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In today’s world, online interactions are a big part of our lives and new technologies enable 
buyers to reach companies all over the world at any time. The purchase decision-making 
process is moving more and more online and especially B2B customers prefer it, completing 
over half of the steps online. Despite the trend, previous research on the subject has been 
focused on the B2C market. Therefore, the goal of this thesis is to study the impact of online 
interactions on a B2B purchase decision-making journey, while taking into consideration the 
typical aspects of B2B purchases, such as the multi-actor nature of decision making and the 
strategic implications of the decisions.  
 
To reach the goal of the study, this research employs a single-case study approach. The data 
was collected with semi-structured interviews with the buying team of the case company, 
including five employees and one outside consultant. This research focuses on online 
interactions in software purchases. The results show that in this case, online interactions do 
not play a major role in the purchasing journey. The interviewees preferred to contact the 
company or their network personally and online interactions served more as a supporting 
method of getting information. The role of references and personal relationships between the 
buyer and the company is highlighted in projects like this and it is very important for 
companies to show their customer they really understand their situation, that they have the 
right solution for them and nurture the relationship in every step of the process.  
 
This research contradicts the findings of previous literature, as the impression is that online 
interactions have a critical role in B2B purchasing journeys. In addition, even though there 
were many people involved in the process, there were no conflicts or major differentiating 
opinions on the purchase. Even though the interviewees had some different motives, they 
had the same goals for the project. These findings show that large B2B purchases differ from 
the theories based on B2C purchasing or smaller B2B purchasing.  
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Tänä päivänä verkossa tapahtuvat vuorovaikutukset ovat iso osa ihmisten elämää. Uusien 
teknologioiden myötä ostajat voivat saavuttaa yritykset ympäri maailmaa, mihin aikaan 
tahansa. Ostopäätösprosessi on siirtynyt yhä enemmän verkkoon. Erityisesti B2B-asiakkaat 
suosivat sitä, ja suorittavatkin yli puolet prosessin vaiheista verkossa. Trendistä huolimatta 
aiempi tutkimus aiheesta on keskittynyt B2C-markkinoihin. Tämän tutkimuksen tavoite on 
tutkia verkossa tapahtuvan vuorovaikutuksen vaikutusta B2B-ostopäätösprosessiin, 
huomioiden samalla B2B ostojen tyypilliset piirteet, kuten monihenkiset ostotiimit ja 
päätösten strategiset merkitykset.  
 
Tavoitteen saavuttamiseksi tämä tutkimus toteutettiin tapaustutkimuksena. Tutkimuksen 
aineisto kerättiin teemahaastatteluilla case-yrityksen ostotiimille, johon kuului viisi 
yrityksen työntekijää ja yksi ulkopuolinen konsultti. Tämä tutkimus keskittyy ohjelmistojen 
ostoprosesseihin. Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, että tässä tapauksessa verkossa 
tapahtuvat vuorovaikutukset eivät ole kovin vaikuttava osa ostopäätösprosessia. Ne ovat osa 
jokaista ostopäätösprosessin vaihetta, mutta muilla kosketuspisteillä, kuten 
henkilökohtaisilla kontakteilla on isompi merkitys. Haastateltavat halusivat olla yhteydessä 
suoraan yritykseen tai omaan verkostoonsa, ja verkkotyökalujen rooli oli enemmänkin tukea 
tiedonhakuprosessia. Referenssien ja henkilökohtaisten suhteiden merkitys korostuu 
tämänkaltaisissa projekteissa. On todella tärkeää, että yritykset pystyvät osoittamaan 
asiakkailleen, että he ymmärtävät heidän tilanteensa ja voivat tarjota juuri oikean ratkaisun 
heille. Asiakassuhteesta tulee pitää huolta jokaisessa ostoprosessin vaiheessa.  
 
 
Tämä tutkimus kyseenalaistaa aiemman kirjallisuuden tuoman käsityksen verkossa 
tapahtuvan vuorovaikutuksen kriittisestä merkityksestä B2B ostopäätösprosesseissa. Lisäksi 
vaikka prosessissa oli useita ihmisiä mukana, ei sen aikana tapahtunut suurempia konflikteja 
eivätkä ihmisten mielipiteet eronneet kovin paljoa toisistaan, sillä heillä oli hyvin 
samankaltaiset tavoitteet projektille. Nämä tulokset osoittavat, että isot B2B-ostot eroavat 
joissain määrin aiemmista teorioista, joissa on tarkasteltu B2C-ostoja tai pienempiä B2B-
ostoja.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This thesis studies online interactions in a B2B marketing context and their impact on the 

purchase decision-making process. The first chapter of this thesis serves as an introduction 

to the subject and the research itself. The background of the research will be discussed, key 

concepts of the study will be defined, and a theoretical framework will be presented. The 

purpose of this chapter is to guide the reader into the topic and to help them get a good 

general idea of the research moving forward.  

 

 
1.1 Background of the Research 

 
In today’s world, online interactions are a big part of our lives. More than 3.6 billion people, 

which accounts for almost half of the worldwide population, use social media (Clement 

2020a). A big part of this social media usage is communicating through messaging. In 2020, 

four of the world's ten most popular social media sites were instant messaging apps (Clement 

2020b). A study by Twilio (2019) showed that for 90% of consumers, messaging is their 

preferred way to communicate with businesses. Messaging is fast, easy and more personal, 

which makes it feel more like a real conversation. Therefore, it is increasingly important for 

companies to be present in their websites and social media and offer their customers ways 

to easily communicate with them through their preferred channel. The ways to communicate 

with customers benefit from the understanding of customers’ wants and needs. In B2B 

marketing, one of the traditional ways to get leads through online channels has been through 

forms embedded on a website (Drift 2020). These forms ask for a person’s contact 

information and promise something in return. Implementing other online interaction tools, 

such as virtual assistants or chatbots, can change the journey from one-sided form-filling to 

a more interactive approach (Collins 2021). As stated earlier, it is preferred by most of the 

customers and also provides a faster way to communicate.  

 

Customer experience has been studied for many decades, but in recent years the experience 

has been seen more and more as a journey. This approach is a lot more social, as customers 

interact with the firms through multiple touchpoints and channels before making purchase 

decisions (Lemon & Verhoef 2016). It has been found that the focus on the whole journey 

rather than just the purchase moment or product qualities, also tends to be more successful 
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(Edelman & Singer 2015; Rawson, Duncan & Jones 2013). Additionally, it is easier to build 

long-term relationships with customers who have been satisfied with the whole purchase 

journey (Palmer 2010). Lemon and Verhoef (2016) point out that in order to create a great 

customer journey, companies should identify those touchpoints and the key issues that either 

leads the customer to continue or discontinue the journey. The research for customer 

journeys, however, has mostly been focused on the B2C context and therefore confirms the 

need to study the topic from a B2B point of view. Even though some of the research is valid 

for both types of businesses, there are some differences. One of the rarer studies that are 

focused on the B2B customer journey points out, that the touchpoints in B2B are more 

complex and likely to happen across teams and functions within a potential customer firm, 

instead of just one potential consumer (Zolkiewski, Story, Burton 2017). This point of view 

is very important when considering the differences between B2B and B2C journeys.  

 

In this research, the idea is to study these online interactions and their impact on the customer 

purchase-decision making process in B2B software purchases. In addition, the research will 

study the multi-actor nature of B2B purchasing and try to find out who are the people 

involved in a B2B purchase process and how their roles impact their wants and needs. This 

study tries to find out what the most relevant online touchpoints are in B2B purchases, what 

dialogue they bring and determine their impact on the organizational buying process. To 

understand the subject on a deeper level, this research will be conducted as a single case 

study. The case company is a Finnish medium-sized service logistics company representing 

the role of the software buyer in this research. The case company has recently gone through 

an ERP software purchase which provides a good opportunity to study the process.  

 

 

1.2 Preliminary Literature Review 

 

Previous research has shown that buyers prefer online buying, especially in the B2B market, 

and that B2B customers complete over half of the steps in a buying process online (Huer 

2013; Think with Google 2013, CEB Global 2018). According to one research conducted 

five years ago, three out of four B2B buyers prefer to purchase via a website rather than 

through a salesperson (Hoar 2015). It can be assumed that these numbers have only grown 

since these studies were conducted. A similar change can also be seen in the way people 
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want to communicate. McHugh (2018) points out in her article that people these days avoid 

answering phone calls and are rarely receptive to outbound messaging and marketing. She 

states that the power has moved away from the seller to the buyer, changing the dynamic of 

the interaction. Buyers are empowered, and used to getting what they want, exactly when 

they want (Edelman & Singer 2015) and online interaction tools such as chatbots answer to 

this need very well. They offer a way for the buyer to chat online from their own initiative, 

at their own pace.  

 

Chatbots and other online interaction tools have been covered in previous research for some 

parts. However, the focus has been more on B2C markets and the retail business. For 

example, McHugh (2018) pointed out that chatbots have proven to be very successful in the 

retail business but in the services business a lot more careful mapping is required. 

Additionally, the research has been more focused on the potential benefits and gains from 

the online interactions instead of looking at how it is connected to the experience for the 

customer and the effects on their buying process. This perspective could be very beneficial 

to study since it has been proven that a social presence at a website affects the perceived 

usefulness of the website for the buyer (Oganowski, Montandon, Botha & Reyneke 2014).  

 

Paschen, Kietzmann and Kietzmann (2019) suggest in their article that studying AI and how 

it affects the value creation process for customers in the B2B market good be a good topic 

for more research. Furthermore, they suggest that it could be beneficial to study the ways AI 

can help companies to be more effective in capturing tacit and explicit customer knowledge. 

Steward, Narus, Roehm and Ritz (2019) suggest that there should be more research towards 

when and how different online conversation tools are used in B2B marketing and based on 

that study which creates the most value in the buying process. Moreover, McHugh (2018) 

points out that marketers should look at the interactions their buyers are already having with 

their services and create bots that capture these “micro-decisions”. She states that the 

chatbots that offer help based on these observations are usually the best. Based on these 

findings, there seems to be a research gap with this specific point of view.  

 

The most recent and seemingly most relevant article on the topic of new technologies as part 

of customer journeys is one from August 2020, by Hoyer, Kroschke, Schmitt, Kraume and 

Shankar, even though it is focused on B2C businesses. The article presents a new framework 
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for understanding the role of new technologies in the customer journey. This framework 

categorizes the new technologies into IoT, AR/VR/MR and Virtual 

Assistants/Robots/Chatbots. Hoyer et al. (2020) believe that all these technologies will 

strongly influence how consumers make purchase decisions in the future based on what 

experimental value they bring in every step of the process. The authors point out that this 

new framework is a good basis for future research on factors of these new technologies that 

influence the customer experience and value creation.  

 

In their framework, Hoyer et al. (2020) have studied the general impact of the mentioned 

technologies on the customer journey in different stages of the buying process, which they 

have divided into three: pre-transaction, transaction, and post-transaction stage. This part of 

the study showed that different technologies and types of contents create value in different 

stages of the journey. Since this research is focused on one of these technologies (Virtual 

Assistants/Robots/Chatbots), it is worth mentioning they found that these types of 

technologies have the most impact on the customer experience pre-transaction and during 

the transaction. As mentioned before, the framework by Hoyer et al. (2020) was created for 

B2C businesses and might therefore differ when brought out to B2B context. 

 

All in all, there is a research gap on this topic with a specific point of view on the B2B buying 

process. Many previous studies have been focused on the B2C consumer and the retail 

business, but as mentioned before, the organizational purchasing journey is different in many 

ways; for example, it usually involves more people in the process, who all have different 

wants, goals and needs for the product, which in this case, is a software. In contradiction to 

the framework by Hoyer et al. (2020), chatbots are often only seen as a new way to do 

customer service, which would make them a part of the post-purchase stage, even though 

there are many implications for both marketing and sales purposes. In this study, the chatbots 

are seen as a lead-capturing tool used to collect people’s contact information much like a 

lead-capturing form and a way to offer buyers easy ways to interact with the software 

provider.  
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1.3 Definitions of the Key Concepts 

 
This chapter presents definitions of the key concepts, to make it easier for the reader to 

understand the topics discussed in the study. Digital concepts and terms from the marketing 

field are often discussed with multiple names that refer to the same or very similar things. 

Therefore, it is important to define them and decide on the terms that will be used in the rest 

of this study. The concepts are presented in alphabetical order.  

 

AI or artificial intelligence enhances the intelligence of products, services or solutions and 

is thereby reshaping marketing in many ways and therefore enables machines to perform 

tasks typically only done by humans that require “intelligence” (Shankar 2018). The 

algorithms it uses allow it to learn from experience, solve problem, make autonomous 

decisions, in addition to both understanding and producing natural language (Przegalinska, 

Ciechanowski, Stroz, Gloor & Mazurek 2019). Algorithms can even outperform humans 

(Simonite 2014) and perform tasks that require subjective insights such as detect and portray 

emotions (Kodra, Senechal, McDuff & El Kaliouby 2013). Some implications of AI are 

virtual assistants, chatbots and robots, from which chatbots will be the focus in this study.  

 

Chatbots are a type of virtual assistant computer program. Their purpose is to create 

conversations with people through either text or audio (Hoyer et al 2020). These 

conversations could happen in websites or messaging applications, and they can be used in 

many functions of a company including customer service, sales and marketing. The first 

chatbot was developed already in 1966, and it could answer three simple questions following 

a decision tree (Weizenbaum 1966). Since then, technology has advanced, and the industry 

exploded. According to a study from two years ago, over two-thirds of internet users have 

used a chatbot within the past year (Leftronic 2019), making them a familiar tool for most 

buyers. There are many types of chatbots – some use AI to understand the customer and 

create answers based on that, some use predefined question and answer options. The two 

main types can be therefore called rule-based chatbots and AI-powered chatbots, based on 

how they operate (Sankhé 2020). Rule-based chatbots allow the messages it sends out to be 

defined by the company operating them. The conversation follows different paths based on 

the user's choices from suggested responses during the use of the chatbot, and it can, 

depending on the path, either continue the conversation with a bot or redirect the user into a 
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live chat or another website. AI-powered chatbots try to understand the customers messages 

and create fitting responses based on that.  

 

The traditional way to do B2B business has been very business-centric, from lead-capturing 

forms to generic email campaigns. A recent study by Martech Advisor showed that 85% of 

consumers would prefer one-to-one conversations instead of filling out a form (Davis 2019). 

The conversational marketing approach, utilizing chatbots, pursues to be customer-centric 

and make it possible for customers to engage with the company on their own terms and 

timeline (Bartolacci 2019). In the B2B industry, chatbots have become the number one 

platform for creating these interactions – 58% of companies that currently use chatbots are 

B2B companies (Leftronic 2019). However, conversational marketing tools can be 

embedded in social media too. In 2020 one of the most popular social networking platforms 

for business professionals, LinkedIn introduced “Conversation Ads” as a new way for 

businesses to send out ads in the form of one-to-one messages, that follow a similar structure 

to that of a chatbot conversation (MacDonnell 2020).  

 

Lead is a term used to describe an unqualified contact: someone, who has the potential to 

become a company’s customer. Further defining these leads is important in order to focus 

the marketing and sales actions on the most potential people. According to some, what 

separates a lead from a prospect, is two-way communication: a lead becomes a prospect 

when they interact with the company (Purvis 2019). Others say that a lead becomes qualified 

after they engage with a company’s content (Delignieres 2020). Whether it be defined as a 

qualified lead or a prospect, this kind of interaction that is not only based on the company’s 

initiation suggests real interest and potential for them to become a paying customer and is, 

therefore, better than “just a lead”. The obscurity in the definitions of these terms makes it 

hard to define the leads a company gets through a chatbot. On one hand, the customers have 

engaged with the bot on their initiative, which would make them a prospect. On the other 

hand, they have not been qualified. Some chatbot conversations, however, offer the customer 

a chance to answer some questions that help determine whether they count as qualified or 

not. In this research the term lead will be used when referring to people who have left their 

contact information through a chatbot, but it is now known whether they are qualified or not. 
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Online Interactions are activities or communications that happen on the internet, in this 

case between the company and the customer, and they can be initiated by either one (Vivek, 

Beatty & Morgan 2012). The purpose of these interactions is to connect with the customers 

and provide them with the things they are looking for, such as information about the product 

or company in question (Tikkanen, Hietanen, Henttonen & Rokka 2009). Customer journeys 

include multiple touchpoints where customers interact with the company, and in today’s 

world, an increasingly significant amount of them happen online through commercials, 

company websites or social media around the clock, worldwide. These technological 

innovations have an impact on the customer purchase-decision making process in each of its 

steps. Especially new technologies such IoT, AR/VR/MR and Virtual Assistants, Chatbots 

and Robots continue to shape the customer experience (Hoyer et al. 2020). In this research, 

the focus will be on chatbots, even though other online interactions methods and tools will 

be discussed too.  

 

Software-as-a-service or SaaS refers to cloud-based software. What makes a SaaS-software 

different from traditional versions is that the customers usually use the software through a 

web browser instead of downloading it to their computers. In other words, the end-users use 

the software from their own devices, but the service provider is responsible for the 

maintenance of the infrastructure (Tyrväinen & Selin 2011). The products are not a one-

time-purchase but rather a monthly recurring cost for the customer company, which affects 

the customers wants and needs and creates a frame for the company’s marketing actions. In 

a subscription-type relationship, the post-purchase stage is extremely important, and the role 

of customer service is very highlighted. Most companies need products like these to operate 

their business. Therefore, companies typically already have some other software in use and 

the change is not always easy. Burnham, Frels and Mahajan (2003, p. 110) define switching 

costs as “onetime costs that customers associate with the process of switching from one 

provider to another”. If a company was to change the software, there would most likely be 

some switching costs, that could be either money-, effort- or time-based. These switching 

costs impact the buyer’s behaviour in reducing their willingness to leave their current 

software provider. 
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1.4 Research Questions and Objectives 

 

A recent study by HubSpot (2020) showed that for 74% of marketers, converting leads is 

their company’s top marketing priority. This shows that marketers are often too focused on 

how to create conversions and get leads when more emphasis could be on what can be 

learned about the customers. To only focus on conversions might not be the best way to get 

them in the long term, as a deeper understanding of the customer and through that creating 

a better customer purchase process will most likely bring in more conversions in the end. In 

a SaaS-context, it is extremely important to keep the customers satisfied through the 

purchase and post-purchases stages as well, because cloud-based software service products 

are purchased as a subscription instead of one-time purchases. The goal of this study is to 

find ways to improve the customer experience through each step of the purchase-decision 

making process through online interactions. In order to succeed in this, it is necessary to 

study the role of online interactions in B2B software purchases. Therefore, the main research 

question is: 

 

RQ1: What is the role of online interactions in the B2B software purchase 

process? 

 

This research aims to find out a B2B buyer’s needs, problems and goals in different steps of 

a software purchasing process and figure out how those things can be addressed through 

online interaction tools. In addition, it is important to know who the decision makers in B2B 

purchases are, what types of online interactions through they face during the purchase-

decision making processes and what can be learned from these interactions. There are three 

supporting questions to study these topics deeper and help in responding to the main 

question, which are:  

 

RQ2: How does the multi-actor nature of B2B purchasing shape the decision-

making process? 

 

RQ3: What types of online interactions occur at different stages of the B2B 

software purchasing process? 
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RQ4: How are chatbots perceived by B2B buyers? 

 

The first supporting question (RQ2) is focused on studying the specific aspects of a B2B 

purchase process, which typically includes a buying team instead of one person who is in 

charge of the decision. The idea is to find out how this and other features of B2B purchases 

impact the process. The second supporting question (RQ3) is focused on determining the 

online interactions that occur in the different stages of a purchasing process, whereas the 

third supporting question (RQ4) is focused on chatbots specifically. The results of this study 

contribute to the past theories on online interactions as a part of purchase decision-making 

journeys and their features, in addition to studying the ways the B2B context shapes it. In 

addition, the results of this study will help software providers to optimize their online 

interaction tools such as chatbots and content such as website materials in order make the 

purchase process as satisfactory as possible for their customers.  

 

 

1.5 Theoretical Framework 

 
The theoretical base for this research consists of literature on marketing, B2B purchasing 

processes and B2B buyer behaviour. Theory on the B2B decision-making journey will be 

examined to see what kind of information the buyers are looking for in each step. 

Furthermore, previous research on what marketing actions typically affect the B2B journey 

and how it differs from B2C purchasing will be collected. In addition, the literature on the 

use of chatbots and other virtual assistants in marketing in general will be used. The purpose 

of this is to try to understand how chatbots fit into the process and how can the customer 

journey be improved by using them. A more satisfying journey will increase perceived 

customer value.  

 

The figure of the theoretical framework below (Figure 1) presents the typical steps of B2B 

buyers purchase decision journey. The journey is divided into three steps: pre-purchase, 

purchase, and post-purchase after the framework by Lemon and Verhoef (2016). The 

customer experience during this process is affected by the online interactions the customer 

faces in multiple touchpoints throughout the journey. In this study, one of the focus areas of 

online interactions will be chatbot conversations. Other online touchpoints for the customer 
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could be website content or webinars on the subject. As stated before, the framework by 

Hoyer et al. (2020) suggests that chatbots mostly affect the pre-purchase and purchase steps. 

However, this does not exclude the possibility of post-purchase effects on the perceived 

customer value.  

 

 

 
Figure 1: Theoretical Framework 

 

 

1.6 Delimitations of the Research 

 

It is very important to make delimitations to a research, to clarify the subject and make it 

easier to execute. This study is delimited to focus only on B2B marketing. This is because 

the previous research has been more focused on B2C marketing, as pointed out in the 

preliminary literature review. The B2B buying process has somewhat similar steps, and the 

person behind the purchase decision is always a human. However, there are some differences 

when the purchase is made for a company. The buyer typically looks for more information 

about the product before the decision is made, and impulse-driven purchases are less likely 

to happen in a B2B context. Furthermore, the process is typically more complex and takes 

more time (Åge 2011). In addition, it is typical that a B2B buying process includes multiple 

people instead of just one consumer. These qualities of B2B customer journey that affect 

this research and the differences compared to B2C journeys will be discussed more in the 

next chapter. 
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Secondly, this study will focus on online interactions that happen through a specific type of 

chatbots instead of all virtual assistants or all online interactions. Many different types of 

virtual assistants operate differently, and it would not be beneficial to study at all of them 

here. The chatbot discussed in study are rule-based and offer the user previously defined 

suggestions that follow a specific path based on the choices they make. This study will not 

go into detail on AI-operated bots that try to understand typed messages and create answers 

based on that. Rule-based bots are not as risky for a company because the conversations are 

a lot more controllable and therefore predictable (Joshi 2020). On the other hand, it means 

that the bot is not as flexible and might not give as much information about the customers.  

 

Thirdly, the research will be focused on SaaS-business. The product purchases discussed are 

for cloud-based software, which might also affect the purchase decision-making journey. 

Even though the products are somewhat technical, it has been found that marketing focusing 

only on the product features is not a successful tactic (Carbone 1998). Since SaaS-products 

are billed monthly on transaction bases, it is not only important for marketeers to convince 

the customer to buy the product, but to make them continue paying for it in the future too. 

This means that the value proposition given, needs to be fulfilled after the actual purchase 

decision has been made to keep the customer satisfied. In other words, there should not be 

any contradictions between the marketing promise and reality. Furthermore, purchasing new 

software for a business can be a big risk for a company. They are committing to it for a 

certain amount of time, not only because of the contract but because the cost of change to 

and away from it, in addition to educating the staff and creating the necessary integrations 

to other products can be big. Therefore, the purchase requires a lot of trust from the customer. 

 

 
1.7 Research Methodology 

 

This research will be conducted using qualitative research methodology. Research 

methodology describes how certain methods of data collection and analysis are used to get 

to a determined goal (Haaparanta & Niiniluoto 2016). A research method justifies why 

certain information has been gotten, whereas the methodology asks whether that justification 

is reasonable. Qualitative research reflects the way the research views the materials. It is 

typically used to study processes and phenomena that are complicated and not that well 
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known yet (Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018). This method suits this research because the point is to 

understand human interactions and people’s thoughts and motives on a deeper level. The 

data from both sources, which are presented below, will be analysed with a content analysis 

method. The data will be analysed deductively, which means that the data is compared to 

existing frameworks. The general idea of it is to change the data into findings by gather the 

material, eliminating the things that are not relevant to the study and forming results based 

on the things that are not relevant. In other words, the scattered information will be made 

consistent and presented in a linguistic form. (Patton 2002) 

 

The data for the empirical part of this research will be collected by interviewing a buying 

team of the case company. The idea is to gather information about the software buying 

process of the case company and use this knowledge to make them fit the customers’ wants 

and needs better in the future. The case company has recently made a significant software 

purchase and the interviews will be conducted with the people, who were most involved in 

the process. This includes the Director of ICT, the ICT and Quality Manager, Financial 

Director, the President of the Board of Directors and an outside consultant that has been a 

part of not only the most recent software purchase but many other purchases during the last 

decade. They have been named as the key decision-makers in this purchase process by the 

Chief Executive Officer of the company. The research method and design will be presented 

more in depth in the third chapter.  

 
 

1.8 Structure of the Research 

 
This thesis can be divided into two parts: a theoretical part and an empirical part. The 

theoretical part consists of an introductory chapter and a literature review. The empirical part 

consists of the research methods described and case presented, followed by results and 

conclusions. The structure of the thesis is presented in the figure below (Figure 2) 
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Figure 2: The Structure of the Thesis 
 

 

The introduction chapter presents the general idea of the study. It includes a description of 

the background of the research, a preliminary literature review and definitions of the key 

concepts. In addition, the first chapter presents the research questions, the objectives, and 

the theoretical framework for the study. Lastly, the delimitations of the research and the 

research methodology are discussed. The main idea is to point out the research gap in the 

previous literature, and therefore justify conducting this research. 

 

The second chapter will focus more deeply on the previous literature and the theoretical 

background, which serve as a base for this research.  The steps of a B2B customer journey 

are presented and discussed. In addition, it discusses the use of online interaction tools such 

as chatbots and other virtual assistants in a marketing context. Furthermore, some 

comparison between B2B versus B2C marketing will be pointed out, to see how previous 

implications apply in this case and how the use of B2C frameworks will affect the study 

focusing on a B2B context. After that, online interactions and different touchpoints are 

discussed and especially their role in B2B purchases. 

 

The empirical part begins in chapter three. First, the research method, strategy and context 

are presented. The chapter describes how the research was conducted, from data collection 

to data analysis. In addition, the case company and context are described. After that, the 

results and findings of the research are presented and discussed in the fourth chapter through 

content analysis of the interviews. Finally, the fifth chapter concludes the research and its 

findings. It discusses the theoretical contributions of the study, implications of the research 

for the managerial purposes and offers ideas for possible future research.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
In this chapter previous academic literature on customer journeys and online interactions in 

marketing will be presented. All in all, the purpose of a literature review is to advance the 

understanding of the research field and familiarization of the topics before conducting the 

new research. First, past research on these topics and its implications to this research is 

discussed. The first sub-chapter discusses the evolution of research on customer journeys, 

from the beginning of the field of study into the current day and the stages and characteristics 

of today’s decision-making processes. The second sub-chapter focuses on the touchpoints 

the customer journeys include and different tools used for online interactions. Finally, the 

third sub-chapter brings these subjects together, discusses their relationship in a B2B context 

and summarizes the literature review.  

 

 

2.1 Customer Journey 

 

The first theories on customer journeys and buyer behaviour were created by researchers 

such as Dewey (1910), Kotler (1976) and Howard & Sheth (1969). The general idea on these 

theories was to understand the stages buyers go through on their purchase journey, in other 

words identify the steps in a consumer’s decision-making processes. Lemon & Verhoef 

(2016) have conceptualized customer experiences as a journey with the firm through time. 

Even at the very early stages of research on this field, researchers like Abbott (1955) and 

Alderson (1957) stated that instead of products, people desire satisfying experiences, putting 

the focus on the journey as a whole, not only looking at the purchase action. Since then, 

customer journeys and consumer decision-making processes have been studied by plenty of 

researchers (e.g., Solomon 2004; Verhoef, Neslin & Vroomen 2007; Puccinelli, Goodstein, 

Grewal, Price, Raghubir & Stewart 2009).  

 

The theories on customer journeys reflect the changes that happen in the business 

environment. In today’s world, the customer experience is becoming increasingly social as 

customers interact with firms through multiple channels and media (Lemon & Verhoef 

2016). The control companies have over the experience has reduced and there are many 

different touchpoints in which customers interact with the company, some of which the 
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company does not have power over (Steward et al. 2019). In addition, the customer 

experience is increasingly digital. New technologies have created empowered customers 

who expect to get what they want, when they want which makes customer journeys a crucial 

part of the brand experience (Edelman & Singer 2015). As a result, the customer journey is 

increasingly complex (Shaheen 2016). Now more than ever a company must understand the 

customer journey and the steps and touchpoints it includes in order to create competitive 

advantage not only through the product, but the whole experience. 

 

 

2.1.1 The Steps in a Customer Journey 

 
Previous literature has identified different ways to divide the steps of the buying decision 

process within a customer journey. Some researchers have divided the journey into five 

stages, including need recognition, information search, option evaluation, purchase decision 

and post-purchase evaluation (e.g., Kotler 2000; Puccinelli et al. 2009). Others view the 

journey as a three-step process, divided into the stages of pre-purchase, purchase and post-

purchase (e.g., Neslin, Grewal, Leghorn, Shankar, Teerling & Thomas 2006; Lemon & 

Verhoef 2016) This research will follow the latter approach (Figure 3), as it is simpler and 

it would not be very easy to define each step so specifically – however, all of the previous 

steps such as information search are included within this model as well. These three steps 

cover the current customer experience, but all of them are affected by the previous 

experiences the customers have (Verhoef, Neslin & Vroomen 2007). Each of these steps 

include multiple touch points where the company can try to convince the customer on the 

benefits of their product. These touchpoints will be discussed in depth later.  

 

 

 

Figure 3: Purchase process (e.g., Neslin et al. 2006) 

 

Pre-purchase stage is the first step of the model. It includes all interactions customers have 

with the brand before making a purchase. As mentioned earlier, the pre-purchase stage does 
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not include everything in the customers past, but rather everything that happens between 

need recognition and a purchase. Even though most of the literature uses the word “need”, 

there are also different motivations to make a purchase, such as wants and wishes (Chisnall 

1997). The awareness for a problem can rise from internal or external stimulation and it can 

be very impulsive or the start of a long process (Puusa, Reijonen, Juuti & Laukkanen 2015). 

The B2B purchase process is typically longer than a B2C process and more time is spent on 

researching and evaluating information (Hines 2017).  

 

It has been recognized that there are two principal ways in which potential customers gather 

information – passive and active search, which are explained by Kotler (2000) as follows. 

Passive information search refers to information staying in consumers’ minds 

subconsciously, for example from repetitive advertisements through social media. Active 

information search refers to the consumer looking for information about the product or 

service. These days, one of the most popular ways to look for information is through the 

internet and more specifically the company’s website (Gupta 2004). However, as the 

purchase gets bigger and requires more commitment, real stories and positive experiences 

from past customers become increasingly important, as they help to create a sense of trust 

between the buyer and the company  (Schwager & Meyer 2007). The study by CEB Global 

(2018) shows that B2B buyers are actively looking for information not only from online and 

social media sources, but through their own networks. In addition, there are a lot of factors 

that affect the process besides the information gathered about the product or service. 

Demographical factors such as age or gender and motivational factors affect the buyer, since 

each person looks at the marketing messages they receive through their own past experiences 

and personal motives (Puusa et al. 2015). 

 

Previous research has suggested some tools and perspectives for companies to identify their 

customers’ wants and needs. One of them is buyer personas, which represents an ideal 

customer for the company based on data gathered from the market. This approach focuses 

on creating a detailed description about the typical buyer, and their behaviour patterns, 

motivations, and goals (Kusinitz 2014). Another tool is a “jobs-to-be-done” point-of-view, 

where the focus is on different situations and problems that arise in the customers lives 

(Christensen, Cook & Hall 2005). These help the companies to map what their customers’ 
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needs are and respond to that need with their marketing and sales messages and their 

offering.  

 

When customers have either actively or passively gathered information about a product or a 

service, they typically compare it to other similar offerings and look for differentiating 

factors. It has been found that B2B buyers typically start looking for information with a more 

generic search, instead of focusing on one company from the beginning (Hines 2017). In 

their own marketing actions, companies pursue to highlight the factors that would be 

important for a specific consumer and differentiate them from others (Rust, Lemon & 

Zeithaml 2014). According to Rust et al. (2014), these factors could be for example quality, 

price or brand. At this point, the buyer typically considers the strengths and weaknesses of 

each option.  

 

In a SaaS-context this stage could already include some contact with the company, such as 

meetings with a salesperson or a short demonstration of the features of the software. It is 

likely that the company already has some software or practice in place that the new software 

would replace, so they are comparing the offering with their existing solutions. However, it 

would be most likely at the end of the pre-purchase stage, since it has been found that the 

average B2B customer completes over half of the purchase decision-making process before 

engaging with the sales directly (CEB Global 2018). In today’s increasingly digital 

environment, there is a great deal of information research done prior to making any contact 

with the company, and the buyers take their time for this stage. Not only are they comparing 

the software, but they are also trying to define the problem they have and map out their own 

needs for the new solution (Knapp 2018). The customers’ first interest is not in what the 

product does, but what can they do with the product and how will it benefit them (Grönroos 

2008).  

 

Purchase stage is the next step of the model. At this point, the customer has defined their 

own needs and gathered information about the product or service enough to make a purchase 

decision. There are roughly three types of purchase decisions: trial purchases, repeat 

purchases and long-term commitment purchases (Schiffman, Kanuk & Hansen 2012). A trial 

purchase of a product could mean buying a smaller amount of it than usual, and a trial of a 

service could mean buying it for a shorter time than usual. However, it is worth mentioning 
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that this step might also lead to choosing another product or service and no purchase is made. 

To avoid this, companies should try to answer all of the buyer’s questions and offer 

testimonials from previous satisfied customers through different marketing actions. Another 

good tactic could be to offer comparisons between the company and its competitors to make 

the decision easier for the buyer (Knapp 2018).  

 

In a SaaS-context, the most typical first purchase would a free trial of the software. At this 

point, the buyer could get limited access to the features of the software to test it for example 

for a month. After the free trial, the buyer needs to make another purchase decision. Even 

though SaaS-products are typically billed monthly they might require some commitment to 

the product, for example, a three-month term of notice. Therefore, they could be categorized 

as long-term commitment purchases instead of repeat purchases: the payments continue until 

the buyer decides to unsubscribe the service.  

 

When a customer moves from one experience to another, for example, a free trial user 

decides to subscribe to the service and become a paying user, it is called a conversion (Fry 

2019). At this conversion stage, the most important thing for the company should be to make 

the purchasing and the transition to using the new software as smooth as possible without 

any roadblocks. The software should be very quick and easy to take into use without a heavy 

set-up process. Typically, you can do the whole process online and the website leading to 

the purchase of the software should be easy to navigate. If the software is complex, it might 

be a good idea to offer training for the buyer and provide resources around implementation 

planning (Knapp 2018). Marketing actions such as offering useful materials and guides for 

the buyer are an important part of creating a good experience too.  

 

Post-purchase stage is the last step of the model. Even though the purchase has been made, 

it is very important that the customer feels satisfied afterwards and does not feel deceived. 

The idea the buyer has about the service and product should be based on reality. Especially 

with bigger purchases the buyer can feel very insecure and is looking for information to 

support their decision. Therefore, the company should provide this information with post-

purchase marketing. If the product is complex, it might be necessary for the company to also 

provide set-up help and customer service if the customer runs into a problem. If the buyer 

feels dissatisfied with the product or service, it is most likely they will try to find another 
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alternative. It is likely they might spread the information about a bad experience and 

therefore hurt the brand-image of the company. Moreover, this works the other way around 

too, as happy customers give references to others. Customer satisfaction has been 

conceptualized as a result of comparison between customer expectations and the actual 

delivered performance.  

 

Schiffman et al. (2012) suggest that there are three possible outcomes in this post-purchase 

evaluation, which are dissatisfaction, neutral feeling and satisfaction depending on if the 

company’s performance meets the buyer’s expectations. This model can be seen in Figure 

4. If the performance is worse than the expectations, it leads to dissatisfaction. What is 

interesting in Schiffman’s model, is that met expectations only result in a neutral feeling, 

and the performance should actually exceed expectations in order to create a truly satisfied 

feeling. A typical metric used to measure customer satisfaction in the SaaS-business is an 

“NPS”, which stands for Net Promoter Score, created by Frederick Reichheld already in 

2003. The customer is asked to rate their willingness to recommend the service to their friend 

or a colleague on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 stands for very unlikely and 10 very likely. 

How these answers are categorised is very similar to Schiffman’s theory; customers who 

give scores 0-6 are detractors, the ones who give 7-8 are neutral and only the customers who 

give a 9 or a 10 are considered promoters. The goal is to get as many customers as possible 

into the promoter -category. As a conclusion, the product or service should be better than 

the customer thinks beforehand in order to get satisfied and loyal customers.   
 

 

 

Figure 4: Outcomes of a post-purchase evaluation (Schiffman et al. 2012) 
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The NPS-score is one of the key metrics that SaaS-businesses follow in their operations to 

measure their success. As the model suggests, the company strives to exceed customers’ 

expectations in order to get satisfied customers, who are therefore likely to stay as customers 

and give good referrals on the software. Data on customer satisfaction is gathered both from 

new customers regarding the purchase journey and existing customers regarding satisfaction 

with the software itself, its implementation and customer service if it has been needed.  What 

also affects the customer’s level of satisfaction, especially with software purchases, is 

whether they know how to use it correctly and utilize it in the best way possible. This is 

referred to as value co-creation, which means customers create value for themselves when 

using the service. In order to fully benefit from the software, they have to have the skills and 

resources required for this, and the software provider has a big role in this implementation 

and education stage (Grönroos 2008) 

 

 

2.1.2 The Differences Between B2B and B2C Journeys 

 
Most of the previous academic research on customer journeys has been focused on the B2C 

retail market. Even though the processes are not completely different there are some 

dissimilarities and therefore studies specifically on B2B journeys are needed as well. Some 

of the first articles focusing on the B2B purchasing journeys are by Cyert, Simon and Trow 

(1956) and Webster Jr. (1965). The models these articles presented assumed that B2B buyers 

follow an extremely systematic and linear procedure in their purchases. Older models on 

organizational buying did not see the benefits of building personal relationships between the 

buyer and the seller. Wilson (1994) described them as “short-term oriented”, where the 

buying based on lowest price with little to no interaction with the suppliers. A radical shift 

from this point of view to a “win-win” -approach happened at the end of the millennium, 

and businesses started to build long-term relationships with their suppliers in order to achieve 

joint goals and benefit both parties (Bertrand 1993). It was understood that relationships and 

feelings have their role in the B2B journey as well as in B2C, and the process is greatly 

impacted by them. For example, Makkonen, Olkkonen and Halinen (2012) have stated that 

following a structured process in real-life organisations is nearly impossible. Especially the 

feeling of trust towards a company is important, and it determines the possible future of the 

relationship. Trust can be built on factors such as expertise, reputation, frequency of 
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interaction, similarity, and firm size (Kamers 2015). It has been found that the abilities and 

persona of a company representative correlates positively with a buyer’s trust in the product 

(Seyedghorban, Simpson & Matanda 2020). In the end, the buyer is always a person with 

their wants, needs and motivation which the seller needs to understand in order to offer the 

right solution for them (Puusa et al. 2015).  

 

One of the major differences between B2B and B2C buying processes is the number of 

people involved in it. A typical B2B purchase decision is done together with multiple 

employees, who might all have different needs, wants and goals for the purchase (Zolkiewski 

et al. 2017). The important role of this buying team or centre has been discussed by for 

example Webster Jr. and Wind (1972) and Sheth (1973). The process of group decisions is 

presented below (Figure 5), after the model by Wilson, Lilien and Wilson (1991). It shows 

how individuals have their own preferences, which are modified and compromised to get a 

group preference. It is important for the company to detect what preferences each individual 

have and match their offering with that preference. For example, an IT-person might want 

to know if the software is information secure and it can be integrated into other software the 

company has, whereas the person who will be using the software in their day-to-day work 

wants to know it the software is easy to use.   
 

 

 

Figure 5: The Process of Group Decisions (Wilson, Lilien and Wilson 1991) 

 
In SaaS-business, the typical customer journey is often seen as a funnel, where are person 

moves from one step to another as they get closer to making a purchase. However, this model 

does not take into consideration the fact that in B2B purchases, it is not just one person 

moving through the funnel, but multiple members of the buying team. Even if one person 

would interact with the firm, it does not mean the rest are interested or convinced. Each team 

member can have individual preferences, that are then used to form a group opinion, possibly 
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a compromise on everyone’s primary wants. Already in 1996, Johnston and Lewin suggested 

that in the future, buying centres would be larger and the individuals in it would be more 

educated and experienced. In addition, they predicted that information search would be more 

active and wider. B2B purchase-makers are more likely to look at the bigger picture instead 

of wanting immediate results and more likely to consider the lifetime value of their decisions. 

These themes are very relevant when considering today’s complex buying centres (Steward 

et al. 2019).  

 
A research by Gartner (2019) studied the distribution of buying groups’ time based on key 

activities, and the results showed that 22% of their time on a project is spent on meetings 

with the buying group. It is a significant amount of the time, and a clear indicator of how 

group mutually formed group preferences are very important. The same study showed the 

importance of independent searches online, for which, according to this study, 27% of the 

time is spent on. Together, these make up half of the time spend on a purchase process. The 

rest is divided between independent research offline (18%), meetings with potential 

suppliers (17%) and other (16%). Even though the meaning of online research is quite 

significant compared to the other methods especially in the early stages of the process, 

personal contacts and meetings are still a part of the process with 17% of the time spent on 

meetings with potential suppliers. However, it is good to notice that this time can be divided 

between multiple companies and therefore one sales representator might only get a couple 

of precents of the time.  

 

One study showed that the average number of people in a B2B solution purchase group has 

risen from 5,4 to 6,8 in just two years, and as the study is a few years old the current number 

is probably higher (Toman, Adamson & Gomez 2017). This indicates an uncertainty in 

individuals making large B2B purchase, which is something companies should consider and 

make the buying process as easy and reassuring as possible. When forming a group decision, 

there are people involved who represent both individual- and company-level needs in these 

purchases, driven by different rational and emotional motivations (Figure 6). Individual 

needs might drive a person to purchase a product that helps them, and their colleagues, to do 

their job more easily whereas company needs might drive to purchase the cheapest product. 

As the number of stakeholders in a buying team rises, it also becomes harder to come to a 

joint conclusion and the chances of the project going nowhere increase (Wells 2020).  
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Figure 6: B2B Decision-Making Criteria (Wells 2020) 

 

Another study showed that not only the amount of people, but also the amount of time spent 

on B2B purchase processes has increased (Wells 2020). The same study showed that typical 

B2B purchase decision-making groups have people from multiple levels of seniority 

involved. There are typically individuals from junior- or mid-level who are in charge of the 

process day-to-day, but a senior employee oversees and approves the final decisions. In 

bigger purchases that affect the whole company, it is typical that there are representatives 

from each operational department of the company. However, a study by LinkedIn (2016) 

showed that the IT department is the most influential across all purchases no matter what the 

purchase regards, because many purchases impact them either directly or indirectly. The 

same study also showed that 76% of B2B buyers prioritize a vendor that has been suggested 

by their peers, which again points out the importance of references and recommendations in 

a B2B marketing context.  

 

2.2 Online Interactions 

 

The customer experience is built on activities that are initiated either by the customer or the 

organisation (Vivek, Beatty & Morgan 2012), and every interaction has a part in creating it 

(Schmitt, Brakus & Zarantonello 2015). Customers interact with firms through multiple 

touchpoints during each stage of the customer journey, from pre-purchase to purchase and 
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post-purchase (Lemon & Verhoef 2016). In the past, these interactions happened through 

traditional medias such as TV, radio or printed advertisements and were limited by location 

and family, friend, or colleague circles (Sashi 2012). Now, however, most of the interactions 

happen online and they are possible 24/7 worldwide. Interactions that buyers have with 

companies online have, and without a doubt will continue to, change the customer 

experience drastically. More and more companies are focusing on the interaction instead of 

just the core product (Hilken, Ruyter, Chylinski, Mahr & Keeling 2017). A major change 

has been from reactive to proactive, which refers to companies creating customized and 

engaging experiences to attract and keep customers instead of waiting on customers to come 

to them (Edelman & Singer 2015).  

 

Emerging technologies that enable these online interactions influence every step of the 

journey; the way buyers search for information about the products, evaluate alternatives and 

make purchase decisions. In addition, they can significantly improve the post-purchase stage 

with better customer relationship management tools (Libai, Bart, Gensler, Hofacker,  

Kaplan, Kötterheinrich & Eike 2020). Interactions can be used to connect with customers, 

and they provide useful information about the customer and their wants and needs (Tikkanen 

et al. 2009). Throughout the process, the focus should be on creating true value for the 

customer, not just the firm itself, which was the focus in the industry for a long time (Gupta, 

Lehmann & Stuart 2003; Kumar & Shah 2009). The interactions between the buyer and the 

seller that happen through different touchpoints can and should enhance this mutual value 

creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004).  

 

Carefully designing each customer interaction is important in order to create satisfactory 

customer experiences. Sashi (2012) presents a model for customer engagement cycle, where 

interactions follow satisfaction, retention, commitment, advocacy, engagement and finally 

connection. Touchpoints refer to the points where customers get to interact with the 

companies, which, when successful, lead to satisfied, engaged and committed customers. 

When customers are satisfied with the process, they are more likely to make the purchase. 

The next subchapter will focus on different touchpoints that are a part of the customer 

journey and discuss how companies can utilize them to create value for both the seller and 

the buyer.  After that, different tools that can be used to generate and manage these 

touchpoints will be discussed.  



   

  

25 

2.2.1 Different Touchpoints in Customer Journeys 

 

The customer journey includes multiple touchpoints in multiple channels and environments, 

and that affect the customer, and those touchpoints also affect each other (Lee, Inman, Argo, 

Bottger, Dholakia & Gilbride 2018). To optimize the journey, companies need to understand 

what their touchpoints are and which of these touchpoints are critical and therefore have the 

biggest impact on the outcome. In the past, touchpoints have been focused on the product 

and its design, as well as face-to-face communication and service encounters, whereas these 

days the focus is more and more on online touchpoints (Hoyer et al. 2020). Internet has 

created new environments which allow a continuing dialogue with the customers (Sawhney, 

Verona & Prandelli 2005). New channels for touchpoints include social media, websites, e-

commerce, and mobile platforms (Foroudi, Gupta, Sivarajah & Broderick 2018). 

 

One common way to categorize different touchpoints is through different medias; own, paid 

and earned (e.g., Kotler & Keller 2015). Lemon and Verhoef (2016) however present a 

model, in which touchpoints are divided into four categories, depending on who controls 

them: brand owned, customer-owned, partner owned and social or external touchpoints. This 

model expands the previous approach to include channel partners, customers, and context as 

touchpoints. Customers can interact with some or all of these touchpoint categories in each 

step of the process, and the importance of each touchpoint might be different depending on 

the step the customer is in. This model can be seen in Figure 7.  
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Figure 7: Different Touchpoints in Customer Journeys (Lemon & Verhoef 2016) 

 
Brand-owned touchpoints are interactions that are controlled by the company, including all 

brand-owned media such as advertisements, websites or newsletters and brand-controlled 

elements such as attributes of the product or service (Lemon & Verhoef 2016). These 

touchpoints have been studied by a great deal of researchers and they have shown that 

advertising and promotions have an impact on customer attitudes and preferences (e.g., 

Bitner 1990; Hanssens, Pauwels, Srinivasan, Vanhuele & Yildirim 2014). Partner-owned 

touchpoints refer to interactions designed and controlled together with a partner, such as a 

marketing agency or distribution partner.  Partner delivery networks have been proven 

important, and they are closely connected to the brand itself (Lemon & Verhoef 2016). 

Customer-owned touchpoints are interactions that the firm or its partners cannot control. 

These touchpoints have been argued to be most important in the post-purchase stage of the 

journey when customers have the power to consume and use the product as they want. They 

can also act as cocreators of added value, either with or without the firm (Vargo & Lusch 

2004). Social or external touchpoints refer to interactions that happen with other customers, 

influencers, or independent information sources. Other customers can affect people with 

their behaviour especially during the purchasing stage (Baxendale, Macdonald & Wilson 

2015). Third-party information sources and social media have a significant influence on the 

journey and are also connected to firm-owned touchpoints (Lin & Liang 2011). 
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2.2.2 Online Interaction Tools 

 
As stated earlier, a lot of the steps and touchpoints in the customer journey happen online. 

In order to manage and enhance the customer experience, companies have to utilize different 

online interaction tools and technologies. These include for example online advertising, 

social media, websites, and search engine optimization (Foroudi et al. 2018). Through these 

technologies consumers and organizations can easily share huge amounts of information and 

interact with each other in real time, which will result in a new concept of customer 

experience (Hoyer et al. 2020). Especially social media is very interactive in its nature and 

offers a great tool to build better customer relationships and engagement (Sashi 2012). 

Repeated interactions between the company and customer strengthen the emotional and 

psychological investment of the customer (Chaffey 2007). In addition, digital touchpoints 

allow companies to gather and use customer data to understand the decision-making process 

better than ever before (Edelman 2010). This data can be used to build journeys and products 

that match the customers wants and needs.  

 

Social media is term used to describe a form of Web 2.0, where the developers and end users 

of the platforms participate and collaborate in creating and modifying the content (Kaplan 

& Haenlein 2010). Almost half of the worldwide population uses social media (Clement 

2020a) and in 2020, four of the world's ten most popular social media platforms were instant 

messaging apps (Clement 2020b). Not only do people want to communicate with their 

friends and family, nine out of ten consumers consider messaging their preferred way to 

communicate with businesses as well (Twilio 2019). This is a massive change towards a 

more conversational way to interact with a brand. Social media platforms offer businesses a 

way to get closer to their potential customers and communicate with them through multiple 

digital touchpoints very easily and in real time, which might result in a growing number of 

paying customers (Foroudi et al. 2018).  

 

However, social media is not the only way to have conversations with customers. Other 

interactive technologies such as IoT, AR, VR, MR and AI powered chatbots, robots and 

virtual assistants are changing customer journeys and the touchpoints they include drastically 

(Hoyer et al. 2020). Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004) state that these adapting and utilizing 

these technologies will create new value for customers. For example, chatbots can be used 
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in almost all brand- and partner-owned digital touchpoints to guide customers through the 

customer journey, most commonly on implemented on the company’s website or app. There 

are many implications for them, such as marketing, sales or customer service purposes. This 

also offers companies more control compared to social media platforms, that can dictate the 

rules for interactions. Hoyer et al. (2020) present a model for understanding the impact of 

these technologies, in which the technologies are divided into three clusters. They also 

suggest that companies that adapt these technologies and improve their interactions 

constantly in a customer-centric way, will be the most successful ones. In order to 

comprehend the model, these clusters of technologies and their implications in marketing 

will be presented next. Because chatbots are the focus of this research, they will be discussed 

more in depth 

 

The Internet of Things (IoT) refers to a network where smart computing systems are 

embedded into devices and connected via internet, in other words a system of physical things 

with virtual accessibility (Ng & Wakenshaw 2017). Ashton (2009) was the first one to 

introduce the term, describing it as a way to add sensors to everyday objects. Connected 

devices generate massive amounts of data on customer usage which, whilst allowing even 

better and customizable customer experiences, also brings up serious privacy concerns 

(Ziegeldorf, Morchon & Wehrle 2014). Hoyer et al. (2020), however, suggest that 

information security issues will slow down and balance the implementation of IoT in 

customer journey touchpoints.     

 

Augmented, virtual and mixed reality all refer to technologies that enable adding 

experiences and capabilities to real-life experiences. AR systems are a combination of real 

and virtual (Huang & Liao 2015) that operates by embedding virtual content into the 

customer’s physical environment, interactively and in real time (Azuma et al. 2001). 

According to Hoyer et al. (2020), these days this is typically done on hand-held devices 

where text or visuals will be added to the image of the real world, such as filters on smart 

phone cameras. VR systems, on the other hand, shut out the real world altogether and 

simulate the whole environment (Aliaga 1997). VR is typically used on VR headsets that 

simulate virtual entertaining 3-D worlds, such as video games (Hoyer et al. 2020). Lastly, 

MR is an extension of AR where the user can directly interact with virtual objects in a real 

environment (Milgram & Kishino 1994). Hoyer et al. (2020) suggest that AR/VR/MR 
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technology will likely affect product trials and consumption experiences by providing new 

information and imagination quickly, but especially MR and VR experiences that require 

physical headsets might not become common that quickly (Liberatore & Wagner 2021). 

 

Virtual Assistants, chatbots and robots are the last one of the three clusters. Even though 

they are quite similar, and especially the terms “virtual assistant” and “chatbot” are often 

mixed, they refer to different things. More specifically, chatbots are in fact a type of virtual 

assistant. The term virtual assistant refers to AI powered computer programs that 

“understand user queries and complete a limited set of tasks for the user” (Hoyer et al. 2020, 

59). Examples of virtual assistants are Siri by Apple and Alexa by Amazon, which are AI 

powered assistant installed in household devices (Dunn 2016). Robots, on the other hand, 

are physical AI machines that can on top of making decisions and solving problems sense 

and manipulate their environment (Hoyer et al. 2020). They can be used in various fields, 

such as military applications, healthcare environments and industrial use (Biswal & Mohanty 

2020). Chatbots can be described as interactive, conversational agents (Huang, Zhou & Yang 

2007) that optimally provide customer service and marketing and sales actions with less 

costs but more personalized than humans (Schuetzler, Grimes & Giboney 2018). The 

interactions can happen in websites, social media platforms or messaging applications. 

 

ELIZA is considered to be one of the very first chatbots, developed already in the 1990s 

(Weizenbaum 1966). It used a template-based response mechanism to imitate a 

psychotherapist and was followed by many chatbots trying to fool people into thinking they 

were discussing with a real person (Brandtzaeg & Følstad 2017). However, the goal of 

mimicking humans has changed since, and nowadays chatbots are commonly applied to 

interact with users in for example business, educational or informational purposes 

(Przegalinska et al. 2019). For some time, they were somewhat risky to use because of their 

poor functionalities. An example of a not-so-popular chatbot-like application is Clippy, an 

office assistant that came with Microsoft Office in the years 1997-2003 (Dale 2016). In the 

last couple of years chatbots have become more popular than ever, not only due to 

technological advances but also changes in the global environment and ways people 

communicate with each other. In 2016, conversational interfaces were listed as one of the 

ten breakthrough technologies by the MIT Technology Review. Over 80% of the worldwide 
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population uses mobile phones, and out of those people over 30% use messaging apps 

regularly (Statista 2021).  

 

There are two main types of chatbots: rule-based chatbots and AI-powered chatbots (Sankhé 

2020). AI-powered chatbots, as their name states, use artificial intelligence to understand 

what the customer messages them. They can either create personalized answers using AI or 

detect the topic of the message with AI but answer with ready-made answers. Rule-based 

bots follow pre-determined paths based on the user’s choices of suggested responses, not 

offering the users a chance to type their own answers themselves. The conversation can 

continue with the bot, as a live chat or redirect the user forward into another website.  The 

implementations are different depending on the industry. For example, B2C retail companies 

utilize chatbots to capture the users’ attention, encourage them to browse more products and 

provide discounts, whereas B2B companies might be looking for a cheaper way to provide 

quick customer service that is easily accessible (Przegalinska et al. 2019). One benefit of 

chatbots, compared to other ways of communication with the customer, is that it allows to 

collect background information and other data about the customer very easily. This 

information can be used to serve the customer better and especially in a B2B marketing 

context also determine if they qualify as good leads for the sales team.   

 

 
2.3 Online Interactions as a part of B2B Customer Journeys 

 

As discussed earlier, online interactions are a big part of B2B customer journeys. The 

customer experience has transformed, as new technologies influence how buyers make their 

purchasing decisions (Libai et al. 2020). In recent years, the B2B buyer has moved more and 

more online – according to Gerard (2014), B2B buyers complete 67% of purchase-related 

tasks online. Studies have shown that B2B customers are increasingly comfortable with the 

use of AI and chatbots and two out of three people have used a chatbot within the last year 

(Leftronic 2019). New technological innovations have rapidly changed the environment and 

given B2B buyers a chance to look for information on businesses around the world. 

Additionally, consumers experience the ease of the process when making their personal 

purchases and expect the same when making B2B purchases as well (Steward et al. 2019). 

Taking all of this into consideration, different online interactions and touchpoints cover a 
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big, if not the biggest part of a customer journey and companies should acknowledge their 

impact. The framework by Hoyer et al. (2020) shows that technologies have different 

impacts on the journey depending on the step they are utilized in. The framework is created 

based on the B2C retail market, but it can be applied into B2B context as well. In the 

empirical part of this study, the results will be compared to this model. The framework can 

be seen below in Table 1.  

 

 

Table 1: Uses for New Technologies on Customer Journeys (Hoyer et al. 2020) 

 

 

This new framework for understanding the impact of new technologies on the customer 

journey presents how technologies in each of the three groups they have been divided into 

effect each of the three transaction phases. Based on this model, we can see IoT is used for 

collecting information in the pre-purchase stage, automating transactions in the purchase 

stage, and enabling, maintaining, and servicing in the post-purchase stage. According to the 

model, AR, VR and MR are used for facilitating imagination in the pre-purchase stage, 

augmenting beyond physical in the purchase stage and upgrading and enriching consumption 

in the post-purchase stage. Finally, virtual assistants, chatbots and robots are used for 

selecting, advising, and customizing in the pre-purchase stage, partnering, and negotiating 

in the purchase stage, and giving feedback and recommending additional consumption in the 

post-purchase stage. These are all three very different uses for the technologies. 
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Hoyer et al. (2020) also present the following results on the impacts of new technologies on 

customer journeys (Table 2). According to them, virtual assistants, chatbots and robots have 

the highest impact on the customer journey in the pre-purchase and purchase stages. The 

impact on the post-purchase stage is medium. In general, the new technologies seem to have 

a bigger impact on the start of the journey instead of the end. IoT has a high impact on the 

pre-purchase stage and a medium impact on the purchase stage, but only low in the post-

purchase stage. AR, VR and MR have a medium impact on the pre-purchase stage and low 

impact on the purchase and post-purchase stages, making it the least impactful new 

technology in this model.  

 

 

Table 2: The Impact of New Technologies on Customer Journeys (Hoyer et al. 2020) 

 

 

There has been discussion on the future of B2B sales and marketing since digital tools are 

covering more and more of the communication happening between the seller and the buyer 

(e.g., Hoar 2015; Steward et al. 2019). According to a study from two years ago, 58% of 

companies that use chatbots are B2B tech-companies (Relay, 2018). These researchers have 

even stated that in the future, there might not be any need for human interactions in B2B 

buying. Chatbot performance is currently measured by different metrics by different 

industries. For example, fintech companies most commonly use chatbots to help customers 

with easy and quick solutions at a cheaper price, so the most important metric is conversation 

length and structure (Okunda & Shonda 2018). Chatbot tools are one way to decrease the 

number of salespeople needed in a company, and therefore lower costs – they offer the buyer 

a chance to ask questions and get personal guidance, without actually speaking with a person. 
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Other important metrics for measuring chatbot success are retention rate and the ability to 

provide personalized communication – by analysing user information, chatbots can provide 

them with information and offers that create value for them.  

 

Not only do they benefit the company, but they are also preferred by buyers. The study by 

Hoar (2015) found that three out of four B2B buyers would rather make purchases through 

a website than through a salesperson. The motivations behind the use of chatbots on the 

customers side have not been studied as much as the benefits they offer for the company, but 

there are some suggestions. One study by Brandtzaeg and Følstad from 2017 found that the 

number one reason people use chatbots is their productivity, highlighting qualities like 

speed, ease and convenience. The next most important motivation was to obtain help and 

information. Around 5% of the recipients of that study also mentioned that they like talking 

with a chatbot, because they are less intimidating. A more recent research also came to the 

same conclusion: one of the most important aspects seems to be the possibility to get fast 

service around the clock. Out of the people who have had positive experiences with chatbots, 

68% state that the best thing about them is the speed of responses (Sinch 2019). It has also 

been discovered that leads from online sources lose their momentum fairly quickly, which 

only adds to the benefits of using quickly responding chatbots for both the buyer and the 

seller. A study by Olroyd, McElheran and Elkington (2011) showed that the chances of 

moving on to sales negotiations are seven times higher when the lead is contacted within the 

first hour of their query. This study included both B2C and B2B companies and based on 

their results, suggested that companies should utilize new online tools to meet customers’ 

needs better in the future.  

 

All in all, there are different online interaction tools that are used for different purposes 

during each stage of the buying process. The impact of those tools and interactions with them 

are also different in each stage. At the same time, in B2B buying, there are multiple decision 

makers interacting with the company and who are affected by different things in different 

ways. The summary of the theoretical base for this study can be seen in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8: Summary of the Theoretical Base  
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3. RESEARCH METHODS 
 

The purpose of this section is to present the research method of the study. That includes 

discussing the research strategy, context, as well as data collection and analysis methods. 

The study is qualitative, and the data will be analysed with content analysis methods. This 

research is a single-case study, with the data based on a set of interviews with one company. 

The case company and the backgrounds of the interviewees will be presented in the second 

sub-chapter. After that, there is a description of the data collection and analysis methods. 

Lastly, the reliability and validity of the research will be examined. 

 

 

3.1 Research Strategy 

 

This study is conducted as a qualitative research. Qualitative research is used to look for 

answers to “how” and “why” questions, and it is widely used in marketing research (Belk, 

Fischer & Kozinets 2012). A typical feature of qualitative studies is favoring people as a 

source of data collection, which is the case in this study as well (Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sarajärvi 

2008). The qualitative methods suit this study because the idea is to understand the buyer’s 

behaviour better. Compared to quantitative methods, qualitative methods provide more 

detailed information on a smaller amount of people, that applies to a more specific situation. 

In other words, the understanding of a situation increases but generalizability reduces (Patton 

2002). To understand the real-world setting as well as possible, the phenomenon of interest 

is studied in a natural setting through open-ended interview questions and under conditions 

that are not manipulated by the researcher (Denzin & Lincoln 2005).  

 

This research follows a single case study approach, which means that the target of the 

research is statistically a singular unit. The approach allows to study the phenomena in a 

more in-depth matter and expand the understanding of it (Laine, Bamberg & Jokinen 2005). 

A pioneer in case studies, Yin (1994, 13), describes case studies as “empirical inquiries that 

investigate contemporary phenomenon within their real-life context”. According to Stake 

(1995), another pioneer in qualitative case studies, one of the most important questions in 

single case studies is “what can we learn from this case?”. The downside of case studies is 

that the results are typically less generalizable. Another concern brought up by researchers 
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such as Yin (2009) is that people conducting case studies do not follow systematic 

procedures, which makes them less reliable and points out that this is something researchers 

should focus on when conducting case studies. In this research, focusing on a single case 

company allows to study the behavior of a B2B buying unit and each step of a large software 

purchase process very closely. 

 

 

3.2 Case Selection and Description 

 

As the data in qualitative research concerns a specific setting and is very time, place, people, 

and culture specific, the context of the study is a highly relevant factor and therefore should 

be defined and described carefully (Belk et al. 2012). The context for this research is large 

B2B software purchases and their specific features. A single-case approach was chosen for 

this research so that especially the multi-actor nature of B2B purchasing, which is significant 

factor impacting them, could be studied very closely by interviewing every member of a 

single buying team. To study these topics in this context, a Finnish logistics service company 

and their recent ERP-software purchase were chosen as the case for the research.  

 

The case company operates in the logistics field and has over 1000 employees, from which 

the administrative staff includes about 30 people. The company does not make software 

purchases often. However, they have recently made a significant software purchase, 

renewing the Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) system. ERP-systems are business 

management systems that typically integrate multiple critical business functions, such as 

finance, inventory, payroll and such. This was what happened with this purchase too, with 

the software covering everything from sales operations to production, inventory and 

invoicing, making if a fairly large procurement. The recent purchase makes them a good 

case company for this research, because the process should be freshly in their memory.   
 

At the time of the interviews, the purchase process had started almost three years ago, and it 

had been very time and effort consuming. Interviewee 1, who was the co-leader of the core 

buying team, said that they have basically spent the last few years leading this project more 

than anything else. Interviewee 3, the other co-leader of the buying team, also said that it has 

been “a full-time job” managing this project. The steps in the process identified by 



   

  

37 

Interviewee 1 and backed up by the other interviewees were planning the acquisition, 

competitive tendering, selection of a supplier and the definition of the software. The planning 

part and it’s time consuming were especially emphasised by Interviewee 3. At the time of 

the interviews, the software had been taken into use about a half a year ago, however, the 

initialization and the staff’s trainings still continue. All of the interviewees made clear that 

the recent software purchase has been a significantly large project. This should be taken into 

consideration in the following parts of the research as well, as it has most likely a factor that 

has affected the process. Some of the interviewee’s state this themselves too, commenting 

that many things that would have been handled substantially differently if it was a smaller 

software purchase.  

 
Interviewees 4 and 5 have started working in the case company the most recently, and 

therefore were not a part of the whole purchase process. Interviewee 5 joined the company 

when the purchase decision was almost made, and they have taken part in defining, revising 

and implementing the software. When Interviewee 4 joined the company, the software had 

already been taken into use, so they have only been involved in the post-purchase stage of 

this project. However, it is also worth mentioning that both Interviewees 4 and 5 have 

experiences of big software purchase processes from their previous workplaces, where they 

have represented the same positions and functions as they do within the case company now. 

Therefore, they will answer some of the questions with thoughts based on those projects and 

reflecting their positions as the CEO and the Financial Director, representing certain 

functions and their wants and needs in the processes. In addition to them, also Interviewee 6 

will reflect on their past experiences as a consultant with other companies as well as this 

recent project with the case company.  

 

 

3.3 Data Collection Methods 

 

The primary data collection method in this research were semi-structured theme interviews 

with the case company. As a data collection method, interviews are very interactive in their 

nature (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2000). The interviewer leads the conversation, and the purpose 

is to get as much information from the interviewees as possible (Eskola & Suoranta 2008). 

A semi-structured interview is between a structured and non-structured interview, where the 
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questions are same for everyone but there are no ready options for answers and so the 

interviewees answer with their own words (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2000). In a theme interview 

it is typical that the subject matter has been decided before-hand based on the theoretical 

frameworks used in the research, but the conversation flows based on the answers from the 

interviewees. Theme interviews also leave space for the interpretations people get from the 

questions and clarifying questions that arise from the answers (Keller & Conradin 2018).  

 

Interviews were chosen as the method for this study because they also allow free 

conversation on the theme and the interviewer can ask the interviewee to elaborate or specify 

their answers (Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018). In general, interviews are a way to collect valid 

data that will be used to reach the objectives of the thesis (Saunders et al. 2009). Interviews 

are a good research method when the goal is to understand people’s behaviour and motives 

and get a deeper understanding of a very specific setting. They allow for the interviewee to 

describe and explain things in their own words and ask questions back if they do not 

understand something. In addition, they allow the interviewer to adapt the questions 

according to the answers and discuss more about topics that come up naturally during the 

interview, making the situation more conversational (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2000).  

 

The interviewees were asked to reserve one hour for the interviews. The one-on-one 

interviews lasted from 34 to 60 minutes and were all conducted online via Microsoft Teams. 

They were performed in Finnish, so that the respondents were comfortable and able to speak 

in their mother-language. There were approximately 30 pre-determined main questions, 

followed by a significant number of sub-questions depending on the interviewee’s answers. 

The interview framework can be seen from Appendix 1, however, the exact order and 

wording of the questions varied between the interviews. The questions were divided into 5 

parts. The first set of questions were related to background information on the interviewee 

and their company. The next questions regarded the purchase decision-making process, 

following the frameworks presented in the last chapter: set two was questions about the pre-

purchase stage, set three purchase stage and set four post-purchase stage. The last set of 

questions was more focused on the general experiences and interactions the interviewees had 

previously had with online interaction tools such as chatbots. The structure of the interviews 

can be seen belove from Table 3.  
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Table 3: The Structure of the Interviews 

 
 

The interviewees were decided together with the Chief Executive Officer of the case 

company, who determined the people most involved and the key-decision makers in the 

company’s last software purchase. This core buying team consisted of five people in addition 

to the CEO, four of which were employees at the company and one an outside consultant 

who has been involved in the company’s software purchase processes for a long time. The 

four employees were the Director of ICT, the ICT and Quality Manager, Financial Director 

and the President of the Board of Directors. Even though they represent the situation in only 

one company, when compared to other studies the representation is somewhat similar. As 

mentioned in the last chapter, typical buying teams in bigger software purchases include 

people from multiple functions, and the IT-department is usually heaviest involved.     

 

The background information on the interviewees is presented in Table 4 (below), including 

their current position in the company and the amount of work years they have in the 
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company. There was a clear distribution within the interviewees – two of them were newer 

members of the staff, whereas the rest had been working in the company for a substantially 

long time. The Outside Consultant also had a long background of working with the members 

of the team. In addition, we can see that the interviewees’ positions in the company represent 

a very typical buying team. However, as the software purchase was relatively large, a 

significant number of employees were also a part of the process in addition to the 

interviewees.   

 

 

Table 4: Summary of the Interviews 

 
 

Interviewee 1 is the ICT and Quality Manager of the case company. They have worked at 

the company for almost 14 years, with experience from multiple departments within the 

company, for example sales. For the last few years, they have worked as a project co-

manager in the company’s most recent software purchase. Due to their long background with 

the company, they have a lot of understanding about the business and processes in general, 

which was one of the reasons to be involved in this purchase, current position aside.   

 

Interviewee 2 is the President of the Board of Directors in the case company. They have 

been a part of the company’s journey from the beginning, as it is a family business founded 

by their parent. They have started working in the company as a “normal employee” working 

in the production side before moving into a managerial role. The role has been and still is 

very entrepreneurial and consists of multiple operations regarding the business. They were 



   

  

41 

a part of the software purchase team; however, the purpose was not for them to be hands-on 

involved in every step of the process, but rather overlook the acquisition.  

 

Interviewee 3 is the Director if ICT and the Vice President of the case company. They have 

worked at the company for over 20 years, and the current responsibilities include the 

company’s IT and ICT operations, as well as being the co-manager of the recent software 

purchase process for the last few years. They have originally started their career at the 

company in the production side, and the role and responsibilities have grown with the 

company. Some of the previous roles have been focused on sales, as the interviewee was in 

charge of the sales operations for around five years. In addition, they have been involved in 

opening up new offices in new locations around Finland as well as corporate acquisitions.  

 

Interviewee 4 is the Financial Director of the case company. At the time of the interview, 

they have worked at the company for half a year, and therefore have not been a part of the 

software purchase process from the beginning. For this reason, some of the answers in the 

interview will discuss the most recent software purchase they were a part of the whole time, 

which happened at their previous workplace. That purchase was for a time tracking software, 

and they were a part of the process to represent the finance department. Their previous 

positions have revolved around risk management, business controlling and technology, 

development or finance directing.  

 

Interviewee 5 is the Chief Executive Officer of the case company. They have worked at the 

company for two years, and therefore were not a part of the software purchase process from 

the very beginning. Before they started operating as the CEO approximately half a year ago, 

they were the director of services and sales, leading 5 business units and area offices. Before 

joining the case company, they had experience on multiple positions, including Managing 

Director, in another company. During their time at the other company, they were involved 

in many similar software purchase processes and therefore can reflect on those experiences 

in these interviews as well.    

 

Interviewee 6 is an outside consultant who’s services the case company has used in their 

latest software purchase. Their career has revolved around software ever since the 1980’s in 

multiple companies and for over the last ten years they have worked as a consultant in 



   

  

42 

software purchases. Another person from case company had worked with them in previous 

software purchases for another company and based on that experience asked them directly 

to help in this project as well. Their main purpose is to provide insight and experience on 

software purchases and make sure the buying team has realistic information and expectations 

on the process, but not to make personal suggestions on what decisions to make.  

 

 

3.4 Data analysis 

 

The data is analysed with content analysis methods and presented in the fourth chapter. The 

data analysis starts with getting to know the data. In order to analyse the data, the interviews 

were audio recorded and then transcribed into text without editing, as is appropriate in 

qualitative research (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2000). The transcriptions from the interviews were 

71 pages long altogether. After that, they were translated into English for the final version 

of this paper. In qualitative research, the purpose is to change the data into findings by 

identifying different patterns (Belk et al. 2012). The content analysis is performed 

deductively, which means that the analysis is based on an existing framework. The purpose 

of this study is to compare if existing theories and frameworks work when applied to a B2B 

software purchase context. To do this, it is helpful to analyse the data, eliminate things that 

are not relevant and divide the relevant data into smaller sections (Patton 2002). This method 

requires first identifying, coding and categorizing, then classifying and labelling the patterns 

in the data (Patton 2002). A categorization matrix is created after reading through the 

transcribed data (Figure 9) 

 

There are several ways to categorize data, and in this research the emphasis was on dividing 

and grouping the data under categories. Each individual answer is divided into findings, 

which are then categorized under a specific topic. The findings are also translated into 

English and summarized, which means compressing long transcript statements into brief 

statements, putting the focus on the main observation (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2009). 

To support the findings, some direct quotes from the interviews are included in the analysis. 

It should be considered that the quotes have been originally in Finnish and while most of 

them could be translated with no issues, there were some sayings and idioms that are 

language specific. These idioms have been explained when presenting said quotes.  
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Figure 9: Categorization of the data 

 
 
3.5 Reliability and Validity 

 
Reliability and validity determine the quality of the research (Ritchie & Lewis 2003). 

Reliability refers to the consistency of the research and the possibility to repeat it in another 

study, no matter who is conducting the research (Taherdoost 2016). This is a result of 

transparency in the data collection, treatment, and analysis methods. There are two types of 

reliability: internal and external. In order to have internal reliability, the research project 

should follow a consistent pattern. In order to have external reliability, the research should 

provide consistent findings when using the same techniques in data collection and analysis, 

if done by another researcher. (Saunders et al. 2009) Validity refers to the correctness of the 

study and its findings (Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018). The research should measure the things 

that were intended to be measured (Field 2005) and this should be considered when 
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designing and conducting the research. The research process was documented in detail in 

order to insure the reliability and validity of the study. However, the use of these terms in 

qualitative research has been criticized since they have been created for the needs of 

quantitative research. For example, Lincoln & Guba (1985) have pointed out that reliability 

and validity are based on the assumption that there is only one truth, which might often not 

be the case in reality. Even though the terms might not be the best choice for qualitative 

studies, it is still important to make sure that the study has at least internal consistency and 

coherence.  

 

The coherence of this study was insured in multiple ways. The research process was 

documented in detail and the questions were determined to support the research objectives. 

The interviews were also conducted within two weeks, in order to ensure the interviewees 

were in a similar setting and the ongoing software purchase process at the company was at 

the same stage. In addition, the recordings from the interviews were transcribed into writing 

carefully from word to word.  This data was then coded and categorized. All of this was done 

right after the interviews within a short period of time, so that the categorization would stay 

as similar as possible.  

 

However, there are also some threats for the reliability of this research. Saunders et al. (2009) 

suggest that there are four types of threats: participant error, participant bias, researcher error 

and researcher bias. The first risk, participant error, refers to the participants performance 

being affected by something, such as a bad timing of the interview. This was minimized by 

letting the participants choose the times for the interviews themselves. The second risk, 

participant bias, suggests that there is some factor that could result in false responses, such 

as the fear of a wrong answer in the eyes of the interviewer or some third-party listening the 

conversations. To avoid this risk, the conversations were anonymous and only accessible to 

the interviewer. This, along with the fact that the interviewees can speak freely on their own 

perspective was explained to the interviewees. The third risk, researcher error, refers to 

factors that might influence the researcher’s analysis of the data, for example not 

understanding the answers correctly. For this reason, the interviewer asked the interviewees 

to explain their answers again if there was something unclear. The fourth risk, researcher 

bias, suggests that there are some factors that affect the researchers subjective view of the 

study and responses.   
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4. RESULTS 
 

In this chapter, the findings from the interviews are presented. As the framework by Hoyer 

et al. (2020, see Figure 1) suggests, the customer journey is divided into three parts, and this 

chapter will follow the same structure. The first subchapter is focused on the questions about 

the pre-purchase stage, the second on the purchase stage and the third on the post-purchase 

stage. Finally, the last subchapter is focused on questions related to the use of chatbots 

directly.  

 

 
4.1 Pre-purchase Stage 

 

The first stage of the process is the pre-purchase stage, including need recognition, 

determining of the purchase team in addition to planning the acquisition. Because the 

purchase was so significant, it determined a lot of definitions from the case company, 

regarding their specific needs for the new software. It is clear that software purchases are 

not made in the case company often. Interviewees 1 and 2 state that some smaller purchases 

have been made along the way, but the last time a big software update like this happened 

was when they took on the previous system that was now over 10 years ago.  

 

 

4.1.1 Need recognition 

 

As with any purchase, the process starts with the recognition that there is a need for 

something, in this case a new ERP-system. All interviewees state that this new purchase 

process was started because the technical support for the previous one, or at least the version 

they were using, was ending. Even though the problems with the previous software had been 

known for a couple of years, no actions were made until the final push came from the outside. 

The previous software provider was about to discontinue the version of the software the 

company was using at the time, and there was no choice but to do something. Interviewee 5 

states that in their experience, necessity and “running out of time with the old software” are 

typical drivers to make new big software purchases. Interviewee 1 agrees that their options 

were to either do some essential updates to the current one or change the software altogether.  
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“After the support for the software would end, we would be on our own with 

any potential issues. That was the last straw, and we realised we have to do 

something about it.”- Interviewee 1  

 

Interviewee 3 states the same thing, adding their thoughts on the development of software 

and its effects on the purchase and wanting to renew everything at once. 

 

“The old software was risky, slow and had a lot of technical issues – basically 

it was at the end of its road. The development of software in general has been 

so radical, that a new software could bring a huge digital leap for us, 

considering the previous software was taken into use over 10 years ago.”- 

Interviewee 3 

 

Interviewee 3 also states that not only was the old software outdated, also the company’s 

operations had expanded and changed so much that the current software did not fit their 

needs anymore. The company has opened new agencies all over the country and the number 

of employees has grown substantially. This situation was discussed with the management 

team and the board of the company, and both Interviewees 2 and 3 agree that the decision to 

renew the whole software system instead of making updates was an easy choice in the end. 

The ERP-system affects the employees directly, and therefore it is very important that it 

works smoothly. As with any investment, the goal is that in the future, it will bring in profits, 

in this case make operations more efficient saving both time and money. By making a bigger 

investment now, the company would also save themselves from having to go through the 

same issues in a couple of years. Interviewee 3 highlights the strategical role of this kind of 

software purchases, saying how important it is to prepare for the future and look at the 

scalability of the product.  

 

“The very first thing was to look at our own vision – what do we want, what 

are our objectives and where do we want to be in 10 years? We really had to 

challenge the management board into thinking about the company’s goals. Our 

idea was to find a system that could serve our needs now, but also be adjusted 

and expanded with our growth in the future.” – Interviewee 3 
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4.1.2 Determining the Purchase Team 

 

After the decision to go with a new software instead of updating the previous one was made, 

the next step was to determine a purchase team and a project leader. The interviewees 1, 2 

and 3 were a part of the core buying team. Originally, the previous Financial Director was 

one of the leaders of the project, but they left to work for another company during the 

process. After that happened, the buying team re-organized and Interviewees 1 and 3 were 

made co-leaders of the project, with the Interviewee 1 focusing more on the technical aspects 

of the software and Interviewee 3 being in charge of the whole project in a bigger picture. 

Together they were in charge of the software matching the company’s wants and needs and 

making sure the solution serves the company as best as possible. As the new Financial 

Director, Interviewee 4, joined the company they also took part in the project, as well as 

Interviewee 5, the new CEO. Even though one of the owners of the company, Interviewee 

2, was involved in every step of the process, they were not as heavily a part of it as the 

Interviewees 1 and 3.  

 

“I took part in some the conversations regarding the purchase but the main 

responsibility of it was on the project leaders. My role was to look at the 

potential suppliers and their offers when the time came, but I didn’t take part 

in the definitions on our side of the project.” – Interviewee 2 

 

If reflected to the answers of Interviewees 4 and 5, there seems to be a similar pattern in all 

bigger software purchases – a buying team is formed, and the management board overlooks 

their operations. They also add that in large companies and substantial software purchases, 

there can be separate execution and project organizer teams. According to their answers, the 

buying teams for software purchase typically always involve the IT department, who is in 

charge of making sure the software meets the standards of the firm in terms of cyber security 

and that it can be integrated into other systems, if necessary. Other people are involved 

representing their functions, depending on the software in question and who will it affect. 

Interviewee 5 adds that in addition to IT, the Financial team is always involved as well, 

because they likely need the information any system provides. However, when asked from 

the Interviewee 5, who has worked in those roles, states that often times they have been left 

out of the process. However, this was not the case with the case company. 
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“I have [been involved in software purchase processes in the past], but I must 

say, surprisingly rarely – many of the new software have just been decided 

elsewhere and I have gotten them as a given.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Interviewee 4 points out that this is a step where mistakes are likely to happen, if not every 

function is included and the definitions of the current situation at the company are not done 

carefully. In their previous workplace, a software project was already almost done when the 

team realised it affected the company’s invoicing operations as well. Interviewee 4 had not 

been involved in the process before that, but at that point they had to take an active role and 

figure out how to solve the issues in a very limited time.  

 

“I have seen the pain of these purchases not working out as planned, like with 

this one, and witnessed some really failed projects. A small change in the 

procedures of the firm was going to have a big effect on the invoicing 

operations and when this was realised, we only had a couple of months to 

change or reorganize half of the firms invoicing systems.” – Interviewee 4 

 

 

4.1.3 Planning the Acquisition 

 

Once the buying team had been formed, they started planning the acquisition. In addition to 

the core buying team, there were dozens of employees involved in various steps of the 

process. Especially the definition process in the pre-purchase stage, where the company’s 

own processes were examined, required a lot of people to be involved. Interviewee 3 states 

that they interviewed employees from all functions and positions to make sure the result 

would benefit everyone, starting from the warehouse workers moving up to the management. 

The interviewees point out that it was a major part of the whole process to determine their 

own needs for the software first, which took over a year to complete.  

 

“We went through our own processes and operational models one by one to 

determine what our needs are, and the basis for the whole project was that we 
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need a system that can be adjusted to fit those needs – not the other way 

around. We have learned this the hard way.” – Interviewee 3 

 

Interviewee 6, the outside consultant, was a part of this stage, and states that they are often 

involved in discussing whether there is a need for a new software, and if so, what are the 

options available. Their role was to have a good general view of the whole project and 

especially help in the negotiations with the suppliers and in creating the contract. In addition, 

they have a realistic understanding of everything a new software purchase includes and what 

it demands from the company based on their previous experiences. Interviewee 6 states that 

often times there is a lot of pressure from the company to make the purchase happen, and 

the people involved do not understand how much time they take or how important the 

definitions step is. 

 

“I feel like the people involved in these projects are often very impatient and 

wonder if everything I suggest is really important, like ‘do we really have to 

go through this too’? I think in this project they left me out of some negotiations 

just to save some time, because I wouldn’t have approved everything they did. 

But in my experience, nothing can be defined too clearly.” – Interviewee 6 

 

Interviewee 4 has similar thoughts on the schedules of software purchases, stating that they 

are often made in a hurry and therefore the information about the software and the supplier 

should be easily available. It is important that the suppliers react quickly and make time for 

the client. 

 

“These projects get started very quickly, and it is not possible to wait around 

for the next ‘annual fair’ or such. Typically, when the need is recognized, there 

is a pressure to have options or even a solution ‘on the table’ within a month.” 

– Interviewee 4 

 

However, Interviewee 3 points out that in software purchases it is sometimes difficult to get 

the solution to be perfect, since there are new features and possibilities available all the time. 

They feel like not everything can be considered before implementing the program, or it 

would never be implemented at all.  
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“The development of software in general has been so substantial, that 

sometimes it feels like it’s hard to keep up. If we start planning something now, 

and implement it two years later, it is already partially outdated.” – 

Interviewee 3 

 

As the process continued, the case company became quite sure they would choose one of 

two software that both belong to one company, the software provider. However, since the 

software provider is a large multinational organization, neither of these software products is 

bought directly from them. Different suppliers offer the software and are in charge 

of customizing it to fit the company’s needs. They are not ready-made solutions; in other 

words, they need tailoring. Therefore, the real choice in this process was which supplier to 

take the software from. The two systems stayed as options until the very end.  

 

As a result of the comprehensive definitions, the case company was able to form a chart of 

all of their requirements for the software, that was later used as a part of the tender requests. 

The over 100-page long document included defining the minimum demands for every aspect 

of the solution with a suggested timeline for the project. The reason to make the definitions 

this comprehensive from the very beginning was to make sure every supplier they contact 

gets a clear idea of the goals, size and schedule of the project. 

 

 

4.1.4 Information Search  

 

The list of potential suppliers was made based on searching from the internet and asking for 

opinions from the interviewee’s contacts. Some suppliers were considered because they had, 

at some point over the years, contacted the case company and offered their services. They 

made some preliminary research about certain software solutions and their providers, to 

make sure they seemed like valid option, before reaching out to them directly. 

 

 “I have built a good network over the years and knew some firms that had gone 

through similar projects, so I just called them. I think our own contacts were 
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the primary source of information at this stage, but some online search was 

done too.” – Interviewee 3   

 

According to all of the interviewees, the most critical thing they looked for in this research 

was the reliability of the company, which was a result of the size, reputation and history of 

them. References from other companies were the main source of information on these topics 

and online sources after that. This was very clear in all of the interviewee’s answers.  

 

“We contacted only the biggest - or maybe not necessarily the biggest - but the 

most known suppliers. Some very small or recently started companies were 

eliminated from the beginning. It was very important for us that the supplier 

would be able to offer us continuity.” – Interviewee 1    

 

”First, I looked at how long they have been operating for. After that, I wanted 

to get user references – maybe from their website, or by asking their previous 

clients. This is the same principle we have in all of our acquisitions. If the 

supplier firm has been founded one year ago, we won’t contact them.” – 

Interviewee 2 

 

“One of the first factors on which we eliminated potential suppliers was their 

size – we didn’t want to start conversations with small firms or “hot-dog-

stands” so to say. We wanted to make sure they already had experience on 

projects of this caliber.” – Interviewee 3 

 

To get an idea of the reliability of a potential supplier, they started to look for references 

from previous customers. All of the interviewees point out that it was hard to find any firms 

that would have such an extensive solution at use than what they were looking for. 

Nevertheless, they visited multiple companies that had recently went through similar 

software purchase processes.  

 

“We visited the companies and asked for their feelings about the process in 

person, in addition to talking to the suppliers. The idea was to do some 

research on our own to get an understanding of the situation, because – of 
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course – the suppliers will always recommend their own software no matter 

what” – Interviewee 1 

 

“When it comes to references, I always try to mirror their situation to ours in 

terms of the field we operate in – would the same things work for us?” – 

Interviewee 3 

 

As mentioned before, in addition to contacting the companies directly, they did some 

research online. From the companies’ websites, they all primarily look for references, and 

this is very highlighted in all of the interviewee’s answers. Interviewees 3, 4 and 5 mention 

that they would like to see references in a form of a blog text, a video or a webinar. 

Interviewee 2 also says that they would look for additional information online, however, 

only as a “last resort” if they found no direct contact to the company. Interviewee 5 points 

out that online sources are also a way to find the right people who to contact personally.  

 

“The most valuable thing are personal conversations. We always try to figure 

out if we already know someone who either has experience on a supplier, or if 

we know someone who works for a certain supplier. If we truly can’t find a 

contact person, then we look online.” – Interviewee 2 

 

“In the beginning, different guidebooks and webinars are good, so you can 

build your own knowledge and figure out what features the product has. Since 

these software products are often very broad entities, the most valuable thing 

is if there are references on how these features have been used by the 

customers.”  - Interviewee 3 

 

“If there is a video, it works for me. Especially if there is information about 

the whole process and really concrete examples of how the reference company 

has utilized the software.  Then you can look at their case and try to find out if 

you have any mutual needs. […] Reference videos are also a good way to find 

someone to contact directly for further information.” – Interviewee 5 
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The consultant states that they are not interested in watching product demonstrations or 

videos, since they are not the one who is going to be using the product, but they like to 

participate in reference visits. In addition, they comment that certain types of videos are a 

good source of information when looking online, but in the end, they would rather ask 

someone directly 

 

“I have noticed I’m pretty lazy when it comes to watching videos, but I like it 

when for example poll discussions or workshops are recorded and I can rewind 

them and look for the information what interests me […] but I prefer asking 

someone directly. That way I also know who has given me the information.” – 

Interviewee 6 

 

Because this software purchase project was so extensive and, in addition, compulsory for the 

company to start, the interviewees were also asked about previous projects or imaginary 

situations, where they would be interested in a new software, which was significantly smaller 

and easier to take into use. This was to get an idea how things might be different with another 

type of software, in addition to getting more information about active information research 

and the dynamics of company decisions in a different setting. In the first scenario the 

interviewees were asked to imagine they had encountered an interesting looking software, 

but for which no one in the company had mentioned a need for and discuss what they would 

do – or if they would not do anything at all.  

 

“I would [do something] and have done, many times. I have a background in 

engineering, so I find new software and solutions naturally interesting. If I get 

an intuition that ‘hey, that could be useful for us’, I will always look into it.” – 

Interviewee 4 

 

All interviewees agree that they would start the initial information research on their own, 

before discussing the software with their colleagues or managers. This is to avoid wasting 

anyone’s time with a solution that might not fit the company in the first place. Interviewee 

1 states that they would first look into the current situation by themselves – what is the 

software in use now, is there a need for an update or maybe a solution like this is not in use 

at all. Interviewee 3 also comments that they have to buy the idea themselves first, before 
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starting up conversations within the company. Interviewee 4 emphasises the need to figure 

out if the software really suits the company’s needs or not and what would be the goal with 

it.  

 

“If I find out that the software is not good for us, then I haven’t wasted 

anyone’s time on something completely frivolous. I’d rather do it that way to 

save other peoples’ time.” – Interviewee 3 

 

“First, I will map out the situation and the solution to build a strong business 

case, before presenting it to the company or management. It isn’t enough that 

I’m personally excited about it at that point, I need to understand what it can 

really do to our business.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Interviewee 1 says they would look for information online, and especially being able to test 

the software themselves through a product demonstration environment convinces them. 

They might also sign up for a webinar, but it would require real interest in the product. In 

their opinion, it is best to try the product first and if it still looks promising, attending a 

webinar or contacting the firm would be the next step. Interviewees 3 and 5 are also typically 

interested in testing out the product through a trial or demo environment.  

 

 “In my experience, it works the best if the supplier can offer a demo 

environment of the software. There you can see the product for yourself and 

try the things that you are interested in. They have proven to be very 

beneficial.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“It is important that I or the person who is going to be using the software can 

test it out and see how it works, I feel like it is almost an unquestionable thing 

to get that user experience. It really makes the final decision easier, one way 

or another.” – Interviewee 3 

 

Even though Interviewee 4 agrees that product demos are useful, they also bring up some 

concerns about them. Their first issue with them is that they themselves do not typically have 

much time to use the environment and test the product out. Another issue is that they 
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recognize how hard it is to change a software once it has been implemented as a part of a 

company’s operations. They feel like sometimes taking on a longer trial period can 

accidentally commit the company to the software, since the demonstration environments are 

built to function as the complete software does and the difference between them can be quite 

flickering.  

   

“When you use the software for half a year, it can be hard to get rid of it, even 

though you haven’t paid anything yet. So much information has been put into 

it and it has integrated as a part of the operations. Of course, if the software 

works for us, it can be a good thing, but I don’t like it when I feel like we were 

tricked into buying it, almost by an accident. That’s why I’m always a little bit 

‘on my tippy-toes’ when a supplier offers a free trial for such a long time – if 

we take it, they have already won.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Interviewee 1 adds that positive experiences or spontaneous recommendations from other 

companies are also a big part of creating an interest towards a product. As a matter of fact, 

one of the company’s recent, smaller software acquisitions happened based on a reference 

they got “by accident” at an event held for a completely different cause.   

 

“I was at an event, watching a presentation, and randomly saw that the 

company presenting was using a software that looked really good. I started 

looking into it like ‘hey, what’s this software about’, contacted their supplier 

and we ended up getting it. In that presentation, I got to see how they were 

using it and saw how easy it was to operate, which really convinced me.” – 

Interviewee 1 

 

Interviewee 5 says they would also research the software on their own first, then potentially 

discuss the solution internally with a few people before contacting the software provider. 

They also point out that it is beneficial to look into a program before presenting it to people, 

so that one has enough information to make their point with an audience who might not 

understand the need at first.  

 

“It depends on how strong of a feeling I have, but I might even contact the 
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software provider before discussing the matter internally… or maybe in most 

cases I would discuss it with a few key employees in between, so I know if it 

makes any sense to use more of my time on it. However, often people don’t 

understand or know how a new solution could benefit us before it is presented 

to them very thoroughly, and this requires more research on my part.” – 

Interviewee 5 

 

Both interviewees 4 and 5 discuss how they dislike being contacted by salespeople 

immediately after they show the slightest amount of interest towards a product. Based on 

their answers, they are both interested in software products in general and end up searching 

for information about them often times just because they want to know more, without any 

purchase intentions. Therefore, they would prefer to be the ones to contact the company, not 

the other way around. 

 

“These days it is very easy to get in touch with a company – if you leave any 

trace of yourself on a website, you can be sure that a salesperson will be calling 

the next day. If I could choose however, I would like to first do my own research 

and then contact them myself.” – Interviewee 4 

 

“Personally, I would like to be the one to contact. It is one of the most annoying 

things in the world when you have only visited a website and immediately 

someone calls you like ‘hey, I saw you were interested in our product’. I feel 

like, at least with me, there is an 80 to 20 rule here – 80% of the time, I’m just 

generally interested in a software, and only 20% of the time I’m seriously 

looking for a software to purchase.” – Interviewee 5  

 

Whether the software provider contacts the company based on a request or just a website 

visit, the message should be very thought through. Interviewee 4 highlights the importance 

of this first contact, stating that it is a good representation of how things are handled in the 

company. It is important to feel like the salesperson understands your situation.  

 

“How a company reacts to a contact request says a lot about them. If they are 

very slow to answer me or I feel like the message does not suit my needs, it is 
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not a good start for building a relationship. The first contact is a highly 

sensitive step.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Finally, there were six suppliers that fit the criteria. The case company contacted them with 

a request for offers, which included the 100-page long definitions chart. The interviewees 

state that they got answers from all suppliers and met with all of them. They asked the 

suppliers for their opinion, on what they think would be the best solution for the case 

company. In addition, they wanted to know what kind of project team would be dedicated to 

this project from the supplier’s side. Again, the interviewees all point out that one of the 

most important factors were references. The final selection of the supplier and the steps 

moving forward from there, however, will be discussed in the next sub-chapter of the 

purchase.  

 

The primary way to map out potential suppliers was through the interviewee’s own networks 

and connections. The secondary way was to do online research. Depending on the size of 

the purchase and the situation, however, these steps could be reverse. The interviewees state 

that if they get the pulse to look for information about a new software, they first look online. 

The goal with both of these methods was mainly to gather user references and positive 

customer experiences on the use of the software in situations as close to the case company’s 

operations as possible. Only after these steps did the interviewees want to contact the 

supplier. This process can be seen in Figure 10.  

 

 

 
Figure 10: Steps of the Pre-purchase Stage 
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In conclusion, in this purchase the pulse to look for a new software came from outside and 

was more of a compulsory than a voluntary decision. However, the decision to get a new 

software instead of updating the current one was a choice made based on the sustainability 

of the decision. If they would have opted for the update, it would only have bought them a 

few extra years. In addition to the software being outdated it did not fit their needs anymore, 

and an update would not have fixed that. A project leader and a project team were determined 

in the beginning of the process, but there were some changes to it along the way. 

Nevertheless, the process continued and after comprehensive definitions of the company’s 

requirements for the software, potential suppliers were contacted. The pre-purchase stage 

was the longest stage of the whole purchase-decision making process. 

 

 

4.2 Purchase Stage 

 

The next stage in the process is the purchase stage. This chapter includes results from the 

questions regarding the criteria on which the final software supplier was chosen based on, in 

addition to questions about the purchasing actions and final decision-makers in the project.  

 

 

4.2.1 Key Criteria  

 

As mentioned in the last chapter, there were six suppliers that got considered after the initial 

proposals were made. Interviewee 1 states that all of them had the technical skills required 

and they were “gold-level partners” with the company whose software they were offering. 

All in all, they were very similar and based on the background information seemed like good 

options. From these six, the amount got cut down to three based on the first discussions, in 

which each of the suppliers suggested what they thought were the case company’s biggest 

challenges and how they should be solved. Quite quickly the third supplier was cut down 

too, and only the last two remained. One of the suppliers was the same supplier from who 

the previous ERP-system had been bought. Interviewee 2 feels like they were the strongest 

candidate from the beginning, because they knew so much about the business already.  
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“In my mind, I was already leaning towards them strongly from the very 

beginning – I thought that it was almost useless to drag the other options along. 

I remember Interviewees 1 and 3 telling me that some of the other suppliers 

were ‘pihalla kuin lumiukko’ [translates directly to ‘outside like a snowman’, 

which is a Finnish idiom for not understanding something] and could be 

eliminated immediately.” – Interviewee 2 

 

Interviewee 3 also states that some suppliers tried to convince the case company to take on 

a ready solution, and instead of tailoring the software, adapt their operations and customs to 

fit the software. This was not what they were looking for, and the interviewees’ felt like 

some of the suppliers did not understand it at all, no matter what they were told by the case 

company.  

 

“In the first round there were many suppliers who resiliently trying to push us 

to take a “shelf-product” and argued why our processes should be adapted to 

match the software. They were dropped pretty quickly.” – Interviewee 3 

 

One of the factors adding to the trustworthiness of the supplier was the people involved in 

the process. Interviewee 3 states that the people have a surprisingly significant effect on the 

feeling about the software and the whole project. Interviewee 1 also points out the 

importance of good communication with the people from the supplier company.  

 

”They were tough negotiations and I definitely noticed how far it takes when 

you are able to create a trustworthy relationship already in that stage. These 

things shouldn’t be personal, but at the same time the persons involved are 

really important, like ‘who are the people on the other side?’ It gives a 

direction to the whole project.” – Interviewee 3 

 

“When we met the suppliers, they presented their suggestions and ideas on 

how different issues and needs we have could be solved. If they were on the 

same page and genuinely interested in how we operate, it created a feeling of 

trust. It is really important to find a common ground with the opposite 

players.” – Interviewee 1 
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As discussed in the pre-purchase stage as well, references from other companies and the 

interviewees’ network were a big factor influencing the purchase decision. The reputation 

of a supplier is a reflection on these references and possible past experiences. Interviewee 4 

comments that is not easy to look past a negative experience, even though time passes.   

 

“[What affects the feeling of trust is] how long have they been in the market, 

to which companies have they supplied this software before… and I guess at 

this point, I myself have a lot of experience and a ‘gut feeling’ on which 

suppliers are easy to work with. If I have had or heard some bad experiences 

with a supplier in the past, unfortunately they impact my opinion on them for 

a long time.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Based on the interviews, one of the most important things on top of the reputation and 

trustworthiness of the supplier was the scalability of the product.  The buying team really 

wanted to focus on the future and get a software, that would work for years to come, not just 

fit the current needs. Interviewee 3 states that they mapped out their operations carefully and 

implemented multiple elements in the software that are not used now but might benefit them 

later on. Interviewee 4 states the same thing and comments that it is a good feature and a 

selling point if a product can be scaled either up or down. Furthermore, Interviewee 4 points 

out that cloud-based software typically offer much more scalability that traditional software. 

In contrast to the old software, only SaaS-products were considered this time.  Interviewee 

4 feels like that being a cloud-based software is almost an assumption these days.  

 

”The idea was to create a software that would be easy to modify later. We 

built some elements that we didn’t take into use yet but can utilize them at 

some point if we want to, which is a lot easier than to build something from 

scratch later.” – Interviewee 3 

 

“This is kind of an old point, because these days it can be assumed that most 

software are cloud-based... but if we go back a few years, it was a major 

criterion for selecting a software. Being in the cloud typically solves a lot of 

scalability issues. We might have 150 employees now, but six months from now 
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it could be 100 or 300. The software needs to be scalable both technically and 

pricewise, up or down.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Another significant factor was the usability of the product. The case company has a lot of 

part-time employees and employees who work with flexible schedules based on their wants 

and the demand. The way they operate therefore sets certain requirements for the software. 

The employees have to learn how to use the software very quickly without massive trainings 

and remember how to use it even with some breaks in-between working. In other words, the 

software has to be very simple, visual and intuitive. This was discussed especially by 

Interviewees 1 and 3. Interviewee 1 also commented that for this reason, there were multiple 

people from different functions defining, testing and commenting on the software throughout 

the project. Interviewee 3 adds that a mobile version of the software was one of the ways to 

make using the software more user friendly.  

 

”One of our top priorities in this software was to make it as easy to use as 

possible, and also to make sure that everyone only has one tool they have to 

use to streamline the operations. We have a lot of part-time staff and they don’t 

use the software 8 hours a day every day of the week. That’s why it should be 

so easy to use and there should be no need for massive trainings.” – 

Interviewee 1 

 

“One of our goals was to get a mobile version of the software in use for our 

employees, and it had to be simple enough so we could convince the older, 

more stubborn people to use it for their work instead of an old paper 

solution.”- Interviewee 3 

 

It is important for the case company that the software is flexible and input data can easily be 

modified. Their operations include a lot of last-minute changes. In addition, to ease the life 

of the administrative employees, one usability factor they wanted to include in the new 

software was the ability to look at the key figures and statistics of the company with one 

dashboard, instead of using multiple software. 
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“That it [the new software] allows, for example sales, to see everything in one 

dashboard – in our previous system, you had to jump between different 

software. In addition, it is important that the system allows to make changes 

easily, because it is typical for our business – people call and make changes to 

their orders on the previous day. This directly affects our client satisfaction.” 

– Interviewee 3 

 

The last factor discussed with the interviewees was the price of the software. All 

interviewees state that the price of the software was not a major criterion for them, and the 

primary goal was to find the optimal, up-to-date solution for the company.  

 

”Of course, the price means something… I can’t say we didn’t look at the 

prices at all, but it wasn’t our top priority. We weren’t looking for the cheapest 

solution, but the best for us.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“What we ended up choosing was not the cheapest option. It wasn’t the most 

expensive either, but more in that end. What really mattered to us, was that we 

would genuinely get a tool with modern technology that would work for us 

years to come. The price tag was not that important, I would say it was the 

third or fourth place on the criteria list.” – Interviewee 3  

 

Interviewees 2 and 4 highlighted the fact that as long as the software is a good investment, 

the costs do not matter as much. In this case, they saw the new software more as an 

investment in the business, and it is expected to bring in more revenue in the future. They 

also reflected on their past experiences on software purchases and their prices, stating that it 

is quite hard to estimate what a bigger software project will cost in the end, and that the 

prices are therefore somewhat unreliable factors to base decisions on.  

 

“In the end, the price doesn’t matter, as long as you can count on what you get 

with it. In my experience, the prices are just estimates, and it is very typical to 

go over budget and schedule. The suppliers make an offer like ‘it will cost 1 

million’ but in the end it will cost 3 million. As was with our case, but I knew 

that beforehand already, and that’s just the way it is.” – Interviewee 2 
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“A software can cost anything if it brings twice as many benefits. I have been 

involved in some software purchases, that are made only because some 

regulations demand them, but are not useful for us… in those cases, the 

cheapest option is the best one.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Interviewee 5 discusses the same thing, adding their thoughts on the differences between 

minor and major software purchase projects. It is clear that the more meaningful the software 

is, the less it matters what it ends up costing. They also point out that with smaller purchases 

not only do they have a bigger influence on the decision, but the prices are also looked up in 

a much earlier state. They might even be one of the first things looked up on a website in the 

information search stage, which is very different approach from the case in question.  

 

“It also depends on the size of the acquisition – if it’s some smaller unity, the 

price is more relevant. But with big projects, such as this ERP-system, no one 

can say what it will cost until it is done. What counts is that you get what you 

need.” – Interviewee 5 

 

 

4.2.2 Negotiations with the Suppliers 

 

The negotiations took many months, with multiple revisions of the offers on the table. The 

outside consultants help was used especially in this stage of the process. Interviewee 3 feels 

like this stage of the process still went okay, because they were so well prepared for it. 

 

“I always try to remind everyone that we shouldn’t ‘bring a knife into a 

gunfight’ [interviewee used the saying ‘soitellen sotaan’ which is the Finnish 

idiom for the same thing, referring to someone confronting a challenging 

situation without being prepared]. We had a strategy and a plan prepared 

beforehand and limits for the things we were negotiating on, like ‘if we get to 

this, we can close the deal, if not, we have to retreat and think again’. – 

Interviewee 3 
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Still, Interviewee 3 states that the negotiations were a learning experience for them 

personally, since they do not have that much experience in software purchases this big. They 

state that the outside consultant was very helpful in creating the contract and the exact copies 

written on them. They offered their support and helped in getting through the project.  

  

“Sometimes I was there, wondering like ‘why are we arguing over a single 

clause in the contract’ but now I understand how important that is and in 

hindsight, that could’ve been done even more carefully.” – Interviewee 3  

 

Interviewees 1 and 3 state that the two suppliers were both considered until the very end. 

They negotiated with each of them, and finally were able to settle on the last details with the 

other one. After that, the contracts were signed, with the next step being another round of 

definitions for the software, this time together with the supplier. The definitions and 

implementation of the software took longer than expected when the global pandemic 

COVID-19 began. Because of this, the full implementation of the software is still ongoing. 

The software is in use, but according to Interviewee 3, it requires some follow-up 

development.  

 

“The offers from the last few suppliers were pretty similar and one thing that 

helped the decision was that the previous software we had was from one of the 

suppliers. Therefore, we knew that they know how we do business, and we 

assumed that would save us costs during the definitions stage and help us get 

the software right on the first right. It also showed in their offer – they had 

understood what we were looking for better than the others.” – Interviewee 1 

 

 

4.2.3 Final Purchase Decision 

 

Based on the interviewees’ answers, the person who makes the final decision to purchase a 

software depends on the case. Interviewees 1 and 4 state that they would run the idea first 

by their own managers and the manager of the function(s) that would be affected by the 

change. Typically, they would be the ones to present the idea, and other managers or the 

board decide if they approve it or not, or it’s a joint decision. Interviewee 5 states that usually 
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the board is presented with the software the person or the team feels would be the best 

solution and arguments for why that is, rather than being presented with different options to 

choose from.   

 

“A good way to operate is that no matter what the software in question is, 

every department or function of the company gives it a stamp of approval. IT 

approves the security and technical aspects; finance approves the funding and 

estimates how it affects the business units and so on.” – Interviewee 4 

 

They continue to point out, that even though all departments of the company need to approve 

the new software, not everyone can be involved in the process the whole time. It can be hard 

to find the balance between including everyone’s opinion but not strain them too much. In 

their previous workplace, during the software purchase process mentioned before, there were 

serious issues with this. 

 

“There needs to be a core team who leads the project, the whole company can’t 

be tied to it for many years. But that’s really the beauty of it; how can the core 

team still consider the other departments well enough. The project in my 

previous workplace is a good example. The project leader lacked the 

understanding of everything affected by the new software. I remember a 

conversation where they asked me if some singular thing would affect the 

finance team, and I said it didn’t. Based on that, they assumed that nothing in 

the new software would affect our team. And it did.” – Interviewee 4 

 

In this case, the final decision was to go with a new software from the same software provider 

as the previous one had been from. One of the most important things effecting the purchase 

was the long background the case company had with the previous supplier. Even though they 

had not always been perfect, it had been easy to solve any possible issues with them and they 

had improved their actions if problems occurred.  

 

“This supplier offers daily and weekly service, and we have experience on that 

from working together with them for a long time. During the last 10 years we 

have had bigger issues maybe 2 or 3 times, and after discussing through them, 
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everything has worked well again. It is really important how these kinds of 

situations are handled.” – Interviewee 2 

 

“What solved the game was who understood our situation and need the best, 

and with who we got the feeling that they had not only understood what we 

want from this but could make it happen.” – Interviewee 1 

 

This decision was made by the project team and approved by the management team and 

board of directors. It is apparent that the co-leaders had a lot of control on the decision, as 

all interviewees point out. The owner or the CEO did not take part in the negotiations but 

were presented with the selected option at the end. Interviewee 2, one of the owners of the 

case company, highlights the importance of the co-leaders (Interviewees 1 & 3) background 

within the company. Both of them have worked at the company for over a decade and have 

a lot of knowledge of the company’s operations. Therefore, the owner was confident in their 

decision. 

 

“The project leaders have such a long history at the company, that I trusted 

them completely. They know how we operate and know so much about the 

company that there couldn’t have been better people to make the decision. […] 

That made the process very easy on my part.” – Interviewee 2 

 

“The negotiations included multiple people, some more technical, some more 

financial and some more operational. In the end, a joint opinion on the 

decision formed pretty easily and we made it together. I won’t put myself or 

anyone on a pedestal, we can all fall or get ‘a feather in a cap’ all together.” 

– Interviewee 3 

 

The purchase decision was made based on multiple factors, the most important one being a 

general sense of trust towards the supplier, which was a result of many things. This feeling 

was generated from past experiences and referrals from other companies and the 

interviewees’ contacts combined with the solution they were offering, that showed their 

understanding of the case company’s needs. As is typical with big acquisitions, the 

negotiations took a long time, and the process involved a lot of meetings in person. During 
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these meetings and negotiations, the people working for the supplier companies had a 

significant impact on the decision as well. Product-related factors such as scalability and 

usability of the software affected the final purchase decision as well. The case company 

wanted a software that would fit their wants, needs and current operations and did not want 

to alter their company’s procedures based on a software. This was very important and 

resulted in dropping out multiple suppliers.  

 

As a conclusion, there were supplier, product and relationship related types of criteria 

affecting the decision (Table 5). Price, however, was not named a key factor. This stage 

included little to no online touchpoints and tools such as chatbots were not utilized in the 

purchase. Some online research was done to look for references and use cases from past 

customers, mainly looking from the suppliers’ own websites. As in the pre-purchase stage, 

the purchase stage was mainly about selecting the right supplier. The option to not get a new 

software at all was not really an option, as discussed in the previous chapter. In the end, the 

purchase stage resulted in the selection of a supplier, that had already been the case 

company’s software supplier before. However, only one of the Interviewees seemed to think 

they were an obvious choice. The project co-leaders state that there were two strong 

candidates until the end. 

 

Table 5: Types of Criteria for the Final Decision 
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4.3 Post-purchase Stage 

 

The next stage in the purchase-decision making process is the post-purchase stage. All of 

the interviewee’s state that they have been in very close contact with the supplier since the 

purchase, and that the post-purchase stage is still ongoing at the firm.  

 

 

4.3.1 Implementation of the Software 

 

At the time of the interviews, the implementation of the program is not complete and has 

been in progress for several months. As mentioned before, there have been delays in the 

process because of the global pandemic situation. The implementation process was started 

by training the main users of the software, who had been a part of the software definitions 

process as well. The idea was that they could then again train their own subordinates and 

also serve as “local support” for them on smaller, everyday issues.  

 

“Along the way there had been many people involved in the process, who 

defined and tested the software in different workshops. When the software was 

implemented, these were the people whose responsibility it was to train the rest 

of the staff to use it.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“A positive thing is that we have main users all over different sectors, who are 

beginning to be quite pro users of the software. When we have questions, we 

can guide some of them to these people and therefore don’t have to contact the 

supplier as much. That is our aim.” – Interviewee 3 

 

After the initial trainings, they have communicated with the customer service mainly through 

their helpdesk system and phone calls, depending on the urgency of the issue. In addition, 

as the implementation of the software is not completely done yet, there are some meetings 

held on a regular basis with the supplier and the core purchase team. The interviewees were 

asked if that is their preferred way to communicate with a supplier and if not, what would 

be. Interviewee 4 thinks that ways to contact the supplier online are necessary, in addition to 

a phone number for urgent cases.  
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“I think it almost demands some online channel where to contact support, 

whether it is a ticketing system, email or chat or something. In addition, the 

implementation stage requires some weekly and monthly reviews on the 

problems and questions that have been noticed. If there is a critical issue, the 

supplier has to react quickly and therefore there is a phone number through 

which we can directly contact someone. The ways depend on what part of the 

lifecycle we are on at the time.” – Interviewee 4 

 

 

4.3.2 Giving Feedback 

 

The interviewees are also asked about their preferred ways to give feedback to a supplier. 

Interviewees 4 and 5 give similar answers, stating that they typically use email if they want 

to give more detailed feedback, but like other online channels such as questionnaires if the 

topic is more general or the feedback is requested by the supplier. A significant amount of 

people using the chatbot on the frontpage are looking for help with some issue. It seems to 

be a preferred way to contact the customer service, since there are multiple other ways 

available on the website as well. 

 

“If it’s just general feedback I like to use online channels, because then I can 

choose when and how to give it. If there is something more specific, then I 

would send a personal email.” – Interviewee 4 

 

“If they ask for feedback, a questionnaire is the best way to do it. If I want to 

give it myself, whether it be positive or negative, I prefer to send an email.” – 

Interviewee 5 

 

In contrast, Interviewee 2 is not as willing to use any online channels. They state that they 

prefer to handle things in person or via a phone call. It is clear that they are not keen on new 

technologies and state that they are not in any social media platforms, pointing out how they 

can “hardly write an email”, referring to the fact that writing might not be their strongest 

skill.  
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“I’m not in Facebook or Instagram or anywhere else… I can hardly write an 

email. I always call and have told people that if you want to reach me, call. 

Don’t send messages. That is always my preferred way.” – Interviewee 2 

 

It is really important that the supplier continues to impress the company even after the 

purchase has been made. The feeling of trust created in the pre-purchase and the purchase 

stages is confirmed by the supplier’s actions and they have to reclaim the promises made 

previously. Interviewee 3 comments on this, stating how important they think regular 

meetings and catchups with the supplier are.  

 

“When we made this deal, we also included the continuous services in it. The 

idea was that our collaboration would not end after the software has been 

implemented. I definitely think that the regular meetings are very important, 

and I try to include some more casual meetings as well, where we can discuss 

things based on a feeling. If a supplier calls sometimes ‘un-officially’ just to 

ask how we are doing, it really creates a feeling of trust and helps in building 

a longer relationship with them.” – Interviewee 3 

 

Interviewee 4 agrees, pointing out that again, the importance of post-purchase actions 

depends on the size and strategic importance of the software.  

 

“It really depends on the software, if it’s a strategic software such as this ERP-

system, there are regular meetings that continue until the world ends. The 

software is never ready. This group gets together in the beginning maybe 

monthly, then quarterly and then maybe once a year, depending on the 

development needs. With smaller purchases it is enough if they just do, for 

example, a yearly questionnaire on customer satisfaction.”  - Interviewee 4 

 

The interviewees were also asked if they like being contacted by the supplier regarding the 

development or new features of the software. All of them agree that it is important to keep 

up to date with everything and appreciate it if the supplier takes an active role in this.   

 

“Personally, I wish that any software supplier would be active in developing 
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things, have a vision on things and bring things to our knowledge. We don’t 

have to buy everything, but I would like to stay posted on new features and the 

development of the software, so that we don’t miss anything just because we 

didn’t see it or understood that it could work for us.” – Interviewee 1 

 

Interviewees 4 and 5 are not sure how often they would have the time to really read or 

understand information provided via newsletter, and state that it depends on the software in 

question and how much they personally use it.  

 

“The more important a software is to me, the better I follow and read them, 

but I think the best way would be to have meetings with the suppliers. The 

newsletters don’t hurt but sometimes it can be hard to understand the big 

picture if they are sent all the time – it could be better if all the features are 

collected together and presented once in maybe half a year.” – Interviewee 4 

 

“I would most likely subscribe to a newsletter, but it depends on the situation 

if I read them closely. Still, I find it a positive thing that they are made and 

produced.” – Interviewee 5 

 

 
4.3.3 Evaluation of the Process 

 

Finally, the interviewees were asked to evaluate the process – what went well, what did not 

and what were the most challenging things during it. All in all, the interviewees seem 

satisfied with the project. Especially Interviewee 2 is pleased with how everything went 

down and how the co-leaders, and the rest of the team managed the project. 

 

“They [interviewees 1 & 3] handled it like no one else, and that’s why many 

things have gone as well as they have. I don’t think there were any big 

challenges. Some small things, but they are always a part of the deal.” – 

Interviewee 2 

 



   

  

72 

Interviewee 4 was satisfied with the flexibility of the supplier, and their ability to make 

changes to the software if a new need was brought up during the process.  

 

“We understood what we wanted but also got a software and a supplier that 

were flexible enough. During the process, the needs might change, and the 

software has to be adjustable. In this we succeeded.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Both Interviewees 2 and 3 mention the number of failed projects they have heard about from 

their contacts. These kinds of issues were mostly avoided during this software purchase. 

Interviewee 2 feels like it is because the right people were in charge of the process, referring 

particularly to the Interviewees 1 and 3, whereas Interviewee 3 accounts their success mostly 

to making a good plan and sticking to it.  

 

“From what I have seen, this kind of projects can end up with the CEO fired 

and the company’s finances a complete mess. We had the right people involved 

in the process, who knew what we wanted and were able to choose the right 

supplier, who has also redeemed their promises.” – Interviewee 2 

 

“I have heard some horror stories from my colleagues on how these projects 

can go. I think in our case, what was the key to success, was that we didn’t 

start slipping on our own demands that were agreed on in the beginning of the 

process.” – Interviewee 3 

 

It is clear that especially for Interviewee 3 the people involved played a very important role. 

They state that some personnel changes were made in the beginning of the process on their 

request, because they were not on the same ‘wavelength’. When the right people were found, 

who ‘spoke the same language’ and really understood the case company and their 

philosophy, it would have been ideal to work with them until the end of the project. However, 

there were some changes during the process, which complicated things as new people had 

to be ‘onboarded’ again. Interviewee 3 thinks that the biggest challenges in the whole process 

resulted from these changes in the staff involved in the project. 
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“I have learned that for some reason, in the IT-sector the turnover of 

employees is pretty big. Our biggest challenges were results of the key persons 

changing in the middle of the project. No matter how well things are 

documented, it causes issues. Of course, some people have also changed on 

our side during these two years too, but – knock on wood – the key players 

have stayed on. From the supplier’s side even the project leader and 

developers in charge have changed, which has definitely brought ‘additional 

spice’ to the project.” – Interviewee 3 

 

In conclusion, the post-purchase stage included the implementation of the software, which 

is still on-going at the firm. There were a lot of training sessions and the interviewees state 

that they are, at the moment, still constantly in touch with the supplier at this stage. There 

was discussion on the interviewee’s preferred ways of communicating with the customer 

service of a supplier and preferred ways to give feedback. It is clear that especially one of 

the interviewees prefers to handle things in person or through a phone call instead of using 

any online tools. The other interviewees are more open to using different online tools, prefer 

using email and are likely to subscribe to newsletters from software providers to keep up 

with the development of them.  

 

When the interviewees were asked to assess the project as a whole, the answers show that 

they are all quite content with how everything worked out. Not only did the project itself go 

well, but the results have been good. Interviewee 1 states that they have gotten good feedback 

from the employees of the company, especially regarding the usability of the software. The 

employees are happy that they now only have one tool they have to use, it is simple, and it 

has streamlined their procedures. As this was one of the main goals of the project, it seems 

that all in all the software purchase has been a success. None of the interviewees mention 

any major obstacles from the process. Interviewees 1 and 3 had the biggest role in every 

stage of the purchase decision-making process. Interviewee 2 had full trust in the co-leaders 

and did not take much part in the operative side of the project. Interviewees 4 and 5 joined 

the company during the process, and therefore they did not have any role in the beginning 

of the process. Interviewee 6 had an important role especially in the purchase-stage of the 

process, as they were closely involved in the creation and negations of the contract between 

the case company and the supplier. The role of each interviewee can be seen from Table 6.  
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Table 6: The Role of the Interviewees Throughout the Process 

 
 

4.4 The role of chatbots in B2B software purchases 

 

The last part of the interviewee included questions about the use of chatbots and other online 

interaction tools to map out how they feel about them for different purposes. The 

interviewees were asked if they know what chatbots are and if so, have they used one. 

Interviewee 1 was clear on their opinion, as they do not like any online tools, whether it be 

chatbots, social media or even emails. They also state that in their understanding, they are 

likely to be the only one in the company who feels this negatively about any new 

technologies.  One of the things they dislike about online tools is the number of 

misunderstandings it causes when people are not communicating face to face but through 

messages instead.  
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“I don’t use them, since I don’t like them… I might be the only one in our firm 

who hates everything that’s like related to this internet world. I have joked that 

email should be banned from the staff, because it causes so much work. People 

don’t know how to read or write and that results in all kinds of messes, 

communication problems. I’m the same way and that’s why I prefer to call. But 

I guess most of our staff is the opposite, they like to send messages and sit with 

their cellphones 24/7.” – Interviewee 2 

 

Interviewee 3 comments on the same matter, but with an opposite opinion, stating that a 

phone call can easily be missed, and therefore they prefer using emails. The other 

interviewees agree that they prefer email, but they do not feel very strongly about it. 

 

“The downside to phone calls is that you are in meetings all day, with your 

phone on silent, and then at 17:00 you look at it and notice missed calls, try to 

contact people but they don’t answer, and you end up in a loop. An email 

allows you to answer when you have the time.” – Interviewee 3 

 

All of the interviewees, excluding Interviewee 2, have used chatbots before. All of them 

point out situations where they have worked and situations where they have not worked. 

Interviewees 1 and 3 have had more negative experiences with chatbots but are still open to 

using them if they seem beneficial. Interviewee 1 states that if they wanted to interact with 

a company, they would rather use a chatbot than fill a contact request form, because the 

chatbots allows to start the conversation immediately instead of waiting for a contact. In 

contrast, however, sometimes using a chatbot leads to a situation where the bot does not 

know how to answer, and the conversation still has to be continued somewhere else. This 

has disappointed the interviewees. 

 

“Their execution is not yet at the level, that you would be able to find answers 

or help to what you are looking for. Whether it has been in my work or personal 

life, the experiences have been somewhat bad. The matter is not handled there 

on the spot, and I know I have to continue it somewhere else.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“I know what they are, but personally don’t prefer them. Usually at the level 
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where I’m looking at things, I need a person on the other end. I don’t have a 

close relationship with chatbots, but I don’t dislike them […] If I’m looking for 

some information and a bot pops up, I can type my question there and see what 

happens.” – Interviewee 3 

 

Next, the interviewees were asked to describe their feelings and actions if they were on a 

website, and a chatbot conversation opened up: would they use it, and if not, why. As is clear 

from the previous questions, Interviewee 2 is not interested in using chatbots. Interviewees 

1 and 4 are more prone to trying them out, even though they have had some negative 

experiences as well. Interviewee 1 feels like they would only use a chatbot if they were truly 

interested in the software. Interviewee 4 states that they would use the chatbot but do not 

expect it to solve everything right away. 

 

“I would rather skip. I have seen them but haven’t even tried to use. I like to 

call, and always ask everyone to call if they want to contact me.” – Interviewee 

2 

 

“I could leave my contacts or click to find out more about something. [...] 

However, it requires that I’m very interested in the topic. These kinds of bots 

pop up pretty often as soon as you go to the website like ‘hi, want to leave your 

contacts, how can I help you’ and I don’t think I would take on the offer at that 

stage. In order for that to happen, I should be very interested and have looked 

into the topic already.” – Interviewee 1 

 

“If I have a question, I always try it if the chatbot would give me a sensible 

answer or guide me forward. Like it usually is on the internet, it is rare to find 

a solution on the first click. You have to approach it and find the right direction 

and place to get to the right site.” – Interviewee 4 

 

Interviewees 4 and 5 have had some negative and some positive experiences with chatbots, 

and both of them seem to think that the major issue is ‘getting stuck’ with the bot, if they do 

not know how to handle more difficult questions. This can be avoided if the conversation 

continues with a real person smoothly, which has in their experience, typically worked well.  
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“It is a good channel for simple, basic question, but when there is an issue, 

which they can’t solve, you should be able to go forward to a real person. Once 

or twice, I have ‘gotten stuck’ with a bot but typically, I have been forwarded 

to a real person and that has been a handy way to deal with these situations.” 

- Interviewee 5 

 

Interviewees 1, 3 and 4 agree that a live chat or the opportunity to continue the conversation 

with a real person is better than to be contacted by the company later on. Interviewee 3 points 

out that it is understandable that a live chat is not available during the nights and the 

weekends, and in those cases the contact by email or phone is okay. Interviewee 4 agrees, 

stating that getting contacted later is not a bad option either, even though it is not the 

preferred way.  

 

”It’s a completely different feeling, like ‘okay, I know I can get this sorted out 

here and now’. I know I can get an answer, and that’s why I prefer a live chat 

instead of a chatbot, at least for now.” – Interviewee 1 

 

Interviewees 1, 3, 4 and 5 all point out that they would rather use chatbots in their private 

life than for work. Two of them mention teleoperators, Interviewee 3 mentions insurance, 

banking, and occupational health services. The same idea is repeated in the interviewee’s 

answers; chatbots are seen more as a commercial, B2C tool than a B2B tool. 

 

“I feel like in the insurance, banking, and occupational health services they 

are popular, and I have some experiences with them, like on the private side. I 

have noticed that my own shopping habits have changed a lot in the last few 

years, it is very rare that I go into a store anymore. You just open the internet, 

ask there if you have any questions and make your order.”  - Interviewee 3 

 

“In my opinion, they are more of a consumer thing, not a B2B thing, at least 

yet. That is my own feeling about them.” – Interviewee 4 
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Interviewee 4 has come across chatbots with the travel industry and adds that as a private 

person, chatbots are a good way to find things and that they can even be entertaining. They 

use an example of booking a holiday on the internet, where looking for a destination and 

planning for the trip is a part of the fun.  

 

“For example, if I was looking for a travel destination. I could type in that I 

want a location within a 6-hour flight-time from Helsinki and I want to have a 

pool, and it would be a fun part of the process, even bring joy. But when I’m 

looking for something at work, I can’t afford to ‘play around with it’.”  – 

Interviewee 4 

 

Interviewee 3 also points out that the same trend is reflected in the case company’s own 

operations, as they offer services for both consumers and other businesses. Chatbots and 

other online tools are actively used for the consumers, but not as much for business 

customers. Interviewee 5 discusses the case company’s situation, stating that they could 

benefit from the use of chatbots as well.  

 

“Like in our case – over half of the questions that come to our call center are 

very typical, like ‘how long is your x open’. This information could be found 

straight from our websites if the customers looked for it before contacting us. 

A bot could answer these types of questions.” – Interviewee 5  

 

Another point the interviewees mention is ‘leaving a trace’ by having a conversation with a 

chatbot. Interviewee 4 feels very responsible about where they leave their information when 

searching for information online. Their previous employer was a known company which 

meant getting ‘recognized’ on the internet was very easy but also something that should be 

avoided. 

 

“I’m very careful with them, because I know that soon my phone will ring, and 

a salesperson will be on the line. Every time you type something onto a website, 

you leave a trace, which makes you think... When you are surfing the internet 

as a representative of a company, it isn’t just my own name I’m putting to the 

game. Especially in my previous workplace the brand of the company brought 
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substantial pressure on this matter. That’s why I’m a little bit paranoid on 

these things.”- Interviewee 4 

 

Lastly, the ways to give feedback online were discussed. As mentioned in the previous 

subchapter, the interviewees like to use email for giving feedback if they are the one to 

initiate it. However, the interviewees state that chatbots are a very good way to ask for instant 

feedback on something that has happened online, such as a webinar. They feel like it is very 

convenient as it happens right away on the same platform, comparing it to a questionnaire 

send via email or text message.  

 

“It’s a good way to ask for feedback, for example straight away after a webinar 

or an event. You have it freshly in your memory.” – Interviewee 3 

 

“I think it’s an extremely good way to ask for feedback. For example, banks 

send you a text message after you use their services - but if the same thing 

happened through a chatbot on the website where you already are, it would be 

a very good and easy way to answer. – Interviewee 4 

 

All in all, the interviewees were not very impressed with their experiences with chatbots. 

There were some positive and some negative aspects that can be seen below in Table 7. 

Interviewee 2 was the only one who was not willing to use any online interaction tools and 

therefore did not have any experience with chatbots. The other interviewees were open to 

using them, but in many cases had found them not useful, getting stuck in a loop or not being 

able to solve the issue with the chatbot anyway. Their experiences were mostly from their 

personal usage compared to business usage, using chatbots when communicating with for 

example teleoperators that were mentioned multiple times. In addition, they were keener on 

using chatbots for reaching customer service and feedback than for information search 

purposes. However, the possibility to go from the chatbot conversation to a live chat with an 

actual person was something the interviewees appreciated. As Interviewee 1 pointed out, it 

created a feeling of trust towards the fact that the issue could be solved right there and then 

instead of having to contact the company or be contacted by the company some another way. 

Therefore, a live chat option seems to be a good feature on a website. Other online 
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touchpoints mentioned during the questions about the steps of the process were the supplier’s 

website and the content available there, such as videos or customer reference stories.  

 

Table 7: The Interviewees’ Perception of Chatbots 

 
  



   

  

81 

5. CONCLUSIONS 
 

The aim of this study was to examine the impact of online interactions in B2B software 

purchases. This was done through a single case study on a company, that has recently made 

a significant software purchase. In the theoretical part, the theories on customer journeys, 

the steps in purchase-decision making processes and typical differences between B2B and 

B2C journeys were discussed. In addition, online interactions and different touchpoints that 

are a part of the journey were discussed, as well as the tools used for creating these 

interactions. In the end, their role especially in a B2B context was examined. In the empirical 

part, the interview data was presented following the structure of the typical purchase-

decision making process. In the end, the role of chatbots as an online interaction tool was 

discussed. The final chapter answers the research questions, discusses the findings of the 

study and concludes both theoretical contributions and managerial implications the 

outcomes might have. Finally, the limitations of the study are presented with 

recommendations for future research, that might have risen from the results of the thesis.  

 

 
5.1 Answers to Research Questions 

 
The research questions were formed based on the literature review. There are three 

supporting questions in addition to the main research question. Each of the research 

questions are answered individually in this chapter, starting with the supporting questions. 

The answer to the main research question is formed based on the discussion on the sub-

questions and therefore it is presented last.  

 

RQ2: How does the multi-actor nature of B2B purchasing shape the decision-making 

process? 

 

Previous literature suggests that B2B purchase processes are typically more complex than 

B2C purchases, and they take more time (Åge 2011; Shaheen 2016). The empirical findings 

of this research support this statement. The purchase process of the case company took over 

two years, and the implementation of the software was not fully completed at the time of the 

interviews. In addition, it has been found that in B2B purchase processes, more time is spent 
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on the search and evaluation of information than in B2C purchases. This search is also wider: 

when looking for information, B2B customers are more prone to doing generic search than 

focusing on one option from the start. (Hines 2017) According to the interviewees, this was 

the case with their software purchase as well.  

 

The pre-purchase stage was the longest stage in the process and included a lot of definitions 

on the company’s side. They had a need for a software, and the main decision was on where 

to purchase one from, not whether they should purchase one at all. The process started with 

the forming of a buying team, and it according to the interviewees, this step typically plays 

a big part in whether the project will be successful or not. Large software purchases affect a 

lot of functions within the company, and all of them should be taken into consideration. If 

some function is not included in the process from the beginning, it might result in a purchase 

that does not fit them or create a rush since they have not had the time to prepare for the 

upcoming change.  

 

The purchase stage included the decision on which supplier to buy the software from. There 

are motivational and demographical factors that affect the different buyers in different ways 

(Zolkiewski et al. 2017; Puusa et al. 2015). As was discussed in chapter two, there are both 

individual and company-based criterion for decision making. These criteria can be divided 

into rational and emotional criteria. The impact of demographical factors was not studied in 

this research, however, motivational factors showed from the interviewees’ answers. For 

example, Interviewee 3 (the ICT Manager) highlighted the importance of the software’s 

features and scalability to support the company’s operations in the future as well, which is 

an emotional, company-based criterion. Interviewee 4 (the Financial Director) talked more 

about the cost of the software and viewed it as an investment with expectations for added 

revenue, which is a rational, company-based criterion. Based on this, we can also see that 

the positions of the Interviewees within the firm affect their thoughts on what is important. 

However, price was not the most important criterion for any of the interviewees. 

 

Individual, emotional criteria such as the interviewee’s personal relationship with the 

supplier was a significant factor especially for Interviewees 2 and 3. Even though all of the 

interviewees pointed out the importance of good referrals, Interviewees 2 and 3 really 

wanted to focus on building a relationship with the potential suppliers and valued their own 
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past experiences with the suppliers. As the Interviewees were not going to be the main users 

of the software, there were other employees involved in the process to define and test it. 

Their primary need was both individual and rational, the ease of use, and this factor seemed 

important for the Interviewees as well. Especially Interviewee 1 highlighted this criterion 

and repeatedly pointed out, that it was the most important thing to create a solution that 

works for the employees that use the software in their day-to-day work.  

 

Differences in what was found important were shown in other ways as well. For example, 

Interviewee 6 was very focused on creating the final contract and wanted to agree on 

everything with the supplier down to the last detail. The other interviewees would not have 

used that much time on the negotiations and did not understand the need at the moment. 

However, later on, they agree that it was necessary, and it could have been done even more 

carefully. If placed on the model presented in figure 6, all interviewees operated based on 

emotional motivations rather than rational motivations, however, as they explained they saw 

a good software as a business investment and therefore a better product can bring in more 

revenue even though it is not the cheapest solution. Each member of the buying team was 

more focused on different aspects of the model, and together they were able to make a 

decision that considered them all.  

 

The multi-actor nature of B2B purchasing means that in the post-purchase stage, each 

member of the buying team and the functions they represent should be satisfied with the 

product. As the interviewees state, constant communication between the supplier and the 

company is very important and they all expect to be contacted by the supplier regularly. In 

this case, it seems that everyone in the team was satisfied with the purchase and there were 

no major complaints on the software or the process itself. The interviewees want to build a 

long-term relationship with their supplier and value frequent meetings with them.  

 

It seems that the multi-actor nature of B2B purchasing shapes the process to being more 

complex in a way, that it requires a lot more of definitions within the company, in addition 

to a lot of meetings and discussions with each of the suppliers. It was very important for the 

interviewees that they saw the supplier had really understood their situation and answered 

everyone’s individual motives. However, even though the interviewees were more focused 

on different things during the process, they seemed to have been on the same page when it 
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comes to the goals of the project. There were no major conflicts during the process or no 

need to make big compromises. It seems that the decision was made in consensus within the 

buying team, and everyone trusted the expertise of others. For example, the final approval 

was gotten from the board of the company with full trust in the buying teams’ choice. It has 

been found that the IT department is the most influential one across all software purchases, 

and this was the case in this research as well. Interviewees 1 (ICT and Quality Manager) and 

3 (Director of ICT) were the ones who had the most impact on the purchase as the project 

leaders. were the and the of the company. It is possible, that this factor might be highlighted 

due to the fact that the current CEO and Financial Director had started working at the 

company when the process was already ongoing. The people in these positions might have 

had a bigger impact on the process and the chosen supplier, had they been involved from the 

very beginning. 

 

 

RQ3: What types of online interactions occur at different stages of the B2B software 

purchasing process?  

 

Previous studies have shown that B2B buyers do a lot of information search online, 

especially through a company’s website (Gupta 2004), making online sources an important 

part of the pre-purchase stage of the process. The interviewees all state that they looked for 

information about the software online and therefore this research supports these findings. A 

company’s own website was named the most important way to look for information about a 

software by the interviewees if they had no personal contacts at the company. What was 

looked for from the websites, was the size of the company, reference stories and information 

on other customers so they could be contacted personally. This was done at the very 

beginning of the purchase process to see whether the supplier seemed like a trustworthy 

option or not and the information determined whether they were even asked for an offer or 

not. However, if the interviewees had personal contacts at the company, they wanted to 

discuss the situation with them directly.  

 

The pre-purchase stage in these types of B2B purchases is not just about comparing the 

features of different software, but also about understanding the company’s own situation and 

understanding what the software can do for them specifically, as has been found before 
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(Knapp 2018; Grönroos 2008). It was mentioned multiple times during the interviews how 

valuable they found reference stories of past customers with similar problems and examples 

on how the software in question helped in resolving these issues. Therefore, it seems that it 

is very beneficial if a company can provide the potential buyer with content that helps them 

in making this decision. Webinars, customer reference videos and blog texts were mentioned 

as good sources to look for this kind of information. When talking about a hypothetical 

situation where the need for a new software had not been brought up but the interviewees 

themselves were interested in a product, the role of searching for information online was 

highlighted. In this scenario, all of the interviewees agreed they would first look into the 

software themselves before contacting their colleagues or the software provider. The primary 

reason for this was to save the time of other people and make sure the software was worth 

mentioning first. In this case, trial periods of the software were also considered valuable.   

 

The purchase stage did not include many online interactions based on the findings of this 

case. The negotiations for the contracts were done primarily in face-to-face-meetings. The 

potential suppliers gave their offers based on the case company’s definitions and presented 

them to the buying team directly. The findings implicate that smaller software products are 

more often purchased and taken into use straight from the website than larger ones, which 

often require meetings with the supplier. With smaller software, purchases can even be done 

through a chatbot, whereas with larger, especially customised software, the process typically 

includes some form of discussion or negotiations. 

 

The post-purchase stage has included some online interactions as a part of the customer 

service by the supplier. The supplier has an online ticketing-system which allows the people 

using the software to contact them if they have any problems. In general, the interviewees 

felt like it is necessary that a software provider offers a system like this. At the time of the 

interviews, the implementation of the software was not ready yet and the interviews stated 

that they still have regular meetings with the software supplier to follow the situation. 

However, after this the idea is to use mainly the ticketing system. The interviewees 

mentioned customer satisfaction surveys and newsletters on software updates as things that 

they value from a software supplier. They pointed out that regular meetings and being 

actively in touch with the company are very important.   
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RQ4: How are chatbots perceived by B2B buyers? 

 

Online interactions tools are often used to get information and contact the company. 

Chatbots answer this need very well, as people can decide whether they want to start the 

conversation or not and if so, when. It also allows the customer to find out more about the 

product before letting the supplier know who and from what company they are, as was the 

concern of the interviewees. In spite of this, the interviewees had mixed feelings about 

chatbots in general. Some of them were open to try them, some were not, and the main reason 

for negative feelings was the fact that they had bad experiences with them in the past that 

resulted in having to contact the company on some other way in the end. Two of the 

interviewees described being stuck ‘in a loop’ with the chatbot, as they do not always 

understand what it is that you are trying to find out.  

 

The primary reason people use chatbots has been found to be their productivity – they are 

easy and convenient to use, in addition to providing answers fast (Brandtzaeg & Følstad 

2017; Sinch 2019).  Even though the interviewees of this study did not have very positive 

experiences with the use of chatbots, the positive things they said were related to these 

factors. The positive feeling was amplified if there was a possibility to continue the 

conversation with a real person if the bot cannot give the right answers. This was something 

the interviewees found really positive about a website chat because in their opinion it meant 

that they could trust they would get the matter solved instantly. In general, the interviewees 

found themselves more likely to use chatbots in their personal life than in work-related 

issues. One interviewee stated that using a chatbot can even be a form of entertainment when 

used for personal reasons, which clearly indicates that the use of chatbots is different in a 

B2B context. 

 

 

RQ1: What is the role of online interactions in the B2B software purchase process?  

 

Based on the findings from this research, it appears that online interactions do not have a big 

role in large software purchases, or at least they are not as meaningful as some other factors. 

It has been found in previous studies that as a purchase gets bigger, positive experiences and 

real reference stories from other customers and the buyers’ networks become increasingly 



   

  

87 

important and create a sense of trust towards the supplier (Schwager & Meyer 2007; CEB 

Global 2018). One previous study found that a supplier that has been recommended by their 

peers is prioritized by 76% of B2B buyers (LinkedIn 2016). This research supports these 

findings. The importance of reference stories, past experiences and the opinions of the 

interviewees’ personal networks was mentioned repeatedly during the interviews.   

 

According to the framework by Hoyer et al. (2020), they are most impactful in the pre-

purchase and purchase stages of the purchase process. Based on this study, online 

interactions do have a high impact on the pre-purchase stage, but not so much in the purchase 

stage. The interviewees looked for information about the software suppliers online and were 

open to discussing the situation through a chat either with a bot or a salesperson. Another 

difference to the framework is that, according to this research, their impact was also high 

post-purchase stages. The interviewees who had used chatbots and were open to using them, 

stated that they are especially a good way to give feedback and contact customer service. It 

should be noted that the framework has been created for a B2C context, which might be the 

reason for the differences in the results. As B2B purchases are bigger and more complex, 

the actual purchase is often not done online.  

 

As a conclusion, in the pre-purchase stage online interactions were primarily used as a way 

to get additional information on the software supplier and their current or past customers. 

The role of online interactions was therefore to support the ongoing purchase process. The 

buying team searched the suppliers’ own websites and especially wanted to read reference 

stories. The need to make such a purchase in the first place, came from the within company 

and the interactions between the case company and the supplier were initiated by the case 

company. In the purchase stage, online interactions did not play a big role at all. The post-

purchase stage has included online interactions in regard to customer satisfaction, and the 

interviewees found them very important in maintaining a good relationship between the 

parties. A summary of the results can be found below, in Table 8. 
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Table 8: Summary of the Results 

 

 

5.2 Theoretical Contributions 

 

Previous research has shown that a significant amount of the activities in a B2B purchase-

decision making process are done online and that they are critically important (Gupta 2004; 

Steward et al. 2019; Hoyer et al. 2020). Some studies have suggested that as much as 57% 

of the steps in purchase decision-making processes have been done online before contacting 

anyone (CEB Global 2018; Gerard 2014). This study contradicts those findings. Online 

interaction methods were used in all of the stages of the process, however, their impact was 

not as big as personal interactions, such as calling or meeting with someone directly. Online 

tools were not the primary method of looking for information in any stage of the process, as 

the interviewees rather contacted someone they know first. However, the interviewee’s state 

that this is not always the case and with some less critical purchases, they would begin the 
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process by research online. This might be because the purchase is smaller or the pulse to 

look for it has come from outside, like seeing an advertisement. In these cases, the 

interviewees would rather form an opinion on the software themselves before bringing it up 

with their colleagues or contacting the company directly.  

 

The findings of this study support previous literature on the meaning of past positive 

experiences, real reference stories and the buyer’s personal network in large purchases 

(Schwager & Meyer 2007; Zolkiweski et al. 2017). In this case, the purchase process was 

very much guided by the interviewees feelings towards each supplier and the initial contacts 

were made based on recommendations from others or own connections with someone. Even 

though there were other motivations, such as product-related criteria, the feeling of trust 

towards the supplier was the most important factor in each stage of the purchase process and 

mentioned multiple times by each of the interviewees. Of course, one factor that increased 

the feeling of trust towards a supplier was their ability to understand the case company’s 

needs and match their offering with those needs. The case company was not willing to 

compromise on any product features which is a more rational approach to the situation.  

 

In addition, this study expands on the existing knowledge on B2B online buying and B2B 

byers’ perceptions on different online interaction tools such as chatbots. Previous studies 

have proven that chatbots are used because of their productivity (Hoar 2015; Brandtzaeg & 

Følstad 2017; Sinch 2019), and the findings of this research support this statement. In 

contrast, they were not always preferred over other methods such as calling, sending an email 

by the interviewees in this case. Some of the interviewees had quite negative feelings 

towards them, while others state that they would be open to using them if they worked 

correctly and were able to connect them to a real person if necessary.  

 

 

5.3 Managerial Implications 

 

The idea of this chapter is to answer the question “how can the customer experience be 

improved throughout a software buying process with online interactions in a B2B context?” 

and provide insight for software supplier companies. As discussed earlier, based on the 

findings of this research, traditional online interactions are not very significant in larger 
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software purchase processes. The impact of personal networks, own contacts and previous 

customers of the potential supplier was highlighted in the interviewees’ answers. Therefore, 

more focus should be on the individual customers and mapping out the potential customers’ 

problems, wants and needs. This research has brought up topics that could be utilized 

through online interaction tools better, such as being proactively in touch with the customer 

and checking their satisfaction on different touchpoints. If a software supplier is using 

chatbots on their website, they should make sure the customers receive answers to their 

questions from the bot or by moving onto a live chat to avoid negative experiences. It might 

be a good idea to include as many types of customer reference stories and recommendations 

on a website as possible, so that every potential customer can find a story that is at least 

somewhat relatable to their situation.  

 

In addition, this research serves as a viewpoint on organizational software purchasing, 

describing the process and the steps included in it from the customers point of view. This 

gives valuable information to not only marketers but salespeople and product development 

too on what the customers are looking for in a software supplier in each step of the process 

and what are the main purchase decision criteria. The findings of this study can be used to 

create better content on the company’s website, to understand the customer better in 

negotiations and to succeed in keeping the customer satisfied after the purchase as well.  

 

 

5.4 Limitations and Future Research 

 

It is worth mentioning that this study is a single case study, with the interviews only focusing 

on one company, which means the results might not be as generalizable. It has been argued 

that the purpose of case studies is more to expand current theories than bring new ones 

(Burns 2000). Even though there is no correct number of interviews that have to be done 

(Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2000), the number of individuals in the study is quite limited, with only 

six interviewees. The representatives also have very similar demographic backgrounds, such 

as age group. These factors might lower the level of reliability and the ability to make 

scientific generalization based on the results of the study (Berry & Otley 2004). However, 

the benefit of case studies is the ability to examine the collected data closely within a specific 

context and understand the research problem better (Zainal 2007). 
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As this research was a single case study, it could be expanded further to get more reliable 

results. It could also be interesting to ask more specific questions on the use of online 

interaction tools from a bigger sample size and study the possible impact of the interviewees 

demographical background in their preferred online interaction methods. It can be assumed 

that people experience touchpoints and online interactions differently and it would be 

interesting to see, what factors affect this perception. In addition, it would be interesting to 

study the same topics regarding a different kind of purchase, either something completely 

different or, for example, a smaller software purchase. Some software can be purchased 

completely online, and do not require customization or set up with the supplier, which makes 

the purchase process significantly different from this case.  
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APPENDICES 
 
 
Appendix 1. Interview Template  
 

Explain the research topic and aims, describe the interview process 
Explain the interviewee’s right for anonymity 
Explain how the data is handled during and after the research 
Ask for the permission to record the interview 
 

1. BACKGROUND QUESTIONS ON THE INTERVIEWEE AND THEIR COMPANY 
 

1. In what field does your company operate in? 
2. How much staff is there in the company?  
3. What is your role and for how long have you been working at the company?  
4. What was the last software purchase you have participated in?  
5. Is there anything you would like to add?  

 
2. PRE-PURCHASE STAGE 
 

1. When did you recognize a need or want for the new software?  
a. Describe the process – how long was it? 
b. In what part of the process were you a part of it?  
c. What was your main role in the purchase process?  
d. Was the role determined together, or did it “fall on you randomly”?  

2. Where did you look for information about the software? 
a. What kind of information are you looking for? What do you need to know? 
b. What are the most important factors for you in a new software? 
c. Where do you look for this information?  
d. In what form would you like to receive this information? (e.g., download a 

guide, attend a webinar, contact sales, watch a video, use a chatbot) 
3. In your company’s recent software purchase, who was the one to initiate the 

process? 
a. What happened next? Was there a “purchase team”?  
b. Who in the team looked for information and compared potential software? 
c. What did you want to know about the software at this stage?  
d. In what ways did you communicate with the software provider?  

4. Imagine you came across a new software (e.g., through an online advertisement) 
that, in your opinion, could be beneficial to your company. No one has mentioned a 
need to change or take on a new software, but you are interested. What would you 
do? 

5. Who would you contact after discovering a new potential software – your own 
colleagues / management or the software company to find out more?  

a. If someone from your own company, who? (e.g., your boss, team members) 
b. If the software company, in what way would you contact them? (e.g., via 

phone, email, website form, chatbot) 
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6. Imagine you have now found useful information about the product, and it seems 
like a really good fit for your company. What is the next thing you do? Who do you 
have to “sell it to”? 

7. Imagine you notice a need for a new software solution in your company through 
day-to-day communications with the employees, who are not happy with the 
current one. What is the first thing you would do?  

8. Is there anything you would like to add?  
 
3. PURCHASE STAGE 
 

1. In your company’s recent software purchase, who was in charge of the process? 
a. What was the purchase process like? What did it include? (e.g., meetings, 

phone calls, demonstrations, a trial period, training sessions) 
b. What was the most important thing resulting in a selection of this software? 

(e.g., price, fit for the company, features, customer service) 
2. Where do you typically purchase software products that are related to your work? 

a. What kind of products do you purchase online? 
b. What methods of buying do you prefer? (e.g., meetings with sales or online 

buying “on your own”) 
3. Did you make the final purchase decision yourself? If not, who did? 
4. Did you make the final purchase yourself? If not, who does? (who is in charge of 

the project and the communications with the software company) 
5. Is there anything you would like to add?  

 
4. POST-PURCHASE STAGE 
 

1. Have you needed customer service with your new service since implementing it?  
a. If yes, how do you contact the supplier? 
b. If not, how would you like to do it? 

2. What went well in the process, what didn’t? What would you have changed about 
it?  

3. Where do you typically look for customer service? 
a. In what way would you like to receive it? (e.g., calling, email, chat with 

someone, a chatbot, guides on the topic) 
4. Would you like to be contacted by the company regularly or only contact them if 

there are issues with the use of the software? 
5. How do you typically give feedback to companies?  
6. Is there anything you would like to add?  

 

5. QUESTIONS ON THE USAGE OF CHATBOTS  
 

1. Do you know what is a chatbot? 
2. How do you feel about chatbots? 
3. Have you ever used a chatbot?  

a. If yes: 
i. Why? In what context?  

ii. What was the experience like? 
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iii. Was it a rule-based or AI-based chatbot? (explain the difference) 
iv. Were you satisfied with the conversation? 

1. If yes, what was the main reason for it? 
2. If not, what was the main reason for it? 

b. If not: 
i. Why? What would you wish from them?  

4. Did you use or have you ever used a chatbot to look for information about a 
product for your company? How about customer service? How about giving 
feedback? 

a. If yes, why? What was the experience like? What did you like or dislike? 
b. If not, why? Could you see yourself using one for this purpose in the future? 
c. Would you prefer some other way of interacting with the company? 

5. Imagine you are visiting a website of software for your company for the first time 
and a chatbot conversation opens up. How do you feel about the following 
scenarios? Why? 

a. The chatbot offers you the opportunity for a free trial of the product. 
b. The chatbot offers help in finding what you are looking for. 
c. The chatbot asks you how you feel about the product so far.  
d. The chatbot suggests you a guide or a blog post to get more information.  
e. The chatbot offers you the opportunity to leave your contact information 

and be contacted by the sales team via email or phone.  
6. Is there anything you would like to add?  

 

Thank the interviewee for the time and interest in participating.  


