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Abstract 

Companies are increasingly choosing to implement enterprise systems as part of their core 

business. Systems like Customer Relationship Management (CRM) are standard packages 

that can be implemented. However, business requirements do not match the system when 

implementing standard packages and vice versa. Such misfits are unavoidable during system 

implementations.  

This research identified a literature gap. Previous literature on implementation misfits mostly 

focuses on Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) rather than Large Enterprises (LEs), and 

Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems rather than CRM systems. As a result, it is 

unclear what misfits occur during a CRM implementation in LEs and how they can be solved. 

The following research question is formulated to solve this problem: “What are the potential 

solutions to the misfits in CRM implementations in large enterprises?”.  

To answer the research question, a literature review was carried out, followed by an 

exploratory case study. Four pilot interviews and seven case study interviews were conducted 

during the case study. The collected data were analyzed by transcribing and coding to 

generate new theoretical insights about the misfits and potential solutions of CRM 

implementations in large enterprises. 

During the case study, four types of misfits have been identified: latent structure misfits, user 

interface misfits, process logic misfits, and access control misfits. The misfits can be tackled 

by customizing the system to align the business needs with the system. Two customization 

approaches discussed in this research are extension and configuration. Initially, both 

approaches can solve all four kinds of misfits. However, choosing between the two approaches 

depends on the level of specificity of a business requirement. The more specific a requirement 

is, the more likely it is that extension is preferred. The research has shown that extension is 

mainly applied to the latent structure, user interface, and process logic misfit, while 

configuration is mainly applied to the process logic and access control misfit.  

This research provides a significant theoretical contribution and managerial implications to 

LEs in CRM implementations. 

Keywords: CRM, CRM implementation, Misfits, Customization, Extension, Configuration, 

System implementation, Customization approaches, Misalignment 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Research background 

Nowadays, most organizations consider enterprise systems such as ERP or CRM as part of 

their core business (vom Brocke et al., 2017). As cited in Seddon et al.’s (2010) article, 

“enterprise systems are large-scale, real-time, integrated application-software packages that 

use the computational, data storage, and data transmission power of modern information 

technology (IT) to support processes, information flows, reporting, and business analytics 

within and between complex organizations” (p. 305). This substantiates why enterprise 

systems are part of a company’s core business.  

An ERP system is a software system that helps enterprises automate and manage business 

processes across the organization (Microsoft; Oracle; SAP). It is used to manage day-to-day 

business activities, and it ties together various business processes and their data flow 

(Microsoft). In contrast, CRM system is a software that manages the relationships and 

interactions with customers and potential customers to improve business relationships 

(Salesforce). 

According to Statista (2022), IT spending on enterprise systems is growing and will surpass 

570 billion US dollars in 2022. Figure 1 shows that enterprise systems are widely used and will 

keep increasing in the future. 

 

Figure 1 - Global enterprise software market (VerifiedMarketResearch, 2022) 

 

As a result, there are consultancy companies that help other companies implement enterprise 

systems. Before the implementation, the question arises whether the client’s processes match 
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the system. The second question is if it is needed to change the process, or if it is better to 

customize the system to fit the business process. This issue is also addressed in Sia and Soh’s 

paper (2007), which states that there are two ways to approach a misalignment. The first 

approach is that organizations can adapt to the package, and the second approach is that 

organizations can customize the package during a misalignment with the software package. 

However, it remains unclear what option is best for a particular situation.  

 

1.1.1 Misalignment in system implementation 

A misalignment is the gap between the organizational needs and the degree to which an ‘off-

the-shelf’ system can meet these needs (van Beijsterveld & van Groenendaal, 2016). It is a 

poor misfit between the IT strategy implemented in the system, and the business strategy the 

company aims for. Most implementations are seen as unsuccessful due to misfits (Yen et al., 

2011). Markus et al. (2000) also stated that for the success of a technical innovation, a fit 

between the organization and the technical validity is essential. Generally, enterprise systems 

are generic and thus inflexible; the software is not built according to the enterprise’s specific 

needs, but most of the time, the organization is adapting to the software (Li, 2021; Strong & 

Volkoff, 2010). Several studies claim that generic functionalities do not meet the organization’s 

expectations, resulting in adverse consequences for the company and end users (Berente et al., 

2019; Li, 2019). Misalignment between the system and the organizational needs is a problem 

that many, if not all, organizations encounter while implementing enterprise systems.  

Existing literature has shown that gaps always exist between the system and the business 

processes and that it is hard to find the right fit (Hustad et al., 2016; Yen et al., 2011). According 

to Soh et al. (2003), there are two major solutions to deal with a misfit, which are customization 

and changing the organizational structures to adapt to the system’s structure. Other solutions 

that are not so extreme, are accepting the deficiency in the system’s functionalities and creating 

a workaround (Soh et al., 2000).  

This research is partly based on the study done by Van Beijsterveld and Van Groenendaal 

(2016). Their research focused on misfits in ERP implementations in SMEs, but this research 

will focus on misfits in CRM implementations in LEs. In this research, one of the goals is to 

see if the misfits in LEs match the misfits in SMEs, and how the misfits are being solved. The 

findings of this study may lead to the development of a new theory about resolving CRM 

implementation misfits in LEs. 
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1.1.2 Customization: extension and configuration 

To tackle the misfits, firms typically adopt several solutions. One of the major solutions is 

customization. There are several customization approaches, but extension and configuration 

are the most used approaches (Ali et al., 2019). As a result, the most used customization 

approaches will be defined in this sub-chapter. In addition, the target company at which the 

research will be conducted, also makes a distinction between extension and configuration. 

Customization and extension 

Customization is seen as the altering, modifying, or enlarging of a standardized enterprise 

system’s functionality to achieve a “fit” between the system and a company’s business 

operations that are supported by the system (Parthasarathy & Daneva, 2014). Another 

definition of customization, given by Singh and Pekkola (2021), is that customization is the 

ability and practice of providing clients with solutions that meet the needs of their requirements. 

IT customization is the result of detailed information gathering, process definition, and 

implementation of best practices.  

The company by which the research will be conducted, gives the following definition to 

customization: Performing modifications to achieve a certain objective or functionality that the 

out-of-the-box features of CRM do not provide right away. Modification in this context is 

adding custom code to the out-of-the-box functionalities, or completely building your own 

functionality in the system. The company’s definition of customization does not match the 

literature’s definition of customization. However, the company’s definition matches the 

literature’s definition of extension. Extension means expanding the system’s functionality by 

adding custom code at pre-defined places in the application’s code (Ali et al., 2019). 

Configuration 

According to Brehm et al. (2001) and Cavusoglu et al. (2009), configuration is the process of 

setting software quality parameters to meet specific user requirements. It does not need any 

package modification and is therefore part of the embedded structure of the enterprise system 

(van Beijsterveld & van Groenendaal, 2016). When talking about configuration, McCarthy 

(1998, as cited in (Cavusoglu et al., 2009) also includes default (“out-of-the-box”) settings.  

The company by which the research will be conducted, gives the following definition to 

configuration: Adjusting settings of both the CRM system and the out-of-the-box features so 

that the CRM system works according to the client’s preferences, without using any code. 
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Based on the definitions of the literature and the company, it can be stated that customization 

is the overarching terminology, and that extension and configuration are customization 

approaches. The difference between extension and configuration is that extension involves 

custom code to create functionality that is beyond the configurable limit. On the other hand, 

configuration is about adjusting the settings of the CRM system and out-of-the-box features 

without adding code to the system. 

 

1.1.3 SMEs and LEs 

Existing literature does not provide a precise definition of a large enterprise. However, Ali and 

Miller (2017) stated that LEs are identified by certain characteristics such as “capital intensity, 

number of years in existence, variety of products, size of market share resource usage” (p. 

671), and number of employees. 

One of the differences between SMEs and LEs is that the resistance to change in LEs is more 

significant than in SMEs (Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997). Ghobadian and Gallear (1997) listed 

several key factors that contribute to this difference, such as the number of employees involved 

in the change, and the high degree of standardization. During an implementation in LEs, there 

are more stakeholders, which means that there are more needs to consider. This can lead to 

more/different misfits compared to SMEs since it is impossible to meet all requirements.  

The organizational structure in SMEs also differs from the structure in LEs. Generally, SMEs 

have a flatter and less complex structure than LEs (Zach, 2012). As a result, more processes 

will be involved in the implementation in large enterprises. This in turn can lead to more 

misfits, compared to SMEs. 

 

1.2 Problem statement 

Research about system implementation is done in the area of both SMEs and LEs. However, 

research about implementation, focused on misfits, is mainly done in SMEs (van Beijsterveld 

& van Groenendaal, 2016). Another point to note is  that research about implementation with 

the focus on misfits is primarily done in the area of ERP systems rather than in the area of 

CRM systems (Soh et al., 2003; Wei et al., 2005). Furthermore, literature in the field of CRM 

implementation in large enterprises does exist, but it misses the part on implementation misfits 

(Finnegan & Currie, 2010).  
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Maleki and Anand (2008) claim that ERP and CRM have similarities, but also differences. The 

implementation of ERP systems and CRM systems should not only be viewed from a software 

implementation perspective, but also from a strategic point of view. Although, each system has 

its own focus/goal: ERP systems focus on internal processes, and CRM systems focus more on 

the customers. Thus, with a few differences, implementing CRM systems are in some ways 

similar to ERP implementations. The differences will be explored in this research. 

Furthermore, it is not clear how to use the different customization approaches to solve system 

implementation misfits. The application process of extension and configuration is not clear in 

the literature. It would also be beneficial for businesses to know what kind of misfits exist in 

CRM implementations and how they can be solved.  

 

1.3 Research question 

Since this research is about the misfits in CRM implementations and the question whether to 

use extension or configuration, the following research question is formulated: “What are the 

potential solutions to the misfits in CRM implementations in large enterprises?”.  

In order to answer the research question, the following questions need to be answered first: 

1. What are the misfits in CRM implementations? 

2. In which parts of the system do the misfits occur? 

3. What mechanisms are used when solving a misfit with extension?  

4. What mechanisms are used when solving a misfit with configuration?  

 

1.4 Research approach and objectives 

To answer the previous research questions, this study adopted a taxonomy theory methodology 

(the literature review), combined with an exploratory case study. The aim of the research is to 

identify CRM implementation misfits and how the misfits can be solved, which is an under-

explored topic in the literature. According to Yin (2009), the best research strategy for gaining 

a better understanding of an under-researched topic, is the exploratory approach.  

This takes the following approach to answer the research question. First, the researcher 

conducted a literature review to gain a basic understanding of the concepts involved in system 

implementation misfits and resolution strategies. Second, pilot interviews were conducted to 

familiarize with the content to gain knowledge about the pros and cons of the different 
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solutions. After the pilot interviews, the researcher conducted case study interviews and read 

through archived data to collect data. The data were then analyzed through coding, after which 

a conclusion was drawn. The findings and conclusion ultimately led to a framework that 

answers the main question of this research. The steps that have been taken to conduct this 

research, are shown in figure 2 and will be explained in detail in chapter 3. 

 

 

Figure 2 - Research steps 

 

1.5 Research outline 

This paper is divided into several parts. First, chapter 2 discusses this research’s relevant 

literature and explains key concepts related to this study in detail. Subsequently, chapter 3 

describes the context in which this research is carried out, and how data is collected and 

analyzed. Chapter 4 shows the results of the case interviews that are conducted. After 

presenting the results, the results are interpreted, summarized, and discussed in chapter 5. The 

discussion eventually leads to a framework that is presented in chapter 5.3. The conclusion 

can be found in chapter 6. In chapter 6, the research is briefly summarized, and the 

contribution, practical implications, limitations, and future research of this research are also 

mentioned.   
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2. Literature review 

In this chapter, the literature review is carried out. The relevance of this study and the relevant 

literature related to this study is explained to provide in-depth background information. Also, 

important concepts will be defined and explained. In chapter 2.1, the difference between ERP 

systems and CRM systems is explained. In chapter 2.2, a literature review is carried out about 

large enterprises and small and medium enterprises, and their characteristics. Chapter 2.3 is 

about implementation misfits and how the misfits can be solved. Chapter 2.4 gives in-depth 

information about the different customization approaches. Chapter 2.5 shows different layers 

in enterprise systems where customization can occur. Lastly, in chapter 2.6, the research gap 

is formulated, and it also mentions the contribution of this research.  

 

2.1 ERP and CRM systems  

In this sub-chapter, a more detailed explanation is given about ERP and CRM systems. Since 

most of the literature about implementation misfits is based on ERP systems (Soh et al., 2003; 

Wei et al., 2005), ERP systems are also briefly discussed. 

 

2.1.1 ERP systems 

An ERP system is used across all functional units within an organization. It provides 

information that supports several organizational functions, such as strategy, operations, 

management analysis, and decision-making functions. It also integrates the different business 

functions to share common data, information, and knowledge throughout the enterprise. An 

ERP system is used by top management and employees who use the system on their day-to-

day operations, where business processes are being managed and automated (Jagoda & 

Samaranayake, 2017; Matende & Ogao, 2013).  

 

2.1.2 CRM systems 

Nowadays, businesses widely embrace CRM systems (Bohling et al., 2006; Pohludka & 

Štverková, 2019). The industries that use CRM the most, are the retail, banking, hotel, 

financial, insurance, and consulting industries (Gessner, 2022; Labus & Stone, 2010; Liu, 2007; 

Sakunthala, 2020).  
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CRM systems generally come in three types: operational CRM, analytical CRM, and 

collaborative CRM (Hadi, 2015).  

• Operational CRM concentrates on collecting customers’ data at different touchpoints. 

As a result, this CRM type offers a consistent perspective of customers throughout an 

organization (Buttle et al., 2006). Additionally, it covers tasks like enterprise marketing 

management, contact management, personnel management, and sales force automation. 

• Organizations can utilize analytical CRM to employ data warehouse, data mining, and 

text mining to address business challenges. By analytical CRM, technology is used to 

collect and analyze customer-related data that organizations can use to implement 

business strategies (Payne & Frow, 2005).  

• Collaborative CRM focuses on using methods and technologies to improve cooperation 

between the organization and its clients (Hadi, 2015). Businesses frequently implement 

CRM systems to boost customer loyalty and customer service quality.  

 

2.1.3 ERP and CRM implementations 

Maleki and Anand (2008) claim that one of the similarities between both ERP and CRM 

systems, is that both systems should be viewed from a strategic point of view and a software 

implementation perspective. Although there are similarities, implementations of ERP and 

CRM differ in organizational goals. ERP systems focus on internal processes, and CRM 

systems focus more on the customers. Thus, besides the differences in the systems’ 

organizational goals, CRM implementations are in certain ways similar to ERP 

implementations. 

Literature in the field of CRM implementation in large enterprises does exist, but it misses the 

part of implementation misfits (Finnegan & Currie, 2010). It is often about CRM 

implementations regarding organizational performance (Dah et al., 2021; Reinartz et al., 2004; 

Suoniemi et al., 2022), customer-/organizational-centric view (Kim et al., 2012), CRM 

implementation strategies (Finnegan & Currie, 2010; Khashab et al., 2022), and a successful 

CRM implementation as a whole (Farhan et al., 2018; Saeed et al., 2011). 

Previous studies have examined relevant issues, such as organizational performance, CRM 

implementation strategies, and successful CRM implementations. Nevertheless, previous 

studies lack the focus on misfits that occur during implementation misfits. Even though the 

articles are not directly related to this research, there are still links that can be made. Farhan et 
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al.’s research (2018) maps out the critical success factors (CSF) for CRM systems that lead to 

a successful CRM implementation. This research adds to Farhan’s research (2018) by 

elaborating on the detailed misalignment between the CRM system and the organization, which 

was one of the CSF in Farhan et al.’s research (2018). 

Almotairi (2018) is also one of the researchers that developed a framework for successful CRM 

implementation and stated that one of the four perils for CRM implementation to overcome, is 

rolling out CRM before changing an organization to match the system. With this, Almotairi 

(2018) indicates that it is not self-evident that there is an immediate fit between the organization 

and the system to be implemented. In his framework, one of the steps is “assessing the readiness 

of the organization in terms of its human, technological, and organizational (process) 

capabilities to implement CRM”, which comes down to aligning the organizational needs with 

the system. According to the framework, this is a critical practice during the implementation 

phase. This study contributes to this line of research by investigating how organizational needs 

can be aligned with the system. 

 

2.2 System implementation in LEs versus SMEs  

This sub-chapter provides the differences between large enterprises and small and medium 

enterprises. First, an overview will be provided with the differences in characteristics between 

both enterprises. Then, each characteristic will be discussed briefly, and finally, an explanation 

will be given on how organizational characteristics influence system implementations.  

 

2.2.1 Distinction between LEs and SMEs 

The distinction between LEs and SMEs is identified by certain characteristics, such as capital 

intensity and the number of employees. In this research, an enterprise is defined as large when 

it has more than 250 employees, based on former research (van Beijsterveld & van 

Groenendaal, 2016; White et al., 1999). Other differences between LEs and SMEs include how 

the organization is structured, the degree of resistance to change, cultural differences, and how 

an organization is managed (Ali & Miller, 2017; Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997; Zach, 2012).  

In essence, SMEs and LEs have their own characteristics. Zach (2012) divided SME 

characteristics into three dimensions based on former research (Bernroider & Koch, 2000; 

Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997). The characteristics are categorized into organizational, 
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environmental, and technical characteristics. However, such an overview is not provided for 

large enterprises. Therefore, table 1 provides an overview of the SME characteristics based on 

Zach’s (2012) overview, and the LE characteristics, which are based on former research 

(Bagale et al., 2021; Bernroider & Koch, 2000; Chang et al., 2010; Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997; 

Josiassen et al., 2014; Leung & Bockstedt, 2009; Pohludka & Štverková, 2019; Shiau et al., 

2009; Thong, 1999). Only the characteristics related to enterprise system implementation are 

included in the overview. Hence, the environmental characteristics are left out in the overview 

provided in table 1. Followed by the overview, the differences between LEs and SMEs 

regarding organizational and information system characteristics will be explained.  

 

Table 1 - Overview: Characteristics SMEs vs. LEs 

SMEs characteristics LEs Characteristics 

Organizational characteristics 

Resources  

• Financial resources 

• Human capital 

• Resources for employees’ training 

Resources  

• Greater financial resources 

• More available resources 

• Customized training and educational 

programs 

Ownership, management, and decision making  

• Owner is the CEO 

• Time constraints of owner-managers 

• Top management highly visible and active 

• Few layers of management 

• Centralized decision making 

• Short-term decision making cycle 

• Intuitive decision process 

Ownership, management, and decision making  

• Owner is the product owner/business unit 

manager 

• Limited top management visibility 

• Several layers of management 

• Fragmented decision making 

• Extended decision making cycle 

• Fact-based decision making 

Structure   

• Simpler, flatter, and less complex structure   

• Flexible structure and information flows   

• Organic structure   

• Limited and unclear division of activities   

• Low degree of employees’ specialization  

Structure  

• Hierarchical and complex structure  

• Rigid structure and information flows  

• Hierarchical authority  

• Clear and extensive function division of 

activities  

• High degree of employees’ specialization  

Culture   

• Unified culture   

• Few interests groups   

• Common corporate mindset   

• Low resistance to change  

• Organic and fluid culture   

• Influenced by owner-managers  

Culture  

• Cultural diversity  

• Many interests groups  

• Strong departmental/functional mindset  

• Normally slow response to environmental 

changes  

• Mostly bureaucratic culture  

Processes and procedures   

• Smaller and less complicated processes   

• More flexible and adaptable processes   

• Informal rules and procedures   

• Low degree of standardization and 

formalization  

Processes and procedures  

• Larger and complicated processes  

• Rigid and unadaptable processes  

• Formal rules and procedures  

• High degree of standardization and 

formalization  
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Information system characteristics 

IS knowledge  

• Limited knowledge of IS   

• Modest managerial expertise   

• Limited management attention to IS   

• Lack of strategic planning of IS  

IS knowledge  

• Specialized knowledge of IS  

• Large managerial expertise  

• Management attention to IS  

• Strategic planning of IS  

IT expertise  

• Limited IT/IS in-house technical expertise  

• Emphasis on packaged applications  

• Greater reliance on third party  

IT expertise  

• More IT/IS in-house technical expertise  

• Less reliance on third party  

IS function, IS complexity  

• Comparable amount of IS functions  

• Comparable complexity for IS solutions  

 

2.2.2 Organizational characteristics  

Resources. SMEs have limited access to capital (Bagale et al., 2021; Josiassen et al., 2014; 

Pohludka & Štverková, 2019). Their financial resources are smaller than that of LEs. The 

greater financial resources and available resources in LEs make it possible to invest more in 

employees’ training.  

Ownership, management, and decision making. Unlike SMEs, the top management in LEs is 

not visible due to the several layers of management (Zach, 2012). Top management is often 

busy with strategic issues and is not busy with day-to-day operations. Issues related to day-to-

day operations are managed by business unit managers and are therefore fragmented in decision 

making (Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997). The business unit manager oversees their own business 

unit (Thong, 1999). 

Structure. Compared to SMEs, LEs in general have a complex and hierarchical structure. As a 

result, the communication process is harder to manage since the information flows through 

multiple layers within the organization (Josiassen et al., 2014). Therefore, procedures for 

handling information flows are indispensable, which makes the organizational structure and 

the way in which the organization flows, more rigid.  

Besides that, LEs have more activities involved in their business. Therefore, it is essential to 

have a clear and extensive function division of activities to guarantee the structure (Ghobadian 

& Gallear, 1997). Employees in LEs are often assigned to few specific tasks, which implies a 

high degree of specialization (Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997). 

Culture. The culture in LEs is diverse with many interest groups. Because of the size of the 

enterprise, it is hard for employees in LEs to have a common corporate mindset like SMEs  

(Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997). However, within a department/function, there is a common 
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mindset. The bureaucratic culture is unavoidable in such large enterprises. As a result of the 

diversity, it is hard for employees in LEs to respond to change. 

Processes and procedures. Compared to SMEs, the scale of activities and processes in LEs are 

generally larger and more complicated. Furthermore, the processes in LEs are often rigid and 

unadaptable to changes in their environment. Therefore, it is harder to adapt to implementing 

new initiatives for LEs. It is hard to react fast because most of the activities in LEs are governed 

by formal rules and procedures with a high degree of standardization and formalization, which 

all have to be considered during a change (Josiassen et al., 2014). 

 

2.2.3 Information system characteristics 

IS knowledge. In LEs, the usage of information resources is typically organized, planned, 

controlled, and directed by an IT manager, head of IT, and/or CIO, dependent on the 

organizational structure. The more IS knowledge an enterprise has, the more likely the 

enterprise adopts information systems. In SMEs, most CEO or other managerial positions (if 

there are any) pay less attention to technology, because they are not specialized in it (Bagale et 

al., 2021; Josiassen et al., 2014; Pohludka & Štverková, 2019). As a result, there is a lack of 

strategic planning for using and implementing IS in SMEs. 

IT expertise. Not only do LEs have more IS knowledge, but they also have more IT expertise. 

Due to the limited IT expertise in SMEs, SMEs are more inclined to purchase packaged 

software rather than developing a system in-house (Bernroider & Koch, 2000). Despite the 

difference in IT expertise, LEs also purchase packaged software. The difference is that LEs do 

not emphasize purchasing packaged software since they generally have the expertise to build a 

system in-house. 

IS function, IS complexity. The IS function and IS complexity are similar in both SMEs and 

LEs. The amount of IS functions is comparable to SMEs, even though there are more 

stakeholders to consider. IS complexity in LEs is also comparable to SMEs (Bernroider & 

Koch, 2000). 
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2.2.4 How organizational characteristics influence CRM system 

implementation 

In general, LEs are more capable of digitalization than SMEs because of the number of 

available resources, good risk management, and strong infrastructure (Bagale et al., 2021; Ko 

et al., 2008; Thong, 1999). As seen in the previous sections of chapter 2.1, the information 

system characteristics depend on organizational characteristics. Each characteristic from 

chapter 2.1.2 will be discussed and explained how it ultimately affects the CRM system 

implementation.  

Resources. As LEs have more financial resources, LEs have more options to invest in IT and 

employees’ training regarding the implemented system. Regarding system implementation, it 

is not only about financial resources, but also about human capital. In LEs, assigning employees 

to an implementation project is easier since there are more employees to choose from (Nguyen 

et al., 2015). 

Ownership, management, and decision making. The way LEs are managed is different from 

SMEs. In LEs, there are more management layers with managers who are specialized in their 

own discipline (Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997; Zach, 2012). Each business unit and department 

has its own manager specialized in the specific department. For the IT department, this allows 

the IT manager, CIO, or head of IT to organize, plan, control, and direct the IT resources. 

Therefore, LEs have more IS knowledge which makes it faster to start an implementation 

project. 

Structure. The organizational characteristic that has the largest influence on information 

system characteristics is the organizational structure. Since the information flows through 

multiple layers within the organization, more people are involved in the flow compared to 

SMEs. The result of more people being involved is that there are more needs/requirements to 

be considered during a system implementation. Furthermore, the information system is also 

complex due to the complex organizational structure. Different rules and roles also need to be 

defined in the information system. Another point to note is that LEs are more inclined to use 

CRM systems, because LEs are further away from their customers than SMEs (Josiassen et al., 

2014). 

Culture, processes, and procedures. System implementation in LEs is complex since change 

is inevitable in system implementation. There are several reasons why it is hard for LEs to 

change. First, the culture in LEs is diverse because of the number of employees, which makes 
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it hard to have a common corporate mindset (Ghobadian & Gallear, 1997). Second, most 

activities in LEs are governed by formal rules and procedures with a high degree of 

standardization and formalization (Josiassen et al., 2014). It is difficult to deviate from the 

highly standardized rules and procedures and to achieve a common corporate mindset.  

 

2.3 Misfits 

This sub-chapter describes the misfits that can occur during system implementations. A 

framework for organizing the misfits will also be discussed. 

A misfit is a poor fit between the IT strategy supported by, and implemented in, the system and 

the business strategy pursued by the company. A distinction can be made between an actual 

misfit and a perceived misfit. By an actual misfit, the system does not do what is required. By 

a perceived misfit, the company does not correctly understand how the system works (van 

Beijsterveld & van Groenendaal, 2016).  

 

2.3.1 Different types of misfits 

To determine whether the misfit is actual or perceived, van Groenendaal and van Beijsterveld 

(2016) made a flow chart that helps to determine whether a misfit is a legitimate issue or not, 

so each misfit can be assigned to a specific category in the analytical framework, that is deep 

structure, surface structure or latent structure for actual misfits, and perceived misfits.  

Sia & Soh (2007) distinguish ‘deep structures’ and ‘surface structures’ in ERP systems, using 

Wand & Weber’s (1993, 1995) systems ontology. The components in the deep structure are 

seen as core components. When these components are missing in a system, significant 

deficiencies occur. A surface structure misfit happens when the system’s interface differs from 

how users view, access, and input data. Surface structure misfits are not as severe as deep 

structure misfits. Also, surface structure misfits are often linked with issues such as 

convenience. A latent structure misfit arises from the surface structure or deep structures of the 

system. Programming certain functionalities in the system can lead to certain roles or control 

structure, or to certain organizational culture (van Beijsterveld & van Groenendaal, 2016). The 

success or failure of the system implementation is significantly influenced by the latent 

structure. 
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Figure 3 - Misfit flowchart (van Beijsterveld & van Groenendaal, 2016) 

 

Before the framework can be applied, different resolution strategies can be used to resolve the 

actual misfits. According to Soh et al. (2000; 2003), there are four solutions to deal with a 

misfit, which are: customization, changing the organizational structures to adapt to the structure 

of the system, accepting the deficiency in the system’s functionalities, and creating a 

workaround. 

 

2.3.2 Misfit Analytical Framework (MAF) 

In figure 4, van Beijsterveld and van Groenendaal (2016) created a model that is based on the 

misfit framework of Yen et al. (2011) with the typologies of Sia & Soh (2007) and Strong & 

Volkoff (2010). Within the deep structure, input data and process misfits can be distinguished. 

Input data misfit refers to issues that arise when the system cannot capture different object 

attributes or documents into a database (Yen et al., 2011). When the system fails to collect 

required object attributes as input data, the quality of input data decreases (e.g., a group of 

materials that are almost the same, is bundled under a single identifier). As a result, the material 
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in the bundled data is not visible to users because the different materials in the systems are not 

differentiated (poor data visibility). In the end, data stored in the system is inaccurate, and the 

information is not useful for further information processing (poor data accuracy). Process misfit 

describes the misalignment of the system’s functionality and the business’ requirements (Yen 

et al., 2011). 

Within the surface structure, output data misfits can be distinguished. Output data misfit is 

related to issues with the system’s interface, views, and reports generated by the system, such 

as providing the wrong format or data organization, and displaying unnecessary data (Yen et 

al., 2011). 

Lastly, within the latent structure, all misfits related to the environment can be distinguished. 

System environment misfit “involves the quality of ERP systems in the general information 

system context, such as security features, backup capability, reliability and flexibility” (Yen et 

al., 2011, p.65). 

 

 

Figure 4 - The Misfit Analytical Framework (van Beijsterveld & van Groenendaal, 2016) 
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Van Beijsterveld and van Groenendaal (2016) found that actual misfits and deep structured 

misfits are mainly solved by customization. Most misfits occur in the deep structure of the 

system (59%), followed by surface structure misfits (34%) and latent structure misfits (7%). 

The deep structured misfits are mainly solved by customization (65%). The surface structure 

misfits are mainly solved by customization (46%) and accepting the misfit (40%). Misfits in 

the latent structure are mainly resolved by creating a workaround (67%). These results are 

based on cases from small and medium enterprises. Based on the results where the 

organizations mainly chose customization as resolution strategy, van Beijsterveld and van 

Groenendaal (2016) concluded that the SMEs rather keep their ‘unique’ way of doing business 

than change their way of doing business for a system.  

 

2.4 Customization 

Customization is a term that has different definitions in the literature. Some researchers use 

customization as an overarching term for tailoring enterprise systems (Ali et al., 2019; 

Parthasarathy & Daneva, 2014; Singh & Pekkola, 2021), while other researchers see 

customization as one of the tailoring approaches itself (Sun et al., 2008). Sun et al. (2008) 

defined customization as changing the source code to create functionalities. Singh and Pekkola 

(2021) are one of the researchers that see customization as an overarching concept. They define 

customization as the ability and practice of providing clients with solutions that meet the needs 

of their requirements. They mentioned three types of customizations: configuration, extension, 

and modification. However, Ali et al. (2019) named six types of customization: composition, 

configuration, extension, integration, modification, and personalization. These six 

customization types with their definition are defined in table 2. 
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Table 2 - Customization types and definition (based on Ali et al. (2019)) 

Customization type Definition 

Personalization Techniques and solutions that are initiated by the application and 

provide transparent customization without the need to inform the 

users. 

Configuration Techniques and solutions that offer a pre-defined setting for the 

alteration of application functions within the pre-defined scope. 

Composition Techniques and solutions that bring together a distinct collection of 

pre-defined application components that jointly amount to a custom 

solution. 

Extension Techniques and solutions that expand the functionality of the 

application by inserting the custom code at a pre-defined place in the 

application’s code. 

Modification Techniques and solutions that alter the application design and other 

functional requirements of the application by means of alterations 

implemented to the source code. 

Integration Techniques and solutions that implement third-party components 

designed to work with the application. 

The definition Sun et al. (2008) give for customization, is the same as how Ali et al. (2019) 

named modification. In this research, the types and definitions provided by Ali et al. (2019) 

will be used since it gives a holistic view on customization by making distinctions between 

different customization types. In addition, the definition of customization given by Ali et al. 

(2019) matches the problem of this research. Therefore, Ali et al.’s (2019) definition of 

customization and the corresponding types and definitions will be used.  

 

2.4.1 Most used customization types 

Ali et al.’s research (2019) aims to help with the development and assessment of SaaS 

customization solutions like CRM systems. They explored which customization types are used 

the most based on selected primary studies (SPSs). The result of this study is shown in figure 

5. The majority (64) of the selected primary studies choose configuration, followed by 

composition (34) and extension (20).  
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Figure 5 - Distribution of customization types (based on Ali et al. (2019)) 

 

Singh and Pekkola (2021) stated that configuration and extension are the most chosen 

customization types. From Ali et al.’s (2019) research, configuration, composition, and 

extension are the most chosen customization types to solve misfits. Furthermore, the 

consultancy company where this research takes place, is faced with the dilemma to exercise 

configuration or extension when implementing the CRM system. Therefore, the researcher only 

focuses on configuration and extension in this research.  

 

2.4.2 Extension and configuration  

The only distinction that is made for customization in the literature is the distinction between 

configuration and modification. When the literature talks about the distinctions in 

customization approaches, it is often about the distinction between configuration and 

customization, where customization is seen as adding a new functionality by changing the 

system’s source code (Ali et al., 2018; Mijač et al., 2013; Sun et al., 2008), which is called 

modification. Configuration is seen as an easy customization type, and modification is seen as 

the most complicated customization type. The literature barely covers the elements and 

characteristics of the other types in between, such as extension. However, Ziani (2014) stated 
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that a key success of software as a service (SaaS), is configuration and extension. It allows the 

client to customize their needs in pre-defined options without changing the system’s source 

code. Especially when it is a CRM software. Most CRM vendors provide powerful customizing 

features through configuration tools. That is because CRM is a service with relatively little 

function complexity (Sun et al., 2008). If the client has many complex customization 

requirements, there is a bigger chance that it cannot be managed effectively in the system. The 

differences, advantages, and disadvantages of both extension and configuration are described 

in the following paragraphs. 

Researchers prefer configuration rather than extension as customization approach (Brehm et 

al., 2001). Extension is more expensive than configuration. To apply extension, people with 

higher, more technical skills are required (Sun et al., 2008). Not everyone has the skill to apply 

custom code to expand the application’s functionality. Moreover, additional programming 

causes additional costs (Kurbel, 2013). Extension is also more complex than configuration. All 

custom code needs to be managed by the vendors for every client (Sun et al., 2008). Since 

custom code needs to be developed, tested, and debugged, it also lengthens the lifecycle. 

Another point to mention is the maintainability of the system. A customization effort will 

require more maintenance and post-implementation work when it is more complicated (Brehm 

et al., 2001; Sun et al., 2008). When there is a software update, the custom code may get lost 

or needs to be updated (Sun et al., 2008). This is because the company’s extensions are not 

automatically included in the vendor’s system and are not part of the standard software (Kurbel, 

2013). While with configuration, parameters set during configuration will not be affected, 

which means that the configurations will not be lost or not have to be set all over again (Brehm 

et al., 2001). That is because the parameters set during configuration come from the vendor.  

Some CRM vendors provide separate packages that are tightly integrated with the CRM system 

to expand capabilities. Therefore, heavy customizations prohibit an enterprise from utilizing 

these features or lead to time-consuming and expensive implementation of specific interfaces 

(Brehm et al., 2001). Therefore, configuration needs to take place as much as possible to meet 

the customer’s requirement, and extension should be avoided whenever possible. The 

configurable limit should be increased to stay close to the customer’s unique needs (Sun et al., 

2008). Table 3 lists the pros and cons of both extension and configuration.  
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Table 3 - Pros and cons extension and configuration 

 Pros Cons 

Extension • No limitations 

• Fulfill the client’s 

requirements more 

effectively 

• Expensive 

• Complex  

• Longer lifecycle  

• Need more skilled employees 

Configuration • Maintainable 

• Simple 

• Easy to learn for anybody 

• Limited 

• Slower performance when the 

volume of data is high 

 

2.5 Customization in different layers 

Customization can take place at different layers of an enterprise system. Different researchers 

made different distinctions between enterprise system layers. While van Beijsterveld and van 

Groenendaal (2016) made a distinction between deep structure, surface structure, and latent 

structure, Ziani (2014) made a distinction between a user interface layer, workflow layer, and 

access control layer. However, Ali et al. (2019) made a distinction between four customization 

layers, namely: user interface layer, workflow layer, service layer, and data layer, which is 

based on the service-oriented architecture (SOA). Sun et al. (2008) look at the different 

perspectives of the enterprise system requirements. Every SaaS client may have requirements 

from many different perspectives. The perspectives in which Sun et al. (2008) made a 

distinction, are data, User Interface (UI), organization structure, processing logic, workflow, 

and business rules.  

The researchers use different names for the layers while having the same definition. Table 4 

shows the different layers with their definition based on the distinctions made by the 

researchers mentioned above. 
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Table 4 - Enterprise system layers and definition 

Enterprise system layer Definition 

Deep structure Contains the business logic and the data input. 

Latent structure The quality of the system regarding security features, backup 

capability, reliability, and flexibility. 

User interface/surface 

structure 

The look and feel of the system, and how the user interacts with 

the system. 

Workflow/process Contains the business logic which is unique to the organization. 

Responsible for processing associated supported applications. 

Data Responsible for managing the data and data model.  

Access control (business 

rules) 

Defines the roles and accessibility for each user. The account 

type and the resources accessible in the system depend on the 

employee’s role within the organization. 

Organizational 

structure 

Add, change, and delete roles and entities. 

 

2.6 Research gap and contribution 

Out of this literature review, there are several gaps and limitations of previous studies. First, 

there is a lack of research on CRM implementation misfits and research on how to solve the 

misfits. Van Beijsterveld and van Groenendaal (2016) did research on solving ERP 

implementation misfits. Their study found that the deep structure misfits and surface structure 

misfits are mainly solved by customization. This consists of input, process, and output data 

misfits. However, different researchers, like Ali et al. (2019), have stated that there are several 

customization types. Van Beijsterveld and van Groenendaal (2016) did not distinguish between 

the various types of customization in their research, so it is unclear what customization 

approach (extension or configuration) is used to solve the different types of misfits.  

Second, there is a lack of research on CRM frameworks and related strategies. Existing 

frameworks and strategies mainly discuss organizational performance, an organizational-

centric view, and successful CRM implementation as a whole package. However, this research 

focuses on one of the success factors for a successful CRM implementation: the alignment 

between the CRM system and the organization. 
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Finally, there is a scarcity of research on the CRM domain that focuses on CRM 

implementation misfits (the alignment between business and IT). This research further 

contributes to the body of literature that is already available in the area of CRM 

implementations. This research also closes the gap between the misfits and the (customization) 

approaches available to resolve them misfits. 

Therefore, the gap in the literature suggests that there is a need for a CRM implementation 

misfit framework that dives deeper into the customization approaches. This research aims to 

gain insight into the misfits of CRM implementations in large enterprises and how the misfits 

can best be solved. Understanding the misfits in CRM implementations and having insight into 

the various customization approaches to resolve the misfits will help stakeholders decide how 

to resolve particular misfits in certain situations. 
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3. Methodology 

This chapter describes the context in which the research takes place and the methodology used 

in this research. To answer the research question with reliability and validity, a suitable 

research method needs to be chosen. Chapter 3.1 describes the context in which the research 

takes place. Then, chapter 3.2 describes the data collection process. After the data collection 

process, chapter 3.3 describes how the collected data is analyzed. Finally, in chapter 3.4, the 

data quality will be discussed.  

 

3.1 Research context 

This research is conducted at an international IT consultancy company in the CRM department. 

The company is called Avanade and is partner with Microsoft (MS). Avanade offers solutions 

to other businesses using Microsoft technologies. For the CRM department, the main 

technologies that are used, are MS Dynamics 365 and MS Power Platform. For referring to MS 

Dynamics 365 CRM system, the terms MS Dynamics and MS CRM system will be used 

interchangeably.  

In the case study that will be conducted, the researcher focuses on the MS Dynamics 365 CRM 

system. The CRM system is a multidimensional platform that stores all the information 

necessary to develop, improve, and retain customer relationships (Microsoft). MS CRM system 

has different units. It can be used for marketing, sales, customer service, field service, and 

project service automation. The consultancy company provides all these services to their 

clients, depending on their needs. These services fit into the definition of CRM that is given by 

the literature (Hadi, 2015). The CRM sales tool, for example, supports the sales cycle by 

generating analytics and reports. These solutions aggregate reports and analytics to provide 

organizations with the ability to act based on customer data (Microsoft). Furthermore, the MS 

CRM system is also an operational and collaborative CRM system because of the marketing, 

customer service, field service, and project/service automation tools. 

By implementing MS Dynamics, MS Power Platform plays a significant role. MS Power 

Platform is a Service on which MS Dynamics is built. Within Power Platform, it is possible to 

create functionalities to expand the MS CRM system using low-code/no-code solutions. By 

implementing MS Dynamics and using Power Platform, some functionalities within MS 
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Dynamics and Power Platform can be built using configuration (no code). Still, it is also 

possible to build it with extension (extra code).  

The company usually uses extension when the functionalities cannot be built with 

configuration. Typically, the functionality is specific to the business and needs to be 

personalized. When they use extension, they add a few lines of code to the system or out-of-

the-box functionality. The consultancy company where this research takes place, is faced with 

the dilemma of using configuration or extension when implementing MS Dynamics. Ali et al.’s 

(2019) definition of configuration corresponds to the company’s definition given in the 

introduction. The second type that the company is facing, is extension. Even though the 

company named the extension type differently than Ali et al. (2019), namely customization, 

they both mean the same. The company defines customization as using custom code to expand 

the functionality in the system, and so does Ali et al. (2019) with extension. However, only 

during the interviews, the concept ‘customization’ is used instead of ‘extension’ since it is the 

company’s definition of extension.  

 

3.2 Data collection 

For this research, data is collected in different ways and therefore consists of several parts. 

This sub-chapter describes the several parts of this research, in which ways data is collected, 

and how data is collected.  

 

Literature review. First, the literature review is the theoretical part of this research. For the 

theoretical part, a thorough literature search was carried out to identify relevant theories and 

ideas related to the subject of this research. The literature review was an ongoing activity 

throughout the whole research. In total, 63 articles were included in the literature review. The 

selected literature is primarily found in the databases and journals, as provided in table 5. Table 

5 also lists most of the keywords that were used to find relevant articles. 
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Table 5 - Databases and journals 

Databases 

Scopus • IEEE Xplore • JSTOR • Emerald Insight • Springer Link • ResearchGate • AIS 

eLibrary • Sage journals • Wiley Online Library • Informs PubsOnline • ScienceDirect • 

ProQuest • Taylor & Francis Online • ACM digital library 

Journals 

IEEE Access • MIS Quarterly • European Journal of Information Systems • Journal of 

Enterprise Information Management • Journal of Management Information Systems • 

Journal of Global Information Management • Information Systems Research • European 

Management Journal • International Journal of Business and Management • Information 

System Journal • International Journal of Computer Science, Engineering and Information 

Technology • International Journal of Accounting and Information Management • Journal of 

Small Business Management • Management Science 

Keywords for literature search 

Enterprise systems • System implementation • ERP and CRM implementations • CRM 

implementations • Enterprise system implementation in SMEs and LEs • Implementation 

misfits • Business and IT misalignment • Implementation tailoring approaches • 

Customization in enterprise systems • Configuration versus customization • Customization • 

• Configuration • Extension • Large enterprises characteristics • Software as a Service layers 

• SMEs and LEs characteristics in system implementation  

 

The literature review has contributed to a better understanding of existing literature on CRM 

implementations. It has also revealed gaps in former research within the CRM domain and 

identified new research opportunities. In the end, the literature review has contributed to the 

research framework in figure 8. 

Pilot interviews. The second part of the research aimed to better understand the distinction 

between configuration and extension, the advantages and disadvantages, and the factors to 

consider when deciding to use configuration or extension in CRM implementations. This was 

done by conducting pilot interviews with consultants experienced in implementing CRM 

systems. The pilot interviews contributed to this research by providing background information 
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about configuration and extension in practice, so the researcher could better prepare for the 

case study interviews. The interviews lasted approximately 15 minutes each and were 

conducted on 15 and 17 November 2022.  

The results from the pilot interviews are consistent with what is stated in chapter 2.4.2. From 

the pilot interviews, it can be concluded that configuration is preferred over extension. There 

are several reasons for it. First, extension is more expensive than configuration. To use 

extension, technical people are needed. Within the company, there are relatively few 

technical people, compared to functional people.  

Second, extension is harder to maintain. When Microsoft performs an update, the 

functionalities built with extension will not be updated either. It can even happen that the 

extension no longer works after an update because the system no longer supports it. 

Configuration, on the other hand, is simple and easy to maintain. It is easy to learn. However, 

in terms of performance, extension often works better than configuration. Suppose you are 

performing a configuration. The configurations are usually quite slow in processing data. So, 

if you make a call, it might take a minute to create something in the system, while it might take 

30 seconds to write it with code. When you also start working with large volumes, it suddenly 

makes much difference to use either extension or configuration. 

Case interviews. Finally, the last part of this research is the empirical part. The empirical part 

of this research consists of a multiple case study of four large enterprises (following the 

definition as stated in chapter 1) that are clients of the consultancy company. The reason to 

conduct the study at four companies, is because this number is seen to give adequate empirical 

support for theory development (Eisenhardt, 1989). The criteria for the companies are that they 

have already implemented the CRM system and have more than 250 employees.  

According to Recker (2013), conducting interviews is a common method for gathering 

qualitative data. It is more effective at extracting narrative data that enables researchers to 

examine people’s point of view more thoroughly (Alshenqeeti, 2014). Therefore, data is 

collected by conducting semi-structured interviews and collecting documentation related to the 

implementation. In total, seven interviews were performed with individuals from four different 

companies. Table 6 shows which types of companies were interviewed.  

 

  



36 
 

Table 6 - General case description 

Industry Financial institution, telecommunication provider, 

manufacturer, construction company 

Number of employees >250 

Interviewees Internal: Product owner, key user 

External: Consultant/project leader 

Reports Requirements document, functional documents 

 

3.2.1 Case study participants 

To increase validity, data triangulation is applied for each case by interviewing multiple 

employees with different roles during the CRM implementation (Guion, 2002). This 

contributed to gaining valuable insights from different perspectives. The criteria for the 

participants were that they have participated in the CRM implementation project. These 

participants know the most about the CRM implementation process from beginning to end and 

everything that comes with it, which increases the reliability (Recker, 2013). The initial plan 

was also to interview key users because key users are the ones that need to work with the 

implemented system eventually. Therefore, it is also relevant to collect data from their point of 

view. Unfortunately, it was not possible to conduct the interviews with key users. Table 7 lists 

the companies with the participants and their functions. 
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Table 7 - Overview research participants information 

ID Industry Com-

pany 

Position Years of 

exp-

erience 

Number 

of em-

ployees 

+/- 

Number 

of users 

+/- 

Inter-view 

duration 

Date of 

interview 

P1 Financial 

institution 

A Product 

owner 

6 47.000 300 41:31 02-12-2022 

P2 Financial 

institution 

A Technical 

consultant 

4-5  47.000 300 45:15 24-11-2022 

P3 Telecom. 

provider 

B Product 

owner 

14 10.000 255 33:36 09-12-2022 

P4 Telecom. 

provider 

B Functional 

consultant 

5 10.000 255 53:43 06-12-2022 

P5 Manufac-

turer 

C Product 

owner 

>11 6.000 1.300 35:52 12-12-2022 

P6 Manufac-

turer 

C Functional 

consultant 

3 6.000 1.300 27:41 06-12-2022 

P7 Construc-

tion 

company 

D Functional 

consultant 

1 16.000 800 37:10 07-12-2022 

 

3.2.2 Interview process 

Before conducting the interviews, the researcher looked for companies with more than 250 

employees that have implemented the Dynamics CRM system. When the product owner and 

the consultant were willing to participate in the interview, the research provided the participants 

with background information about the research and interview. During these steps, the 

researcher also started devising and formulating interview questions. After completing the 

questionnaire, a pilot case study interview was conducted.  

The pilot case study interview was conducted to evaluate the case study interview procedure. 

As a result, before asking concept-related questions such as misfits, configuration, and 

extension during the interview, the interviewer first gives an explanation about the different 

concepts. Figure 6 shows the process prior to the interviews. The devised questions served as 

the standard for all interviews to compare the answers between the participants during the data 

analysis phase. The interview protocol can be found in appendix A.  
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Figure 6 - Pre-interview process 

 

Before conducting the interview, an introduction to the candidate was given. The aim and 

structure of the interview were discussed, and it was clearly emphasized that the participants 

had complete anonymity and that confidential information would be excluded from this study. 

Additionally, the interviewer asked the interviewee for permission to record the interview for 

transcribing. The interviewer also mentioned that the recording would be deleted afterward and 

that it would only be used to transcribe the interview.  

The interview consisted of several parts. First, the interviewer asked general questions about 

the interviewee, the company, and the project. After the general questions and the company’s 

case description, the interviewer explained concepts such as misfit, configuration, and 

extension so that questions about these concepts were clear to the interviewee. Additional 

questions were asked when clarity/more specific answers were needed or when the interviewee 

addressed some relevant points that the researcher did not think of beforehand.  

After the questions, a summary of the transcript was sent to the interviewees for feedback and 

confirmation to avoid any misinterpretation. Furthermore, during the interviews, the researcher 

followed the definition given by the company. As a result, the researcher used the word 

‘customization’ instead of ‘extension’ during the interviews. In addition to the interviews, one 

of the seven interviews was held in person, and all the other interviews were taken online via 

MS Teams. For each interview, 60 minutes were scheduled to avoid rushing during the 

interviews. All interviews lasted approximately 45 minutes and were recorded with a mobile 

phone. The interview process is shown in figure 7. 

Send 

invitation 

Provide 

background info 

to interviewees 

Conduct 

interview 
Define case 

criteria 

Devise 

interview 

questions 

Pilot/refine 

interview 
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Figure 7 - Interview process 

 

3.2.3 Archived documents 

According to Bowen (2009), document analysis is frequently combined with other qualitative 

research techniques. It is a method that helps to draw out meaning and to understand and 

develop empirical knowledge. Adding this method, data triangulation is created.  

Document analysis from archived documents was used in this research to provide the 

researcher with supplementary research data. The data collected from the documents were 

valuable additions to the interviews. During the interviews, the interviewees did not remember 

every misfit they ran into. The documents then provided valuable data to make the final answer 

more complete. An overview of the documents for each company that was analyzed and used 

is provided in table 8. The documents were obtained by asking for them during the interviews. 

 

Table 8 - Archived documents 

Company Documents 

A Functional draft 

B User stories/requirements document 

C Functional document 

D Functional document 

  

Introduction 
Structure of 

the interview 

Purpose of 

the interview 

Interview 

remarks 

General 

questions 

Case 

description 

Explain 

concepts 

Questions regarding 

configuration and extension 

Ask for archived 

documents 

Thank you 
Send summary 

to interviewee 
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3.3 Data analysis: Coding process 

The data analysis stage in qualitative research contains a sheer volume of data that needs to be 

analyzed. It is often unclear which parts are relevant to the final outcome (Recker, 2013). In 

this research, the process of translating the gathered data into meaningful information began 

with transcribing the recorded interviews. Due to the potentially confidential information of 

the participating companies, this was done manually. After transcribing the interviews, a 

summary of the transcript was sent to the concerned participant so that the participant had the 

opportunity to adjust points or to add remarks.  

After transcribing, the next step was to code the transcriptions. Coding is a method that belongs 

to the grounded theory (Recker, 2013) which consists of three stages, namely: open coding, 

axial coding, and selective coding. The coding process was done in Atlas.ti. During the open 

coding stage, the transcripts were continuously compared to seek for similarities and 

differences. Not only were the transcripts coded, but also the archived documents. For the 

interviews, codes were assigned to text fragments. For the archived documents, codes were 

assigned to the relevant data. The second stage was axial coding. In this phase, the assigned 

codes were compared with each other. The codes that belonged together were merged under 

one overarching code. Based on the codes, a theory is built by classifying the codes into 

categories and establishing relationships and connections between the data. The outcome of the 

data analysis can be found in figure 8. 

 

3.4 Data quality 

According to Yin (2009), the quality of research designs can be assessed with four criteria, 

which are: reliability, construct validity, internal validity, and external validity. 

Reliability 

Reliability in qualitative research is the level of consistency between a (group of) variables 

concerning the goal of the measurement (Recker, 2013). It is about whether the outcome is the 

same when the same construct is measured multiple times. Alshenqeeti (2014) discusses how 

conducting interviews has poor reliability due to exposure to different types of biases, such as 

the researcher’s subjectivity. However, with qualitative research, a less subjective data 

collection approach like questionnaires is not suitable for answering the research questions.  
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By choosing a qualitative research approach, the data collected in this study is inclined to be 

unreliable because each participant’s answer is based on the participant themselves. To 

maintain reliability, leading questions were avoided, a pilot interview was conducted, and 

interviewees' answers were not scripted and required improvisation, flexibility, and openness 

to interpretation. In addition, to guarantee reliability in this research, multiple participants per 

case were asked to participate in the interview. Despite the different roles of the participants, 

the questions asked in the interview remained the same. Within every case and between the 

cases, the results were mostly the same, which increases each case’s reliability. To further 

increase the reliability of this study, all interviews were recorded and transcribed. The 

transcripts are available upon request to maintain a chain of evidence.  

Construct and internal validity 

Internal validity is the degree to how closely a study measures what it is supposed to measure 

(Alshenqeeti, 2014). To increase the internal validity of this research, data triangulation was 

applied. This was done by gathering data through academic literature, conducting pilot 

interviews and expert interviews, and document analysis. In addition, the participants checked 

the interpretations of the results from the data analysis, which increases the construct validity 

of the findings (Curtin & Fossey, 2007; Recker, 2013).  

External validity 

External validity is the extent to which the findings of a study can be generalized to other 

settings or cases (Recker, 2013). There are some limitations in this qualitative study regarding 

external validity. First, this study takes place at a consultancy firm that only implements 

Microsoft technologies at other companies. As a result, the findings of this research cannot be 

generalized among all companies that went/are going through a CRM implementation. The 

findings only apply to companies that have implemented the Microsoft CRM system. Second, 

this study focuses on large enterprises. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the findings also 

apply to SMEs. Lastly, because of the small amount of time available for this research, the 

number of interviews conducted is relatively small. More misfits could have been discovered 

if there was time to conduct more interviews. However, to increase reliability, the researcher 

used random sampling to obtain a representative sample so that the results could at least be 

generalized to large enterprises that have implemented Microsoft CRM. 
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4. Results  

In this chapter, the case study results are described. This chapter is divided into the different 

misfits found in the data analysis. A brief explanation of each misfit is given, followed by 

examples from the gathered data. 

 

4.1 Latent structure misfit 

Latent structure misfit is described as misfits that are related to the system environment. It is 

about the system’s quality, such as security features, reliability, and backup capability (Yen et 

al., 2011). The latent structure misfit occurs in case A and B.  

 

4.1.1 Application maintainability issues 

The first misfit, in terms of latent structure misfit, is the lack of infrastructure in Power Platform 

to support the development process of the applications. Company A wants to provide Power 

Platform to all employees. In this way, employees from company A can build small 

applications to automate simple tasks and processes in their own department. When building 

an application, it is common to maintain the application so that the application can be modified 

to correct errors, improve features, or adapt to a changed situation. However, this application 

lifecycle management (ALM) is not included in Power Platform, although it is a key component 

for company A. Especially because it is not about building one application, but multiple 

applications. This is mentioned during the interview with the product owner of company A: 

” What we also wanted, for example, is that you can manage your created app. You do not 

want a developer playing with the data in the new application update in the production 

environment…That ALM trajectory was not there within Power Platform.” (Product owner, 

company A) 

The issue of application maintainability can be solved by extension, specifically by adding 

infrastructure to the system. Company A created an environment called DTAP (Develop, Test, 

Accept, and Production. First, the developer develops the application in the development 

environment, and then the developed application will be published. After publishing the 

application, the application will be tested with a number of testers and test data, after which the 

application goes to the acceptance phase. In the acceptance environment, the production-
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oriented data is located, and the application is tested again, but this time to verify if it meets 

the expectations. Finally, the application can be moved to production and go live. Since this 

application maintainability component is not available in Power Platform, the DTAP 

environment is built with extension. 

“A huge part of the ALM process is built with extension…They often call this DTAP (Develop, 

Test, Accept, Production) where you have a number of levels before you go live with the 

application”. (Product owner, company A) 

 

4.1.2 Security issues 

The second misfit, in terms of latent structure misfit, is the security issues. Systems within a 

company must comply with the organization’s security standards to prevent infiltration from 

outsiders and hackers. The security requirements are different in every company. One company 

can be stricter than another company. The security issues occur in case A and B. For company 

A, it was necessary that the implemented system met the company’s security compliance 

requirements and data leakage prevention. This was mentioned during the interview: 

“It is one thing to turn on the database. But it must comply with the data leakage prevention 

settings, for example.” (Product owner, company A) 

For company B, it was necessary that the implemented system was in line with the GDPR since 

the company has quite a few legacy systems on its network. 

“You also have to comply with important laws and regulations such as the GDPR and the 

standard security policies of the company.” (Product owner, company B) 

 

The security issues are solved with extension. Configuration is not an option since each 

company has its own security protocol. A system’s standard settings do not fully meet all 

security requirements. In company A and B, extension is used by setting up the system in such 

a way that it is in line with the security compliance requirements and the GDPR. This can be 

supported by the following two quotes from the interviews: 

“So, if you go to another financial institution, they will have similar requirements. But how 

you set it up in the system is up to the organization.” (Product owner, company A) 
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“Our security policy is different from other companies. No security policy is the same.” 

(Product owner, company B) 

 

4.2 User interface misfit 

User interface misfit refers to the system’s look and how the user interacts with the system. 

During the case studies, case B, C and D were faced with the user interface misfit. Three misfits 

related to the user interface were identified. 

 

4.2.1 Unclear categorization and prioritization 

The first misfit is that there is an unclear categorization and prioritization. This misfit concerns 

the unclear overview of tasks that need to be completed and unclear categories that exist within 

a process, which was the case in company B. It was not clear which tasks should be completed 

first because it was not immediately visible in the system. Moreover, it was not immediately 

visible which category a specific case belonged to. One example is given in the following 

quotation: 

“Suppose something needs to be connected in your house; this is recorded within CRM. They 

work with two different networks. You can see which network a case belonged to in the system, 

but that was not immediately visible.” (Functional consultant, company B) 

The unclear categorization and prioritization are solved with extension by adding code to the 

different categories. Prioritizing tasks can also be seen as categorizing various tasks, so both 

categorization and prioritization can be solved using the same solution. To clearly visualize the 

different categories and prioritize different tasks, company B made it possible to assign colors 

to different categories. The functionality to be able to apply different colors was done with 

extension. Some lines of code were added to the system to make this possible. If categories 

were only created with configuration, the users would only see plain text like “high”, “medium” 

and “low”. By adding custom code, the categories can have a color, making it easier to see the 

prioritizations and categorizations. In the interview, the functional consultant mentioned it as 

well: 

“They also want to work with priorities. So, if something has a high priority, they want it to be 

red. By default, with out-of-the-box functionalities, it is not possible to specify those 
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colors…Then you would have to work with plain text “high”, “medium” and “low” without 

the colors.” (Functional consultant, company B) 

 

4.2.2 Unclear overview of phases 

The second misfit regarding the user interface misfit, is an unclear overview of phases within 

a process. Processes often consist of multiple steps. This misfit is about the lack of clarity on 

which step a specific case is in the process. This misfit is identified in company B and D. 

Regarding business processes, there is an option to configure workflows in Dynamics to go 

from one stage to another. However, this does not represent the workflow graphically.  

“So, the installation of X follows a number of steps that are not being recorded…which means 

that you can only show with text: Hey, this case is now on phase 1.” (Functional consultant, 

company B) 

The unclear overview of phases is solved with extension by adding code to the workflow 

configuration from Dynamics. In both cases, it is solved in the same way. With an overview of 

the phases where a case belongs, the companies can gain insight into certain Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs), such as how long a case has been in a certain stage and why it takes so long. 

To get a clear overview of which phase a certain case is, company B and D used colors, created 

a timeline, and used the Dynamics business process flow to visualize it. For using colors and 

creating a timeline, custom code was needed, which is supported by the functional consultants 

from company B and D: 

“The idea is to make a graphical representation through a business process flow so that you 

move on to the next phase and that you graphically show in which phase a client is...eventually, 

this is done with code.” (Functional consultant, company B) 

“…but instead of a standard business process flow that we could have set up, we also went for 

a custom component that made a timeline for the user to see where the user is in his process 

visually. That was an essential component of the app.” (Functional consultant, company D) 

 

4.2.3 Lack of function within a form 

The last misfit related to the user interface misfit, is the lack of function within a form. For 

each case/customer, there is a form in Dynamics. The form contains information about the 
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specific case/customer. It also contains functions that can perform certain tasks or trigger 

actions. However, there are some functions that a company wants to have to execute some 

actions for specific cases/customers, but that are not available within the form. This misfit is 

identified in company C. Company C implemented the CRM system and has eight operating 

companies in different countries that use the system. The data model that they use, is the same 

in all countries, but not all fields are mandatory in every country. The functionality to hide or 

show certain fields is missing for company C. This makes it more difficult for the company to 

read or modify a form because it contains unnecessary fields and information that do not apply 

to all operating companies.  

“What you do see is that we have the same data model in the different countries, while there 

are differences in the extent to which some fields are required depending on the operating 

company.” (Functional consultant, company C) 

Another functionality that company C needed, was simplifying certain inputs within a form to 

improve the ease of use of the system. All fields within the form had to be filled in manually, 

but that did not improve the system’s ease of use. Company C gave two examples to solve this 

misfit, which will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

To solve the lack of function within a form, extension is used by adding code to the system. 

Adding code to the system can create functionalities that do not initially exist. Company C 

made a functionality where the user can decide to show, hide, or activate a specific functionality 

or field within a form based on the operating company.  

“Specifically, for the forms, we have the functionality to hide and show fields, the possibility 

to make fields mandatory or not. So, the country could decide whether they want to run a 

specific logic within a form.” (Product owner, company C) 

In addition, code was also added to simplify certain inputs to improve the ease of use. Company 

C created a functionality to automatically fill in certain fields based on the input of another 

field. The two examples that the functional consultant gave, were: 

“…when I create a certain account, you know which region I belong to, based on the zip code. 

And then the system automatically fills in the correct region with the correct account manager” 

(Functional consultant, company C) 



47 
 

“…if you select a country, the prefix of the telephone number will automatically appear so that 

they do not have to think for themselves which prefix number belongs to a certain country.” 

(Functional consultant, Company C) 

 

4.3 Process logic misfit 

Process logic misfit is about the organization’s unique logic that does not match the 

implemented system. This misfit occurs in all cases, which is not surprising since every 

company has its own business process. There are two misfits identified related to the process 

logic misfit. 

 

4.3.1 Unclear business processes 

The first misfit related to the process logic misfit, is unclear business processes. A company 

runs on multiple business processes. Therefore, modeling business processes is indispensable 

in enterprise systems. In the four cases where the research was conducted, all processes from 

the companies did not match with the system right away. As a result, the order of each step of 

the process had to be customized in the system. 

To create clear business processes in the system, configuration was used by all four companies. 

The business processes were configured by using Microsoft’s business process flow for 

modeling business processes. With this, the basic steps in a process were generated. The 

functional consultant from company B confirms this: 

“You have a business process flow in Dynamics365. This allows you to work on a case level. 

Suppose a case has four steps. Then you start with the first step. Before going to the next step, 

you must fill in certain fields. Once you have completed those fields, you will move on to the 

next stage.” (Functional consultant, company B) 

 

4.3.2 Lack of process specific activities 

The second misfit regarding the process logic misfit, is the lack of process specific activities. 

As described in chapter 4.3.1, modeling business processes is done with configuration. 

However, it only models the basic steps of a process. Most of the time, the same kind of 

processes differ in some kind of way from each other. Every company has its own way of 
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completing a process, even if the processes are similar to each other. These specific activities 

within a process are not provided by Microsoft.  

“Depends on the complexity of the process.” (Product owner, company C) 

For company A, C, and D, the business process flow provided by Microsoft was not sufficient 

to cover their whole business process.  

“…that had to do with certain business processes that could not be adjusted.” (Functional 

consultant, company D) 

To solve the lack of process specific activities, both configuration and customization can be 

used by adding condition rules to the workflows in Dynamics. Condition rules are essential in 

business processes. It ensures that users are not allowed to perform certain steps before 

previous steps are completed. Condition rules also prevent errors in the system and 

organization because there is a clear order of steps to complete a process. It makes the process 

less chaotic. Company A, C, and D created some condition rules. Company A wanted some 

rules in certain processes that prevent users from going to the next step before the previous step 

has been finished. This was done using configuration.  

“Something that has also been done with configuration, is that an environment can only be 

created if the owner that makes the request has also requested security groups in the financial 

institution.” (Technical consultant, company A)  

Company C and D also added condition rules that prevent users from going to the next step 

before the previous step has been finished. However, company C and D used extension to create 

this condition rule: 

“…here they have described a very custom process based on the fact that a sales user is guided 

through the entire process with all the checks and balances attached to it. Customizations have 

also been added to guide that process.” (Functional consultant, company C) 

“Our app was much more custom and complicated, so certain things just had to be built with 

custom logic.” (Functional consultant, company D) 
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4.4 Access control misfit 

The access control misfit is about the roles and rules within an organization that do not match 

the roles and rules defined in the system. There are two misfits found related to access control. 

Those are found in case B, C, and D.  

4.4.1 No roles defined 

The first misfit related to access control, is that initially, no roles are defined in the standard 

system. Every large enterprise has an organizational structure. Within an organizational 

structure, employees can only access the information from their own department. This 

organizational structure should also be implemented in the system that the company uses so 

that employees only see what they are allowed to see. The misfit that no roles are defined in 

the system, is identified in company B, C, and D. In all three companies, there were no roles 

set up in the system that match the roles within the organization.  

“Everyone has access to the same form because no job profiles were set up within Company 

C’s CRM. This means that everyone who has access to the system or to a case form sees the 

same information.” (Functional consultant, company B) 

To solve the misfit that no roles are defined in the system, configuration can be used by 

applying roles and entities to the system. Microsoft offers tools to set up roles and entities in a 

system. For setting up the roles, company B used the Azure active directory to assign roles to 

each user.  

“No, no code needs to be written for that. That was purely linking roles as we defined them in 

IAM.” (Product owner, company B) 

Company C and D used the standard Dynamics tooling to describe their specific security roles. 

With security roles, the company does not create an organizational structure in the system, but 

the company creates different roles to which certain restrictions are imposed, which are based 

on the organizational structure. 

“…we have described specific security roles in the group template that are different from the 

standard roles.” (Functional consultant, company C) 
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4.4.2 Insufficient system rules 

The second misfit regarding access control, is that the system rules are insufficient. Insufficient 

system rules mean that all employees have access to all information. This misfit also occurs in 

company B, C, and D since this misfit has to do with the misfit described in chapter 4.4.1. The 

system rules in company B were insufficient because users had no roles assigned to them. If 

there are roles in the system, rules can be applied. Before the roles were assigned to each user, 

all users could see everything, as mentioned in chapter 4.4.1. 

Insufficient system rules can be solved with configuration by using the identity and access 

management tool from Microsoft. The identity and access management tool can be linked with 

the Azure active directory. This is what company B has used. In addition, it is also possible to 

set up specific categories per department/process so that only forms that belong to a certain 

department/process are visible to that department/process. This solution can also be created 

with configuration. Setting up specific categories per department/process is what company C 

and D used for creating system rules. The examples are shown using two quotes from the 

interview: 

“So, for example, if he was doing maintenance on an asset in a certain location, the user also 

saw a much different process and form in the app compared to, say, a malfunction that he 

would pick up.” (Functional consultant, company D) 

“So, everyone can see information based on the security roles.” (Product owner, company C) 
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5. Discussion 

In this chapter, the research results are interpreted and summarized, and the framework is 

shown. First, the misfits solved with extension are described in chapter 5.1. Second, the misfits 

solved with configuration are described in chapter 5.2. after which a conclusion is given in 

chapter 5.3, following the framework that is formed based on the results. Finally, an 

explanation will be given in chapter 5.4 on how this study's findings relate to the existing 

literature findings.  

 

5.1 Extension 

Extension is a customization approach that expands the functionality of an application by using 

custom code at a pre-defined place in the application’s code (Ali et al., 2019). Most of the 

misfits are solved with extension. However, most interviewees say that configuration is always 

the number one solution. When solving a misfit with configuration is not possible, they look 

for options to solve it with extension. Then it is often about business-specific needs that cannot 

be solved with standard settings from the system or with out-of-the-box functionalities.  

Extension can be used for business-specific requirements, which often occur in the latent 

structure, user interface, and process logic misfits. From the case studies, all misfits related to 

the latent structure and user interface are solved with extension, and one misfit related to 

process logic misfit is solved with extension. This can be explained by the fact that the latent 

structure, user interface, and some of the process logic often have to deal with business-specific 

requirements from which the company cannot deviate, such as security policies, specific kinds 

of interfaces, and specific activities within a process. The type of misfit will determine which 

extension is suitable to use:  

Latent structure misfit. Two types of extensions can be used to solve latent structure misfits. 

First, to solve or to prevent security issues, the company’s standard security protocol or GDPR 

can be set up in the system. Dependent on the specificity, this can be done by adding code to 

meet the requirements. Second, to tackle maintainability issues when creating multiple 

applications through Power Platform, an application life cycle management environment can 

be built using code. The environment can then be used to build and test the applications.  

User interface misfit. For solving user interface misfits, four types of extensions can be used. 

First, colors can be used to visualize categories. It can also be used to make other components 
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on the screen clearer. Second, to have an overview of where and how long a certain case or 

customer is in a process, phases can be added to the process by creating a timeline. To tackle 

the lack of function within a form, several extensions can be used. It depends on what kind of 

functionality is lacking for the specific company. Two extensions that solved this misfit for the 

companies that participated in the case study, are creating a functionality to hide or show 

specific functionalities, and automatically display data based on the input in other data fields. 

Process logic misfit. For the process logic misfit, one type of extension can be used for solving 

the process logic misfit. To align the entire business process with the system, condition rules 

can be applied. Dependent on how specific these rules are, extension can be used.  

 

5.2 Configuration 

Configuration is a customization approach that provides pre-defined settings for how an 

application performs within the pre-defined scope (Ali et al., 2019). As mentioned earlier, there 

is a preference for configuration over extension from both researchers and the case study’s 

participants.  

Configuration can be used to solve more general business requirements, which often appear in 

access control misfits, and sometimes in process logic misfits. From the case studies, all misfits 

related to the access control and process logic, are solved with configuration. For the misfit 

about the lack of process-specific activities, configuration and extension were used, depending 

on the case. The reason why access control and process logic misfits can be solved with 

configuration can be explained by the fact that the system's pre-defined settings were sufficient 

to fulfill the organizations' needs. When specifically looking at the configurations regarding 

the alignment of the organizational structure with the system, organizations generally have the 

same kind of structure, so there are fewer or no specific requirements that the system must meet 

in terms of user roles and organizational structure. The general division of roles was sufficient 

to align the companies’ organizational structure with the system. As with extension, different 

configurations have taken place to solve misfits. The type of misfit determines which 

configuration is suitable to use: 

Process control misfit. Two types of configurations can be used to solve the process logic 

misfits. First, by modeling business processes with the tools that Microsoft provides, the 

organizational processes can be aligned with the system which solves the misfit of unclear 
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business processes. Second, condition rules can be applied to align the entire business process 

with the system. Dependent on how general these rules are, configuration can be used. 

Access control misfit. For solving the access control misfit, two types of configurations can be 

used. First, roles and entities can be applied to the system by using the Azure active directory, 

or by describing specific security roles per user. This tackles the misfit that there are no roles 

defined in the system that matches the company’s organizational structure. Second, to tackle 

the insufficient system rules where everyone can see everything, identity and access 

management can be used, or specific categories per department/process can be set up.  

 

5.3 Framework for solving misfits in CRM implementations 

The results and summary show that there are four types of misfits: 

• Latent structure misfit, which contains application maintainability issues, and security 

issues. 

• User interface misfit, which contains unclear categorization, unclear overview of 

phases, and lack of function within a form. 

• Process logic misfit, which contains unclear business processes and lack of process 

specific activities. 

• Access control misfit, which contains inconsistent roles in the system and insufficient 

system rules. 

There are several ways to solve the different misfits. Extension can be applied to the latent 

structure, user interface, and process logic misfit, while configuration can fix misfits on process 

logic and access control level.  

First, using extension by building an application lifecycle management and setting up the 

system to meet the GDPR or security protocol, the latent structure misfits can be solved.  

Second, using extension by visualizing categories and phases within a process using colors and 

timelines, and by adding functionalities to a form, the user interface misfits can be tackled.  

Third, using configuration by modeling business processes with the business process flow tool, 

and adding condition rules to create process-specific activities within the system, can solve the 

process logic misfits. Adding condition rules can be done with both extension and 

configuration, dependent on the level of specificity.  
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Finally, configuration can solve access control misfits by applying organizational roles and 

entities and adding access management to the system. 

Furthermore, not all misfits are equally common. The latent structure misfit occurred in two 

cases, the user interface and access control misfit were identified in three cases, and the process 

logic misfit occurred in all four cases. Figure 8 reveals the framework that is created to show 

the potential solutions for the different misfits in CRM implementations.  

 

 

Figure 8 - Framework for solving misfits in CRM implementations 

 

Compared to the misfits in ERP implementations in SMEs, there is a difference in the 

frequency of the misfits. When comparing the frequency of the different kinds of misfits, the 

user interface misfits occur the most in CRM implementation in LEs. In ERP implementations 

in SMEs, process-related misfits are most common, followed by user interface misfits. This 

may be because an ERP system involves more processes than a CRM system. An ERP system 

is used by all units of a company, while a CRM system focuses more on the customers and 

customer-related processes. 
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5.4 Findings related to existing literature 

The findings of this research relate in several ways to existing literature. The results of this 

study match with the research done by Ali et al. (2019). They stated that configuration is the 

most used customization approach. From both the case and pilot interviews, the participants 

also mentioned that the starting point when doing customization is always configuration. 

However, in the cases that have been studied, extension is ultimately more common. Unlike 

Ali et al.’s study (2019), this study’s findings differ from van Beijsterveld and van 

Groenendaal’s study (2016). In their study, misfits in the latent structure are mainly solved by 

creating a workaround. This resolution strategy is not covered in the cases that are studied. In 

this study the latent structure misfits have all been resolved through extension.  

Furthermore, the conclusion from van Beijsterveld and van Groenendaal’s study (2016) that 

SMEs want to keep their unique ways of doing business, also applies to LEs. Although the 

business processes could mainly be modeled through configuration, code was often still used 

for company-specific requirements. 
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6. Conclusion 

The last chapter will cover the conclusion of this research. First, the research question is 

restated in chapter 6.1. Second, chapter 6.2 describes what the researcher has done to resolve 

the research question. Third, the research results are briefly summarized in chapter 6.3. After 

that, the contribution of this research is explained in chapter 6.4. In chapter 6.5, some practical 

suggestions are given. Finally, some limitations and future research will be discussed in chapter 

6.6. 

 

6.1 Research background and research question 

Enterprise systems are part of a company’s core business and are widely used. As a result, there 

are consultancy companies that help other companies implement enterprise systems. Before 

the implementation, the question arises whether the client’s processes match the system or not. 

This mismatch is also called a misalignment or misfit and is unavoidable during enterprise 

system implementations. Existing literature has shown that gaps always exist between the 

system and the business processes and that it is hard to find the right fit (Hustad et al., 2016; 

Yen et al., 2011). 

Most of the research about misfits in enterprise system implementation is about ERP systems 

in SMEs. In the area of CRM implementations, there is a lack of research on CRM frameworks 

and related strategies. Existing frameworks and strategies mainly discuss organizational 

performance, an organizational-centric view, and successful CRM implementation as a whole 

package, but not the alignment between the CRM system and the organization. In addition, it 

is not clear what the misfits are in CRM implementations and how they can be solved. 

Therefore, this research answers the following research question: “What are the potential 

solutions to the misfits in CRM implementations in large enterprises?”. 

 

6.2 Research method 

To answer the research question, an exploratory case study is conducted. By collecting data, a 

framework is built. The data is collected by conducting semi-structured interviews at four 

companies and by collecting archived documents. The interviewees consist of consultants from 

the company where this research is conducted, and product owners from the client companies. 
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The archived documents served as additions to the interviews to make the final answers more 

complete.  

Before conducting the case study interviews, four pilot interviews were carried out to gain more 

background information about configuration and extension in practice. This ensured that the 

researcher was better prepared for the case study interviews. The pilot interviews were held 

with consultants from Avanade. 

After the case study interviews, all collected data were analyzed. The data were analyzed by 

transcribing the recorded interviews. After transcribing, the transcripts were coded through 

open coding, axial coding, and selective coding.  

 

6.3 Results 

6.3.1 Misfit categories 

The interviews showed that there are four kinds of misfits during a CRM implementation, 

namely:  

• Latent structure misfits: Misfits that are related to the system environment. It is about 

the quality of the system, such as security features, reliability, and backup capability.  

• User interface misfits: Misfits about the system’s look and how the user interacts with 

the system. 

• Process logic misfits: Misfits about the organization’s unique logic that does not match 

with the implemented system. 

• Access control misfits: Misfits about the roles and rules within an organization that do 

not match with the roles and rules defined in the system. 

 

6.3.2 Capability of different solutions 

There are two types of solutions to tackle misfits: configuration and extension. From the data 

analysis, extension can be used to solve latent structure and user interface misfits. For 

configuration, process logic misfits can be tackled. However, custom code is needed for the 

business-specific requirements in the process logic misfit. The access control misfits can also 

be solved with configuration.  
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In general, choosing between different solutions depends on how specific certain requirements 

are and how important they are to a company. Even though this research’s outcome is that some 

misfits can be solved with either configuration or extension, eventually, both solutions can be 

used for all misfits. What needs to be kept in mind when choosing between configuration and 

extension will be explained in chapter 6.5. 

 

6.4 Contribution 

With this research, the researcher makes several contributions to the literature. First, the 

researcher contributes to the literature of CRM implementations. This is done by identifying 

misfits that occur during CRM implementations. Previous studies about CRM implementations 

were about organizational performance, an organizational-centric view, and successful CRM 

implementation as a whole package. Different from previous literature, this research is about 

misfits in CRM implementations, which is one of the critical success factors in CRM 

implementations. 

Second, the researcher contributes to the literature of system implementation in large 

enterprises. This is done by conducting case studies in large enterprises and examining the 

differences between SMEs and LEs related to enterprise system implementations.  

Third, the researcher contributes to the literature of the misfit analytical framework. This is 

done by investigating customization approaches that can be applied to the identified misfits. 

Hereby, the gap between the misfits in CRM implementations and the customization 

approaches that are available to resolve misfits can be closed. 

Finally, the researcher contributes to the literature of customization approaches. This is done 

by examining how different customization approaches can address misfits in CRM 

implementations in large enterprises.  

 

6.5 Practical implications 

The primary objectives of this research consisted of two parts. The first part identifies misfits 

in CRM implementations, and the second part examines what customization approach can 

solve which kind of misfit. With the findings of this research, there are some practical 

implications: 
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• Initially, during CRM implementations, there is often a misalignment between the 

system and the organization. This study identified different misfits that can occur during 

the implementation. All misfits can be categorized into different kinds of misfits. So, 

whenever a company runs into a misfit, the ones responsible for the implementation 

can determine which category the misfit belongs to, based on the framework for solving 

misfits in CRM implementations. 

• Misfits can be solved by using customization approaches to align the system with the 

business requirements. This study focused on two customization approaches – 

extension and customization – and examined how the approaches can be used. Most of 

the time, for some kinds of misfits extension is used more often, and for some kinds of 

misfits configuration is used more often. When a product owner, CIO, or IT manager 

encounters a misfit, the first thing they can do now, is to determine what kind of misfit 

it is. Based on the misfit category, the most suitable customization approach and 

mechanisms can be used to solve the misfit.  

• However, several factors need to be considered when choosing between configuration 

and extension. It is not only about choosing one of the solutions based on the misfit 

type, but it is also about the system’s performance. The system’s performance can differ 

when you choose either configuration or extension. The pilot interviews revealed that 

extension often performs more effectively than configuration. When the system only 

has to process a small amount of data and the configuration of the system meets the 

requirements, configuration can be used. But when a large amount of data has to be 

processed, you have to see if using configuration outweighs the performance you get in 

return. If the performance is significantly higher when using extension, extension can 

be used. If the performance is almost the same, configuration can still be used. 

In short, when facing a misfit during an implementation, remember to first recognize the misfit. 

It can be recognized when the business need does not match the standard system. After 

identifying the misfit, the misfit needs to be placed in one of the misfit categories. For each 

category, one of the two customization approaches is more commonly used to resolve the 

misfit. But remember to base the choice of customization approach not only on the type of 

misfit, but also on the system’s performance. 
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6.6 Limitations and future research 

In this research, there are some limitations, which are already mentioned in chapter 3.4. The 

first limitation is that this study takes place at a consultancy firm that only implements 

Microsoft technologies. As a result, the findings of this research cannot be generalized among 

all companies that are going through a CRM implementation or went through a CRM 

implementation. The findings only apply to companies that have implemented the Microsoft 

CRM system. Therefore, a suggestion for future research is to conduct the same study that not 

only focuses on Microsoft technologies, but also includes other CRM systems and 

technologies.  

Second, this study focuses on large enterprises. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the 

findings can also be applied to SMEs. For future research, the same research can be conducted 

with cases that consist of SMEs to test whether the findings from this study can be applied to 

SMEs.  

Third, because of the small amount of time available for this research, the number of interviews 

conducted is relatively small. More misfits could have been discovered if there was time to 

conduct more interviews. To extend the framework, future research can conduct more case 

studies to identify more misfits and solutions to add to the framework.  

Lastly, this research only focused on configuration and extension as solutions, but there are 

other customization approaches like personalization, composition, modification, and 

integration. These customization approaches can also be included in future research to build 

upon this research.  
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Appendix A: Case study interview protocol 

Introduction 

• Welcoming, thank the participant for participating. 

• Explain the structure of the interview:  

1. Interviewer introduction: Master study, internship, research  

2. Interviewee introduction 

3. Purpose of the interview 

4. Questions 

• Request permission to record the interview for transcribing, and mention that it will be 

deleted afterward. 

• Emphasize that everything is confidential and anonymous, and that wrong answers do not 

exist. 

• Start recording and start introducing.  

 

General questions 

1. What is your position in the company?  

2. How many years of experience do you have in this position?  

3. Can you tell me what the Avanade and [company] project was about?  

4. What was the reason you wanted to use the CRM system that Avanade provided?  

5. What were the considerations you had to make in deciding whether to use the system?  

6. What was your role during the project?  

7. How long has the project been completed?  

8. How many people use the CRM system?  

9. How many employees work at this company?  

Functionalities/Misfits  

• Explain what a misfit is and the distinction between extension and configuration 

10. What did you encounter in terms of functionality during the project?  

11. Were there any functionalities that were not in the system, but that you would like to 

see?  

a. If so, how was that resolved in the end?  

b. What was the impact if it could not be achieved?  

c. What was the functionality about?  
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12. Are there any functionalities added to the CRM through configurations? Which were 

they?  

13. Are there any functionalities added to the CRM using custom code?  

14. Which factors did you take into account when choosing between customization and 

configuration?  

  

Additional questions  

• Ask for documents related to this project that can be used for this research.  

• Ask for contact information from key users / other stakeholders involved in this project. 

  

Ending  

• Thank him/her for the time. 

• Tell him/her about the following steps (transcribing and analyzing, sending a summary to 

them to add missed points, or change and confirm the case report). 

 


