among individuals (Gatignon and
Robertson, 1989). Related to tolerance for negative information is attitude toward
information heterogeneity, in other words, whether the decision maker is more accepting
of homophilous sources of information within industry or is the decision maker willing to
consider heterophilous information sources beyond the bounds of the industry. Kimberley
(1978) and Robertson and Wind (1980) suggest that adoption is more likely when the
decision maker is integrated into external or heterophilous networks of information. One
could argue that Roger’s (1962) suggestions about individual’s level of cosmopolitanism can
be at least loosely linked to this theory. This is because cosmopolitanism, which is regarded
as a major determinant of adoption, is the degree to which an individual's orientation is
external to his/her immediate social system. According to various studies exposure to
information helps to evaluate innovations and usually increases the probability to adopt
the innovation as well (Bettman 1979; Rogers 1983; Ebadi and Utterback, 1984). In their
research, Akkeren and Cavaye (1999) found an interesting factor affecting IT adoption. One
major barrier of IT adoption was the mistrust of the IT industry as some business individuals
perceived the IT industry to be over-selling the benefits of technologies and misinforming
them. Akkeren and Cavaye’s study was made in a middle of so-called .com boom and one
can easily concur to the results. In accordance with many other studies discussed in this
paper, Ozanne and Churchill (1971) suggest that the level of technical orientation,
cosmopolitanism and education are positively related to the amount of substitutes
considered. These factors are also positively related to the numbers of information sources

used during the buying process. Moreover, in the same study they found that younger
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people tend examine more substitutes than older people. They suggest that older people
may be more committed to established supplier relationships and may tend to ignore
alternative sources of supply. Conventional wisdom suggests that individuals also place a
premium on having adequate information and have a greater tendency to share that
information (DeBruicker and Summe, 1985; Jackson 1985). Weiss and Heide (1993) argue
that buyer’s perceived pace of technological change, that is, the rate at which the focal

product and its features are changing, has an impact on the information search.

To sum it up, there are various factors impacting on the individuals and their buying
behavior. Some of them are easier to measure and analyze than others. However, when
analyzing these factors in the context of this study, it seems that the individual related
factors and differences in the CMOQO's and CIO's backgrounds might have a great impact on

their roles and relationships in e-commerce adoption processes.

2.3.3 Decision makers

As it has become clear groups are involved in most organizational buying and decision-
making processes. However, an individual’s impact and can often dominate the whole
buying process (Kauffman, 1996). Even though Dupont (1963) argues that the powerful
influencers are often invisible, it seems that in many cases it is quite easy to identify buying
center participants in a given purchase situation (e.g. Johnston and Bonoma, 1981;
Gronhaug, 1977; Kelly, 1974; Patchen, 1974), but quite difficult to understand their
dynamics and power relationships (Kauffman, 1996). For instance, Fortin and Ritchie’s
(1980), Grashof and Thomas’ (1976), Patchen’s (1974), and McMillan’s (1973) studies
suggest that there are significant differences in the perceived influence of major
participants in the buying process, but that every participant of the group reports that it is
one of the most important and central. In theory this could mean that even though one
would ask the organization to name the decision maker, the results would show as many

decision makers as there would be respondents.
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According to various researchers the formal position in the organization defines the
influence and importance of an individual within buying center (e.g. Ronchetto et al. 1989;
Pfeffer, 1981; Bacharach and Lawler, 1980, Perrow, 1970;). Therefore and not surprisingly,
Premkumar and Roberts' (1999) found adoption to be affected by top management
support and Wilson et al. (2008) found top management support and management
understanding the most important factors influencing e-commerce adoption. Moreover,
Srinivasan et al. (2002) stress the efforts of the top management team to emphasize the
importance of organizational responsiveness to new technologies because new
technologies may entail destruction of existing assets for which management's approval
will be required. Regardless the fact that formal rank is one the most important factors
influencing an individual’s importance and weight within the buying center, many studies
argue that it is only one factor of the many affecting an individual’s importance and weight
(Astley and Sachdeva, 1984). That is to say, individuals of a buying center may have
different roles. This roles have been categorized, as users, influencers, deciders, buyers,
and gatekeepers (Webster and Wind, 1972), contributors, participants, responsible
persons, and directors (Klass, 1961), those who make major buying decisions, those who
make recommendations, those who approve purchases, those who affect the conditions of
use and those who conduct the buying negotiations (Weigand, 1968). Moreover, these
roles may be multi-dimensional (e.g. Gorman, 1971; Wind, 1978). Furthermore, Shainesh
(2004) argues that sometimes informal participants may actually make or strongly affect

the buying decisions.

According McQuiston (1989) the importance and weight of an individual within buying
center is the product of his/her participation and influence. That is to say, the amount of
written or verbal communication or participation combined with the extent to which the
communication offered by an individual for consideration is perceived to affect the actions
of other participants in the buying center. As mentioned, when the members of buying
center are faced with the uncertainty, they seek to reduce it through the gathering of more
information. Individuals gathering the most applicable information are perceived as best
able to cope with this uncertainty and influence gravitates to those individuals. (Anderson,

1982; Salancik and Pfeffer, 1977) Leavitt (1951) defines centrality as the level of
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involvement in network relations. In other words, individuals may gain power because they
are functionally indispensable (Hickson et al. 1971) or because of their greater control and
greater access to relevant resources (Brass 1984), thereby increasing others' dependence
on them (Emerson 1962; Ruekert and Walker 1987; Salancik and Pfeffer 1977). Empirical
support for a positive association between influence and network centrality has been
obtained by Ronchetto et al. (1989), Brass (1984) and Fombrun (1983). Moreover, if the
executive level decision makers of the organization are subjective and refer to the opinions
of experienced people who recommend the adoption of e-commerce into the organization,
then they are also more likely to accept their opinions (Harrison et al., 1997). Typically in
formal organizations, a small group of individuals, generally occupying the highest
hierarchical positions, have the most influence or decision-making authority (e.g. Stevenson
et al, 1985). An employee who has access to such a dominant reference group may obtain
from it valuable information and resources, thus increasing his/her influence in the buying
center. Furthermore, an organizational member may be attributed influence simply on the
basis of membership in a powerful department. (Ronchetto et al. 1989) In support of this
notion, Blau and Alba (1982) found that departmental membership had the most important

effect on individual power in comparison with individual and emergent network variables.

It seems that from outside perspective finding out the true decision makers within the
organization is often a difficult task. That is to say, there are multiple factors impacting on
the role and weight of an individual's decision making power. Moreover, the decision-
making role of an individual may vary during the adoption process. These are probably one

of the most interesting topics to analyze with the CMOs and CIOs.

This is the end of the literature review of this study. | have conducted a concluding part
after each section. Hence, | will not analyze the details at this point. However, as an overall
conclusion, one could argue that some of the discussed factors, i.e. customers and
competitive environment can be traditionally seen belonging more to the Marketing
function and CMO than to the IT function and CIO. On the other hand, the organizational
technology and systems together with the organization's technological orientation,

expertise and experience can be, in turn, seen to be closer to the IT function and CIO.
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Therefore, this literature review points out the already mentioned statement that a

successful e-commerce adoption require both marketing and technological expertise.
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3. Conceptual framework

The aim of this study is to build a better understanding around selling e-commerce
innovations by describing the roles and relationships of Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) and
Chief Information Officer (ClO) in the adoption process of e-commerce while using previous
studies of industrial buying behavior and innovation adoption as a basis of the theoretical
framework. In Chapter 2 the Industrial buying behavior and innovation adoption theories
were themed and discussed accordingly. The first section of Chapter 2 analyzed the
environmental and industry related factors, and their impact on industrial buying behavior
and innovation adoption. From environmental and industry related factors | moved into
organizational factors and finally to the group and individual factors. As a result, the
literature review creates an integrated and comprehensive basis for theoretical framework

around the research objective and research question.

In this section the conceptual framework is presented in the Picture 2. The picture
illustrates the chosen theoretical approach and how the earlier studies have been analyzing
different factors that influence on the industrial buying behavior and innovation adoption.
Using these factors as basis for the empirical discussions the author seeks to find out how
the CMOs and ClOs describe e-commerce as an investment, e-commerce adoption process
and consequently their roles and relationships in the e-commerce adoption process. The
next Chapter provides more thorough insight to the methodology of this study; however,
the reader can already have a look at the interview guides in the Appendix 1 and 2 that are

compiled according to the Picture 2.
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework
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4. Methodology

The literature review part of this study reveals the various factors impacting on industrial
buying behavior, innovation adoption and consequently how the roles and relationships of
CMO and CIO are affected in the e-commerce adoption process. In the empirical part | will
study how CMOs and ClOs from the same company describe their roles and relationships
and the factors impacting on them. In this Chapter, | introduce my chosen research

methodology and argue why it is suitable for the given research objective.

| will start by justifying my qualitative research approach and the use of semi-structured
theme interviews as a data collection method. Then | will move onto selection of
respondents and introduce them one by one. Into the fourth section of this Chapter | have
documented my data collection process. Finally, | will discuss the trustworthiness of this

research analyzing the validity, reliability and objectivity of the study.

4.1 Research approach

The purpose of this study is to describe CMO's and CIO's roles and relationship in the e-
commerce adoption process. Therefore, | decided to apply qualitative research method
because it provides the researcher means to reach a deep understanding of the
respondents' opinions and build a thick descriptions from the given research phenomenon

(Silverman, 2010).

Interviews as a method are suitable when studying phenomenon that is with other
methods difficult or even impossible to observe, such as opinions, thoughts, feelings and
experiences (Patton, 2002). In other words, interviews aim to gather data from the
respondent's views and opinions — trying to build a deep understanding of the research
phenomenon. Consequently, Arnould & Wallendorf (1994) argue that interviews provide
means to built thick descriptions from the experiences of respondents. Moreover,
Gummesson (2000) points out that an interview is a great method to study complex

processes, or in other words, produce insight that cannot be produced using quantitative
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research methods (Patton, 2002). Even though Silverman (2006) points out that interviews
will not always provide the most reliable data from the respondent's experiences and real
descriptions they can, however, provide unique information about the thoughts and
opinions. Therefore, a qualitative approach using interviews as the means for collecting the

data is a suitable and justified method for this study.

4.2 Interviews

Interview methods have been categorized and further on sub-categorized in various ways
(e.g. Hirsijarvi & Hurme, 1980; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003; Silverman, 2006). Hall & Rist (1999)
divides them into three main categories: the individual or personal interviews, the focus
group interviews and the large group interviews. In order support the objective of this
study | chose to use personal interviews because of its three clear advantages. Firstly, face
to face interaction with the respondent enables possibilities to dig deep into the subject
and the respondent's opinions, thoughts, attitudes and descriptions. This includes also
spontaneous answers and possibilities to observe implicit signals, such as body language
and tone of voice. Secondly, individual interview gives the possibility to control the
interview process and clarify difficult concepts in order to ensure that the respondents truly
understand the topic and theme of the discussion. Finally, comparing to group interviews,
the risk of respondents adoption to group conformity or a single person taking a dominant

role in the interview is — if not totally avoided, than at least much lower.

The categorization of individual interviews is also multifaceted (e.g. Hirsijarvi & Hurme,
1980; Patton, 1987; Hall & Rist, 1999; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003; Silverman, 2006). The main
driving criterion of the categorization is nevertheless the level of openness or flexibility vs.
systematic or lack of flexibility in the structure and guide of the interview. The interviews
of this study were done using semi-structured theme interviews. Hirsijarvi and Hurme
(1980) defines theme interviews as a method that is between open interview and
structured interview. Or in other words, as an interview method that is semi-structured and

has characteristics of a discussion. The topics of the theme interview are defined
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beforehand and the role of the interviewer is to ensure that all the themes are discussed
during the interview. | chose this strategy because of its several benefits. Firstly, | wanted
the CMOs and CIOs to discuss the issues and factors as much through their own
experiences as possible. Secondly, industrial buying behavior, innovation adoption and e-
commerce adoption process included certain rather complex terms and concepts which
could therefore cause ambiguity and would require more clarification and discussion.
Thirdly, the intensions were not to guide the interviews too much by discussing only the
factors suggested by the theoretical framework but discover other, possibly significant
factors that influence on the roles and relationship of the CMO and CIO in the e-commerce

adoption process. (Saunders et al., 2007)

The personal interviews of this study aimed to gather a comprehensive data and insight
how CMOs and ClOs describe their roles and relationship in the e-commerce adoption
process. The semi-structured interviews enabled the data gathering through discussions
and also clarifying questions were allowed if required. If the interviews revealed interesting
issues and factors regarding the e-commerce adoption process that were not documented
on the theoretical framework and interview guide, the issues and factors were added to the
guide to be utilized in the following interviews. The interview guide is presented in

Appendix 1.

4.3 Selection and introduction of the respondents

In order to support the objective of this study, | chose the respondents by investigating the
Finnish Top 500 companies and their e-commerce adoptions. The aim was to find
companies whose e-commerce launch was no more than 18 months old. The investigations
were done by following Finnish business papers (e.g. Kauppalehti, Markkinointi&Mainonta
and Talouseldamd) and discussing with people from the companies (e.g. Management
Events International Ltd) who organize e-commerce seminars. As a result of this process |
decided to choose 4 companies and 2 two persons from each company to represent the

CMO and the CIO. One of the companies (further as Company X) required confidentiality,
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thus the names of the company and respondents are not disclosed. The companies and

respondents are presented in the Table 1.

Company Company industry CMO CcIio

Veho Group Automotive importing and retailing | Kenneth Strémsholm Hannu Harjula
MTV MEDIA Broadcasting and media Heikki Rotko Risto Koivula
Helsingin Sanomat Publishing and media Kaisa Aalto Mikael Liljedahl
Company X1 Retailing John Doe' Jack Stone’

Table 1. The respondents

4.4 Data collection

As already discussed in the Chapter 4.2, | decided to use individual semi-structured theme
interviews for gathering the data. The interviews were conducted during 14.6.2012-
3.7.2012 and the total amount of respondents was 8. That is to say, | interviewed the CMOs
and the ClOs of four different companies. The length of the interviews varied from 56 to 94
minutes, the average length being 64 minutes per interview. All the 8 interviews were
conducted in the respondents' office meeting rooms ensuring that no outside disturbance

would occur. The offices were located in Helsinki, Finland.

The interviews were done using the interview guide as the foundation. The briefing that |
gave to the respondents beforehand was aimed to be as short as possible. The reason for
this was that my goal was to get more honest answers due the spontaneous discussions.
The briefing was done over the phone approximately 1-2 weeks before the actual
interview, simultaneously when | was approaching the respondents for the first time.
During the phone call | explained that | wanted to interview the person regarding his/her

company's e-commerce adoption and his/her role in it.

After the casual small talk the interviews started with the first theme, discussions about

the e-commerce adoption in general and comparing it to the other investment projects.

! Name changed for the confidentiality reasons
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Then we moved into second theme and discussed the environmental and industry related
factors. The third theme covered the organizational related factors and the last theme was
group and individual related factors. All of the themes were discussed in the light of their
impact on the e-commerce adoption process, the respondent's role and the CMO-CIO
relationship, and how they in turn affected the adoption process. All the interviews were
recorded in order to ensure a proper data gathering and management. After the interviews

the recordings were transcript.

4.5 Trustworthiness of the study

Locke et al. (2004) argue that a researcher will face a few issues while doing qualitative
research. These are, for instance, how to formulate good questions, how to match them
with appropriate methodology and how to collect high-quality data. The very same issues
and criteria then affect the trustworthiness, or in other words, validity, reliability and
objectivity of the research (Bryman & Bell, 2003). Because every qualitative research is so
much depending on the researcher Eskola & Suoranta (1998) argue that the main criterion

for the trustworthiness of the study is analyzing the researcher him/herself.

Validity of the study means that the study measures what is supposed to measure (e.g.
Bryman & Bell, 2003; Gummesson, 2000). When conducting a qualitative research by
interviewing, one is observing and 'measuring' abstract concepts, such as feelings,
thoughts, opinions and attitudes. Therefore, in order to increase the validity of this study |
asked critical questions during my research process, such as how well the companies and
their CMOs and CIOs are chosen, how well the interview guide is constructed from the
theoretical framework and how well the interview process with respondents is executed.
Moreover, after the interviews the data was shown to the respondents in order to ensure

its accuracy and validity.

Reliability on the other hand refers to the study's consistence. That is to say, if the study

would be done another time the study should produce the same results as the in the first
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time. (e.g. Bryman & Bell, 2003; Gummesson, 2000) Originally evaluating reliability using
this definition comes from the scholar of quantitative research and applying them as they
are to evaluate qualitative research has faced critic in the academic discussions, and thus
other frameworks have been developed by various researchers (e.g. Lincoln & Guba, 1985;
Biggam, 2008; Silverman, 2010). Yin (2003) emphasizes the importance of thorough
documentation in all the steps taken during the research in order to increase the reliability.
Therefore, the reliability of this study is improved by careful documentation of the research

methods.

Finally, the trustworthiness of the study is also depending on how objectively the
interviewing process and the data analysis is carried out (e.g. Bryman & Bell, 2003;
Gummesson, 2000). Evaluating the objectivity of a qualitative research is, however,
complex task because of the nature of the qualitative methods. That is to say, the data
analysis in qualitative research always requires the personal interpretations of the
researcher. Consequently, objectivity should be understood as a simultaneous realization

of as much reliability and validity as possible (Patton, 2002).

| have now described the methodology of this study. In the following | will move onto the

analysis chapter and finally conclude my findings in the sixth chapter.
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5. Analysis

This chapter is dedicated to analyze the data gathered from the empirical research. | will
start by analyzing the data in a light of the e-commerce investments. That is to say, | will
discuss about how the respondents described e-commerce as an investment. In the second
part | will analyze how the respondents described the e-commerce adoption process.
Finally, | will go through how the respondents described their roles and relationships in the

e-commerce adoption process.

5.1 E-commerce as an investment

During the interviews it became very clear that the respondents have been quite
dissatisfied with their organizations' e-commerce and IT investments in general. Therefore,
one could interpret a pressure for changes in their investment logic, adoption process and
finally in the roles and relationships. The overall turmoil that the e-commerce adoption
processes have been facing constantly will be the major theme of the whole chapter. In this
section | will focus on discussing and analyzing how the respondents described e-commerce
as an investment. At the same time the goal is to build a foundation for the next sections
which focuses more on the transformation of the adoption process and the roles and

relationships.

Especially business-orientated people, i.e. CMOs described e-commerce and IT investments
with more or less negative tone. According to the interviews the respondents have seen
too many missed deadlines, exceeded budgets and failed projects. Their dissatisfaction
with the IT in general was so overwhelming at times that one could wonder whether they
have just recently been involved with some disaster project. Stromsholm was probably the
most frustrated respondent of them all and the following sample of his 5 minute
monologue clearly shows his attitude and approach towards e-commerce investments.

None of the IT-projects get done in time or in the budget. All of them are always late or exceed the

budget. Even though it sounds weird, all this is in kind of acceptable in general. It's one of the
characteristics of the whole IT-industry. It's the same thing with laptops. We take for granted that
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they just crash and must be restarted all the time. And we all think that it is totally OK and logical.
And after three years the laptop is useless and it has to be thrown away. It's a common way for IT
sector that everything is late and over budget. And the systems don't work like they should when
they are released. And after the launch they must be fixed over and over again and everyone is
angry. And for years they try to fix the system and get it right but after a while the moment comes
when there is no point anymore to fix it because you have to get a totally new, upgraded system. |
believe that there are plenty of theses done about the very same issue. That is, how the hell it can be
so damn hard to do proper IT-systems. And nowadays we all accept the fact that it is impossible.
They never get done in the given schedule. Every time when there is a meeting they tell me that the
projects are late because there have become some issues. Some features have been added to the
project and they are now slowing it down. There has been a merger or acquisition or something else.
And you know, when something is merged into a bigger corporation, it's not enough that we just put
it together with the same accounting systems. We have to integrate it to all the other systems as
well. And then there are different systems in the old and in the new and they need to be integrated
with each other. And when the integration starts no one knows will it take 6 or 12 months and will it
cost 100 000 or 200 000 Euros. It's just a mess. Many of the people who have been involved with
these projects for years have already given up. They just say that there is no point to raise one's
voice anymore. It's just the way it goes. And as you know, there have been a lot of public sector
projects, for instance, in healthcare sector where they have been working on with a project for two
or three years and spent hundreds of millions and then they just say that "This is a no go. Let's just
bury the project." And no one gets shot. But hey, think about if some would be buying cars.
Somebody would decide to buy cars worth of 100 million, or in other words, 2000 cars and we would
say to him that "We will deliver 2000 pcs E-series Mercedes for you by the end of the year." And
then at end of year we'd say that "The delivery will be late and we have some issues." And then after
two years we'd say that "No-no, we are not going make it. Actually, the scoping and definition of the
project were done poorly in the beginning. And then one contact person left and some other guy
replaced him. As a matter of fact, you as a customer didn't do your job that good either. You
couldn't explain us what do you want and didn't know what to order. The truth is that we are not
going to deliver 2000 cars. Let's just forget the whole project and close the books. Hundred million is
gone but not a single car is ready." (Strmsholm, Veho)

After a few minutes he continued telling about his experiences with the failed IT projects
and the enterprise systems which have gone from bad to worse due the system upgrades.
Accordingly, Rotko also expressed his dissatisfaction with his organizations e-commerce

projects, their exceeded budgets and missed schedules.

In my opinion these projects always take too much time. That is, we are more and more in the IT
related business and every time we are developing something new it just take too much time. Time
to market is way too long. That's one thing that gets me irritated. And of course the budgets are
exceeded every now and then. And then there are the cases which just go totally wrong due the
technical or business related issues. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

Even though Aalto's attitude and descriptions about e-commerce investments were slightly

more positive, she also brought up the failed projects.
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In our company there have been also failures in very big projects. (Aalto, Sanoma)

It was evident that the words like "IT", "ICT" and "Tech" had a bad reputation among the
CMOs. It was interesting to note how Doe would like to dilute the IT-factor from the e-
commerce investments because of the bad karma the concept brings to the investments

and ventures.

Even though you would like to dispel it, there is still a very strong IT factor involved in these cases.
That is to say, there's always the risk that in a very IT-focused project the technological approach
takes over. You have to make sure that the technology is done like not-so-traditional-IT-project but
as a part of the business development. (Doe, Company X)

It is true that companies have had troubles adopting e-commerce successfully and
according various studies most of the companies miss their targets that they have set for
the investments (e.g. Wind and Mahajan 2000; Dellarocas 2003; Rowley 2008; Zhu and
Zhang 2010). However, e-commerce investments can be also seen as something that must

be done even though their return on investment may remain poor.

Digital and online business models are having one major weakness in general. That is, only few
companies are making significant profits with it. Even in a global scale. At the same time, however,
one could argue that there is no choice. (Doe, Company X)

When asking the respondents why they think that the e-commerce projects tend to miss
the targets so often, the answers varied across the board. One of the respondent argued
that the solution providers are incompetent in their selling processes. They are poor in
evaluating the requirements, the complexity of the business and technical needs and their

own abilities and therefore, they easily end up overpromising and underdelivering.

I think that when we send out RFTs to 3-4 providers they all naturally want to get the deal. Then
they are a bit too optimistic so and they say that it will cost 80 and it will take 70 even though they
should say that it will cost 120 and it will take 130. I'm not saying that they are doing it to fool us
but maybe they just don't understand the complexity of the projects. They don't have sufficient
knowledge about our IT architecture, systems and the interfaces that must get integrated. And in
addition there is a huge desire to get the deal. In other words, there is too much optimism and not
enough realism. This is a common problem in this industry. And | have heard so many stories from
my colleagues aboard about these cases that have been gone so wrong. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

Another CMO on the other hand blamed the mismanagement of the IT project execution

and mostly he blamed the company CIO.
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Sometimes he's a bit too much of a theorist and not enough of a hands-on guy. He seems to get
everything look good and logical on a paper but when it comes a time for execution the issues start
to arise. That is to say, when we start to plan the projects all the powerpoints do get done so that
we can see the step by step execution plan. All the timetables are in place and we can see that
there's a slot for interviews, testing and so on. But in practice very often everything just melts down
into one big mess and in the end the output is something that it shouldn't be, and it's late.
(Strémsholm, Veho)

Doe analyzed that failures might be due the incompetence of the technological people.
However, he also emphasized that the project teams are often forced to execute projects in

impossible schedules and budgets. That is, he blames the incompetent steering groups.

I'm very strict when it comes to the budgets and keeping them. The whole point of all this that we
have the expertise to estimate the costs. On the other hand, I'd like to add that it's also
unprofessional if all the estimated costs need to be forced into the very bottom all the time in order
to get them accepted. What | mean is that when the budget doesn't keep the reason is often that
there has been a pressure to execute something with given costs. However, the fact is that the
experts should have the freedom to estimate the costs without outsiders who have no clue about it.
There are two reasons why the budgets get exceeded. Either there's not enough expertise. That is,
someone, so called expert has estimated it totally wrong and he hasn't take some of the outside
factors into account. Or, and this is usually the case, there is a management board or some other
group of decision makers who force to do the investments within a certain budget. That is, there
may become cases that one just do not have any options but to invest but there is a some piece of
paper which says that is needs get done with 500 000 even though in real life it should cost 700 000.
"What the hell, let's just squeeze and force the project to 500 000." | can tell you that these kind of
“let's squeeze and force" budgets do not work in the IT sector. (Doe, Company X)

The most forgiving and probably the most realistic argument came from Aalto who
explained that e-commerce investments often involve lots of unknown factors that are
difficult or even impossible to take into account beforehand. Moreover, she emphasized
the issue that e-commerce and digital environment is constantly changing in a fast pace.
The very same issue, i.e. the turmoil and unpredictability of the digital environment will be

discussed later in this paper.

The projects are often more challenging and complex that may cause the delays and exceeded
budgets. Moreover, one must always keep in mind that the market environment and the world is
changing fast and the changes in the consumer behavior is very difficult to forecast. It's the same
thing with b2b. The digital environment is changing in a fast pace there as well. (Aalto, Sanoma)

She also emphasized the newness-factor that plays a major role in new, innovative

ventures. That is to say, when investing to something that has already done multiple times
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the planning is easier but when doing something for the first time the forecasting is more

difficult.

When something hasn't ever done before, one just has to try to estimate the budget and schedule;
however, sometimes it's just impossible to take all the factors into account. If you're buying
something off-the-shelf or, for instance, if you're building a house you know very well all the steps of
the project beforehand. (Aalto, Sanoma)

ClO Koivula also approaches the issues regarding e-commerce investments through their

complex nature saying the newness generates most of the problems and risks.

IT projects are often more complex. There are more providers and stakeholders involved. And when
you're talking about e-commerce there's often many unknown factors comparing to, for example,
traditional real estate projects. I'd like to say, that in most of the cases the problem is not the
technology but the management, scoping and the lack of a solid business case. All this combined
with the fact that there might be new technologies involved. (Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

Doe agreed on this statement. He said that e-commerce as a concept is still so new that
there has not been developed enough general best practices that could help adopters to
execute the investment projects efficiently. One could wonder if the digital environment
will ever reach the same level of stability and predictability as, for instance, the traditional

retail industry.

In my previous life when we invested into a retail shop we bought concrete, bricks, refrigeration
equipment and labor for six months. And the output was something physical. And we could calculate
the payback time pretty easily when we knew the population of the area. We could even estimate
the profits. All this is yet to come in e-commerce. The first round of learning hasn't been done yet so
that it would help us to understand and estimate the business models. The very first round, the
dot.com boom in the early 2000's gave us of course something to learn from. However, the
technology and the world we are living in have developed so much from those days. (Doe, Company
X)

Aalto as well sees the e-commerce investments riskier than other investments.

It's true that the risks will materialize more easily in these ventures. At least in some ways. For
example, the estimated timeline won't be so fast than it was expected or the market penetration
won't be so deep than expected or the interest in the media won't be so great. That is to say, there
are many factors that may harm the business case. Moreover, sometimes the original concept won't
work at all or it needs to be changed radically. (Aalto, Sanoma)
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It became clear that the respondents had challenges to deal with fact that they cannot
completely understand the complex technical issues that are involved with the
investments. Maybe the feeling of helplessness is one of the key reasons why they felt so
frustrated. For instance, in his previous role as a retailer, Doe could pretty much
understand everything that a physical grocery needed in order to function and to be
profitable. However, for him e-commerce as concept involves almost mysterious factors

that he will maybe never be able to comprehend totally.

It's so difficult to comprehend that as an outsider you just cannot go there and start poking and
digging. The only thing you can do is ask good questions. (Doe, Company X)

One could interpret the same mindset in Stromsholm's answers as well.

Of course | always doubt that if it's going to work or not and are we making the right decisions and
so on. However, you just cannot tell it yourself until you see the end result. (Strémsholm, Veho)

On the other hand, CIOs had a lot more positive approach to the e-commerce investments.
For instance, Koivula said the IT investments actually succeed a lot often than the public

thinks.

If it has been said that half of the projects are always late or something else but there is also
another statistic that says that 97 per cent of the projects are in time and budget. However, it's
usually the failures that get the most of the attention. And it's good that they do get notified.
However, | bet to disagree that IT projects would always be late or exceed the budget. (Koivula, MTV
MEDIA)

It was very clear how both CMOs and CIOs described the e-commerce investments as

business investments and not as traditional IT investments.

It's very simple to answer to that question that they are business investments. In general if | think
about this it is always the business that is the driver in these investments. That is, everything starts
from the business. (Doe, Company X)

Furthermore, maybe because of the bad reputation of the IT investments in general even
Stone as a CIO respondent did not want to associate e-commerce with IT. He argues that
managing e-commerce with IT approach is a fatal mistake and e-commerce investments

should most definitely treat as business investment.
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I have said it that we are not going to establish any IT department here and these projects are not
managed from the IT perspective. | can tell you; those companies that are still doing it like that are
totally lost. In other words, we are very allergic to develop anything with an IT approach. (Stone,
Company X)

Due the failed e-commerce investments it seems that the respondents' organizations have
changed the way they manage and prioritize their e-commerce investments. That is to say,
more sophisticated methods have been implemented emphasizing the importance to show
a return on investment. The transformation of management of the e-commerce
investments and adoption process will be discussed more in the next section. However, in

this section | want to underline the transformation of the investment logic which in turn

seems to have a great impact on the selling process.

Nowadays we evaluate more carefully whether there is any sense to do the project or not. We are
bringing these unpleasant factors on the table, such as cost-benefit calculations. In other words, we
ask for the costs, results and metrics for the results. And then after six months we also evaluate
whether the targets were reached or not. (Harjula, Veho)

Due the multi channel dilemma of e-commerce and traditional channels measuring and
assessing the ROI was described to be difficult. Moreover, the innovative and pioneering
characteristics set different budget logic for the e-commerce innovations according to Doe

and Stromsholm.

Every time when you invest into something for the very first time it is not primarily a profitable case.
First you have to put the seeds on the ground before you can expect to gain any profits. And it takes
time to gain the profits. That's just the sad truth. Consequently, one should always think about how
the results and profits should be calculated in this world. The way we see it is that our digital
channel have gained us profits if our web shop drives our customer to make the purchase in the
retail shop. Measuring this, however, is so damn hard. (Doe, Company X)

There are customers whose buying process contains 95% of the digital channels and then there are
customers who only use 5%. On an individual level measuring this is very difficult; however, we have
to offer the freedom of choice to our customers and the customer experience should not be harmed
by the choice of channels. (Strémsholm, Veho)

On the other hand, Doe said that even though one would ignore the multi-channel dilemma
and only assess the digital channel, evaluating the return on e-commerce investment might

still be very difficult.
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It depends so much of the investment how easy the ROI is to calculate. For example, an investment
that improves the visual aspects of a website so that there are more motion picture. How do you
assess whether it increase the sales or not? There really are cases like these a lot. On the other hand,
we can consider mobile compatibility. If we have a technology that is compatible with mobile
devices we can estimate that there are customers who use mobile this much and the amount of
customers will increase in the future. If we are selling this much we should sell x per cent via that
channel which would mean this and that. You get the point. (Doe, Company X)

One of the most interesting findings was the budgeting logic behind the organizations' e-
commerce investments. According the interviews, e-commerce investments are financed
by one centralized IT budget. The size of the IT budget is approved by the Executive Board
or some other high decision making unit, however, the budget is then managed by the CIO.
Or at least so it was used to be but how it will be in the future is difficult to say. That is, in
the second section of this Chapter, | will discuss about how the respondents see their roles

being in a transition and becoming more and more overlapping with each other.

IT has a certain budget and operational guidelines that are approved by the Executive Board. The
function of the IT is only justified to support business and the money comes from the business. This is
a fact that one has to keep in mind all the time. (Harjula, Veho)

Our IT procurement is managed by the IT department. And the budget is in practice managed by the
IT department. They have the knowledge how much we have, how much we have spent it and they
can say whether any solution is good or not. (Aalto, Sanoma)

The Group Management Board approves the IT budget and the IT plan. That is, it makes the
decisions about the investments. Then we have the steering groups that can execute the projects
within the budget and prioritize them as well. They also have to be able to make decisions to a
certain extent because if | now make the budget for 2013, | have no clue what we are really going to
do in September 2013. One thing is sure: there will be something that we are going to do because
normally there becomes something where we need to have the budget allocated. That is to say, we
are not locking all the money beforehand to a specific project but we have the budget and then we
prioritize the projects all the time. As a steering group we have the power to change priorities.
(Harjula, Veho)

My role is to take care of the company level IT budget. And then we naturally allocate the money
from it to the business units. The budget is divided to 6-7 units and my role is, of course, to prioritize
where we are allocating the money. (Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

We had a certain budget and within that budget we were very autonomous to decide how we are
going to spend it. Basically | have presented the business proposals and asked if it's OK and always
got the go ahead. (Aalto, Sanoma)

So in practice we have got the budget from the Board and within the budget we allocate the
resources to the projects. This is our way. Actually, this is rather unusual way in the Group but we
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have recognized it absolutely mandatory in order to successfully execute the e-commerce venture.
(Stone, Company X)

Be that as it may, ability to show a significant return on investment seems to be the fastest

way to get the projects prioritized on the top of the pile.

If somebody comes up with a killer application today and arguments it by showing a million Euro
profits for a 100 000 Euro investment we start the planning right away. In other words, we are not
tied up with our plans but we can adjust the plans and prioritize the projects if necessary. (Harjula,
Veho)

In the end everything becomes very clear after one have done a thorough analysis. At the same time
the decision making becomes very easy as well. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

To sum it up, it seems that the respondents have not been satisfied with their e-commerce
investments and IT investments in general. Therefore, there has been a great pressure to
approach e-commerce investments differently, namely with marketing and business

orientation.

All the projects and ventures are more or less business driven. They are done in order to do business.
Some of them have direct relation with the business and others may have more indirect relation. If
it's about updating some technology in our backbone, well then you could say it is an IT investment,
however, most of our projects have much more direct relation with the business. (Rotko, MTV
MEDIA)

My opinion is that they are business investments. Of course there are few IT-investments for the
background systems, however all the services that are developed on these systems are always
business investments. (Aalto, Sanoma)

Moreover, if there was one theme that was discussed a lot, it was the turmoil and
transition phase of the e-commerce investments. The turmoil and how it affects the buying
behavior, e-commerce adoption process and the roles and the relationships will be

analyzed more in the following sections.

5.2 E-commerce adoption process

In this section | will analyze how the respondents described the e-commerce adoption
process and the factors that influence on it. As already mentioned in the previous section

the respondents have been generally dissatisfied with their e-commerce investments,
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which in turn creates a pressure for adjusting the adoption process. Moreover, it becomes
clear how the different factors discussed in the literature review part of this study are
described to be in a constant transition making the adoption process being in a transition

as well.

Rotko and other CMOs described the influence of organizations' end-customers as the most
important factor for the organization's e-commerce adoption. Moreover, it seems that the
constant changes in the customer behavior and the fact that the changes are difficult to

forecast are the most profound factors keeping the adoption process in transition.

Well, of course everything that we do need to have some relevance for the consumer. If consumers
wouldn't use our services we wouldn't have any business. In other words, all of our innovations are
based on the mission that we are developing stuff that the consumers want already now or in the
future. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

The first step was taken due the fact that our customers demand these services. The reason why we
are having this e-commerce venture is only based on our customers' needs and wants. There has
been a huge change in the overall consumer behavior and we're constantly thinking how we could
react to that phenomenon the best possible way. (Doe, Company X)

The following responses show how the respondents described the constant changes in the

market dynamics and their impact on the adoption process.

The biggest challenge in all of this is that the competitive environment is changing in a fast pace.
New competitors are entering the market all the time and all the changes are faster and more
difficult to forecast than before. Nowadays we increasingly follow these relatively new players, such
as Google, Facebook and Apple. So, we have spent quite much time in Silicon Valley, you see.
(Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

Competitors are moving fast. International and domestic players enter the market fast. You may
have a great idea and a real business case but then again some other player from the US might just
do it a lot faster and better and then you have basically missed the train. (Aalto, Sanoma)

The competitive environment is very wide when it comes to consumer goods. If you go across the
border there's Germany, UK... Basically there are no limits and therefore you cannot analyze every
single detail that thoroughly. (Stone, Company X)

As already discussed in the previous section, the multi-channel dilemma makes the
calculation of the return on investment difficult. In addition to that, the same issue seemed

to have a major impact on the e-commerce adoption process.
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Before the digital era the buying process was very simple. A customer saw an ad or heard about the
new car or a model from the neighbor and decided to walk in to the store. Then we had a very clear
sales process that included the customer needs analysis, after which we showed him the car and
took it for a test drive and so on. Today, a customer can find out answers to all his questions before
telling us that he is interested in buying a car from us. Of course we have to be able to serve the
customer seamlessly in every channel. Naturally this has a huge impact on our processes.
(Strémsholm, Veho)

Doe also describes how the dilemma has had a remarkable influence on their adoption
process. Moreover, he said that even though the situation is what it is, their organization

just have to deal with it.

Like | said, this is not a cash cow yet. This venture is purely established due the fact that the
customers want to buy from this channel and they also want to buy cross the channels. (Doe,
Company X)

Stone argued that e-commerce adoption means a comprehensive transformation to the

ways how organizations are going to do business today and in the future.

What really is happening right now is that we are not just setting up a webshop. We are in a total
business model transformation and finding out ways how the traditional retail and digital channel
will integrate with each other. In other words, you have to take into account, for instance, the
processes of order and delivery, and so on. (Stone, Company X)

Moreover, Doe describes the adoption process being a long journey for the organization
and at the moment the process is only in the beginning. He believes that in order to be
profitable in 2020 the company must have a strong position in the digital channels. The

strong position can be only achieved by starting the adoption early enough, i.e. today.

In order to be a successful retailer in 2020 you must be in all the channels. Operating in multiple
channels means that you sure have the ones which are currently out there. And you see, some of
those channels and touch points are used for sales and some of them are only used for interaction.
So in other words, the e-commerce venture that we are now having is actually preparing us to be
ready in the future. You know, these are pretty heavy investments and at the moment we are in a
phase of opening the doors and channels. We have a strong vision that in the future a retailer must
manage comprehensively the digital and traditional environment in order to be competitive. And in
order to be competitive one must be profitable. So we are kind of taking the first steps at the
moment and step by step improving our presence there where the customers will be in the future.
(Doe, Company X)



62

Koivula analyzed the adoption process through organization's market position. He says that
being a market leader gives the adoption process different characteristics comparing to a

situation if the organization would be a minor player.

The competitive environment has a huge impact on us and our actions. Partly due the historical
reasons and our own expertise we have reached the market leader position. Being the market leader
requires different activities comparing to challengers. You have to take many elements into account,
such as the risk of cannibalization. On the other hand, as the biggest player you need to be able to
make radical, big moves all the time that reshapes the whole market. We want to be the one who
reshapes the market and finds new business opportunities. And like | said, that is a whole different
world for us comparing to the minor players. (Koivula, MTV MEDIA)"

Doe also argues that the adoption process depends highly on the organization's current
market position. He underlines that having a strong brand sets more critical requirements

for the adoption process.

Size of the company and your current brand has a tremendous influence on your options. You also
need to consider how big you are now and how big you want to become. You see, if we are opening
a webshop under our brand name we just need to be absolutely sure that everything works. We
cannot afford any major setbacks in the customer experience. On the other hand, if you would open
some Mom & Pop Shoe shop or whatever, it is not the end of the world if Mom and Pop has an
announcement on the front page that says "Sorry, we are having a maintenance break at the
moment. Please come back tomorrow." We just don't have that option. | guess this increases our
development costs in general because we just have to do things all the time by the book and double
check everything. (Doe, Company X)

Harjula emphasizes that when the size of the company's technological systems reach the
certain extent and complexity it is quite difficult to react on competitors' moves anymore.
That is to say, e-commerce systems and processes might grow so complex that the
company is tied up on the chosen strategy. Therefore, it might be impossible to change the

strategy rapidly without messing up the current way of doing business.

We do not have any chances to follow every competitor's moves. Of course we would like to, for
instance, set up a webshop for spare parts, however, if you think about what that would require
from the all systems and processes you notice that it's easier said than done. (Harjula, Veho)

One theme that arose in the discussions was that large amount of technical service

providers is seen as a burden. Moreover, the respondents argue that one of factor changing
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the adoption process is the organizations' goal to decrease the amount of different service

providers and systems.

Considering the size of our company we have quite a lot of different systems. However, we have
aimed to reduce the amount of systems and providers all the time. Moreover, we try to screen the
most essential solution providers and build up strategic partnerships with them. Actually, we have
recognized five of those strategic providers. Then we have the next group who are in the middle but
not on the strategic level... For example there was that one case we sent out the RFTs and the
proposals we got were strongly suggesting the Microsoft SharePoint. Well, that didn't come as a
surprise for me since we had already set that direction with our previous steps. (Harjula, Veho)

I have had a certain guideline for the technology that | have been following all the time. That is, our
mission is to build a sound architecture base and we don't want to have a ragbag of different
technologies. (Stone, Company X)

The reasons why organizations want to have as little different systems and platforms as
possible is quite simple: it decreases the development, operating and maintenance costs

and at least theoretically increases the return on investment.

In order to gain synergies we wanted one CMS which can be used for three different places. The
maintenance operations and the management of in-house capabilities is a lot more cost efficient if
you have a homogeneous technical environment. You have to have pretty good arguments if you
want to bring something exotic twits into our platforms. That is, if it's not Windows compatible.
(Harjula, Veho).

Well, we have a very challenging technical infrastructure. Just only building and maintaining these
systems is a challenge itself. | can tell you that these webshops what we have now and what we are
going to have in the future would be much easier to develop in another environment or using other
technologies. In order to get the systems working as a whole we need to be integrated to other
systems within the Group. A few of them are very challenging which in turn requires additional
investments from us. However, we just have deal with it. Moreover, we lose our autonomy when we
are integrating our systems to something that are managed and owned by someone else. All this
makes it challenging from the system administration's point of view as well. (Stone, Company X)

It was interesting to note that even though current systems have impact on the adoption
process, mostly on decreasing the amount of opportunities or slowing down the adoption
process, Aalto said that her organization is willing to take short cuts in order to fasten up

the process.

We have a comprehensive architecture plan for the IT and e-commerce venture. And all the new
stuff that we are building should be aligned with that plan. On the other hand, sometimes we are
doing compromises if the architecture is not ready and the new concept should be developed fast. It
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helps us to make quick tests and see if the concept and business case works at all. However, we
must always have a plan for the next steps. That is to say, we need to have the answers how we are
going to integrate it to the enterprise architecture. (Aalto, Sanoma)

Consequently, Liljedahl expressed his view on the same issue and emphasized the

importance of time to market.

There was a risk of not getting the product ready in time if we would have to integrate everything to
the enterprise architecture right from the beginning. That's why we did it as a standalone solution.
Afterwards | can tell you that is was a smart call. Of course these standalone projects always raise
some internal issues. That is, it's the Infra people who are not happy with them. (Liljedahl, Sanoma)

At the same time when the organizations are aiming for the minimum amount of solution
providers they are also aiming to deepen the relationships into partnerships. That is to say,
the role of the solution providers is described to be significant, however the traditional
buyer-supplier relationships are something that the respondents would like to avoid and
there seems to be a need for more profound partnerships. One could argue that all this

accordingly will once again affect and transform the e-commerce adoption process.

Too often those companies take the traditional provider's role. That is, we send out the RFTs and
then someone wins the case and just does the project. Naturally, | always expect to get more
professional vision and expertise from them. On the other hand, it seems that they are lacking the
industry specific know-how they would need in order to be competent to tell us what we really need.
(Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

The providers and the whole value chain have a huge impact and a role. That is, sometimes we are
competing with each other, sometimes we are business partners and sometimes we are customers
and the buyers. It is essential to have a comprehensive understanding about the whole value chain
and the partners. | think that the relationships are more deep and longer in a technological side
comparing to, for instance, ad agencies. (Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

Those service providers have a big role. And they do take the role what your letting them to have —
both in the good and bad. In other words, you have to manage them very carefully. 1'd like to add
that on the other hand, there's so much to gain from those relationships. | think that nowadays the
providers are always in big role every time when you are developing anything that has strong
technological element. (Doe, Company X)

Aalto and Lilhedahl described how the partnership was formed step by step. Moreover, |
would like to stress that the transformation from buyer-supplier relationship to co-
operative partnerships had many same elements that the descriptions regarding the

transformation of the CMO-CIO relationship had.
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We have aimed to find small and agile providers and to build up partnerships with them. That is to
say, we are quite far from the traditional model where the customer makes the definitions and gives
them to provider who in turn executes the projects and just delivers the output back to customer.
When you're having a partnership with someone you plan and execute together using agile
methods. (Aalto, Sanoma)

First we ordered a student project and we just put our mobile site into a container and sent it away.
After we saw that everything went well we ordered the native application. And after we saw that it
also went well we ordered the iPad application and took it to the Board meeting. And after that
went well again, we got 6 months to develop the actual application. In other words, we started with
baby steps and they delivered everything as promised every time. Thus, we gave them more
responsibility. And no, we didn't have any official process for picking up the provider. | was an easy
decision. Those guys had gained so much trust comparing to other players. (Liljedahl, Sanoma)

In the last part of this section | will analyze the transformation of the e-commerce
management. As already mentioned, the organizations have pressures to change their e-
commerce management in order to cope with changing factors that are impacting on
profitability of the e-commerce investments. Moreover, according to the interviews the
management transformation is the most influential factor that are changing the how the
respondents see their roles and relationships in the adoption process. Stromsholm
described the changes in Veho's e-commerce adoption through managerial transformation
from disorganized decision making process to building up a separate e-commerce strategy

with managerial and organizational processes to support it.

Where do we have the ultimate decision makers who says which case is more important than the
other? That's why we have defined the e-commerce strategy and guidelines because it should help
us to make the right decisions. There was the time when we didn't have any strategy nor official
guidelines and no one knew who to approach if you wanted to get something done. You needed to
ask from here and there, maybe from the IT or maybe from your boss. You see, the prioritization of
the IT projects is one of the most difficult tasks in this world. In an organization like ours there must
be thousands of different ideas and wishes regarding e-commerce on a yearly basis. We had all
kinds of lobbying and stuff like that and those who were the best in that got their projects done.
Therefore, it was necessary for us to define the strategy and decision making processes which now
— at least in theory helps us to prioritize the task and get the most out of them on a Group level.
(Strémsholm, Veho)

Harjula adds that the changes in e-commerce management have influenced on their

adoption process by decreasing the amount of initiatives.
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We have had quite of a learning process between the functions and units after we have moved into
a centralized decision making process. And of course this has not been an easy process for all. For
example, back in the days if somebody came up with an idea he could just start to execute it right
away if he just had the budget for that. Nowadays, the ideas are taking into the centralized decision
making unit and then the benefits of the projects are evaluated and prioritized accordingly. In other
words, for someone this might seem that the amount of bureaucracy has increased. At the same
time this has also decreased the amount of pointless projects that are pushed into the development
funnel. (Harjula, Veho)

On the other hand, Doe described that his organization's managerial processes are wanted

to be loose.

On a certain extent we have given a great deal of autonomy. It's because we are an organization full
of experts and we don't have too many people in the same roles. It also means that those individuals
need be real experts on their fields. We also have a very flat organization. And we want to keep it
that way. In order to keep it that way we need to be able to empower those experts to do the
decisions. We want to avoid the situation that every time when we need to decide something we
should gather together into a meeting to make that decision. A lot of decisions are made in the
corridor. Of course it is clear who calls the shots here in the end. And if Tina or Jack is in doubt they
sure come to knock my door and we take a look at the case together. But like | said, we don't have
the kind of culture which would force us to gather together all the time to make decisions. And |
think that's just great. And what is the reason for that? Well, | think that we have just let it evolve to
that. We haven't been so eager to micro-manage all the little tasks and decisions. The results have
been great and | guess it's all thanks for the smart people we have. | believe that a culture of micro-
management and strict decision making processes wouldn't fit to an organization like this, full of
hard core experts. (Doe, Company X)

In accordance with Doe's description, Rotko also argues that stiff decision making processes
are something that organizations should try to avoid since it tend to slow down the time-

to-market of the investments.

The world around us is changing so fast and therefore the time to market should be as fast as
possible. However, it is often to slow from the business perspective. And this is the challenge that we
aim to tackle all the time with our processes. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

Moreover, Koivula and Aalto emphasize that in order to get the most out of the e-
commerce and innovations organizations need to be bold and have an entrepreneurial
mindset. The respondents have described how the management of their e-commerce has
already been adjusted a lot since the first phases of the adoption. However, according to
the following answers one could argue that they still are not satisfied in their e-commerce

management and thus the transformation can be predicted to continue.
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| think that media sector has been the pioneer to certain extent. However, we are still a long way
from the modern startup communities. We are still lacking the kind of culture of internal
entrepreneurship where we'd have some incubator or investment budget for different ventures.
(Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

As the whole organization we are trying to change our culture so that we wouldn't be so much
afraid of failures. We need to be fast in trying and testing stuff. We should rather make a few
mistakes than play it too safe every time. We want to find new business opportunities from the
digital environment. And we do know that we cannot find them without being the pioneer, making
mistakes and learning from them. Or else there will become another player who takes over the
markets. (Aalto, Sanoma)

Our weakness is that we need to have quite a many people before we can find a consensus and
make the decision. For instance if we are talking about anything that has something to do with
import businesses we need have four different guys from four different business units. (Harjula,
Veho)

Moreover, e-commerce investments seem to face the same everyday management
challenges as anything else. Especially the communication within the organization was one
theme that the respondents described being in a very important role. As it has already
discussed in this Chapter, when the organization is operating in a multi-channel
environment the e-commerce must be integrated to organization's traditional processes.
The question is: how the organizations are going to tackle the challenges and how much

will it increase the need for managerial transformation again?

Every idea regarding the e-commerce and the changes in the processes that influence on the
customer experience should be first bought by hundreds of people internally before it would start to
work. And the fact is that no organization can keep up if those ideas and changes are coming all the
time. It's just impossible. And that's because in practice it doesn't mean a thing when you are
sending a message out there about some decisions that have been made. First there is the info
should reach the people and then the people should understand it. And thirdly, they should believe in
that. They should buy the idea 100% so to say. These are three very big steps that in practice most of
the ideas and changes are failing because the piece of information have just only sent out there and
it's already forgotten right away. There is no understanding that why something needs to be done
differently than previously. And there is no faith. And if no one believes or buys the idea, you can be
sure that nothing will ever happen. The biggest reason why people are being so pessimistic about
the new ideas and changes is that they have seen too many endless projects that have been started
but never finished. (Strémsholm, Veho)

One thing that we are constantly developing is the project communication tools that help us to
communicate to the various stakeholders and commit everyone to the strategic goals. So that
everyone understands the big picture and the value of one's own contribution. The motivation of the
organization is the key which can either get the e-commerce project to reach its goal or ruin the
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whole project. Our challenges are projects that are cross functional and the ones that go across the
business units. There is always the risk that these projects start to live their own lives, you know. It's
very typical that, for example, business unit and IT unit are prioritizing totally wrong things.
(Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

To sum it up the analysis of the e-commerce adoption process, | will use Doe's view on the

future.

You cannot lock your strategy for five next years in this world. Not to mention for the next ten years.
New business models are evolving all the time and the basic structures are changing accordingly. For
us it's a tough job to find our own place from the ecosystem. We have traditionally been the
dominant player of the market and we have been the first ones to know the upcoming trends. On
the other hand, maybe this is one of the reasons what makes this so interesting. | believe that what
we are doing now is essential in order to get us there where the retail industry is going. (Doe,
Company X)

In other words, it seems that the various factors that are described to have a huge impact
on the e-commerce adoption process are at same time described to be in a great turmoil.
Consequently, this gives e-commerce selling a unique nature where one must cope with
various changes. In the next and last section of this chapter | will analyze how the
respondents described their roles and relationships in the e-commerce adoption process.
Furthermore, the section will focus on how the changes in the e-commerce adoption

process have in turn changed these roles and relationships.

5.3 Roles and relationships in the e-commerce adoption process

In the previous sections of this Chapter | have analyzed how the factors influencing on the
e-commerce adoption process and described them being in a constant transition.
Moreover, the respondents have very openly expressed their dissatisfaction with the
results of their e-commerce investments. Therefore, the organizations have been in a quest
to find more efficient ways to manage their e-commerce investments and the adoption
processes as a whole. Consequently, there has been a pressure to define the roles and
relationships of marketing or business people and the technical resources of the
organizations. In this section | aim to describe and analyze the changing roles of the CMO

and ClOs. That is to say, many signals seem to imply that in order to increase the
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performance of the e-commerce investments organizations want to enhance the
technology and business integration. Thus, the roles of the business orientated people and
technology orientated people are becoming more overlapping. The role of the CIO is
described to become closer to the business but on the other hand, the respondents also
emphasized how the business people need to take more active role in untraditional areas. |
have divided this section into two parts. First | will focus on the traditional roles and
present research material from the discussions where the respondents described the roles
being traditional. The second part focuses on the transition phase. This means that | will
analyze the discussions where the respondents described the roles starting to transform

into more overlapping with each other.

It is necessary to underline that even though the roles are described to be in transition, the
traditional role of the CMO has not disappeared anywhere. According to the interviews, the
role of the CMO is still very strong when it comes to analyzing factors regarding the end-
customers and market dynamics in general. When discussing about the roles and
relationships and how they were in 2008, Aalto summarizes them as silo-like and that the IT

department in general had very little to do with the customer and market analysis.

Well, IT didn't really have any role in this. It was the business who did it. (Aalto, Sanoma)

Liljiedahl agrees on the statement and said that his role was indeed very passive when the
organization analyzed its customers, competitive environment and market dynamics in

general.

Kaisa basically was the one responsible for analyzing the competitive environment. Okay, | got to
see the solutions and applications what New York Times and those had made. However, the
decisions and analysis in that sense were made by business and Kaisa. All those market researches
and so on. (Liljedahl, Sanoma)

Moreover, ClOs Stone and Harjula describe their roles being passive as well, however, they
seem to be very active in analyzing competitors from the technical perspective that refers

to the traditional role of the CIO.
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John's role is much stronger in this area. He analyses the business and market factors more and |
don't have much of a role there. | try to follow our competitors from the technical perspective: what
kind solutions and tools they are using and so on. | think I'm quite well aware of them. (Stone,
Company X)

I didn't have any role in analyzing the competitive environment. And | don't think that | even
suppose to have. | got already enough committees to work with. Moreover, | do have the access to
all the information if needed. On the other hand, | follow our competitors from the technological
perspective and I'm very well connected with our competitors via all kinds of forums and events.
Kenneth, on the other hand, had a major role in analyzing the competitors from the business
perspective. (Harjula, Veho)

An interesting finding was that the CIOs easily turned the rhetoric of the discussions from

"customers" to "users".

We found beta-testers via our Facebook group and the answering rate was very good and they gave
us a lot of valuable feedback. As | recall, we made 5-6 critical fixing rounds before the release. And
after the release the users have kept on giving us the valuable feedback. Actually, the user feedback
has turned into our ToDo-list. In other words, we have developed the service accordingly the user
feedback. (Liljedahl, Sanoma)

We made a research for users and just in the end of the project we also made a usability tests. I'm
quite satisfied with the end result, especially when | look at feedback that we have got from the
users. Actually, | have received a feedback all the way from UK. That is, the colleagues there — not
the end-users have been impressed with our service. (Harjula, Veho)

Rotko argues that his role is naturally closer to the customers because functions that
usually are in direct interaction with them, i.e. customer research, marketing and sales, are

also reporting directly to him.

I have closer relationship with our customers because both Marketing and Research are reporting
directly to me. And | am responsible for the Sales. Moreover, | have a long experience working with
the clients so therefore | naturally understand their needs the best. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

If the customers, competitive environment and market dynamics in general would
traditionally seen as CMOs playground, the technologies and supplier relationships can be

seen as CIO's core.

Well, I'm responsible for the technical providers. (Stone, Company X)

Jack is responsible for managing the technical providers and partners. (Doe, Company X)
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Mikael probably knows better how we found the provider. That is, he knows whether we found them
or did they find us. Basically, it is the IT department that knows the providers — both domestic and
international ones — and the IT have the expertise to evaluate their competences. They have the
contacts. (Aalto, Sanoma)

Well, we have agreed on that it's my role to find the technical solutions. For instance, when we did
the usability study, | found the service provider for it. We have quite a few so called visionaries in the
organization and it's our role to make the vision real and concrete. That is to say, the business
directors are not that much involved with the technology. The decisions regarding, for example, the
technical architecture are done by me and like | said, | have been taken it step by step towards
Microsoft environment. (Harjula, Veho)

It seems that the CMO expects the CIO to have a strong role and competence in the
procurement process. That is to say, ensuring that when something is bought it also fits to
the original needs that are defined by the business. The importance of the procurement
role is especially emphasized in the e-commerce investments because of the feared risks

and the complexity of the projects.

Like | said when the project has something to do with technology they usually take too long or
exceed the budget. Risto's role is to be the expert in the procurement process. That is, he should
know how these kinds of projects are managed, how the RFTs should be done, how the offers should
look like, what kind additional questions should be asked and so on. And when it's time for making
the contract he ensures that all the details and clauses are in place so that we are safe when the
project are exceeding the budgets and timelines. | think it's good that Risto's department is in
charge of managing the projects and we are kind of an internal customer for them. (Rotko, MTV
MEDIA)

I have been buying and managing more than ten large web based services that have been based on
different technologies. Therefore, | understand the most important and common technologies very
well. | have enough experience to know their main strengths and weaknesses and which of them
would be suitable for us and which not. Thus, our decision making process is quite short. In practice |
prepare almost all of our investment proposals. That is to say, | prepare the required documents
according to the investment processes and present them to the decision making units. (Stone,
Company X)

The last part of this section presents the findings from the described transition phase of the
roles and relationships. The more strategic role of the CIO was described by Harjula as he

said that initiative for strategic e-commerce transformation came from him.

Actually, | was the one who initiated the whole thing and because of that we founded the project
team who started to define our e-commerce strategy. And we also founded a steering group for the
venture and | have been a member of the group since day one. The fact that this group is headed by
our CEO emphasizes the importance of this group of course. (Harjula, Veho)
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When discussing about the role of the CIO regarding to end-customers, Stromsholm says
that it is essential that the CIO is involved and that the CIO understands the customer
related factors. However, he does not say that his challenge is to get CIO understand the
issues but his challenge is to prioritize the projects with the CIO so that they drive the

company the fastest towards the vision of the e-commerce strategy.

The CIO couldn't understand us or comprehend our business needs if he couldn't understand our
philosophy for the customer relationship strategy and management. And therefore | have also
illustrated the strategy on a PowerPoint slide. When we have a common understanding and an
illustrated vision it's a lot easier to get the others to understand why we are doing this and how the
customer experience is affected and so on. My challenge is not get CIO understand our challenges.
My challenge is to prioritize the projects with the steering group. That is, what would be the
decisions that would take us closer the vision the fastest? (Strémsholm, Veho)

On the other hand, we have the business people who like to innovate. We as an IT department bring
our own ideas to the table too but mostly it's done by the business. Then together we re-develop and
evaluate them and come up with our solutions. (Harjula, Veho)

Aalto's comprehensive description is a good example of the transition. Her organization has
found concrete ways to bring the co-operation between business and IT closer. The roles in
strict silos are seen as old fashioned and ineffective. Especially the customer-supplier
mindset was described as something that increases the risks of miscommunication and thus

generates poor results.

Usually Sanoma has organized the IT projects and sourcing so that they are managed by the IT
department. However, now other business units have started to copy our way which means that all
the project members are sitting together all the time. Previously IT department had its own floor and
some technical project manager was allocated to the projects and we met him like once a week. This
was the typical and formal buyer-supplier model. On the other hand, since 2009 we have had the
technical project manager all the time sitting with us and he only goes once in a week to meet the IT
team. We have found the method very efficient and thus other units have started to use it as well.
(Aalto, Sanoma)

Moreover, Harjula and Doe also emphasize how the roles and competences should be
more overlapping with each other. Especially the requirements and needs for CIOs and IT

personnel in general were described to become more and more businesslike.

Even though my core competence is related to IT | have noticed for a while ago that the C/IO must
have a competence in business as well. Therefore, | have constantly tried to acquire more that know-
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how. You have to talk business language with business people. If you are talking IT language with
them you can see it from their eyes that they have no clue what you are saying. (Harjuala, Veho)

It must be taken care of that there are people who understand the business factors and can
communicate it well among the technical experts. (Doe, Company X)

According to Rotko, his organization needed a stronger, business orientated technological
manager who could close the gap and take IT closer to the business. Therefore the

company recruited a new CIO couple of years ago.

We were lacking a modern, Executive level competence to these issues and we only had so called
traditional IT competence in our organization. We have made a lot progress after Koivula started
here 2,5 years ago. Risto is responsible for the IT but he also has the competence for business
matters. Therefore, | ask for his technical opinions but also I'm not afraid to ask a second opinion for
business issues. The dialogue is working very well. We are dependent on the technological aspects
more and more. And that's why we hired him here. That is, we needed someone to the Management
Board who had hard core expertise about the business issues and how the technologic opportunities
could help us. When it comes to analyzing the competitive environment my answer is pretty much
the same: both | and Risto are doing it. For instance, we are both very well aware about the players
in the US and Silicon Valley and we exchange ideas all the time. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

In addition, he continues that the transforming role of the CIO towards business can be
seen, for instance, in the cases where the CIO also must understand the market and

customer research data.

Koivula understands the data and graphs as good as me when | show them to him. So we are not so
different in that sense. And that's our starting point for everything: whether it's a guy from the IT or
marketing, we are all analyzing the same data and following same numbers. (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

On the other hand, the changing and overlapping roles also seem to affect in the decision
making process. As discussed earlier, in the traditional model CIO's role was emphasized in
the selection of solution providers. However, in the transition phase the roles of CMO's and

other business people seem to become more important.

In the end the CIO is not the one who makes the important decision. On the other hand, we have to
make the decisions based on what they are telling us. So in that case he has a very important role.
(Strémsholm, Veho)

In practice Jack manages the relationships between us and the technical partners. However, | am a
member of the steering groups. (Doe, Company X)
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Kenneth can of course say his opinion and he is a strong influencer... We have chosen providers
together. For example, we choose the provider for the feasibility study together. During the journey
we have made three or four critical decisions regarding the providers. For instance, the main
consultant and the design consultant are considered as critical decisions. | have brought my opinions
and arguments on the table however when we were choosing the provider for Master Data
Management | kind of lost the debate. | didn't get the provider that | wanted but the business
people did. (Harjula, Veho)

Whether they are technological, content or business people, they are working together in cross
functional teams. And | believe we have pretty wide expertise and know how when we have, say 6-8
different people in a team. In the end these teams are always formed case by case. The one who will
be in charge depends on the project. If it's a technological project it can be Koivula or someone from
his unit. Sometimes it can be business people, that is, me or my subordinate. Naturally we tend to
choose the one who has the closest interests. But | don't really see any difference there as long as
the project manager has the competence to lead and manage these projects. In the end his role is to
gather the necessary people together and come up with the right conclusions with them. It's a good
thing that the boundaries are fading away and the roles are getting more and more overlapping.
(Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

The service providers were working as much with me than with Mikael in this specific case. Normally
IT department sends the RFTs and gets the offers but in this case we had so symbiotic team that in
practice we discussed together with the provider all the time... It's usually the Head of Business
Development who is normally in charge of these new, innovative ventures. We have a development
process with all the decision making points and so. The Head of Business Development is responsible
for the process. (Aalto, Sanoma)

Nowadays business people manage these e-commerce projects, not the IT people. In 2008 IT still
managed these projects but not anymore... A few of these new e-commerce ventures have been
exceptionally business orientated and maybe that is the reason why we have succeeded so well.
(Liliedahl, Sanoma)

I can tell you that if these ventures would have been managed by the Group or its IT Department we
would not have come as far as this. (Stone, Company X)

Furthermore, Rotko describes his role being today often as the first point of contact with
suppliers and in the end the most important decision maker in the solution provider

selection. He also describes himself as the main decision maker.

Quite often the providers contact me directly, especially with the new initiatives and ventures. |
guess it's because I'm very well connected with different people and companies... In the end it is me
who calls the shots. My decisions are based on what | hear from my own people and from the IT.
And you know how it goes. You get the pieces of information from here and there and then you just
have to make the decision based on your own beliefs. Of course you need to have a solid knowledge
about the providers. If the provider is a some a small player who have like 7 guys working in that
company we probably cannot accept their offer if the project is too important. I'll pay a close
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attention to the references. And naturally, your own experiences are in a major role. (Rotko, MTV
MEDIA)

Aalto seems to have the same mindset regarding the modern decision making roles.

| think it's the business directors who are the most important decision makers when we decide to
buy something. It's the business who calls the shots in the end, that is, they will accept the costs and
choose the providers. (Aalto, Sanoma)

Koivula also says that nowadays the selection process can be completely led by people who

don't have a technological role nor have the technological background.

The decision maker can be whoever in these new ventures if the technologies won't require heavy
integrations with our current systems. And therefore, the business is normally in direct relationship
with the providers. They can do it by themselves easily if we are, for instance, buying a cloud service.
It's not necessary to get IT department’s approval for all the details. We rather aim to deliver added
value to the projects with other methods. On the other hand, it's a different story if we are
developing a new advertising management system which we have to be able to live with for the next
20 years. But in those cases the business is highly involved as well. For instance, now we have a
major project where both | and Rotko are members of the steering group and then we have people
from both of our units choosing the best CRM for us. And it is Rotko who make the last decision in
that steering group. But | do give my own, strong recommendations to him. (Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

Moreover, he adds that the e-commerce challenges are of the chicken-egg problems, which

in turn requires overlapping, iterative and coaching roles and relationships.

| would describe our co-operation being very iterative and including plenty of dialogue. It's a part of
our corporate culture. We discuss a lot about everything, what would be the costs and so on. In the
end most of the cases are chicken-egg phenomenon. (Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

On the other hand, Harjula argues that the role of the CIO might be in the front line of the

business at least in the future.

If we are talking about whether the CIO would be a kind of front line leader among the business
people, I'd say that we are not that far yet. The way | see it is that the role of the IT is to build even
stronger relationships with business in the future. And | have been taking us all the time towards
that direction in the past years. It is important to acknowledge that IT itself does not have any value
but we have to be the best possible partner for the business. End of story. (Harjula, Veho)
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According to Koivula, having a background in business role helps CIO to contribute better
and build more fruitful relationships with the business. Contrariwise, if the CMO has a
comprehensive understanding about technological aspects the relationship can be built

even stronger.

Well yes, Rotko does have a good understanding about the technological opportunities. That is to
say, | think our dialogue would be on the same level as it is now if he would be a total outsider
without any experience. On the other hand, | have been 10 years as a CEO and responsible for the
sales so | feel that | can contribute to that side as well. In order to have good dialogue you need to
have a common language and understanding. It's impossible to gain anything out of the discussions
if you are living in totally different worlds. (Koivula, MTV MEDIA)

When talking about the issue on organizational level the respondents argued that there is
no doubt that business people should come closer to the technology. For instance, Rotko
described the overlapping roles and technological orientation, expertise and experience as

the organization's future competitive advantage. Doe also agreed on this statement.

The technology used to be in a minor role but nowadays I'd say that it sometimes is the most crucial
part of the projects. | sure hope that our people, even those who have been here for a long time will
start to understand this technological revolution what we are having right now. We need to be able
to change our way of thinking so that we are not afraid of the technological aspects. We need to
have a genuine interest to it. All of us should be able to contribute more and more. Of course you
don't have to know how to code but you know what | mean. | think it's highly important. This also
helps to get some realism to the projects and plans so that no one will just come and say "let's just
do it and tell me tomorrow when everything is up and running." (Rotko, MTV MEDIA)

Own technological expertise, competence and vision will become more and more important in the
future. If we didn't have so much of that | don't think that this could be working as smoothly as it
works now. (Doe, Company X)

To sum it up, the analysis of roles and relationships, one could argue that especially the
descriptions about the transition phase are not the cause but the outcome of the
transformations described in the previous sections. In other words, due the various factors
there has been a great pressure to close the gap between technology and marketing.
Therefore, the roles and relationships seem to become more overlapping. Moreover,
according to the interviews it seems that there is no stop for the transformation in the near

future.



77

6. Conclusive discussions

This study aimed to give insight into the sales of e-commerce innovations by describing the
roles and relationships of Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) and Chief Information Officer
(CIO) in the e-commerce adoption process. Furthermore, the paper aspired to provide
information how CMOs and CIO describe e-commerce as an investment and how do they
describe the e-commerce adoption process. The data of this study was collected by
interviewing the CMOs and ClOs of four large Finnish companies. In the following sections
the key findings together with the academic contribution, limitation of the study and
suggestions for further research are presented. The last section of this Chapter focuses on

providing managerial implications for selling e-commerce innovations.

6.1 Poor experiences with the e-commerce investments drive the

transformation of the adoption process, roles and relationships

The empirical part of this study shows that especially the CMOs express very openly their
dissatisfaction with the IT and e-commerce investments. The investments tend to miss the
timelines and exceed the budgets. In addition to falsely estimated cost structure and
schedules, the end results of the projects have often been wrong and unwanted. Moreover,
the difficulties to set measurable targets for the investments have increased the amount

frustration.

This study has found that generally there have been various reasons why organizations
have not been able to succeed with their e-commerce investments at a satisfactory level.
Moreover, there are multiple, inter-related factors that have a great impact on the
organizational buying behavior and innovation adoption process. Nevertheless, the main
finding of this study is that the poor experiences with the e-commerce investments have
forced the organizations to change and find better adoption processes and roles for CMOs
and ClOs. All of the respondents described that their e-commerce adoption and investment

processes are quite different currently comparing to near past. Moreover, it is expected
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that the transformation will continue radically in the future as the e-commerce adoption

may become one of the most essential success factors for the companies.

6.2 Will the CMO take back the expert role of the customer behavior and

competitive environment in the digital era?

The results of analysis show that that the customers and competitive environment as a
whole is by far the most important factor influencing on the e-commerce adoption process
and success of the investments. The companies would not be investing in the e-commerce
if they would not expect to create value for their customers or gain competitive advantage.
However, it seems that the organizations have not been very successful within this sphere.

The respondents argued that the digital world around them and the needs and wants of
their customers are changing in an increasingly fast pace and the organizations are having
problems to keep up and forecast the future. At the same time the competitive

environment has become on some level more intense, international and challenging.

If the organizations should be more competent to align their e-commerce adoption process
and investments with the needs and wants of the customers and competitive environment,
it is hard to ignore the fact that should not the Marketing and CMOs be the ones who have
traditionally understood the customer behavior and dynamics of the competitive
environment? It was very evident that the CMO and other business people were expected
to be the experts and have the strongest role regarding the customer and competitive
environment related issues. Therefore, one could argue whether Marketing and CMOs have
failed in their traditional roles and are they the ones that suppose to have such a role. On
the other hand, it seems that the organizations do not have any other options.
Consequently, the attitudes of the CMOs may have been affected by the dilemma and they
are looking for new solutions to tackle the issue. They emphasized how they and the whole
organization should learn to accept the failures and rather take risks than to play it too
safe. Moreover, the CMOs explained that the channel approach in marketing is out-dated

and the organizations should start focusing on managing the comprehensive business
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model transformation. In other words, the traditional and digital channels should not be
treated as a separate business models but they should form an integrated concept and an
uninterrupted interface for the customer experience. In order to master the integrated
customer experience and the competitive environment in the digital era the CMOs felt that
they need gain more thorough understanding about the digital environment and technical

aspects, and thus expand their role to the CIO's traditional playground.

It was argued that the e-commerce adoption process is a long, explorative journey that is
essential to start early enough in order to stay competitive in the future. In that sense, one
could expect that changes in CMOs role will not happened over night but slowly, step by
step. That is to say, at the moment the CMOs feel themselves rather ignorant and insecure
talking about the technical aspects of the investments. However, the evidence shows that
the CMOs have acknowledged the necessary changes that need to be done in the roles and

small but concrete actions have been made.

6.3 The role of CIO involvement has been inherently self-managed but

are those days soon behind?

It was also shown that the company CIO is traditionally the one who is exclusively
responsible for the technical aspects and the practical implementation of the e-commerce
investments and adoption process. In other words, they lead the designing of the technical
architectures and decide the framework for the technical implementation. Even though it
was shown that the CMOs and Business Management have in theory the last call in decision
making it seems that the core parts of the decision making processes for e-commerce
investments have been mainly developed by ClOs. One could even argue that their role in
budgeting and decision making when choosing the solution providers have been the most
crucial since the CMOs and business people have strongly based their decisions on the CIO's
recommendations. Moreover, the CMOs and Business Management have expected the
ClOs to be inherently the experts and responsible for the procurement process, project

management and implementation. It shall remain open to debate whether this is just one
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way for the non-technical persons to stay in the comfort-zone and delegate the overall

responsibility of the e-commerce adoption to the ClOs

It was evident that the initial planning of the e-commerce projects has often stared like
marketing and business investments. However, during the technical planning, development
and implementation the essence of the investment has changed from marketing and
business to IT which in turn has created various problems. Moreover, it was shown that the
relationships with solution providers have not been provided enough value for the
organizations. Therefore, the traditional self-managed role of the CIO may not be the long
term solution for organizations because the success of the e-commerce adoption in the end
is not just about high quality technical implementation in a given budget and timeline but
designing a channel independent and unbroken interface for the customer experience. On
the other hand, one must underline the fact that it was not just the CMOs who expressed
their dissatisfaction with the current adoption processes. That is, the ClIOs argued as well
that their role should be expanded out from its traditional framework. In order to
contribute better they saw that it was necessary to get closer to frontline which has
traditionally belonged only to Marketing and Business Management. Just like in the CMOs'

case, it was very clear that the CIOs have also already starting to transform their role.

6.4 Academic contribution, limitation of the study and suggestions for

further research

Even though companies have brought innovative solutions to the markets since the
beginning of the world's commercial activities, innovation selling as an academic concept is
rarely new and left on a quite minor attention. Therefore, only a few researchers have
given their contribution to the topic. Due the lack of previous academic researches about
innovation selling the foundation for the empirical contribution was laid on the theoretical

discussions of industrial buying behavior and innovation adoption.
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The findings of this study enhance our understanding of the roles and relationships of the
CMO and CIO in the e-commerce adoption process. It would be fair to say that it also
contributes to the scarce academic framework of innovation selling due the various
reasons. Firstly, the overall understanding of the buying behavior of one’s current and
potential customers and market segments have been recognized as one of the most the
most crucial success factors in the selling process of new products (e.g. Webster and Wind,
1972; Sheth, 1973; Cooper, 1979; Smith and Taylor; Anderson et al. 1987; Michaels et al.
1987; McQuiston, 1989; Bunn, 1993; Roberts, 2000). Secondly, the chosen qualitative
research method enabled the means to reach a deep understanding and build thick, rather
unique descriptions of the CMOs and CIOs' roles and relationships in the e-commerce
adoption process. Thirdly, the present study confirms previous findings and contributes
additional evidence that emphasizes the importance of multiple factors that have an
impact on to the organizational buying behavior and innovation adoption process. In other
words, the end-customers (Chakraborty et al. 2007), competitive environment (Tzokas and
Saren, 1993), innovation suppliers (Frambach et al. 1998), organizational structure and
climate (Baker and Freeland, 1970), organizational technology and systems (Anderson et al.
2000), technological orientation, expertise and experience (Webster and Wind, 1972),
buying center (Robinson et al., 1967), individuals (Davis, 1986) and decision makers
(Kauffman, 1996). Fourthly, the findings regarding the comprehensive business model
transformation from channel orientation to an uninterrupted interface for the customer
experience provide and interesting view on study done by Shainesh (2004). Finally, this

research will serve as a base for future studies which are suggested after the next section.

The author chose to use qualitative approach as a research method in order to reach the
objectives of the study. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge that the results are very
specific to the research context alone and it is not possible to draw generalized conclusions.
That is to say, the data of this study was gathered only from 4 companies and in total of 8
respondents in Finland during 14.6.2012-3.7.2012 and the results with other companies,
respondents, markets and timeframe might be different. Moreover, another researcher
might have end up to interpret the data differently and draw different conclusions. These

factors and limitations are naturally always present with qualitative researches.
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Consequently, this paper opens a wide range of interesting possibilities to study innovation
selling and e-commerce investments further. Firstly, using quantitative methods and
analyzing different factors and their influence on the buying behavior and innovation and e-
commerce adoption would be highly interesting. Secondly, in order to establish a more
thorough discussion about the research topic in this paper, it would be interesting to study
how the e-commerce suppliers describe the current situation. By doing so, one would be to
see the other side of the coin and conduct a comparison how the descriptions from the
buyer and seller sides confront. Thirdly, studying the transformation of the e-commerce
adoption process and the roles and relationships of the CMOs and CIOs on a longer
timeframe would provide interesting perspective. Finally, as this study focused only on the
CMOs and CIOs, the other members and roles of the buying center would make a

meaningful framework.

6.5 Managerial implications

This paper started with the words of Sairanen and Hamaldinen (2010) that "selling
innovations is challenging". Moreover, the challenges related to understanding industrial
buying behavior have also been underlined throughout this paper. It would be fair to say,
that the sales process of e-commerce innovations might be one of the most challenging
concepts to analyze due the various factors that one must comprehend. Nevertheless, the
findings of this study have managerial implications for all parties involved with sales
process of e-commerce innovations. The results indicate that due the poor results of the e-
commerce investments the e-commerce adoption process together with the roles and
relationships of the CMOs and CIOs are in a great transformation. Moreover, various other,
inter-related factors which have a major impact on the buying behavior and adoption
process are also changing almost constantly. This gives the sales of e-commerce

innovations its own nature where one must take a several factors into account.
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Whatever the real reasons behind the failures and frustrations would be, dealing with
individuals who have had poor experiences with e-commerce investments in general
requires a different sales approach. That is to say, one needs to be ready to deal with
persons that are prejudiced and might even have hostile attitude towards everything that
has anything to do with IT in general. Therefore, one should avoid selling the e-commerce

solutions as IT projects and emphasize the marketing and business values.

The organizations seemed to be rather unhappy with the essence of current relationships
with their solution providers. That is to say, they are expecting the solution providers to
have more comprehensive understanding about the organizations' business environment in
order to be able to contribute more for their business challenges. The organizations are
looking for real partnerships not just technical providers who deliver the output according
the technical specifications. It seems that the current sales and procurement processes are
not even enabling deep partnerships. Therefore, the solution providers should probably
adjust their sales process so that it starts early enough and one would have the time to
familiarize itself with the business environment — not just with the technical architecture.
This would probably require more proactive sales process which aims to increase the
understanding of the business environment step by step, before the competitors do it.
Consequently, if the sales process is started when the organization sends out the RFTs to

the providers it might already be too late.

An essential part of understanding the business needs is to know how the organizations
approach the e-commerce as a business model. It seems that the traditional channel
approach is out-dated. That is, the digital channels together with traditional channels
should form an integrated, channel-independent concept and an uninterrupted interface
for the customer experience. One could argue that this too emphasizes the requirements
for acquiring thorough understanding of the organization's business environment in the
sales process in order to be capable to sell the right solutions. The channel-independent
approach also brings challenges for setting up measurable targets for the investments.
Furthermore, especially the bigger organizations may have hundreds of different needs

that could be tackled with e-commerce solutions. At same time, the organizations are
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having challenges how to prioritize the needs and solutions for them. Ability to present a
clear return on investment is the most certain way to get the suggested solution prioritized
on the top of the pile. The solution providers should thus focus on developing their sales
process so that they would have the means to provide measurable targets and metrics for

the investments.

The CMOs and CIOs aim to expand their roles out from the traditional frameworks and
increasingly overlapping with each other. In order to master the integrated customer
experience and the competitive environment in the digital era the CMOs felt that they need
gain more thorough understanding about the technical aspects, and thus expand their role
to the CIQ's traditional playground. This means that they also might take more profound
role with the solution providers. On the other hand, ClOs aim to contribute more in the
frontline, i.e. customer and competitive environment related factors. In practice the
transformation shows already. The project teams have become more symbiotic and agile.
The teams aim to have a very marketing and business orientated approach throughout the
project and the team leader can be a person with either technical or commercials
background. Needles to say, every organization and individual are in a rather unique phase
in their process. In other words, there are various factors influencing on the adoption
process, the phase and pace of the transformation. All of this is creating highly case
sensitive contexts. For solution providers the key to success is to identify the current phase
and evaluate how traditional vs. overlapping the roles and relationships are at the moment.
Thus one could direct the sales efforts correctly. Moreover, it helps to forecast how the
relationships will develop over time. Already for a quite long time there has been a lot of
discussion about the importance of sales and marketing integration and how organizations
in general find it challenging. These discussions seem to have very similar elements as the
issues that the IT-Marketing integration dilemma. Therefore from, the seller's point of view
one might consider to gain better understanding about the buying behavior and adoption

process of the e-commerce by learning from the more traditional integration dilemmas.
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Appendix 1 — Interview guide for CMOs

E-commerce investments

- Describe e-commerce investment projects and compare them to other investments
projects that you have been involved with.

- How do you describe e-commerce as an investment?

- Describe your own role in the e-commerce investment projects.

- How do you describe the CMO-CIO relationship and its impact on the adoption process?
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Customers

- Describe the impact of the end-customers on the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own role when you analyzed your customers' preferences for e-commerce.
- How would you describe CIO's role and your relationship in this theme?

Competitive environment

- Describe the impact of the competitive environment on the e-commerce adoption
process.

- Describe your own role when you analyzed your competitive environment?

- How would you describe CIO's role and your relationship in this theme?

Innovation sellers and other suppliers

- Describe the impact of the solution providers on the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own role when you analyzed your competitive environment?

- How would you describe CIO's role and your relationship in this theme?

Organizational structure and climate

- Describe your organization's management and decision making processes and their
influence on the e-commerce adoption process.

Organizational technology and systems

- Describe your organization's technologies and technical processes and their influence on
the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own role in your organization's technologies and technical processes.

- How would you describe CIO's role and your relationship in this theme?

Technological orientation, expertise and experience

- Describe your organization's technological orientation, expertise and experience and their
influence on the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own technological orientation, expertise and experience.

- How would you describe CIO's technological orientation, expertise and experience?
Buying center

- Describe how the buying center was formed and how it influenced on the adoption
process?

- How did the formation of this buying center was different comparing to other projects?

- Describe your own role in the buying center.
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- How would you describe CIO's role in the buying center and your relationship?
Individuals

- Describe your own background and how it influenced on the adoption process?
- How would you describe CIO's background?

- How did your backgrounds influenced on your relationship?

Decision makers

- Describe your role in the decision making.

- How would you describe CIO's role in the decision making?

- How did the decision making roles influenced on your relationship?

Appendix 2 — Interview guide for CIOs

E-commerce investments

- Describe e-commerce investment projects and compare them to other investments
projects that you have been involved with.

- How do you describe e-commerce as an investment?

- Describe your own role in the e-commerce investment projects.

- How do you describe the CMO-CIO relationship and its impact on the adoption process?
Customers

- Describe the impact of the end-customers on the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own role when you analyzed your customers' preferences for e-commerce.
- How would you describe CMO's role and your relationship in this theme?

Competitive environment

- Describe the impact of the competitive environment on the e-commerce adoption
process.

- Describe your own role when you analyzed your competitive environment?

- How would you describe CMO's role and your relationship in this theme?

Innovation sellers and other suppliers

- Describe the impact of the solution providers on the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own role when you analyzed your competitive environment?

- How would you describe CMO's role and your relationship in this theme?
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Organizational structure and climate

- Describe your organization's management and decision making processes and their
influence on the e-commerce adoption process.

Organizational technology and systems

- Describe your organization's technologies and technical processes and their influence on
the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own role in your organization's technologies and technical processes.

- How would you describe CMO's role and your relationship in this theme?

Technological orientation, expertise and experience

- Describe your organization's technological orientation, expertise and experience and their
influence on the e-commerce adoption process.

- Describe your own technological orientation, expertise and experience.

- How would you describe CMO's technological orientation, expertise and experience?
Buying center

- Describe how the buying center was formed and how it influenced on the adoption
process?

- How did the formation of this buying center was different comparing to other projects?

- Describe your own role in the buying center.

- How would you describe CMO's role in the buying center and your relationship?
Individuals

- Describe your own background and how it influenced on the adoption process?

- How would you describe CMO's background?

- How did your backgrounds influenced on your relationship?

Decision makers

- Describe your role in the decision making.

- How would you describe CMO's role in the decision making?

- How did the decision making roles influenced on your relationship?



