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Abstract 

Factors Influencing the Net Promoter Score 

Devesh Gadkari 
 
 
 
Net Promoter Score (NPS) is considered to be an important metric for measuring 
customer loyalty. The concept is widely popular and adopted in several established 
and emerging industries. This master’s thesis work is aimed to spot the factors 
influencing the NPS of a company and the score rated by an individual. The study is 
conducted at a SaaS company, Funnel. Starting with the exploration of NPS in 
Funnel, the thesis work goes on to deep-dive in the journey of Funnel’s customers 
who responded to NPS. Each customer journey is presented as an individual case 
study. There are five such case-studies that represent five customers belonging to 
three distinct behavioural groups marked by NPS (Promoter, detractors and 
passives). The cases are analysed together with formulation of a revised framework 
of customer loyalty. The framework demonstrates factors that affect the customer 
loyalty, individual NPS response, and consequently the customer behaviour. It is 
noticed that customer satisfaction plays an important role in the individual response 
to NPS survey along with multiple other factors that influence the customer attitude 
and behaviour in different ways. It is also observed that the customer behaviour in 
the cases differs from the expected behaviour of promoters, detractors and passives 
proposed by NPS. 
 
The findings show that the loyalty behaviour could be manifested due to multiple 
industry-specific factors which are irrespective of company’s internal performance 
and satisfaction. Hence, the phenomenon of loyalty and satisfaction is addressed on 
an industry level. The analysis unfolds a theory that is demonstrated with a matrix 
to understand the impact of industry dynamic on satisfaction-loyalty relationship. 
This varying satisfaction-loyalty relationship calls for alterations in NPS practices 
as per the industry characteristics.  
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1. Introduction 

Amidst the era of ever growing consumerism, the society witnessed significant changes in how 
the companies approach their customers. Trapped in the greed of competitive market 
capitalization, companies often used aggressive advertising methods to attract the customers. 
However, these strategies were heavy on the acquisition side often neglecting the post-acquisition 
care and expectations of the customers (Reichheld, 2011). Many companies with such an industry 
dynamic even entered the scam zone by crossing the fine line. This ‘over-promise-under-deliver’ 
approach started creating a sense of skepticism towards the industry for the customers. Meanwhile, 
academicians and management consultants studied the capital benefits related to the retention of 
satisfied customers. With proven examples and increasing attention in academic and industrial 
research, there evolved a more customer-centric approach which was often acclaimed to be the 
solution for growing sustainable businesses. In addition to this, the rise of internet facilitated 
increasing number of options for the consumers to choose from and have more transparency with 
their vendors.  Consequently, more and more emphasis was shown on customer satisfaction, 
furthermore, customer loyalty. 
 
“Loyalty” is an abstract concept (Reichheld, 2006; Dick and Basu,1994). It implies that there is 
something more to satisfying customers and keeping them happy. It goes beyond fulfilling the 
operant needs of a transaction to build a sense of fidelity (Reichheld, 1996). Loyalty could develop 
in first interaction or could take years to build. While more companies were looking for the right 
tools to measure customer loyalty, Frederick Reichheld with fellow management consultants from 
Bain and Company proposed the concept of Net Promoter Score (NPS) which was an innovative 
way of surveying and analyzing the surveys. He claimed that NPS gives an accurate picture of 
customer loyalty and it is positively correlated with profitability and growth (Reichheld, 2003).  

1.1. What is Net Promoter Score? 

 
Figure 1: How does NPS work? 

As shown in Figure 1, customers of the company or brand X are asked, 

 “How likely is it that you would recommend [brand or company X] to a friend or colleague?”  
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This question is traditionally referred as the ‘would recommend’ question (Reichheld, 2003).  
Customers are asked to respond by choosing a number between 0 to 10. Such a practice is carried 
out generally with all the existing customers of the given firm. The customers that rate 9 or 10 
points are called as the “promoters”. The customers placing themselves on the range of 0 to 6 
points are the called as the “detractors”. The customers that rate 7 or 8 points are tagged as 
“passives”. The response to the question is aggregated and calculated as a single number statistic, 
which is called as the Net Promoter Score. NPS is the percentage difference between the promoters 
and detractors. The score might vary between -100% to 100%. The question is often followed with 
an option to motivate “why?”. This attains a more qualitative input from an individual customer, 
expressing the reason for their score. There are several ways to carry out NPS. The question could 
be asked personally after a transaction, on a phone call or text message; online, via website pop-
ups and emails; or traditional paper survey and on survey booths.  

1.2. The Concept of NPS  

Consider a typical social scientific phenomenon explaining an event as shown in the Figure 2. It 
is often represented with the antecedents to the event that lead to the occurrence of the event which 
is followed by the consequences of the event. Similarly, in case of the NPS, the established 
understanding is that ‘the performance antecedents build loyal customers; loyal customers enable 
the firm to translate into the event of high NPS; the event translates into consequences such as 
revenue growth and firm profitability (Reichheld, 2006; Grissafe, 2007; Anderson and Mittal, 
2000). It is crucial to realize that this understanding of NPS is fundamentally flawed. NPS is no 
real event that translates into any consequences. 
 

 
Figure 2: A typical representation of a scientific phenomenon 

Even though, the NPS is the focal concept in this case, there is no causal relationship between NPS 
and consequences (Grissafe, 2007).  
 

 
Figure 3: NPS as a phenomenon 

Antecedents Event Consequences 

antecedents attitude behavior 

NPS 
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On an individual level, the rating is merely an indicator, an acid test of a formed or unformed 
attitude that may translate into a customer behavior such as WoM and retention which furthermore 
reflect in high profits and growth. This is simply represented in the Figure 3. The literature by 
Reichheld (2003, 2006) states the typical behavioral traits and antecedents characterized by the 
individual rating of the survey. While those traits are fairly correlated to NPS on an aggregate level 
(Eger and Micik, 2017), NPS is not what derives those traits. Increasing the NPS is essentially an 
act of betterment of the combined attitude of the customers. It is the attitude that drives the 
retention behavior and recommendations. 
 
The notion of attitude is much simpler to analyze on an individual level than on an aggregate level. 
Hence, it is necessary to understand this phenomenon on an individual level first where the 
individual rating to the NPS survey is at the focus. However, based on the individual level analysis, 
the notion of NPS has several considerations on a higher level of abstraction, such as such as firms, 
markets and industries. 

1.3. Industry Scenario and Spread of NPS 

NPS is now a widely used measure in different industries. With the rise in online based trades and 
transactions, the internet-based survey practices grew rapidly (Hayes, 2008). Given to the 
simplicity of NPS, it spread rapidly online since it is even more easy to implement with 
communication channels such as email, website pop-ups, text messages etc. There are multiple 
online websites such as wootrics.com, delighted.com that carry out multi-channel NPS at a fixed 
monthly cost for any type of companies. Such a scenario enabled almost any businesses to reach 
out to their entire customer base in a matter of minutes. While NPS was primarily designed for 
more consumer-based industries (Reichheld, 2003), it has naturally expanded in other business 
dynamics such as B2B (Michel and Dullweber,2014). Especially, in the booming start-up culture 
where customer-centricity and growth are the central elements for the business (Ries, 2011), NPS 
has turned out to be a handy tool to understand the customers’ sentiment towards the firm. 
Moreover, many who implement the NPS spread the word with online blogs and podcasts which 
has made NPS “go viral”. 
 
The industry under consideration for this study is B2B Software-as-a-Service, abbreviated as B2B 
SaaS. SaaS is typically grown as an industry on the cloud computing concept where the software 
is not installed the user device and used on the subscription basis (Vaquero et al., 2008). A typical 
use case of SaaS would be, individual clients and employees of the customer firm using the 
software services on their individual device with their personal usage account. The payment is 
made not individually but by the firm to the service providing company on a monthly basis 
(Tyrväinen and Selin, 2011). SaaS as an industry has grown in last 20 years and the companies in 
it generally follow modern start-up ideologies (Tyrväinen and Selin, 2011). Given to the customer-
focused product philosophy and easy online implementation of surveying, NPS appears to be 
popular in this industry. Ironically, sites that implement NPS online such as Wootrics.com and 
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delighted.com are also B2B SaaS companies since they gather, store and visualize the NPS data 
with the help of cloud computing. 

1.4. Firm Scenario and Use of NPS 

The company under consideration for this master’s thesis work is called as Funnel, a typical 
example of B2B SaaS company and is headquartered in Stockholm. It is important to regard the 
operations of Funnel which will be often referred in the case studies from Section 5.  
 
What is Funnel? 
Many of the companies relying on marketing operate with online advertising or marketing 
methods. They advertise on multiple advertising platforms that display the advertises to relevant 
consumers. These advertising platforms register the factors like number of clicks, impressions etc. 
and summarize this with the cost of advertising, which together generally signify the advertising 
effort put in by the company on a particular advertising platform. However, the later effect of the 
advertises such as number of purchases, sign-ups are measures that the advertising platforms have 
no information on and the marketing companies must look elsewhere. This information can be 
availed from a web analytic service called as, Google Analytics1. 
 
For a company to get detailed insights on return on investments(ROI) or return on advertising 
spend (ROAS), marketing companies avail the data from these different sources and manually 
compile that in a spreadsheet. This is a highly time-consuming process and marketers struggle to 
automate this task. The scenario exacerbates as the number of advertising platforms go on 
increasing, which is generally the case for marketing companies that aim to advertise in wider 
demographics.  
 
Funnel provides a software tool that compiles the advertising data from these platforms and 
combines it with the post-ad data from Google Analytics. This gives companies a more elaborate 
picture of their advertising/marketing performance and easier insights on ROI and ROAS. In 
addition, it saves time for marketers in comparison with the traditional methods and automates the 
process to a large extent. All in all, Funnel’s customers get an aggregate overview of their 
advertising performance. Funnel’s way of exporting the data is what defines the Funnel’s product 
categories. The data can be exported for visualization on Funnel’s own Dashboards and reports 
solution, Google Data Studio2 or other visualization tools. Or it can be sent to Data warehouses 
tools. There is another option to build a custom API of Funnel which facilitates the data export to 
intended BI tools. 
 

                                                
1 Google Analytics is a web analytics service offered by Google that tracks and reports website traffic and activity of 
the visitors. For more information, visit www.google.com/analytics/analytics 
2 Google Data Studio is a data visualization tool offered by Google. For more information, visit 
www.google.com/analytics/data-studio 
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Funnel as a product has been under constant development and has changed and upgraded vastly 
over the period. This is in an effort to attain more inclusivity and wider spectrum of customers. 
Funnel’s product development relies on a customer-centric approach. Customer feedback and 
inputs from prospects customers help in driving the growth of the tool and development strategies. 
The operations of the firm could be allotted to four core teams: Development, Customer Success, 
Sales and Marketing. The development team is involved in the development of the product and 
resolving technical issues. Customer Success (CS) deals with the onboarding of new customers 
and takes care of the existing customers. Sales deals with commercial side of the company ensuring 
the customer acquisition. Marketing involves marketing and specifically advertising functions for  
spotting and targeting potential customers. 
 
Why use NPS? 
It is important for Funnel to gauge the customer satisfaction and/or loyalty of its customers and 
assure their retention. Funnel have been implementing NPS for last two years which they claim to 
be useful for understanding the customer health (Åman, 2017). The score rated by the individual 
users gives Funnel an opportunity to characterize customers as promoters, detractors or passives. 
The ‘why?’ question following the ‘would recommend’ question enables the customers to motivate 
why they rated a particular score. It often contains customer complaints, appreciation and state of 
behavior which allows Funnel to understand what the customers think of Funnel in a nutshell. 
What primarily interests Funnel is to understand what drives the score of an individual user. Study 
of this nature could would help Funnel in understanding their individual users based on their traits 
in relation to their NPS survey response. It could also potentially provide Funnel a set of levers 
that they can trigger to push the customers to ‘promoter’-end of the scale. The findings related to 
this can be tested and extrapolated for other companies in the similar situation as that of Funnel. 
 
Like most of the other companies in SaaS, Funnel is also very sensitive about the customer churn. 
Customer churn is a concept related to the existing customers that cancel the subscription and leave 
the vendor firm. It is often measured and displayed with indices such as churn rate. Funnel 
acknowledges the need to spot customer attributes prior to them churning out, so they can pull the 
right levers to save them from cancelling the subscription. NPS is intended to give Funnel a prior 
indication of unhappy customers. Understanding NPS thoroughly is intended to help Funnel in 
validating their existing practices and adjust them in the right way. Funnel’s take on the NPS and 
their implementation will be discussed more in detail in the Empirical Exploration in Section 5.1. 

1.5. Problematization 

Based on the literature review (discussed in detail in Section 4), the majority of the industries 
appear convinced about the effectiveness of NPS and the correlation with company growth and 
profitability (Schneider et al, 2008; Reichheld, 2011). However, there are several varying 
assumptions and contextual limitations that raise questions about the predictive validity of 
Reichheld’s framework (Reichheld, 2006; Grisaffe, 2007). The tags of promoters and detractors 



 

12 

manifest two bipolar expressions that are interpreted from a unipolar scale of likelihood which 
shows a scientific defect in the system (Tourangeau, 2000; Grissafe, 2007). Also, splitting the 
customers into three distinct behavioral groups merely based on a response to a single question 
scale might be misleading when the firms characterize the customers individually, which is often 
the case for relationship-based transactions.  Hence, it is important to understand on a micro level 
of the system (an individual customer); what goes on in a customer’s mind based on the period of 
relationship that translates into an individual score? Is the scale response by the customer a true 
reflection of her attitude or behavior? And how does the customer loyalty theory play a role in this 
if Reichheld (2003) claims NPS to be a phenomenon of customer loyalty? However, for this study, 
the theory of psychology and biases is not taken into account even though they play a major role 
in individual scale responses (Reichheld, 2011; Tourangeau, 2000) 
 
On macro level, it is argued the that the concept of NPS is originally constructed on a specific 
context of industries which mostly entails companies of B2C nature with single point of purchase 
transactions (Reichheld, 2003). Many firms like Funnel in SaaS industry are of B2B nature and 
operate on a subscription platform in which the customers are in an ongoing active relationship 
with the vendor. But there are several anomalies noticed in the case of Funnel that cannot be 
explained with the B2B-B2C distinction. Hence, in this thesis work, the B2B and B2C distinction 
needs to be avoided for the analysis. Instead, these macro level issues regarding NPS and customer 
loyalty are required to be analyzed from the lens of industries that are defined by markets and 
product which is a more comprehensive way of looking at the problem.  

1.6. Purpose and Research Questions 

Weighing all the abovementioned factors, this research aims to investigate what influences the 
loyalty that is represented by NPS? In this thesis, the NPS phenomenon is analyzed on two levels, 
an individual respondent score level and the firm’s NPS level. These two can be considered two 
separate units of analysis. On an individual level analysis, the purpose is to understand what factors 
build the attitude that manifests loyalty/ satisfaction with regards to the particular individual rating 
to the NPS survey. How does the attitude in return translates into a particular behavior displayed 
by the customer? Based on the understanding of individual sentiment, it is simpler to understand 
the NPS and loyalty phenomenon from a more aggregate level where the vendor firm is the unit 
of analysis. This helps in tackling the concept of Net Promoter System in relation to the customer 
loyalty and satisfaction, in varying industrial dynamic characterized by the market and product. 
This approach gives a more holistic understanding of the customer loyalty and role of NPS in it. 
 
The research questions are designed based on the progression of the research, unit of analysis, 
purpose of the research. The motivation behind the given progression and design of the research 
will be discussed in the research design section (section 3). 
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The first research question is targeted towards the empirical exploration of the phenomenon of 
NPS in the given context.  
 
RQ1: How does the object firm (Funnel) interpret and implement NPS?  (an empirical 
exploration) 
 
This is answered mostly on the empirical grounds. It aims to understand the scenario from within 
the firm. The study is carried out in the early phase of the thesis work and attains an overview of 
the scenario of NPS in Funnel and in the industry. The unit of analysis in this is the company itself 
in relation to its customers and the industries. 
 
With the help of findings from the first research question in combination with theory, the focus of 
the empirics is shifted to Funnel’s customers.  
 
RQ2: How does the journey of an individual customer unfold and how does that reflect into 
the individual rating to the NPS survey? 
 
The question plays a core role for empirical findings and is presented in the research in the form 
of case studies. The aim of the question is to map the customer journey comprising of interactions 
and events and see if and how it affects the customer’s sentiment towards Funnel. Small analytical 
summary of the case studies shows the nature of different attributes spotted in the journey and how 
that might be in line with the customer’s individual score. The unit of analysis for this RQ is 
switched to the individual customer level. The intention is to prepare the reader with the empirical 
data that plays an important role in the Analysis and Findings in Section 7. 
 
RQ3: What factors pertaining to the individual customer influence her loyalty attitude and 
behavior? 
 
The third research question refers to the analytical section in the research. It is displayed with an 
interplay of theory and empirics from the case studies. The unit of analysis continues to be the 
individual customer and the question attempts to demonstrate a revised theoretical model of 
customer loyalty.  
 
The final research question is where the focus is shifted back to the vendor firm from the 
customers. 
 
RQ4:  How does the Net Promoter System function in various industries characterized by 
the nature of the product and market? 
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The question focuses to attain a better understanding of NPS in the given industry dynamic. The 
question addresses Funnel’s disposition in the SaaS industry and the market it caters and 
demonstrates how that might affect the intended benefits of NPS. The answers are derived from 
several parts of the previous research question and empirical data and guide to implications and 
further discussion section. However, the unit of analysis is switched back to the firm level and the 
propositions are primarily driven by the object firm (Funnel). 
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2. Research Design 

It is difficult to construct a purely inductive or purely deductive research. However, for this thesis 
work, a slightly inductive-inclined approach has been followed (Bryman and Bell, 2011). As a 
starting point, the theory plays an important role in understanding the contextual grounds for 
exploration of the phenomenon. The gaps in existing literature and inefficiency of traditional 
theoretical models motivate the need for such a study.  
 
The design for empirical presentation and analysis of the study is the case-study design. The case-
study is an attempt of ‘telling it like it is’ to present the facts and opinions as stated but encapsulated 
to demonstrate relevant facts and interactions (Bryman and Bell, 2011). The method for obtaining 
the empirical data is mostly qualitative. Techniques such as unstructured/ semi-structured 
interviews, group interviews, observation studies are used to gather the empirical data.  

2.1. Choice of the Case-study Design 

Major difference between a single case study and a multiple case study is that the multiple case 
studies design enables to compare and understand similarities and differences within the cases 
(Gustaffson, 2017). For this research, both single case study and multiple-case studies designs are 
implemented depending on the observer’s interpretation. As an over-arching theme of the research, 
the design employed is the single case study, where the observer is put into a company setting to 
get an overview from the inside of the company which is more inclined to the emic approach of 
research (Morris et al, 1999). In the thesis work, this single case study is observed more in RQ1 
and RQ4, where the abstraction is on company level and with industry as the surrounding. 
 
However, once the focus of the research is on the Funnel’s customers, the thesis work switches to 
the multiple case study design. In this approach, the observer analyses the customers more from 
the outside, relating this to the etic approach ((Morris et al, 1999). The abstraction is on the 
individual customer level where multiple customers are individually studied and compared. This 
is observed particularly in RQ2 and RQ4. Multiple case study enables to analyze the data in two 
possible ways (Gustaffson, 2017; Yin, 2003). 
 

● Multiple events and scenarios in a single case 
● Single event or scenario across multiple cases 
 

The main reason behind employing the multiple case-study design is to analyze the variation in 
customer-related parameters between promoter, detractors and passives (Reichheld, 2011; Bryman 
and Bell, 2011). Hence, the selection of the customer candidates for the cases is also made based 
on their described group as promoter, detractor or passive. It was initially attempted the sample 
size remain consistent for each NPS group (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Two cases are constructed 
for promoters and detractors each since these two are proclaimed as two bipolar groups. However, 
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due to time constrains and poor response of participants, two cases could not be constructed for 
the passives and hence, only one is shown in the study. But since passive is an intermediate group 
as proposed by the Net Promoter System where the survey respondents display an intermediate 
stimulus on the scale response, it can be rationalized so as not to draw too much attention to the 
group compared to the bipolar extreme groups of promoters and detractors (Tourangeau,2000; 
Bryman and Bell, 2011). 

2.2. Empirical Data 

Empirical data is primarily divided in two sets. First set is the empirical exploration of Funnel and 
SaaS industry and role of NPS in it. Second set is about case studies of Funnel’s customers and 
their relationship with Funnel (based on their NPS survey response). 
 

1. Empirical Exploration: In simpler terms, the empirical exploration is carried out to 
understand Funnel’s take on NPS. This addresses the first research question. This is where 
Funnel and the SaaS industry is comprehended in general. With basic understanding of the 
operations and working dynamic, it is attempted to understand the interpretation and 
implementation of NPS in Funnel and in the SaaS industry. Such a data lays foundation for 
the core of this study and helps in contextualizing the concept of NPS in the given 
environment. This set of empirical data will be referred in the analysis time to time and 
plays a significant role in the discussion. The information and source of data is shown in 
Table 1 as follows: 

 
Table 1: Empirical exploration- source and nature 

Nature of the data Source of data 

Background of Funnel and SaaS Individual interviews with Nina, Robert and 
Fredrik 

NPS in Funnel and SaaS Individual interviews with Nina, Robert and 
Fredrik 
Internet blog-posts 

Implementation of NPS in Funnel Individual interviews with Nina and Robert 
Observation study of NPS 

Funnel Customers Interview with Fredrik 
Funnel CRM data  

 

2. Case studies: The case studies are directed towards the Funnel customers who responded 
to the NPS survey. This addresses the RQ2. There are 5 individual cases that are addressed 
one by one portraying events and circumstances that unravel the customer journey and its 
relation to the rated score as the empirical data. The data collection for a typical case is 
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triangulated with individual interview with the customer, individual/ group interview with 
internal Funnel employee/s interacting with the customer and data from CRM. Besides the 
case studies themselves, the selection of interview participants was based on the NPS 
survey responses and the CRM data. NPS survey responses were the individually rated 
scores and following comments from all of the survey respondents. The nature of the data 
and source of data is shown in Table 2 as following: 
 

Table 2: Case studies- source and nature 

Nature of data Source of data 

NPS survey responses 
(individual scores/ comments) 

Delighted.com- NPS database 

Customer profiles NPS database, CRM data, Email records 

Customer’s interaction with Funnel Email records, CRM, Individual Interview 
with customers, Individual/group interview 
with Funnel internal employees 

Viewpoints, opinions, events Individual interviews with customers, 
Individual/group interview with Funnel 
internal employees 

2.3. Data Collection Progression 

The progression of the data collection went in the following way. As per Funnel’s routine, the NPS 
survey was sent out to the user. The users respond to the survey with an option to answer the 
following open question. Relevant to that, an explorative study about NPS in Funnel and SaaS is 
carried out by interviewing Funnel employees which will be studies as the empirical exploration. 
The NPS responses are automatically recorded and arranged categories of Promoters, Passives and 
Detractors in the delighted.com database. For attaining the desirable variation amongst the cases, 
the interview participants were profiled based on the scores and comments. Based on the CRM 
data of the selected profiles, final candidates were decided and invited for interviews.  
 
All the interviews with customers are individual interviews executed on a video call. The 
interviews were of semi structured nature with the questions sent prior to the customers. Based on 
the information from customer interviews and CRM data, related Funnel employees were 
interviewed. These interviews were of open nature since, they were based on different customer 
insights. All of the associated empirical data is encapsulated in five cases. The cases describe the 
views of the customers and Funnel and other set of facts from CRM. 
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2.4. Data Analysis 

Analyzing qualitative data is immensely challenging particularly when the empirical data is of 
varying nature. However, an advantage of qualitative methods is that one can achieve deeper 
insights of the issues (Bryman and Bell, 2011).  Primarily, a small analytical summary for each 
individual case-study is offered. Later on, the events, interactions, opinions observed in the cases 
are analyzed from a lens of an established theoretical model of Dick and (1994) Loyalty 
Framework. The observations that show significant relationships with a valid reasoning are formed 
as findings.  The analysis was carried out in two sections which are explained as follows: 
  
Section I: This is concerned with the RQ3.  Empirics in the spotlight are case studies built from 
the customer experiences. For the practical analysis exercise, grounded theory approach is used 
with a skeletal analytical framework at the core (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Different factors from 
the analytical framework are spotted in the cases and their role in the cases is stated. For each 
factor, the customer attributes from the cases are grouped together to find patterns. Sometimes, a 
scenario from one customer case explains the factor from the analytical framework in the most apt 
sense. In this case, how a particular scenario represents a factor is presented. There are several 
other patterns found that do not fit the analytical framework. With inclusion of these new factors 
and stating their evidence, a revised framework is proposed. 
 
Section II: This is concerned with RQ4. This section refers to case studies and empirical study 
both, for analysis on the firm-level and industry-level. However, in the second section, the 
empirical data and theories play together in abstraction with many underlying assumptions and 
absence of concrete methodology. Often, the events in the cases show a significant pattern which 
is unexplainable from the theoretical frame of references. This calls for an introduction of revised 
theory based on the components analyzed in the cases and are missing from the existing theory. 
The findings and analysis are presented together as a new conceptual model with contents of the 
model explained with the empirical findings. 

2.5. Limitations 

Being the study of qualitative nature, the thesis work requires to be validated with several research 
criteria (Bryman and Bell, 2011). But primarily, due to the constraints regarding practicalities and 
resources, the study is subjected to noticeable limitations which essentially need to be 
acknowledged. 
 

1) Lack of data: The study design strives for the balance between depth and cross-sectionality 
of the empirical data. But for generalizable findings of the study, both, the depth and cross-
sectionality aspects might be lacking (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Flyvberg, 2006). The depth 
of the study was primarily restricted due to the length of the interviews, where the 
interviewed customers could only allot very little time from their busy schedules. For the 
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cross-sectionality aspect, the number of interviews was the major constraint for two 
reasons. Firstly, there were small number of cases that would qualify for the case study due 
to their very less interaction with Funnel and smaller span of customer journey. Secondly, 
communicating with customers and convincing them for interviews is challenging. 

 
2) Retrospect: The longitudinal element in the cases is attained with retrospective 

interviewing in contrast to witness the data as it unfolds (Bryman and Bell, 2011).  The 
data gathered from the individual interviews and group interviews is in the retrospect as a 
chain of events in the past. This makes the data subjected to interviewee’s memory 
recollection and biases of the current situation (Miller, Cardinal and Glick, 2017). Several 
questions regarding the validity of the empirical data could be posed due to this (Bryman 
and Bell, 2011). 

 
3) Unstructured/ semi-structured data collection: The journey of the thesis work changes its 

directions multiple times, often from explorative nature to structured analysis and to 
abstract concepts. The data collection in this path is not only from varying sources but vary 
in its nature as well. For instance, the nature of the interviews with customers is semi-
structured but often the content digresses into interesting issues expressed by the 
participant. Due to additional time constraints, the interview studies often missed the 
answers to the drafted questions since not every question could be addressed if one of the 
question is discussed more. But interesting issues opened the doors to new explorations 
that lead the flow of the thesis work. 
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3. Ethical Considerations 

Like any other social science research, ethical aspects related to the issue should not be ignored 
and are required to be explicitly mentioned (Bryman and Bell, 2011). As the thesis work relies 
upon empirical data particularly intended to portray customer sentiments towards Funnel, the 
thesis is subjected to several ethical implications.  

3.1. Ethical Principles 

The ethical transgression primarily covers four important areas of consideration (Diener and 
Crandall, 1978): Harm to participants, lack of informed consent, invasion of privacy, deception. 
These issues are discussed in relation to the empirical data that involves, interviews, archival CRM 
data, and observation studies. 
 
Harm to participant: It is difficult to define “harm” in the context, since it can entail physical harm, 
psychological harm or impact on professional career etc. (Bryman and Bell, 2011). The empirical 
data collection was carried out with regards to the sensitivity of these matters. No questions during 
the interviews were imposed as compulsory that could lead to any psychological stress to the 
participants. And no potentially career threatening information was gathered and or accessed. The 
gravity of the situations was cross-checked with the supervisors, before any kind of information 
collection or transfer. 
 
Informed Consent: The principle as stated by Bryman and Bell (2011, p.133) requires the sufficient 
information given to potential research participants prior to the research. Hence, the purpose of the 
research is conveyed prior to the interviews and the participants are explicitly asked if they have 
specific considerations that need to be regarded. The questionnaire is sent to the participants 
beforehand for them to understand the nature of the questions and seek a sense of comfort during 
the interview. 
 
Invasion of privacy: This was particularly the concern involved while during the interviews with 
the customers. The interview questions were carefully drafted such that they will not intrude 
anyone’s personal feelings and privacy. Also, the customer communications and activity data are 
stored in Funnel’s CRM system. This data was accessed for analysis of the cases in the thesis work 
and shared with Funnel employees. The CRM data is accessible to all the Funnel employees 
anyway, so sharing this data internally with identification of individuals is ethically valid. 
However, it was ensured that the data was purely of professional nature and no personal 
information is being taken into account. Moreover, Anonymity measures or consents are taken 
during publication of this thesis work. 
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Deception: According to Bryman and Bell (2011, p.136), Deception, “occurs when researchers 
represent their research as something other than what it is.” To avoid any kind of deception, the 
participants were always informed about the purpose of the study. 
 
In addition to the established guidelines, there was one additional factor observed during the thesis 
work at Funnel. 
 
Potential impact on relationships: An important and sensitive issue that required conscious 
consideration was a way to maintain the relationships as they were. The empirical data involved 
reasoning of the events from customer’s and Funnel’s perspective both. Often, there is a 
relationship between customer employees and Funnel employees that could become a subject of 
research work.  Interviews with customers made the observer responsible for information about 
the chain of events and opinions expressed by the customers. This information could be referred 
during interview with Funnel employees later to understand the reasoning better from Funnel’s 
standpoint. This cross transfer of information could potentially lead to hampering the relationship 
between Funnel’s customer and Funnel employees, for instance, might end up giving Funnel 
employees a wrong or negative impression about individual customer. 
 
The phenomenon of NPS itself is a matter of attitude and it requires investigation into personal 
opinions. It was attempted that the opinions were respected maintaining a level of objectivity 
throughout the research. This particularly came across when the interviews with Funnel employees 
were made which often lead on to express their personal opinions about the individual customers 
which could entail personality or character related aspects.   
 
It was often observed that a third-person/ entity is involved in building up circumstances and 
events, e.g. competitor firm. Such involved entities are not asked for consent but directly 
anonymized. 

3.2. Further ethical considerations 

Amidst the heated discussions of GDPR policy in SaaS, the ethical concerns become an even more 
important subject of discussion. Funnel being a data aggregating and transferring company, it 
operates with great amounts of advertising data. Funnel employees strictly follow the policies in 
place. For the scope of this thesis work, none of the customers’ advertising data was accessed or 
used. The only digital data accessed was from the CRM which includes emails and activities of 
Funnel’s customers.  
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4. Theory 

The phenomenon of NPS needs to be understood from different theoretical frames of references 
for two reasons. First, for truly understanding the phenomenon by studying how the chain of events 
unfold in varying cases to validate the theory on the empirical grounds. Second, the NPS entails 
several assumptions and fundamental flaws in its concept that need be understood. Some of them 
are flawed on scientific grounds such as lack of distinction between correlation and causation 
(Grissafe, 2007). Some of them require deeper understanding of the psychological parameters 
(Tourangeau, 2000) or behavioral sciences. However, it is important to limit the scope of the study 
to specific frames of references and construct the research work in a coherent fashion. This entails 
deploying only relevant theoretical frame of references for specific research questions. Following 
is the progression of theory and its relevance in the scope of the study: 
 

● The theory starts with literature about emergence of NPS and its spread. Later, it throws 
light on important theoretical concepts and their role in existing theory which will be tooled 
in the analysis and findings. Later, the theoretical models and their intended role in the 
analysis is explained. 

 
● After laying the empirical groundwork with RQ1 and RQ2, RQ3 demands a theoretical 

consideration for analysis. Here, the phenomenon of NPS is understood from the scope of 
customer loyalty on an individual level. The Dick and Basu (1994) Loyalty framework 
plays a core analytical model, which will be discussed in the upcoming Theoretical models 
section.  

 
● Based on the analysis on an individual customer level, firm-specific factors are considered 

in the RQ4. Phenomenon of loyalty is not often studied from the perspective of industries, 
firms and markets (Allen, 2004; Dick and Basu, 1994). Hence, in RQ4, it has been 
attempted to zoom out from individual level to the level of firms markets and industries. 
The frame of references used derive from notions such as Satisfaction-loyalty-profit chain 
and Ansoff matrix which are mentioned in the section of theoretical models. 

4.1. Emergence of NPS 

Fredrich Reichheld (2006) came up with the book “The ultimate question” and the popular HBR 
article in 2003 introducing the notions of NPS. But long before that, he has been an expert on 
customer loyalty and done significant work in the associated field. The book published in 1996, 
“the loyalty effect” (Reichheld, 1996) claims customer loyalty to be one of the fundamental drivers 
for company profitability. The book gives strong insights about economic analysis of customer 
loyalty in consumer driven industries. This is where the need to measure customer loyalty is 
expressed, which sets the foundations for “the ultimate question”.  
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‘The ultimate question’ is the famous article where Reichheld proposed the idea of Net Promoter 
Score (2003). In the article, Reichheld has heavily criticized the traditional survey methods to 
understand customer loyalty. He gives an example of famous Rent-a-car company called as 
Enterprise that experimented with their customer feedback surveys. His argument was that the 
traditional customer feedback surveys were complex and did not give a true sentiment of the 
customers. Moreover, these surveys were difficult to analyze for the companies. Reichheld also 
displayed how some companies only focused on satisfied customers and their demands for 
strategies. He as a replacement for all the traditional methods and came up with a single question, 
which did not portray the ‘willingness to buy again’ but the ‘willingness to recommend’ (the would 
recommend question). The ‘would recommend’ question theoretically and empirically is a truer 
measure of customer loyalty. Moreover, Reichheld goes on to establish a philosophy around ‘the 
ultimate question’ with the method of analysis of three behavioral group and strategy of treating 
each behavioral group in different ways.  
 
In January 2006, Reichheld also publishes an article in MIT Sloan Review named “The 
Microeconomics of Customer Relationships”. This article conceptualizes NPS from an economic 
angle serving as a strategy guideline. In this article, Reichheld exhibits the statistics of NPS 
effectiveness. For example,  
 
“Researchers from Bain & Company have found that, on average, a 12-point increase in NPS corresponds 

to a doubling of a company’s growth rate, though the variation from one industry to another is 
substantial.”- (Reichheld, 2006, p. 1/10) 

 
Later In 2006, ‘The Ultimate Question’ book was published which is more elaborate and includes 
managerial examples from different companies. In the book, he boasts the research that Bain and 
Company carried out with rich data and analysis, which validates NPS philosophy in varying 
business contexts. The research is massively figures-driven covering tens of thousands of customer 
responses to prove the hypothesis. The book also gives guidelines to implement NPS as a business 
strategy and possible implications around it. In 2011, the revised edition of the book called as “The 
Ultimate Question 2.0” is published by Reichheld and Bain and Co. with reach of NPS in wider 
markets and more examples of different businesses. Later, Michel and Dullweber (2014) from 
Bain and Company show a study of NPS in B2B dynamic. The article educates on effectiveness 
of Net Promoter System in B2B environments and show how the approach must vary from the 
traditional NPS methods in B2C. Altogether, it would be safe to say that the concept of NPS 
introduced by Fred Reichheld and Bain and Company is successfully propagated in varying 
industries. Due to the increasing awareness for customer loyalty as a tool for growth, simplicity of 
the surveying method and simplicity of the analysis, the adaption of NPS is also evident across 
industries. Now NPS is adapted in almost all the segments such as Technology, Automobile, 
Airlines, Insurance, Software as a Service, Retail, eCommerce and many more. Industry giants 
such as Google, Apple, Slack, GM use NPS to understand what the customers think of them 
(Creamer, 2006; Keiningham et al. 2007). 
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4.2. NPS in Academic Research 

Net Promoter Score has disrupted the traditional customer satisfaction/ loyalty survey methods. It 
gained popularity in academia due to its widespread adoption in varying industries. However, one 
can arguably claim the NPS literature published by Reichheld or Bain and Company as of the 
promotional kind and serves more of a marketing purpose than an academic purpose.  
 
NPS is claimed as a direct measure of customer loyalty (Reichheld, 2003). This naturally 
intervenes in several existing management studies in the realm of marketing and customer loyalty. 
This caught attention of academicians to understand and test the phenomenon in different 
industries and market dynamics. Schneider et al (2008) carried out an extensive research for 
measuring customer satisfaction by recording the real word of mouth and recommendations in 
relation to the NPS.  There are many studies like this that test Reichheld’s theory and the 
hypothesized relations with post-NPS phenomenon such as Word of Mouth and profits.  This 
creates the wide gap in the literature where only few researchers test the validity of NPS with its 
relations with pre-NPS factors that derive the NPS. Example of the few exceptions is the study by 
Eger and Micik (2017), carried out in the retail industry to analyze impact of customer-oriented 
communication on customer loyalty measured by NPS. Improvement in NPS was observed when 
the sales teams improved their communication performance. The study involved quantitative 
analysis of impacts of change in the front-end employees’ communication attributes on NPS, 
which was statistically significant. It confirms that customer-centric communication significantly 
affects NPS in the given industry. However, such a study requires massive quantitative data and 
experimentation. Also, methodologically, the study is only focused on spotting correlation of NPS 
with communication as one of the several factors that might be antecedents to NPS. 
 
Reichheld’s (2003,2006,2011) confidence in NPS has surely attracted many critiques. The critique 
is generally focused on validating the NPS in their respective industries, particularly the growth 
correlations. Keiningham et al (2007) carried out a longitudinal examination of NPS and firm 
revenue growth, where they fail to replicate the Reichheld’s assertions of clear superiority of the 
ultimate question over other feedback measures. Grissafe (2007) on the other hand, challenged the 
conceptual foundations of NPS. His work appears very cynical towards NPS, but it provides a 
rational and scientific interpretation of NPS which is very important for this study. It also 
challenges the corelations between NPS with profits and growth and scientifically flawed claims 
by Reichheld (Grissafe, 2007). Just like Grissafe’s work, there are theories that have spotted the 
conceptual flaws in NPS. In addition, they also offer alternative tools to NPS, such as Word of 
Mouth Index (WoMI) (Freed, 2013). 
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4.3. Key concepts 

Customer Satisfaction: 
As defined by Parasuraman, Berry, and Zeithaml (1988), Customer Satisfaction is a measure of 
how products and/or service expectations offered to the customers being met or exceeded by the 
company. It is considered to be an important indicator for purchase intentions and loyalty. There 
are multiple drivers to customer satisfaction such as customer expectations and their fulfilment by 
supplied product and service quality (Parasuraman, Berry, and Zeithaml, 1985; Cronin, Brady and 
Hult, 2000) Parasuraman, Berry, and Zeithaml (1988) proposed that the ratio of perceived 
performance to customer expectations was key to maintaining satisfied customers. In the context 
of online environments, the satisfaction can be constituted of two factors: service encounter 
satisfaction and overall customer satisfaction. Service encounter satisfaction is specific to the 
transaction or support issues in case of Funnel (Shankar et al, 2003). Overall satisfaction is 
considered to be the cumulative effect of support encounters and other interaction signifying the 
relationship (Shankar et al, 2003; Bitner & Hubbert, 1994; Oliver, 1997; Rust & Oliver, 1994) 
However, the direct correlation between satisfactions and economic growth have always been 
dubious. Some studies claim that there is a significant positive correlation between satisfaction 
and profits (Anderson, Fornell and Lehmann, 1994), while some challenge this narrative claiming 
that there is no relationship whatsoever (Zeithaml, 2000). Ittner and Lacker (2003) proposed a 
study where they displayed that the profits are positively correlated with satisfaction only to a 
certain extent. Increasing customer satisfaction comes at a cost which after a certain threshold 
might start exceeding the retention benefits obtained by satisfaction. 
 
Customer Loyalty: 
Renowned and heavily cited researchers in the realm of marketing, Alan Dick and Kunal Basu 
(1994) say that,  
 

“Customer loyalty is viewed as the strength of the relationship between an individual's relative attitude 
and repeat patronage.”- (Dick and Basu, 1994, p.99) 

 

Adhering to this, loyalty is portrayed as a combination of the two, repeat patronage i.e. 
repurchase/retention behavior or retention and the attitude towards the brand (Heere and Dickson, 
2008). Customer loyalty is often linked to profitability due to following traits of long-term loyal 
customers (Kumar & Reinartz, 2012; Reichheld, 2006): 
1. They keep spending more over a longer time and contribute the revenues 
2. Cost less to serve because they understand the product well 
3. Generate word-of-mouth (positive) to a greater extent  
4. They are willing to pay relatively more than the short-term customers. 
 
These traits contribute to revenue in return of lower cost. Long-term customers give continually 
contribute to the revenue for a generally fixed customer acquisition cost comprising of marketing, 
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education and contracting (Kumar & Reinartz, 2012). Also, their word of mouth often creates free 
marketing that lowers customer acquisition cost of the recommended customers. All in all, these 
traits generally reflect in higher profitability. Reichheld (1996) convinces this phenomenon and 
shows importance of measuring the customer loyalty.  
 
Customer Loyalty Measurement 
Customer Loyalty is often measured with the following three questions (Allen, 2004), 
 

1. Overall, how satisfied are you with this product/service? (Satisfaction) 
2. How likely are you to purchase this product/service again? (Repurchase tendencies) 
3. How likely are you to recommend this product/service to a friend or colleague? 

(Recommendation tendencies) 
 
Generally, companies ask one of these questions or combination of these questions in order to 
gauge the customer loyalty because the tendencies mentioned in the question are often considered 
to be the traits of a loyal customer (Reichheld, 2006; Allen, 2004). Moreover, the last two questions 
including NPS only portray the likelihood of retention or recommendation but not an actual 
incidence of the two (Grissafe, 2007).  
 
The first question is a method of confirming satisfaction of the customers to assume their state of 
loyalty. Asking the customers about the level of satisfaction is only an insufficient and, in some 
cases, a rather irrelevant measure for gauging the customer loyalty (Reichheld, 2006). But there is 
a clear relationship between Satisfaction and loyalty which we will see in detail in the theoretical 
models. 
 
The second question has existed for a long time before NPS gained popularity (Reichheld, 2003). 
One must understand that repurchase behavior is a desirable outcome from customer satisfaction 
but the behavior itself is not loyalty. This behavior insinuates an attitudinal state which we call as 
Loyalty which leads to a long-term relationship between the vendor and the customer (Allen, 
2004). Reichheld (2003) points out the limitations of the long-established notion of repurchase 
being loyalty with an interesting example, 
 
“Loyalty may have little to do with repeat purchases. As someone’s income increases, she may move up 
the automotive ladder from the Hondas she has bought for years. But if she is loyal to the company, she 

will enthusiastically recommend a Honda to, say, a nephew who is buying his first car” - (Reichheld, 
2003, p. 48) 

 
Reichheld’s (2003) claims that the likeliness to recommend is the ultimate act of the abstract 
concept of loyalty and not the repurchase. Which is why he insists using the third question, the 
‘would recommend’ question. However, if Reichheld bases his claim with such a specific scenario 



 

27 

(automotive industry), it is questionable that the NPS is generalized into almost all the industry 
scenarios, some of them contrary to the automotive industry.  
 
Perceived value 
Woodruff (1997) defined perceived value as customer’s perceived preference for an evaluation of 
the product attributes, attribute performances, and consequences arising from use that facilitate (or 
block) achieving the customer’s goals and purposes in use situations. It is considered that high 
customer perceived value is the primary motivation of customer patronage (Holbrook, 1994). The 
notion of perceived value is explained with equity theory that demonstrates the ratio of customer’s 
outcome/to input and vendor’s output/input (Oliver and DeSarbo, 1988). In addition to this, the 
customer tends to measure this outcome to input ratio with competitors to the vendor firm (Yang 
and Peterson, 2004). The perceived value is considered to be related to both customer satisfaction 
and customer loyalty. Yang and Peterson (2004) that perceived value is key driver of customer 
loyalty. That in combination with Holbrook’s (1994) work ensures the perceived value is often 
treated in the realm of behavioral loyalty and not attitudinal loyalty.  
 
Purchase Involvement 
Beatty, Kahle, and Homer (1988) show that level of purchase involvement has a significant impact 
on loyalty in the given that the purchase is satisfactory (Oliver and Bearden,1983. Loyalty-
satisfaction relationship is better explained with purchase involvement as the moderating variable 
and could be displayed by the catastrophe model (Oliva, Oliver and McMillen, 1992). Originally, 
the catastrophe model only demonstrates transaction cost of the purchase as the independent 
variable, but it intends to signify transaction cost as a signal for high involvement. This is 
essentially not the case for Funnel customers, where the customers tend to be highly involved in 
the purchase irrespective of the Funnel pricing plan. In case of Funnel, the purchase involvement 
could point at the commercial decision-making power. 
 
Word of Mouth (WoM) 
The term Word of Mouth is interpreted in varying ways. Reichheld (2006) points at Word of Mouth 
as of mostly as the natural communication that takes place amongst consumers. The underlying 
assumption is that the positive WoM is claimed to be a result of high satisfaction-high loyalty and 
negative WoM is a result of low satisfaction-low loyalty (Reichheld, 2011). He associates the 
WoM as the key to increasing growth based on which he proposes the ‘would recommend’ 
question (Reichheld, 2003). However, in practicality, the word of mouth takes place in several 
ways and may not always be natural. Kozinets et al (2010) claims Word of Mouth in the marketing 
field as an ‘intentional influencing of consumer to consumer influencing’. Especially in the era of 
internet, the WoM potential is immense and reputation of the firms is largely affected by it. The 
customers write reviews, comments, blogs on different social media websites, blogsites and forums 
etc, which creates marketing at a little or no cost for the vendor companies (Jaffe, 2007). It could 
be a prat of firms marketing strategy or be purely based on the customer’s volition. But for the 
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simplicity of this research, WoM is mostly addressed in terms of the natural tendency to 
recommend, as suggested by Reichheld (2006). 

4.4. Important Theoretical Models 

There are several models showing relationship between loyalty and behavior that are used for 
reference and lay important theoretical foundations as well. Each model has its own merits and 
demerits and that are important to be listed. Eventually for analysis, the empirical data is analyzed 
with the interplay of these frameworks as per their validity in their context of the empirics. 
 
The Loyalty Framework by Dick and Basu (1994) 
This framework is one of the foundational studies in the realm of customer loyalty and still plays 
an important role in understanding the phenomenon. The framework manifests loyalty as attitude-
behavior relationship that is affected by three types of antecedents categorized as cognitive, 
affective and conative (Hilgard, 1980) which can be observed in Fig 4. The three antecedents can 
be characterized by multiple attributes; however, I have presented only the most relevant that might 
be employed during the analysis. 

● The cognitive antecedents are those associated with the beliefs, thoughts and attributes 
associated with a given brand (Fazio, Russell and Olsson, 2003). They are primarily 
displayed by accessibility, centrality and confidence in the framework (Dick and Basu, 
1994).  

○ Accessibility: This primarily associated with the ease with each an attitude can be 
retrieved from the memory (Dick and Basu, 1994).  

○ Centrality: This, in the context of cognitive antecedents is degree to which an 
attitude toward a brand is related to value system (Dick and Basu, 1994). 
 

● As defined by Cohen and Areni (1991), “Affect is probably best employed as a general 
descriptor of a valanced feeling state”. Affective antecedents are concerned with feeling 
and emotions associated with the attitude object or brand (Allen,2004). In this framework, 
Satisfaction is considered as an affect arising from previous experience with the brand 
(Dick and Basu, 1994). 

○ Primary Affect: The presentation of the attitude-object might create an affect 
response which is independent of cognition (Dick and Basu, 1994). 

○ Satisfaction: This relates to the sense of content emerging from fulfilment of 
expectations. 
 

● Conative antecedents are related to a behavioral disposition towards the brand. It can also 
be referred to as calculative commitment and defined as the behavioral tendencies as a 
derivative of cost- benefit tradeoff (Anderson and Sullivan, 1993). The two important 
conative antecedents are: 
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○ Switching costs: As put-forth by Porter (1980, P. 10), “One-time costs facing the 
buyer of switching from one supplier’s product to another”. 

○ Sunk costs: Sunk cost is the cost already incurred over the attitude-object and it 
affects the relative attitude of the customer (Dick and Basu, 1994; Arkes and 
Blummer, 1985).  

 
In addition to these antecedents there are situational factors and social norms that affect the 
behavior. The situational factors and social norms are shown manifest spurious loyalty. The 
notion of spurious loyalty is a state of customer with little perceived differentiation between 
brands and experience the inertia of only using a single brand only attaining behavioral state of 
loyalty (Asseal, 1992; Dick and Basu, 1994).  
 

 
Figure 4: The framework for customer loyalty (Own after Dick and Basu, 1994) 

Limitations to the Loyalty Framework 
An important critique to this tripartite view is that this theory fails to support a clear distinction 
between the three categories. These antecedent factors are not as distinct as portrayed and claimed 
to have displayed impacts on one another towards attainment of the behavior. (Fazio, Russell and 
Olsson, 2003). The framework can also be observed to be designed more for the consumer-based 
market dynamic and not entirely for B2B dynamic (Heere and Dickson, 2008). For example, the 
term “repeat patronage” is not entirely suitable on subscription-based industries where a lock-in 
effect between customer-suppliers, where repurchase is not as calculated a decision as in single 
purchases repeat patronage. Still the framework is claimed to be more comprehensive in several 
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other loyalty dynamics such as vendor-loyalty, store-loyalty and typical retail situation. In 
addition, some of the factors, especially the cognitive antecedents from the framework require 
deeper understanding of the psychological studies and are difficult to be retrieved from the 
empirical data.  
 
This conceptual framework is employed as the core analytical framework for this study. It is 
important to keep in mind that Dick and Basu (1994) say that each antecedent may play a role in 
affecting the relative attitude in its own way and to an extent, which gives a scope of assuming an 
antecedent to be missing. This also enables to call for intervention of some other theories.  
 
Satisfaction-Loyalty relationship 
The Figure 5 displays satisfaction loyalty profit chain proposed by Anderson and Mittal (2000) 
that claims a positive correlation between satisfaction and loyalty. In this framework, the 
satisfaction is shown to be driven by firm’s internal performance. Customer Satisfaction which in 
return affect customer loyalty which impact the revenue and profit growth for the firm. 
 

 
Figure 5: Satisfaction Loyalty Profit Chain (SLPC) (Own, after Anderson and Mittal, 2000) 

 
The loyalty framework by Dick and Basu (1994) portrays Satisfaction as one of the antecedents 
into developing Loyalty attitude. But in SLPC by Anderson and Mittal (2000) treats Satisfaction 
as the prime mover for the Loyalty or retention. However, the term “loyalty” in the framework is 
considered as a behavioral trait and not an attitudinal trait. The SLPC framework helps in 
aggregating the affecting factors on the firm level to understand the impacts of loyalty and profits. 
Reichheld (2003) also bases the concept of ultimate question on the final part in the chain, the 
relationship between loyalty and profits. 
 
The major difference between the Dick and Basu (1994) framework and satisfaction loyalty profit 
chain that former works on an individual level. It addresses the determinants of an individual’s 
loyalty on an individual psychological level. But, the SLPC exhibits factors that can be operated 
on a managerial level. It is important to distinguish between the two frameworks. 
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Also, the relationship established by the SLPC framework, does not stand valid in all the industries. 
For instance, the relationship between loyalty and growth is shown to collapse by several critiques 
to NPS (Keiningham et al, 2007). Similarly, Shankar et al (2003) demonstrates that the customer 
satisfaction and loyalty relationship might very in online environments than traditional offline 
environments. He says that the loyalty of the service provided was observed to be higher in 
comparison with relatively low levels of satisfaction for online environments, while in offline 
environments satisfaction and loyalty levels were relatively same. This demonstrates that there 
must be a role of industry-specific parameters that possibly constraints these relationships and 
draws contextual boundaries. This is where I have attempted to understand the satisfaction-loyalty 
relationship and consequently the role of NPS in the light of varying industry dynamics. The notion 
of industry dynamic in this research calls for understanding of a few other theories.  
 
Ansoff Matrix 
There are several strategic management notions that propose guidelines for industrial strategy 
(Moussetis, 2011). Experts like Porter (1991) help in understanding the buyer-supplier 
relationships propelled by competitive forces in the industry. Each company/division of the 
company have a state product of product or service in combination to the state of market (Ansoff, 
1957). This enables a firm to position itself into the matrix of product and market status to realize 
the strategic priorities. The investigation into the RQ4 dives into understanding of this impact of 
industry-specific parameters with the help of Ansoff (1957) matrix variables of product/service 
and markets. 
 

 
Figure 6: The Ansoff Matrix  
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5. Empirical Findings 

The empirical findings are presented in two sections namely section 5.1 and section 5.2. Section 
5.1 is addressed towards the Empirical exploration in Funnel. Section 5.2 is addressed to Funnel’s 
customers and presented in the case study format. 

5.1. NPS in Funnel: Empirical Exploration 

This section targets to explore into how NPS works out in Funnel in relation to their SaaS clients. 
Several other factors such as the NPS implementation, CS philosophy and Funnel’s understanding 
and expectations from this metric will be covered in this section. These aspects are tackled in first 
research question as discussed before and goes as follows. 
 

RQ1: How does the object firm (Funnel) interpret and implement NPS?  (an empirical 
exploration) 

 
NPS has become a trending metric in SaaS firms due to its easy implementation with mostly digital 
interface and simplistic software’s to analyze the score. Many big SaaS companies are using NPS 
and give their success credit to it. This in addition sets an example for smaller and rising startups. 
This scenario has created a widespread awareness about NPS in this industry, leading the firms to 
use it as a KPI and benchmark it against other firms. Despite this frenzy, little attention has been 
grabbed in the academia for this measure. Most of the available literature is found in the form of 
blogs, often of promotional nature published by dedicated NPS software.  
 
In this part, I have carried out individual interviews with three Funnel employees, Robert, Nina 
and Fredrik. Robert is a Product Specialist in Funnel and is in charge of implementing NPS and 
create reports. Nina is the head of Customer Success who originally started implementing NPS at 
Funnel. Fredrik is the CEO of the company who has implemented NPS in his previous firm. He is 
highly experienced in the field with and has worked in varying business environments. 
 
Understanding of NPS: 
Fredrik likes to use NPS for two main reasons. First, that it is a tough scale. It pulls apart the scores 
in the best possible way, offering the tags to interpret the score. Second, its simplistic. In his 
opinion, most other scores take 5 to 10 minutes to fill which is tiring for the customers. Also, it 
leaves the firms with too much data to handle that they generally cannot analyze. A single question 
survey is taken more seriously and much easier to analyze for the firms.  Robert, with a similar 
opinion, says that “it is easy to perform. Easy to interpret.” Nina says,  
 
“NPS for me is a way to take the pulse on our customers and to find out what is working and what is not. 

It is a great way for Funnel to identify who are our promoters/ advocates and who are not. “ 
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Moreover, Nina also says that the qualitative response (comments) is extremely important for her. 
In her opinion, NPS would be totally worthless if it was anonymous and she could not tell who is 
rating us what and for what reasons.  
Despite the differing understanding of the concept, participants emphasize that it is a proven 
concept and its correlations with the Financial growth and churn have been noticeable. 
 
Background Behind the Implementation of NPS:  
Nina worked with the famous management consultants Bain and Company, the creators of the 
NPS concept. She had been involved with the marketing interviews regarding the NPS question in 
different industries. She is highly familiar with the traditional implementation of NPS and has 
experience in it. But it was Fredrik who came up with the idea of implementing NPS, since he used 
it in his previous car reselling company and had been successful in employing it to grow the 
business. He recollects driving the score up from 20% to 70%, which clearly reflected in the 
economic success of his firm. He shows that NPS is quite established in SaaS and other industries 
now, but it was not the case when he started it in the car-selling company. He knew that customer 
satisfaction is a very important factor and there must be a way to measure it. He sees NPS as a way 
to measure customer satisfaction and that was his primary intention behind introducing it in the 
Customer Success at Funnel. Moreover, Fredrik and Nina, both claimed to have read the 
Reichheld’s book, ‘The Ultimate Question’. 
 
NPS in SaaS: 
An important dynamic in a typical B2B SaaS is that the customers come back next month and keep 
paying. This scenario is completely different from Fredrik’s previous company. He believes that's 
why the more important question is how satisfied the existing customers are. In eCommerce, 
customer might come back and by cloths after 4-5 months but in SaaS they come back every month 
because it’s a subscription. If they terminate that contract, they will mostly never come back. 
 
Everyone explicitly put forth that Funnel observes distinctions in smaller size customers and big 
size customers. Larger deals tend to have more thought behind the Funnel use and move steadily 
relative to the small deals which are vulnerable. That’s why, smaller deals are more likely to churn 
while the large deals stay longer. But no such correlation has been directly reflected in the NPS 
results for Funnel so far. 
 
NPS now:  
Everyone agrees that in the current state, NPS is not used to its full potential and the final score 
cannot always be reliable. Fredrik points out that he is intentionally not willing to associate NPS 
with financial/ economic growth of Funnel at the moment unlike with the case of car reselling 
company he founded. One of the primary reason as he explains is that Funnel as product has been 
under a transition and is yet to attain stability. Funnel’s product development is largely driven by 
new customers and prospects. Due to this, there has been a significant shift in the strategy and 
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fulfillment of existing customers’ demands. NPS which is primarily driven by the existing 
customers’ inputs gets overshadowed by the market opportunities, and that has been the case and 
will be the case for a while in the future. He says,  
 

“he biggest part is we had another product and then we switched to this product and this product was 
relatively new. So, we knew what we wanted to do. We needed to develop the product, it was not about 

just chasing customer satisfaction. “ 

 
That’s why Fredrik believes that it doesn’t make total sense to drive Funnel on a total NPS 
philosophy. In addition to this, he points at the customer satisfaction that can be attained with 
customer handling/service. There could be a scope of improvement there that NPS can help with.  
However, his ambition is that by 2019, Funnel might have received the product stability and it can 
rely on growth primarily based on Customer Satisfaction. Then, he intends to put NPS on the board 
and claim it the most important metric. 
 
Nina says that since Funnel is still a small firm, they are able to discern their customers’ sentiment 
individually. NPS right now acts more as to confirm their theory and find patterns. But the bigger 
firms cannot characterize their customers individually and might lose communication with them. 
This is where the aggregate response to the survey play a bigger role. Similarly, if Funnel was 
bigger NPS could have brought some new insights but right now it is mostly not new because 
Funnel already is in close contact with its customers. Nina has not come across any significant 
patterns in NPS. 
Robert thinks that the current NPS of 19% is low naturally because a lot of people are not satisfied. 
The product is vulnerable with external factors that Funnel has no control over. He says, 
 
“Connection with next to 400 platforms brings great vulnerability and responsibility on customer success. 

The connections may not always fail on the Funnel’s side, but it can break on the platform side too, but 
Funnel is the one that gets blamed.” 

 
On several other occasions, customers find data mismatches when ad platforms itself are feeding 
wrong data and there is nothing much Funnel can do about. 
 
Future expectation: 
In Fredrik’s opinion, most of the people associate the ‘would recommend’ question with how 
satisfied they are. He explains that from his personal experience with the airlines he flies with or 
the car that he drives. He would want to rephrase question to “How satisfied are you with the 
product?” because he wants to take that as the pulse of existing customers. That way he would also 
tell them how they rated in the previous survey and in relation to that how satisfied do they feel 
now. But he doesn’t find it very sensible to ask the ‘would recommend’ question after every six 
months. In the coming years, he would want the answers frequency up by getting the reminders 
high. Use multiple channel approaches for reaching out so that maximum customers reply and 
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NPS becomes more reliable. Provided that the customer base is high, he might stagger the send 
outs to only part of the customers at different point of time and have six-months running average. 
This way Funnel can get a moving NPS for each month with new responses from different 
customers pouring in. But in Fredrik’s opinion, it will be important to have an NPS of 40% for a 
fast-growing company. Robert wishes to drive up the response rate and spot significant patterns in 
promoters and detractors. Nina thinks that she would like to see the NPS when the typical customer 
demands are resolved such as more granular data. She hopes to reach NPS of 60% when those 
issues are solved. 
 
Funnel customers 
Funnel’s customers are businesses, generally online eCommerce companies or Online Advertising 
agencies. Most of these companies (all later mentioned in the cases) pay on a monthly subscription 
basis, depending on their advertising spending. There is an option to pay upfront for one or more 
year. Once the company subscribes, the company can add as many users as they want to the Funnel 
account. Most of the companies have multiple employees concerned with marketing analysis so, 
have access to the Funnel tool. NPS in this situation, is sent out to all the existing users of Funnel 
tool across all the customer companies. There has been a debate in the company about which 
should be the target respondents for NPS, hence they apply filters such as for how long the user 
have been using Funnel and how active they are to get more valid and opinionated responses. NPS 
analysis is also done on the aggregate level where the user is treated as an individual Funnel 
customer and not the firm itself. Responses from multiple users from a customer company are not 
averaged out to declare it as a customer aggregate customer sentiment. However, due to poor 
response rate yielding only few responses, Funnel generally ends up collecting one user response 
per customer firm which naturally gets interpreted as the only representative for the customer firm. 
 
For companies like Funnel, a customer comprises of multiple users and it may not be safe to say a 
single user’s survey response is a good representative for the entire customer firm. But NPS in 
such companies appears to consider customer loyalty arising from the individual user and the final 
score speaks more about the user’s behavior and attitude than the entire customer firms. In 
practicality, the NPS response in Funnel is from one user per customer firm. March 2018 responses 
were 80 in total from 74 companies. So, for 6 companies there were 2 respondents and 68 
companies there was only 1 user respondent. It is indeed a question in case of those 6 companies what 
the best way of representation for the customer firm’s loyalty could be when you have multiple respondents. 
It was also noted that in 5 out of 6 of these companies, the two respondents were in different NPS groups 
(e.g. one being a passive, other being a promoter). 
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5.2. Case Studies 

Based on the empirical exploration of NPS in Funnel, the focus of data collection is moved to the 
customers of Funnel and represented as case studies. The case studies aim to answer the second 
research question, 
 
RQ2: How does the journey of an individual customer unfold and how does that reflect into the 

individual rating to the NPS survey? 
 
The questionnaire is derived from theory of NPS and customer loyalty discussed before and is 
represented in Appendix A. However, majority of the issues discussed are of practical and 
explorative nature and later fit in the theoretical concepts in the analysis. The case studies are 
intended to be findings in its own and play as an important research outcome. At the end of each 
case, a small observer’s analysis is presented that plays an important role in the later sections of 
the report. 

5.2.1 Case of Clark from Carlton 

Background 
In this case, I talked to Clark from Carlton.com. Carlton.com is an online platform to buy bitcoin 
and is a UK based company with multiple offices in different countries. Clark is head of growth 
and can be assumed to represent Carlton.com as the customer firm. Carlton.com also happens to 
have same venture capital investor group, Tableton, as that of Funnel, because of which they get a 
discounted price for their Funnel.io subscription. 
 
Clark had responded to the NPS survey with a 6. He also left an additional comment, 
 
 “I am really happy with the tool, but I really wish you add country dimension into the tool as default. you 

can get country info from the platforms like FB, twitter, and AdWords. Your competitor Supernatural 
offers it and a lot of global users use it just for that. FYI: You are our sister company as we have been 

invested by Tableton too :)” 

 
Score of 6 marks Clark as a detractor. And there are some key indicators of his disappointment in 
the comment itself.  
 
Reasons for using Funnel 

Carlton needed a more aggregate view of their ad campaigns and corresponding data such as cost, 
clicks, impression and post-click data from Google Analytics, all in one platform. He says, 

“that way I can slice and dice the data the way I want to see or find some insights with respect to 
some campaigns and see how the campaigns are performing.” 
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Clark started looking up for software solutions for this problem and that’s when he came across 
Funnel. He got to know about Funnel through the common investment group, Tableton that Funnel 
and Carlton share. Before starting the subscription, they have been using the Funnel competitor 
tool Supernatural (as mentioned in the comment) for doing the similar operations. Funnel has more 
number of data sources integrated with number of export locations which was main reason they 
had to start using Funnel. They use around 8 advertising platforms in around 40 countries. 
Supernatural does not support two of the platforms while Funnel covers all of them and assures 
integration with any new platform if needed. Carlton started with the paid subscription around 5 
months before his response to the NPS survey.  
 
Getting onboarded 
While finalizing the deal he was pushing for negotiations based on common Investor group 
relationship. They were offered a regular 20% discount like any other sister companies by Funnel. 
Clark was able to understand demo and onboardings quite smoothly and he did not have any 
difficulties understanding the Funnel tool. Given to his 8 years of experience in marketing, he is 
quite familiar with the advertising terminologies and that also helped in his learning of the tool. 
He thinks that the tool is straightforward and self-explanatory. Clark started using the tool 
especially setting up the dashboards himself. Then he explains the tool to rest of the growth team 
and country managers who use the tool almost every day. He monitors the dashboards once a week. 
 
Complaints with Funnel 
Clark wishes to segregate their advertising data country-wise (option of country dimension), which 
they cannot do in Funnel. Supernatural has been providing that option. Clark got to know about 
missing country-dimension during the trial with Funnel, which was before commencing the 
subscription. This was clarified to him by the Funnel sales-rep, Ebba during the demo and trial, 
who is assigned as Account Manager for Carlton.com account. Ebba also recommended that they 
should not subscribe to Funnel if the country dimension is of paramount importance. Clark also 
tried to escalate the issue to higher management such as Chief Product Officer at Funnel. The CPO 
of Funnel, Sven had the same recommendation for him. But on Clark’s further insisting despite 
awareness of the facts, Carlton.com subscribed, expecting a more comprehensive solution from 
Funnel.  
 
Use of alternative solutions 
The issue of missing country dimension has been mentioned several times by Clark to Funnel 
employees ever since. The employees have tried to explain that this is on Funnel’s agenda and it 
is not something that they can fix overnight. Meanwhile, Funnel’s development team has been 
working on the upgrades in the tool of similar nature since similar demands have been raised by 
several other employees. He also sent a message to one of the Funnel’s employees saying, 
 

“The sooner you implement (Country dimensions), the sooner I can refer to a lot of fellow advertisers 
who work in different companies :)” 



 

38 

 
Clark also tends to mention Supernatural as Funnel’s competitors often. He mentioned it in the 
Survey response, he mentioned it during NPS follow up call, and he also mentioned it when I 
interviewed him. He continues to use Supernatural on the sidelines with Funnel, since they offer 
the country dimension. He says that, 
 

“If you had country dimension, I would not use Supernatural.” 
 

Product and more 
Apart from the country dimension issue, Clark has been very happy with the product. He says that 
it saves Carlton.com a lot of time. And they can now use that time for finding insights and getting 
overview of their advertising. Yet, he does not believe that Funnel is a vital part of the system and 
which he believes might be so if one could make changes in the campaigns from the dashboard 
itself. He does not follow the product notifications and knowledge base that often but when he 
does, he finds it useful and he spreads that information around in Carlton.  
 
When it comes to pricing, he thinks Funnel is priced decently. It’s not over-priced but Supernatural 
still offers a cheaper price. Carlton has a discount of 20% compare to regular customers. He 
associates Funnel more with “simplification” and “ease” and believes that the company has a great 
scope ahead and could be adapted by most of the marketeers. For that Funnel must spread the word 
more aggressively. 
 
Customer Behavior 
Despite being a “detractor” in Funnel’s eyes with a score of 6, he has recommended Funnel to two 
or three other companies since he started using Funnel. He generally recommends companies to 
people and says that would be more than happy to recommend Funnel. When it was asked to him 
why he scored a 6 and what drivers came into play for answering, his answer was, 
 

“That’s because of the country dimension not being in place.” 
 
He also warns that these unresolved issues might affect his word of mouth. He also points out the 
Funnel relationship with Carlton in almost every interaction with Funnel while raising up the 
complaint. 
 
What it looks like: 
There appears a significant discord in customer’s behavior in relation to the “detractor” tag. He 
has not been bad mouthing Funnel or encouraging people to use Funnel competitors. He has been 
a promoter by nature internally in his firm and externally with fellow marketers as well. He even 
stated that he will be happy to recommend Funnel. He recollected that he has even promoted 
Funnel on a few occasions, but he does that with a word of caution. It is a topic of further discussion 
if such a recommendation with a warning act as a recommendation or a negative word of mouth 
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(detractor). Clark also admitted that he did not interpret the question literally and hence, did not 
answer his true likeness to recommend. Primary reason for a low score in his opinion was to remind 
Funnel of the missing feature that translates into low product satisfaction. 
 
The key points from the case are as follows: 

● Relatively low perceived value 
● Parallel use of alternate solution to Funnel 
● Business relationship with Funnel such as common investor groups. 
● Low product satisfaction, due to demands not being met over a long period of time but still 

generating value. 
● High service satisfaction. 
● Positive perceived brand image 
● Recommendation behavior in appropriate contexts with a word of caution 
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5.2.2 Case of Daven from DoorAbout 

Background: 
This case study is about customer journey of Daven Kupper from DoorAbout.com. 
DoorAbout.com is a German eCommerce website that sells outdoor adventure gear and is a firm 
of 10 to 15 employees. Daven is the General Manager and Head of Marketing at DoorAbout.com. 
He had been using Funnel for almost 4 months before he answered the NPS and interviewed. 
Daven came to know about Funnel via Twitter advertising and he booked a demo. DoorAbout.com 
are one of the relatively small size customers that Funnel has, and they are the lower end of the 
subscription fee per month. 
 
He responded to the NPS survey with a score of 7. He left a comment saying, 
 

“I think overall you do a good job, are helpful and responsive. But there are also quite a few mistakes I 
found. So, I actually did already mention your service to friends and colleagues, but always with a 

warning.” 
 

Score of 7 marks Daven as a Passive. He agreed to have a follow-up call with Funnel where he 
mentioned the specific technical issues that he is facing with Funnel such as data mismatches and 
missing data.  
 
Need to use Funnel: 
He saw that there was a basic problem that needed to be fixed. The problem was about getting all 
the marketing expenses in one platform together and have real time monitoring. According to him, 
if one has a lot of silos in their marketing data, Funnel is the solution. He wanted to export all the 
advertising data to Google data studio. He happened to see the Funnel advertise on Twitter, where 
he saw Funnel as the solution and booked the demo. During the demo he realized the full potential 
and thought if it as the most fit solution for his demands and decided to get onboarded. 
 
Getting on board 
Being the general manager and the head of marketing, using Funnel was solely his decision. He 
has more than 20 years of experience in the field of advertising and he has education background 
in statistics. Possibly because of that, he had no troubles understanding the onboarding sessions, 
where he was explained how to use the Funnel tool. As mentioned by a Funnel employee, he 
quickly grasped the basic understanding of the tool and was already asking specific questions 
regarding the advanced issues. He prefers to learn such tools by himself by playing around and 
trying out different features than someone guide him point to point. Importantly, he was the only 
person who decided to get onboarded despite having several employees focused on marketing 
functions which was solely his decision. His intended plan was to understand the Funnel tool first, 
set up the data export infrastructure himself and then hand it over to other employees as a ready 
tool. He has been struggling to find time to do this and as he says, he is “finding one hour here and 
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half hour there and trying to set it up.” For him it is more important to validate the data before 
handing the tool to others in the firm.  
 
Technical Troubles 
During this slow and iterative set-up process, Daven came across some technical problems on 
Funnel’s front. First, he encountered some significant data mismatches. Due to these issues, Daven 
got even more cautious about handing the setup over to other employees because he didn’t want 
to risk giving a wrongly set tool with multiple data mismatches eventual leading to possible 
misinterpretations by others in the firm. Secondly, Funnel could not export the data for a specific 
advertising platform right after the transactions and there was a big lag when the data showed up 
in Daven’s system. This was due to complex connector infrastructure that Funnel has with these 
ad-platforms which is difficult for Funnel to alter instantly. Daven has been raising these issues 
with Funnel CS team and he also mentioned this in the Survey response. Funnel have been coming 
up with alternate solutions to these problems and but some of them are difficult to solve in one go 
due to technical rigidity. 
 
Yet to start using it 
Adding all the issues like Daven’s single-user onboarding, trust issues created by the technical 
problems, his busy schedule and lack of time resource, he has still not been able to set up the tool 
properly. He emphasizes his frustration of not being able to use the tool to its fullest potential and 
getting the intended value out of it. Him not setting up the tool has been delaying him from 
explaining the tool to his co-workers in the firm. He thinks that he might spend some dedicated 
weekend time on Funnel to set up and then spread the information to others in his company so that 
everyone can start using it. Daven seems frustrated that he cannot yet use Funnel to its full 
potential. He understands the potential value that it could generate which is as quoted by him, 
saving at least 5% of the marketing spend. Moreover, he has been paying a fixed amount for almost 
4 months which he believed only went in trying to set up the tool and which has not turned out to 
be successful yet. Although, he wishes that there was a service where he could pay some 6 months 
fee upfront but have a basic reporting set up by Funnel so that he has the tool straight at the disposal 
for his whole team, Funnel does not offer such a service. He believes that at given rate of his work 
he is skeptical of setting up the tool in next three months. 
 
Funnel Impression 
Apart from the technical issue, Daven is exceptionally satisfied with the support service that he 
received. He thinks that he feels that Funnel employees are very knowledgeable and communicate 
on the same level as that of his. He gives an example of a computer giant company where he called 
for the support that was not sufficiently knowledgeable for the job. Comparing to that he praises 
the Funnel CS team for their awareness and experience. He thinks what he says is taken seriously 
and that's why it gives him a very positive image of Funnel as a team. He quotes, 
 
 “Funnel is quite a young company that listen to its customers and embraces the ideas that they receive.” 
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Daven puts his sentiment such that he hasn’t come across any “yeaaah! Finally!” moments but 
also, did not have to face any “Oh no! I am disgusted!” moments. It is somewhere in between. 
 
Affordability 
He thinks that the price he pays for Funnel is not too much but also that he won’t be willing to pay 
more. For what Funnel does, the price is justified. He thinks he cannot use it just for a month or so 
and then forget it. One has to continually get the value out of it. That is why it frustrates him 
slightly more that he is not yet using it to the fullest. 
 
Survey and behavior 
Daven does not remember how come he ended up answering to the NPS survey but generally he 
doesn’t. He has been working with Funnel where he came to know that some values were wrong 
and that was the primary thought he had in mind while answering the survey. He recollected the 
feeling of being disappointed to see the obvious mistakes and felt that someone from Funnel should 
have noticed that instead of him pointing that out. That's when he opened the charts again and 
mentioned that there are some mistakes in the comment section in the survey (as shown above). 
He says that he generally would not rate a 10 to anything because he thinks nothing in the world 
is perfect. If he rated a score of 9, he would be a real promoter of the company. As for Funnel, he 
says that he has recommended Funnel to a few of his colleagues quite recently before answering 
the survey and it was one of the drivers for giving the score to the ‘would recommend’ question. 
But he always did it with a disclaimer saying that,  
 

“There are some problems you need to solve because Funnel doesn’t solve them for you. “ 

 
What it looks like 
Daven quite clearly recommended Funnel to his friends and colleagues and cannot be considered 
passive. But he does that with a warning sign, which is in line with his score of 7. 3 points distances 
from a 10 and recommending with a warning clearly indicates there are significant pain points and 
scope of improvement. But what is at the root of those pain-points is the important question.  
 
DoorAbout.com appears to be in the stage of stagnancy where they had confirmed the subscription 
four months back and still not using the tool. This is happening primarily due to Daven being the 
only user and him not being able to find any time to set up the data export infrastructure. Daven’s 
intention is to understand it first, set up and validate and then teach and spread in the firm. At the 
given instance, he has had some issues resolved with quality responding by the Funnel CS staff 
and some remaining unresolved issues due to Funnel’s technical limitations. Daven is content with 
the support but seems to have very specific issues related to the software that may not hamper their 
initial expectations largely. 
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Meanwhile, a CS representative at Funnel, Simon says that he would like to reach out to Daven to 
assist him in completing the tool setup so that Daven’s frequency of usage increases. He is also 
insistent on getting more mid-level employees from DoorAbout.com as Funnel users. This way 
the setup will not remain completely in the General Manager’s (Daven’s) hands. But there appears 
clear lack of communication between the two parties, which if enabled, DoorAbout will be a 
happier customer. 
 
Key points to summarize Daven’s status: 

● Low usage 
● Yet to set up the tool since last 5 months 
● High experience and education in the field 
● Positive perceived value (savings of 5% of marketing spend) 
● Positive Brand Image 
● Recommendation behavior (with a warning) 
● High service satisfaction 
● No alternate solution noticed 
● Single user and sole decision-maker 
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5.2.3 Case of Bruce from Binc3  

Background: 
Binc3.de is a German international consultancy specializing in marketing. Binc3.de has around 20 
employees and more than 50 clients. Binc3 have multiple data analysts in the firm who were on-
boarded as a Funnel user. Bruce is the co-founder and head of performance marketing at Binc3 
and several years of experience in the field.  Binc3 is on the lower end of the pricing plan and they 
use the API product from Funnel to export all the data in their BI system called as PowerBI. Bruce 
rated Funnel a 4 with the following explanation: 
 
“The data model funnel.io provides over the API is not detailed enough. Data quality between channels 
differs wildly in terms of granularity. Some connectors, like XING ads are still advertised with logos, but 
not functional.” 

 
This marks Bruce in as a detractor. He agreed to answer post-NPS follow-up call where he 
elaborated the pain-points and furthered the discussion to solve them. 
 
Need for Funnel: 
According to Bruce, return on Marketing spending in online marketing is crucial. He had been 
observing Funnel over a long period since Funnel was into mapping and aggregating data, 
especially the cost data with Google Analytics data. It was still not entirely suitable to Binc3’s 
requirements due to their data export infrastructure. They decided to subscribe when Funnel 
developed the option to build Application Programming Interface (API) as a data export product, 
which was more suitable to Binc3. 
 
A bumpy ride: 
Binc3 came across Funnel quite early in August 2015 with their requirement of using Funnel. 
Initially, Bruce and Funnel had some technical troubles with setting up the demo account. The deal 
did not proceed any further from there on for that time. After Funnel’s several follow-up messages, 
in September 2016, Bruce got in contact with Funnel again and booked a demo. This time the 
demo worked out smoothly where Bruce understood the product and pricing. Sven, the CPO of 
Funnel agreed to spend some time to look into Bruce’s further requirements. But for some reason 
Bruce did not respond, and the deal remained unfinished. When asked about the reasons for this 
to Bruce, he stated two reasons for it. First, he was not happy with Funnel’s pricing model which 
he believed was prohibitively expensive. It is tied to the advertising spending by a company instead 
of the quantity of platforms. Then, be it 5 platforms or 50. Generally, majority of marketing 
spending is only on a few big ad platforms such as Facebook and AdWords. In a mix of different 
ad platforms integrated with Funnel presence of such high-spend platform causes higher price. 
This is counter-intuitive since most of the utility from Funnel comes from the high number of low-
spend platforms which cumulate to represent small portion of the price. Second, Funnel also did 
not have the API option back then which would have enabled Bruce to export data to the BI tool. 
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Being frustrated with this scenario, Bruce decided to build their own connectors for big platforms 
which they can simply outsource for a relatively cheaper price. 
  
In July 2017, Bruce’s colleague from GreatGames Studios asked for an advice on marketing 
spending controlling to Bruce. That is when Bruce recollected Funnel and the half-left deal. While 
checking product updates he also figured out that Funnel had developed the option of API as well. 
Bruce responded to the pending emails from previous conversation with his interest in proceeding 
with the deal and also the recommendation to GreatGames Studio. Meanwhile, Binc3 had 
developed the connectors to high-spend platforms so he only had to connect smaller platforms to 
Funnel, yielding much lesser price to pay to Funnel. This time, the deal proceeded with Bruce 
attending a demo and onboarding with few other analysts from Binc3.de. The trial and onboarding 
sessions still moved very slowly and at the start of December 2017, Binc3 subscribed to Funnel. 
 
Product and Technical Troubles 
His score is low primarily for the technical reasons that he mentioned in the comment. Following 
are the reasons: 

● He demands more granularity in the data which is generally the demand by a lot of other 
customers. Funnel have been steadily developing the product to achieve higher granularity 
goals. Bruce says that granularity varies across different channels, which is primarily due 
Binc3’s own connectors in place for Facebook and AdWords, which support higher data 
granularity.  

● Funnel essentially claim to have established connection to the ad platform when they have 
an advertising logo of that particular platform on Funnel website. But Bruce pointed out 
that Funnel was advertising logo of one particular platform but in reality, the export from 
that platform did not function. 

● They demand more flexibility with the Funnel API with the export to the BI tools 
 

Binc3 did not discuss these problems with Funnel during their three months of subscription and 
the survey was a way to voice out these issues. He still thinks that Funnel is needed for Binc3 
because there is no alternative solution for the problem.  
 
Affordability:  
Bruce finds Funnel’s pricing model to be problematic and he says that Funnel needs to revise it 
for more inclusivity of customers. He states possible alternative ways to establishing individual 
connections to the ad platforms by outsourcing it. He believed that method to be more economical 
for Binc3 and did so for two high-spend ad platforms. This way Binc3 has to pay less fee to Funnel. 
But even the lower pricing plan is not entirely reasonable to Bruce and he claims it to be, 
“maximum that I can pay for such a service”. He thinks that it would have been reasonable to have 
it Eur 50 cheaper. 
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Service: 
He has been satisfied with the service and support and finds people to be very knowledgeable. But 
this only speaks for the quality of demo, onboarding and support. But overall service, in terms of 
communication been weak, where there have been misunderstandings, half-left conversations and 
no follow-ups from both the ends. 
 
About the Survey: 
He took the ‘would recommend’ question in a very literal sense and said that he does not see a 
large scope of him recommending Funnel to his fellow colleagues since Funnel solves the need to 
a very specific category of marketers. He does not see a scope for recommending, in this case, to 
a comparable marketer. He gives an example where he already recommended Funnel to 
GreatGames studio, where he saw a great scope for Funnel. He believes that GreatGames studio 
is a perfect use case for Funnel where they require mostly cost data for a large number of platforms. 
However, already in the interview, Bruce thinks that he has jumped from the score of 4 to 5. He 
claims that if his pain-points are addressed and solved, he is very happy with the tool. 
 
From Funnel’s perspective: 
Erik, head of sales at Funnel thinks that Bruce is very detail-oriented and had very particular 
demands. He said that initially Binc3.de might not have been one of the most suitable cases for 
Funnel. However, it did become suitable over the period. Sven admits Bruce’s complaints, but two 
out of the three issues such as the granularity aspect were clarified to Binc3 prior to subscription. 
Sven thinks that the Binc3’s specific requirements of getting the API to PowerBI could make it 
challenging for Funnel. However, he intends to offer an alternative solution to Binc3 which many 
of the other customers were very satisfied with. Their issue with Funnel advertising the non-
functioning platform on their website was serious which is what might have made Bruce more 
upset. On Bruce’s part, he said he would call Sven from Funnel to talk about non-functioning ad 
platform. Bruce never followed up on that and Sven also didn’t actively look into the issue. 
 
After realization of the recommendation by Bruce, Funnel rewarded Binc3 with a discount of one-
month fee for his recommendation. This was particularly because GreatGames is one of Funnel’s 
bigger clients. This was because they wanted reward Binc3 for recommending a valuable client 
and if possible, change his sentiment towards Funnel. Bruce reacted with a very positive response. 
With this Funnel hopes to continue a good relationship with Bruce and they intend to address his 
pain-points. Funnel also sees it as a problem that he is not a very active user while other 
subordinates of his in Binc3 are using Funnel more often. They cannot correct that for Binc3 but 
hope to involve more users during the trial set up and account review. 
 
What it looks like: 
Bruce is one of the few customers who rated Funnel below 5. Despite this, he recommended Funnel 
to GreatGames studios which is one of Funnels big clients. And that recommendation happened 
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when he was not using Funnel and was only introduced to it for Binc3’s own purpose. Clearly, he 
had no negative impression of Funnel since there was no sign of caution or warning in the 
recommendation to GreatGames studio. This means that if a negative attitude towards Funnel was 
developed, it was only developed during his usage with Funnel. Some mistakes such as advertising 
a non-functioning platform leave a very negative impression on the customer, which Sven admits 
from his own experience as a customer. But Bruce still thinks that he would not hesitate in 
recommending Funnel/ 
 
Moreover, as mentioned by Funnel employees, Funnel as the use case for Binc3 has been relatively 
weak. After establishing their own connectors for Facebook and AdWords, Binc3 required to pay 
lower fee for the remaining platforms but that in return also weakened the use case from Funnel 
perspective, since Funnel always prefer that they cover all the platforms used by their customer. 
In addition to this, the communication with Binc3 has been slow and lackadaisical from both sides.  
Overall, Bruce’s customer journey can be summarized as follows: 
 

● Low perceived value 
● Low product satisfaction 
● Moderate service satisfaction 
● Low price satisfaction 
● Use of alternative solution for Facebook and AdWords (connectors) 
● Recommendation behavior 
● Low involvement 
● Poor communication 
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5.2.4 Case of Betty from bAccountable 

Background:  
bAccountable is a USA based advertising agency specializing in Affiliate Marketing but also 
serving in other advertising formats. It is a firm with around 10 employees working. Betty is a 
consultant hired by bAccountable responsible for mapping out advertising data and setting up 
dashboards and reports in Funnel for their advertisers. bAccountable subscribed to Funnel around 
7 months before they answered the NPS survey. Betty was hired during the onboarding phase so 
that she attends the onboarding sessions to get through education around Funnel and specialize in 
data mapping and dashboards and reports. Despite the size of the firm, bAccountable has a 
significant advertising spending and wide group of customers making them a mid-size customer 
with an approximately middle range pricing plan. 
Betty responded to the NPS survey with a score of 10. She added a comment, 
 

“Funnel is an incredibly useful, flexible tool that enables us to provide incredible value to our clients 
every day. Additionally, I've had extremely positive experiences with the Funnel customer support team 
as they've helped us troubleshoot issues and implement additional metrics/things that we've asked for. I 

definitely would recommend Funnel to others.” 

 
A score of 10 marks her as a ‘promoter’. She was reached out to write a review for Funnel which 
she happily agreed upon. She wrote a very positive review for Funnel on one of the review 
websites with a review rating of 5 on 5. 
 
Need for Funnel: 
Durk, the CEO of the company was looking for was something that would make it easy for his 
team to access data across all the digital marketing channel that they provide. They were already 
using a product called as Supernatural to transport data into google sheets to provide updated and 
streamlined performance metrics for advertisers. Originally, they wanted replacement for 
Supernatural for Google Sheets export, since Supernatural was restricted with its functions. But 
with more conversations with Funnel, Durk realized that Funnel’s dashboard and reports solution 
is very much suitable for their requirement. When discussed with Funnel CS representative, Nina, 
she explicitly mentioned about bAccuntable having immense problems before using Funnel which 
she encountered during the onboarding for bAccountablee. In her opinion, Funnel was really 
needed to them due to their specialization into Affiliate Marketing and high number of 
customers/advertisers leading to a complex data mapping requirement.  
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Getting on board: 
Onboarding was crucial part of Betty’s journey with Funnel she says. She and Durk both started 
with the trial and onboarding where Betty started spending more time in the process. She recollects 
spending around 3-5 hours with Nina due to their very specific requirements. In Betty’s opinion, 
Nina was extremely cooperative, and she quotes,  
 

“I feel like she kind of went above and beyond to make me understand the set up.” 

 
Nina explained all the key concepts to her in details and attended direct phone calls with her due 
to Betty not having a complete knowledge about such an infrastructure. Nina also recollects 
spending more time with Betty, but it is not unusual for her in her job. She mentioned Betty’s 
interest in specificity and very organized method of learning.  
 
Betty remembers one incident which left a positive impression on bAccountable. Durk had asked 
Nina that if she could get all the affiliate networks related to bAccountablee in Funnel, he would 
go on to build contract with Funnel. And to Durk’s and Betty’s surprise, Nina was ready with 
integration the next day to the request. Betty says she had never seen such a quick response time 
in this field and this left a very positive impression on her and Durk. 
 
Product and more 
Betty admires the product flexibility that Funnel offers which was the reason they opted for the 
dashboard solutions in the first place. Durk time to time comes up with different demands towards 
her, which she finds surprisingly manageable almost every time. But she also says that Funnel has 
adapted to her request and evolved as a product. She particularly recollects adding new advertising 
platforms which Funnel did very quickly. Moreover, developments with additional metrics and 
updated connections with different platforms has been more suitable for their requirements. 
However, she does point out some of the requirements such as more unique metrics and organic 
data integration which have been not fulfilled by Funnel and would have brought immense value. 
 
Support from Funnel has been extremely cooperative, responsive and helpful, says Betty. She 
recollects having talked to someone from almost all the departments including development team 
and claims having a very positive experience. Moreover, as a rule of thumb, she first searches for 
the queries in the knowledge base. Because of several occasions, she has found the exact solutions 
she has been looking for in the knowledge base. One particular example was when Google adapted 
a new attribution model and all of bAccountablee clients started asking Betty about it. She was 
easily able to spot an article in the knowledge base which she shared with all the clients. However, 
despite the high interaction with Funnel she is not aware of the pricing which is taken care by 
Durk. 
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Funnel Usage 
Betty’s work at bAccountable is entirely dedicated to Funnel and she works with it every day. 
Betty is one of the users who uses Funnel to its fullest potential. She speaks for herself and Durk 
as being “beyond happy” with the amount of value Funnel creates for them. Being able to add new 
ad platforms and channels for the clients is a large part of that value. She claims that Funnel has 
become a vital component in their system now and it saves them significant amount of time. 
Moreover, she says that this essentially creates direct value for their clients as well. 
 
Customer Behavior: 
Betty tells that she recommended Funnel to her friends who are in an advertising agency. She 
generally actively recommends companies that she likes. However, context is very important for 
her. She also does not like being incentivized in exchange for referrals, especially when she has 
not been satisfied with the vendor. After NPS survey, since she was a promoter, she was asked if 
she would want to write a review. Betty happily wrote a review for Funnel. 
 
When asked about what went into scoring Funnel a perfect 10, she had an elaborate answer of 
what she imagined, which goes as follows. 
 

“I thought of how quickly Funnel was able to integrate different platform so that worked for all our 
existing clients. Then I thought about the time that Nina put in with me in the beginning to train me on 

how to use Funnel. She spent a lot of time with me so that was great. I thought about my interactions with 
CS team who very quickly worked to answer all my questions. So, I think I thought about all of those 

things. Then I thought about how easy has been to work with Funnel.” 
 

She associates the ‘would recommend’ with Funnel wishing to understand how happy a customer 
is with the product and the service and not essentially literal likeliness to recommend. 
 
From Funnel’s Perspectives: 
Betty has been perceived as a very positive and a friendly personality to deal with as a customer. 
According to Nina, she is highly knowledgeable and organized. Her detail-oriented nature leads 
her to spot problems in the tool more often and report them which makes the Funnel employees 
more alert when it’s her reporting.  
 
bAccountable from Funnel’s perspective is a very strong use case. Special set of requirements that 
bAccountable possesses is almost exactly the solution Funnel excels at. This makes Funnel a vital 
component in bAccountable’s value generation. Nina says that Betty left a great first impression 
on her, which in combination with such a strong use case helps building good relationship with 
the customer. She thinks relationships is extremely important in this business. 
 
Betty is considered to be one of the most involved users. Also, on bAccountable’s front, she is also 
the only active user. Nina sees potential risks with that. First, the entire relationship with 



 

51 

bAccountable rests on Betty’s involvement. If she terminates that involvement, Funnel has no 
point of contact with bAccountable. If they do get a replacement for Betty, then Funnel still needs 
to invest in educating that user and develop a relationship. Second, her high involvement also 
makes Funnel’s impression more vulnerable. If anything goes wrong with such a heavily involved 
user, they might reverse their opinion to negative. 
 
To some extent it was surprising to Nina that Betty scored a 10. This is mostly because Betty is 
always reporting issues and has doubts. Nina addresses the unusual dynamic Betty possesses in 
bAccountable’s relationship with Funnel which might possibly lead her to be highly involved and 
state a positive relationship. While Nina finds it desirable to have such solely dedicated people to 
Funnel in the customer firms, she addresses a potential threat of vulnerable attitude as well. 
 
What it looks like 
Betty is a typical case of a satisfied customer with a promoter trait. Her score of 10 seems in line 
with her conduct and her attitude towards Funnel. Her high involvement with the tool plays a 
crucial role in her relationship with Funnel. Moreover, her job dynamic is different than regular 
users employed by the customer firms. She is a consultant who is handling a project with 
bAccountable to establish Funnel dashboards and mapping. This entails her duties to bAccountable 
only pertaining to Funnel. Key bullet points to summarize her case would be: 
 

● High perceived Value 
● Positive Brand Image 
● High service satisfaction 
● High Product Satisfaction 
● High involvement 
● Recommendation Behavior 
● High exposure to the brand image 
● High frequency of support issues 
● Sole active user 
● Streamlined communication 
● Switch from competitor solution 
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5.2.5 Case of Nikko from Nordicmornings 

Background: 
Initially Klikki and now Nordicmornings, has been a Funnel customer since October 2016 adding 
up one year and three months of usage till they answered the survey in 2018. Klikki used to be 
Finnish digital advertising agency that merged into Nordicmornings. They are a company with 
around 320 employees and caters to many client firms in the Nordic region. Nikko is one of the 
senior consultants at Nordicmornings who had been using Funnel from the start. It is one of the 
large size customers for Funnel. They are using two products, Funnel dashboards and Google 
Analytics Upload. 
 
Nikko rated the survey in March 2018 with a 10. He did not have any comment during this survey. 
However, he had rated the survey in February 2017 as well. Then, he had rated Funnel 8 with a 
comment, 

 
“Well, I wouldn't recommend funnel to an actual friend because I don't have a single friend who would be 

interested in digital marketing reporting dashboards. But for a colleague who wants a non-coding-
intensive dashboard tool, funnel.io is the best solution I know this far.” 

 
With a score of 10, Nikko is a promoter in March 2018 survey. But score of 8 marks him to be 
passive in the February 2017 survey. For this study, the survey of March 2018 is taken into 
consideration. 
 
Need for Funnel: 
Senior consultants at Klikki were searching for a data aggregation solution with a dashboard 
(visualization) facility. They came across Funnel via Google. Funnel was noticed as flexible and 
offering decent dashboards. Moreover, Funnel did not charge for adding new advertising platforms 
and was not too expensive as well and it was almost exactly the solution that they were looking 
for, says Nikko. Nikko recollects how complicated the reporting system used to be before Funnel. 
For some clients with export to Google sheet, they were using Supernatural. But for visualization, 
they still had to build the graph by themselves. Sometimes they even had to take screenshots from 
Google Analytics and combine it in the reporting. In addition, this hassle was repeating every start 
of the month and was a very tiresome task for the consultants at Klikki. 
 
Getting Onboard 
Nikko was one of the consultants who got onboarded early and learned about Funnel. The demo 
and onboarding were very clear to Nikko. He himself, found the terminologies and knowhow to 
be easy for anyone if the person is in the field of analytics and knows how to use Microsoft Excel. 
He thinks that one might need to play around with the tool to understand how to apply dimensions 
and metrics according to the clients’ needs. Nikko thinks he has an almost perfect understanding 
of the tool. Nikko is also the one who educates on Funnel internally in Nordicmornings. He 
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encourages that anyone intending to use Funnel must play with the tool by trying out the features. 
Now, they don’t have new onboardings any more with Funnel and Nordicmornings senior 
consultants manage to teach the tool by themselves. 
 
Product and more 
Nikko says that there are several things he would still wish from Funnel. But he still sees immense 
value being generated compared to their state before using Funnel. In his opinion, the Funnel tool 
has become more and more suitable to their demands over the period, particularly with the addition 
of more metrics (a feature to segregate data). There are some metrics and more flexibility that 
Nikko would demand, and he has forwarded that request to Funnel. There are several other things 
that he finds missing for having his intended outcome from a platform like Funnel. He needs to 
take care of those components manually, but he lets Funnel know about it. He says that he knows 
that it is on Funnel’s agenda and will be taken care of at some point of time. 
 
Klikki used Supernatural for the clients with Google Sheets export. For Klikki’s requirements there 
was much more that Supernatural did not cover entirely. Before finding Funnel, they tried to look 
for other alternatives, but they could not spot any. 
 
Funnel Usage 
Nikko and other consultants involved in digital media in Nordicmornings use Funnel almost every 
day. He confirms that Funnel has become a vital part of the system for them and without Funnel, 
their system would go back to the old days when data export and visualization was not as organized 
as now. He sees immense value being generated especially in terms of time. He says, 
 

“I am saving days every month because of the dashboard tool by Funnel.” 

 
His calculation goes as follows. The job of data exporting and visualization done by Funnel saves 
3 days per consultant, compared to their old methods. There are 5 consultants actively using 
Funnel, saving at least two weeks of work hours in total. This is only for the monthly reporting. 
Moreover, there is value for automation and advanced continuous dashboards that they cannot 
achieve from their previous methods. Nikko recollects being equally satisfied with the product one 
year back when he responded to the survey with 8. He claims himself to be happier with Funnel 
back then because it was recent they had found a solution for the long-due issue and had a sigh of 
relief. But he thinks that he knows Funnel better now and their reliance on Funnel has increased 
over the last year. 
 
Nikko is not aware of the current economics, but he recollects finding the price to be very 
reasonable when they initiated the tool. He jokingly said that he chooses to stay away from the 
economic decisions in the firm. 
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Funnel Service 
He thinks the support has been extremely good and people are very knowledgeable. The chat has 
been very responsive and easy going. Especially during the onboarding sessions, he recollects 
being guided very well by the Funnel staff. He explains the incidence when he accidentally deleted 
entire dashboard and Funnel support was able to retrieve it for him in minutes. Nikko thinks of 
Funnel as he quotes, “a small group of fun and technically savvy people”.  
 
About the Survey 
Nikko thinks that the survey question self-explanatory. Even though he finds it difficult to put a 
number on such things as likelihood to recommend, he is confident of recommending Funnel to 
anyone who does a similar job as his. When asked about why he scored an 8 one year back, he was 
not entirely sure why he rated a lower score. He admits having interpreted the question differently 
and thought it might have been a contextual bias that lead him to give a lower score. Or potentially 
that he did not find him as ‘likely to recommend’ as he is today. But he felt that he has been equally 
satisfied and happy with the product as he is today with a score of 10. He is generally discussing 
issues regarding new technical solutions with his colleagues in other firms and he recollects 
recommending Funnel on multiple occasions. 
 
From Funnel’s perspective 
Funnel employees see Nikko to be very knowledgeable and an independent user. He is also one of 
the users which regularly uses the tool with maximum utilization of all the functions. Moreover, 
he also trains other analysts in Nordicmornings to use Funnel. This makes him a less resource 
consuming and moreover, resource-saving customer. Nordicmornings have not had many support 
related issues in a long time as claimed by Simon, but their activity on the tool is very high. In 
Funnel’s eyes, this is the desirable state of a customer that they can achieve by initially guiding 
them and slowly leading them to be independent champions. Nikko shares good relationship with 
Funnel CS representatives who recognize Nikko as a power-user. Also, Funnel employees do not 
recollect anything in particular that moved Nikko from 8 to 10 but they claim that he has 
transitioned as a user who understands Funnel thoroughly and uses it regularly. 
 
What it looks like 
This is case that manifests all the typical traits of a satisfied promoter. Nikko is in a stage where 
the value perceived from the tool now exceeds his demands from the tool. He has recommended 
Funnel and he claims to truly endorse the product functionality. However, the survey question can 
be seen to be differently interpreted during the two surveys while he had an almost constant 
satisfaction sentiment. Moving from 8 to 10 may not be a great difference on surface of the scale 
but by the NPS philosophy, 8 is a passive and 10 is a promoter, which are completely different 
behavioral groups. NPS treats passives and promoters with a different strategic approach. 
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Funnel as a product seems to be integrated in Nordicmorning’s value chain and consultants like 
Nikko make use of it every day. The decision to use Funnel was fairly democratic where multiple 
consultants were included during the onboarding. The case could be summarized with following 
points: 

● High perceived value 
● Positive brand image 
● High Service satisfaction 
● High product satisfaction 
● Low frequency of support issues 
● Multiple active users 
● Switch from competitor solution 
● Recommendation behavior 

 
Above was the empirical data presented in the form of cases. Based on this analysis and findings 
are presented in the next section. 
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6. Analysis and Findings 

For better understanding of the reader, it is important to point out that the analysis and findings are 
presented together for both the sections. The findings articulate the significant observations and 
are often presented with the support of analytical reasoning. Often, this section recalls theoretical 
notions that are relevant in the context for presentation. The section also points at the events from 
the case studies. The events from the case studies play an important role in explaining the findings 
and to demonstrate the analytical reasoning. 

6.1. Findings for Individual customer (Section I) 

The analysis and findings are split in two sections. The first section aims to investigate in RQ3. In 
this case the customer is viewed as an individual human entity. In case of Funnel, it is the users 
from customer firms (and not the entire firm). It was noted in section 6.1. of ‘NPS in Funnel: The 
Empirical Exploration’ that the users from the same companies could potentially rate different 
scores, often belonging to a different NPS group as well. This makes the need for analysis on an 
individual level even stronger. To investigate into that, the research question goes as follows. 

 
RQ3: What factors pertaining to the individual customer influence her loyalty attitude and 

behavior? 
 
The analysis section in this work aims to spot varying antecedent factors and their activity in the 
cases. It is also important to address any commonalities or significant variation spotted among the 
NPS behavior group (promoter, detractors and passives). The analysis is primarily carried out from 
the lens of loyalty framework (Dick and Basu, 1994) by understanding the role of different 
antecedents in the existing cases. The purpose of this exercise is to test and validate the mentioned 
factors on the empirical data. Anomalies spotted from the cases are explicitly mentioned. The 
customer attributes in the cases are grouped to display commonalities or variations that show 
significant weightage in the scenario. This is particularly for interpreting the factors that are not 
mentioned in the loyalty framework but demonstrate clear pattern in the empirical work. These 
additional common or varying determinants are considered for reconstructing the framework. 
Their positioning and interplay with the existing theoretical consideration formulates the new 
framework as displayed in Figure 7 in the upcoming section. In total, some factors attain significant 
relationship as shown in the theory and some do not stand in accordance. However, the purpose of 
this is to present the role of potential factors and the observed additional factors that formulates a 
revised framework. 

6.1.1. Revised Framework for Customer Loyalty 

The loyalty in the revised framework is portrayed as a relationship between attitude and behavior 
(Dick and Basu, 1994). The NPS is an indicator of the relative attitude or attitudinal loyalty (Dick 
and Basu, 1994; Reichheld, 2006; Allen, 2004). Hence, a strong relative attitude should translate 
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into a high individual NPS score and weak relative attitude should translate into a low score (J. 
Yang and S. Kim, 2013). Also, in the revised framework, the consequences such as Word of Mouth 
are separated from the behavior and they are affected by the attitude and portrayed to be 
independent of the behavior. 
 
The attitude is an embodiment of three antecedent factors: Cognition, affect and conation (Hilgrad, 
1980; Dick and Basu, 1994). The antecedent factors are explained and analyzed one by one with 
examples from the empirical cases. There are also determinants to loyalty relationship that directly 
or moderately affect the loyalty relationship. 
 

 
Figure 7: Revised framework for customer loyalty 

Cognition 
In the analysis, cognition is primarily understood with two antecedent factors: accessibility and 
centrality. Retrieving psychological factors such as cognition from the empirical data is 
challenging and is subjective to the judgement of the observer.  
 
Accessibility  
Accessibility is traditionally associated with the cue for repeat purchase behavior. But in a 
subscription setting, a customer continually pays each month and has an ongoing relationship with 
the vendor firm. Accessibility in this context applies more for retrieving attitude based on previous 
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interactions with Funnel during the first point of purchase. This might be for the cue recontinuing 
the terminated and/or incomplete transaction, or for recommendation. 
 
The case of Bruce is a fitting example to explain this. Bruce faced three points of purchase with 
Funnel. First occasion is when he searched for the solution and understood about Funnel. On the 
second occasion, he approached Funnel once again due to problems in daily marketing reporting 
getting stronger. This time, Bruce followed the demo and trial process with Funnel. However, 
more elaborate information about the product made Bruce realize that his specific needs won’t be 
met by Funnel. Third and the most interesting occasion was his recommendation to GreatGames 
studio. At this point, he was still not using Funnel but the attitude towards Funnel was retrieved 
strongly to make a recommendation. On this occasion, Bruce’s colleague from GreatGames had 
personally asked Bruce for help with the data aggregation and he recommended Funnel because 
he thought a platform like Funnel would be more suitable for a company like GreatGames than his 
own. Which, on the technical front is validated that GreatGames are clearly a more suitable use 
case for Funnel than Binc3. An opportunity to help a fellow colleague with a specific technical 
need that can be fulfilled by Funnel manifested a contextual cue. This contextual cue prompted the 
activation of his attitude (Snyder and Kendzierski, 1982). Even more interestingly, this 
recommendation itself acted as a context for Bruce to revisit and check Funnel. On this occasion, 
he realized that the recent developments in the product are more suitable to Binc3’s needs. And 
this time, Binc3 subscribed to Funnel. This example displays two key observations:  
 

● High strength of contextual cue may lead to high accessibility that determines likelihood 
to recommendation (WoM) directly. This happened without having built a significant 
relative attitude from other antecedents such as the affect or conation (hence, irrespective 
of NPS), and significant retention behavior. 
 

● Recommendation from a strong contextual cue itself can strengthen the relative attitude 
which eventually might lead to re/purchase (retention) behavior. 

 
Currently, Bruce’s attitude towards Funnel has been inclined to negative even after his 
subscription. This can be understood particularly understood from the score of 4. But he claims 
that he would still make that recommendation if it is more suitable for other firms. This might 
appear as a typical exception to an established consensus by Reichheld and other loyalty literature. 
But by analyzing other cases, it confirms that accessibility affects the attitude-behavior consistency 
in different ways with no concrete correlation (Zanna, Olson and Fazio, 1981). 
 
Centrality 
Centrality in the context of cognitive antecedents is degree to which an attitude toward a brand is 
related to value system. Value system is an abstract notion to interpret and requires to be analyzed 
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with the judgement of the scenario. This could play a pivotal role in the relative attitude of the 
customer.  
 

● Role of different brands in profession: From the cases of Daven (Passive 7), Bruce 
(detractor 4) and Clark (detractor 6), the primary similarity is that these are higher 
management employees in the respective firms. For them, Funnel is one of the several tools 
that are used in their firms which they need to deal with. Everybody agreed to be using the 
tool not more than once a week. This might potentially imply that Funnel has a smaller role 
in their value system giving a less central attitude. Whereas, Betty (10 promoter) from 
bAccountable has Funnel at the core of her job with bAccountable (more central) since the 
job only involves dealing with Funnel. 
 

● Role of alternative competitive solutions for one task: When it comes to a single task of 
aggregating and exporting data, primarily the detractors have one thing in common. They 
have alternate solution/s in place that they use alongside with Funnel. (This might have 
originated due to multiple reasons such as Funnel’s technical inability or customer’s way 
of bypassing the higher pricing.) But this may have caused detractors to have a lesser 
central attitude to the vendor since they associate one task with two brands/ solutions. 
Daven being a passive could be reasoned to have slightly more centrality since he is less 
involved in the system but only has Funnel associated to the exporting task in the value 
system. Once again, Betty is only working with Funnel essentially building central attitude 
towards Funnel. 

 
Affect 
Affect is related to consumer behavior which helps in explaining the instantaneous or permanent 
feelings of the consumers affecting their behavior (Dick and Basu, 1994). This is distinct from the 
cognitive evaluations that a human mind makes.  
 
Primary Affect 
Even though this affective antecedent is claimed to be of physiological nature (Zajonc, 1980), it 
could be a visual sensory input (in aesthetics of the website or advtertises) that might trigger a 
primary effect in the context of Funnel and SaaS. But it is observed to be a long-term development 
of brand image which is what affects the state of attitude (Allen, 2004). Interestingly, all of the 
interviewed customers appreciated the Funnel service in terms of the communication style and 
expertise of sales and customer success and development teams. They say that the communication 
and knowledge of the employees played a big role in what customers think of Funnel as a team 
and they have a very positive primary effect. Here, the service side of the company comes in the 
picture which is separated from the direct product value but concerns with knowledge transfer, 
communication and cooperation (Allen, 2004; Anderson and Mittal, 2000) 
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Satisfaction 
Satisfaction is considered to be one of the most dominant drivers of customer loyalty (Reichheld, 
1996; Anderson and Mittal, 2000). As shown in the theory (Section 4.5.), it has been a 
controversial topic regarding the nature of satisfaction impact on behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. 
Robert from Funnel noticed in general that for Funnel customers, NPS is largely dependent on 
customers’ expectations and their fulfillment in return. This essentially is the definition of 
customer satisfaction (Ferris et al, 2010).  
 

● As noticed in the case of Nikko, he claims himself to be extremely satisfied for the reason 
that his initially promised demands are met to create a large value in terms of time and 
automation. Nordicmornings is considered by Funnel to be high on the health score for and 
indicate no signs of churning in the near future. Nikko does not confirm if the satisfaction 
is what translates into recommendation or retention, but he clearly admits that his level of 
satisfaction has grown over the period as an antecedent to attitude.  
 

● For Betty from bAccountable, she also is very satisfied with Funnel. Her interpretation of 
the survey question was more of a gauge for satisfaction than true likeliness to recommend.  

 
The satisfaction as an antecedent is clearly present in both the promoters.  

● For detractors, both Bruce and Clark display complaints with the product. For Clark, this 
is in relation to his own expectation from the product, despite the product limitations were 
stated quite clearly by Funnel. Despite Funnel creating some value in practicality, he is 
unsatisfied due to the unmet expectations. In Bruce’s case, Funnel has witnessed problem 
with the infrastructure and they declare themselves to be guilty and intend to work on it. 
But detractors are significantly unsatisfied with the product, regardless of their own 
expectations. 
 

● Daven as a passive, is still not using the product as intended and has troubles setting up the 
tool. It is difficult to give remarks on his overall satisfaction as he is yet to initiate the real 
use of Funnel. He has indeed witnessed technical troubles in the set-up process that might 
have hampered the satisfaction quotient.  

 
Conation 
Conative antecedents point at the behavioral disposition of the customers, in terms of pragmatic 
and logical aspects (Hilgard, 1980; Dick and Basu, 1994). The two primary conative antecedents 
proposed in the loyalty framework are Switching costs, sunk costs. 
 
Switching costs 
In case of developing a strong relative attitude towards the attitude-object, the cost of switching to 
alternative brands must be high (Dick and Basu, 1994). The switching cost might include the cost 
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of establishment of suitable infrastructure to accommodate the alternate solution. These costs often 
show up in the technology industry due to the software/hardware compatibility issues and 
requirements.  

● In case of Bruce, Binc3 manufactured connectors to two of his major ad platforms while 
using Funnel for the remaining small ad platforms. The establishment of the connectors 
created a functional rigidity that prohibits Bruce from easy flexible use of Funnel. There is 
a switching cost from moving from one solution to the other entirely, which is why he uses 
both of them to attain most economical outcome. 
 

● bAccountable initially used Funnel competitor solution called Supernatural. There existed 
higher switching cost of using Funnel which they were willing to adapt due to higher 
relatively higher perceived value. Switching to Supernatural again is less costly but the 
value perceived also is relatively lower. 

 
● Clark from Carlton used both Funnel and Supernatural alongside for serving different 

purposes. However, he switched from Supernatural to Funnel for most of his operations 
because the value perceived from Funnel was relatively higher. He continues to use 
Supernatural just for one feature that is not enabled in Funnel. 

 
For the case of Funnel, it is difficult to analyze direct switching cost now given to the unique set 
of functionalities which are not yet approximated by any other firm. It can be seen that the 
framework (Dick and Basu, 1994) mostly exemplifies consumer industry and cases like Funnel 
don’t accurately fit the mold. 
 
Sunk cost 
Traditionally, higher the sunk cost, stronger the relative attitude towards the brand. In case of 
Funnel’s business which operates on subscription basis, customers pay per month. The contracted 
amount is the sunk cost that the customer firm has subscribed to. In this case, the sunk cost 
potentially applies for the month and there is a new transaction in the next month, leading to 
smaller “sunk” effect. But the “sunk” effect must be stronger when it comes to paying upfront for 
more than the month.  
 

 For the promoters, bAccountable (Betty) is on the moderate size of the pricing plan. 
Whereas, Nordicmornings is one of the top-end high paying customers but it does not play 
a role in Nikko’s relative attitude he is not aware of the price being paid.  But they claimed 
on behalf of their managers that they are satisfied with the pricing, despite being on the 
higher end of the price plans.  
 

● For Bruce, Clark and Daven are in the decision-making position and hence they are well-
aware of the pricing. Hence, sunk cost could be a potential antecedent for their relative 
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attitude.  Binc3 (Bruce) is on the lowest price plan which could potentially affect the 
relative attitude towards Funnel. Carlton (Clark) has a discounted pricing plan which is 
close to the lowest available price. Also, it is interesting to notice that both the detractors 
are not happy with pricing despite enjoying pricing of the lowest range. 

● Daven from DoorAbout.com, expresses his frustration regarding sunk cost which goes on 
compounding as he fails to obtain any value from Funnel. However, at this moment, it is 
his main motivation to set up the tool and use to its fullest potential. 
 

In general, Funnel employees claim to have observed a pattern that the high paying customers tend 
to be happier customers and tend to share longer relationship with Funnel. The hypothesized reason 
for that according to the Funnel employees is that high paying customers often have a more 
calculated thought and investment in initiating Funnel subscription. They only confirm the 
subscription once they are sure that Funnel is entirely suitable to them and have a high perceived 
value out of it. On the contrary, less paying customers tend to be small firms who are trying Funnel 
without sufficient thought and resources invested in it. Also, Funnel have noticed that the 
customers who pay upfront for a year or more are less likely to churn since the sunk “effect” is 
higher. 
  
Determinants of Loyalty relationship 
As demonstrated by Dick and Basu (1994), the situational factors and social norms are essentially 
affecting the repeat patronage behavior alongside the relative attitude. These factors are not 
antecedents of attitude but circumstantial drivers of the loyalty relationship. It could be argued that 
in practice these factors actuate one or more fundamental attitude antecedents to derive a certain 
behavior (Hilgard,1980). Hence, in the revised framework these factors are shown to affect the 
relationship between attitude and behavior as a whole. These factors are shown to manifest 
spurious loyalty, getting a behavioral state of loyalty due to the situations a user/customer is 
brought into. 
 
Situational Factors: 
These factors include an opportunity for the vendor firm to engage the customers directly in 
retention (Dick and Basu, 1994). These could include promotional offers, discounts, incentives for 
brand switching etc. 
 

● Funnel offers a small but significant discount on the subscription price to its sister 
companies which includes Carlton. This way Funnel provides additional benefits for the 
industrial relationship. This also gives Funnel an edge over its competitors in terms of price 
competition. 

In this scenario, Clark claims not to perceive value equitable to the price paid. However, there are 
other situational factors that are noticed to be out of Funnel’s control but still act. Which are: 
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● Opportunism: Carlton.com is a sister company to Funnel in a way that Funnel and Carlton 
are invested in by the same private equity group. This is how Carlton learnt about Funnel 
and thought they could jump on board. Clark from Carlton appears to have opportunistic 
intentions based on this relationship. This way he may or may not perceive value out of 
Funnel, the act of retention persists based on the situational factor. 
 

● Role of the user: In Funnel’s case, where multiple users from a common customer firm use 
Funnel, it is likely that they are placed in a setting of using Funnel involuntarily. Often the 
mid-level employees from the customer firms are not heavily involved in the purchase 
decision and but are heavily involved in the product without a voluntary choice of using 
the product. The retention decision often remains concentrated into few hands. The 
observed pattern is that detractors and passives are top level managers who have the control 
over assimilation of the tool in their respective firms. 

 
Purchase Involvement 
Purchase involvement is the involvement in making a purchase which implies the decision making, 
negotiation, technical understanding etc. As per Beaty, Kahle and Holmer (1988), the purchase 
involvement has a moderating effect on loyalty behavior which can be observed in the cases as 
well. It comes to notice that coincidentally, the detractors (Clark and Bruce) and passive (Daven) 
were all heavily involved in the purchases due to their decision-making positions. Given to their 
high purchase involvement, they are more susceptible to sudden, discontinuous shift in loyalty 
depending on how satisfied they are. Empirically, this theory does not fit for the retrospective 
events for Bruce where in reality, he showed recommendation tendencies. Following 
interpretations can be made. 
 

● Clark and Daven hold high purchase involvement, hence their potential satisfaction can 
lead to high behavioral loyalty or retention. Had they been less involved in the purchase, 
their satisfaction would not have made significant impact on the retention. 
 

● Nikko as a promoter was also fairly involved in the purchase with high satisfaction, which 
retrospectively has proven that he has been one of the high retained users.  

 
● Betty on the other hand was less involved in the purchase where her satisfaction might not 

leave as big an impact on the retention, particularly given to her purchase involvement. 
 
It could also be observed in the case of Funnel that decision making customer individuals with 
high purchase involvement tend to have more demands with the product, often beyond Funnel’s 
existing scope. Their vast experience and knowledge related technology often makes them 
excessively critical to Funnel solution, which naturally adds to their demands. This leads to unmet 
expectations, consequently leading to low satisfaction. 



 

64 

Product involvement 
One major drawback with the traditional theory is that most of the literature only refers to the 
industries with a single point of purchase and finite consumption. In many industries but 
particularly in SaaS, a product is continually used and is not consumed at once (Tyrväinen and 
Selin, 2011) which calls for additional component of product involvement in terms of usage. 
Product involvement is a complimenting component to the definition of purchase involvement 
from the traditional literature (Beaty, Kahle and Holmer, 1988). The product involvement could 
be considered to depend on the usage frequency and product education about the product.   
 

● Åman (2017) shows that customer usage is one of the strongest indicators of customer 
health. In the studied cases, both the promoters are using the relevant tool and are heavily 
involved in the product. For Bruce and Daven, the product that they use is not relevant for 
considering usage Frequency.  
 

● Product education has often been ignored by most of the traditional theories but plays out 
to be an important attribute in the industry dynamic as that of SaaS (Tyrväinen and Selin, 
2011). This is observed to be a combination of background knowledge and involvement in 
the technical education (trial and onboardings for Funnel). Nikko displays excellent 
education who now has been very less relied on the Funnel support. Betty is still in the 
learning phase. Clark who is a detractor also understands the tool completely.  

 
If product involvement is the missing component of purchase involvement in modern technology 
industry dynamic, it must also have a moderating effect on loyalty in the satisfaction-loyalty 
relationship and obey the similar rules satisfaction-loyalty relationship as that of Purchase 
Involvement (Beaty, Kahle and Holmer, 1988). This implies that high product involvement must 
also translate high satisfaction into high loyalty and low satisfaction into low loyalty. But in the 
scenario of low product involvement, the high satisfaction weakly translates into loyalty. In simple 
terms, the involvement decides the correlation quotient between satisfaction and loyalty (Beaty, 
Kahle and Holmer, 1988. However, the product involvement and purchase involvement are 
observed to be inter-related in some cases, especially where the detractors, who happen to be high 
level managers often show less product involvement due to multiple responsibilities and less 
product focus. 
 
Perceived Value 
Perceived value is a significant factor noticed in the empirics, not only from the customers but also 
from the experience of Funnel employees. It has been observed to influence loyalty relationship 
as a whole (both attitude and behavior). However, one must not confuse the perceived value with 
satisfaction even though the two notions are correlated (Yang and Peterson, 2004). A perceived 
value can be high depending on the gravity of the problem for the customer firm. Firm can be 
locked into a relationship just because of the higher perceived value and still be less satisfied. If 
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the product offering is unique and there are no alternatives for an acceptable switching cost, 
relationship will very likely perpetuate (Yang and Peterson, 2004). From the cases, one can notice 
that the promoters tend to have high perceived value in the buyer-seller equation.  
 

● Betty confirmed to have immense perceived value foreseen by bAccountable when they 
were in the trial with Funnel. Moreover, the value generated at the moment is considerable 
to an extent that they consider Funnel to be an important element of the value chain. 
 

● Nikko also recollects having a sense of relief for having found a solution towards a big 
problem. He is easily able to quantify the perceived value as almost two to three weeks in 
term of time. Moreover, it creates advanced automation for Nordicmorning’s traditional 
reporting. He also considers Funnel to be a vital part of the value chain and prefers not to 
go back to old period. 

 
● On the other hand, the both the detractors have displayed rather low perceived value out of 

Funnel. Clark claims that Funnel is not a vital component in their system and it won’t be 
unless there are certain advanced features added to it. Bruce does not explicitly mention 
about perceived value. But Bruce expressed his disappointment with price perceptions due 
to which he obtained an alternative solution of API connector which now apparently yields 
in lower perceived value from Funnel. 
 

● In case of Daven who is a passive, he sees considerable perceived value in Funnel. He is 
also able to quantify it which translates into 5% savings on Marketing spend. But he fails 
to generate any of that value. 

 
Consequences 
The WoM is considered as a primary consequence of the loyalty relationship (Reichheld, 1996). 
Based on the empirical observation, there have been no significant relationship found with the 
NPS groups. Here the distinction of promoter, detractors and passives is important since the 
notions imply distinct characterization of the customers. Detractors are considered to be the cause 
for negative WoM; Promoters to be the positive (Reichheld, 2011). Prima facie, the cases show an 
absolute discord for the detractors’ behavior in relation the hypothesis. Bruce and Clark both 
display recommendation behavior despite being detractors. In case of Bruce, the recommendation 
turned out to be highly profitable customer for Funnel. It is observed that the organic WoM is 
contextual and only happens in very relevant circumstances. But given to Funnel’s unique product 
offering, even the unsatisfied customers show positive WoM tendencies with relevant 
circumstances. This phenomenon requires to be further discussed from the view of industry 
dynamics. 
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It is hard to retrieve any concrete insights on intensity of WoM, but there are significant findings 
when we consider the quality of WoM. 
 

● For instance, Clark (detractor) and Daven (Passive) both displayed WoM tendencies but 
always with caution. The sense of caution has risen out of their own negative experiences 
with Funnel. 

● Betty and Nikko on the other hand display total championship of Funnel as a product which 
reflects from their score of 10. But both mention the element of context, where Funnel is 
highly suitable for very few “friends of or colleagues” due to its unique product offering 
for a very niche problem. 

 
Role of NPS: 
If the firms intend to measure the loyalty attitude, the suitable scientifically valid way is to test and 
measure the factors affecting the loyalty as shown in the revised framework (Figure 7) (Grissafe, 
2007). The question asked during Funnel’s NPS survey was, 
 

“How likely is it that you would recommend Funnel to your friends or colleagues?” 

 
Primarily due to the futuristic element of ‘would recommended’ in the phrasing of the question is 
observed to be related to the consequences. Instead of understanding loyalty as an evident 
behavior, a prediction of likelihood is employed as a measure of loyalty which may not be 
scientifically valid (Grissafe, 2007). The question itself was observed to be a subject of varying 
interpretation from the cases. 
 

● Nikko mentions a scenario where he was extremely happy with the product but saw no real 
“likelihood” to recommend because he didn’t have many colleagues to whom he could 
recommend Funnel. Due to this interpretation he scored an 8 in the earlier NPS where his 
actual level of satisfaction was ultimate during that period. 
 

● Bruce suggests that he doesn’t find himself likely since Funnel be a good solution for every 
comparable marketer which is a contributing reason to why he rated a 4. In reality, he 
recommended to the one who was most relevant for Funnel. 

 
● Betty interprets in a way that Funnel wants to gauge how happy are their customers with 

them. 
 
All these varying interpretations are highly counter-intuitive and shows that the phrasing of the 
question could be problematic, especially given to the Firm scenario Funnel is in.  
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Contextual Factors: 
All the participant agreed on one factor, that the word of mouth in the case of Funnel is highly 
contextual.  

● Betty from bAccountable says that for her WoM has to be in very relevant circumstances. 
She shared an online review for Funnel, but she thinks it has to be highly relevant to her 
job, position and reputation. 
 

● Bruce showed recommendation that went very successful for Funnel. But he also 
mentioned in that he cannot mention Funnel to every other comparable marketer because 
it may not be suitable for them given to Funnel’s niche offering. When it's suitable, he 
recommends. This thinking also interferes in his reasoning for giving a low score on NPS 
survey, where he thinks, he is literally less likely. 

 
● Daven and Clark said that they tell about Funnel to people in certain circumstances. 

 
This indicates that the real event of WoM is moderately affected by the contextual factors. 
Moderately because, it only decides the potential spread of WoM. But more importantly, it also 
has a potential effect on the interpretation of NPS, that could affect the score. Some participants 
tend to predict how literally likely are they and base the score on that.  
 
The addressed antecedent factors and determinants are analyzed from the cases of Funnel users as 
individual customers of the tool. The play a significant role in Analysis and Findings (Section II). 
The implications of these findings are also on a user level, primarily to understand the customer 
as an individual better. These implications will be discussed in Section 7. 
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6.2. Customer Loyalty and NPS in Industries (Section II) 

After having collected the empirical data and analyzed the picture on an individual customer-level, 
now the phenomenon of NPS can be studied on the industry level. In the jump from RQ3 to RQ4, 
the way to look at loyalty switches from attitudinal concept to an aggregating concept of retention 
or word of mouth. This also translates in the way of looking at NPS, where NPS mentioned on an 
individual level in the RQ3, is the individual response to the survey. This is converted into the 
NPS of the firm when tackled in RQ4. 
 

RQ4:  How does the Net Promoter system function in various industries characterized by the 
nature of product and market? 

 
The line of analysis is primarily concerned on the vendor firm level but makes important references 
to the empirical evidence from the cases and exploration. The question aims to understand the firm 
level factors that might affect the interpretation of NPS and its intended outcomes. There is a 
crucial link of this section with the findings of RQ3, especially with the determinants of loyalty 
relationship from revised framework. The determinants are the resultants of customer firm needs 
and vendor firm’s product offering. They are often observed to be more objective factors arising 
out of the industry dynamic the buyer and supplier placed in and could be understood from the 
lens of strategic management and growth matrix proposed by Ansoff (1957).  
 
Loyal but not satisfied? 
According to Reichheld’s (2003) proposition, recommendation tendencies are the ultimate sign of 
customer loyalty. As observed in the empirical data, all the cases displayed word of mouth 
behavior despite their tag of promoter or detractor. Also, the detractors and passives had been 
Funnel customers for at least 5 months, where most of the complaints about the tool were from the 
very start of their subscription with Funnel. It can be assumed that they are retained over a 
considerable time with the given sentiment towards Funnel (be it negative) and not churned. 
For instance,  
 

● Bruce, who is highly dissatisfied with the product. He still continues to use the product and 
makes a recommendation of Funnel to a close colleague of his, which in his opinion makes 
a more suitable customer for Funnel. And he only recommends Funnel because there is no 
other suitable solution. 

● Similar is the case of another detractor on the scale, Clark, where he recommends Funnel.  
● Daven who is a passive and uncertain about the product actively recommends Funnel. He 

claims that this is huge problem for the marketers and there are no alternate solutions. 
 
The WoM and retention, portray clear signs of loyalty, but in a behavioral way. This raises 
questions such as ‘why despite being unhappy with the tool they show retention tendencies and 
furthermore, word of mouth?’ 
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Apparently, market dynamic must be playing a big role in such situation. Clark and Bruce, with 
many of other customers talk about Funnel due to their unique product offering which is not 
heavily competed. Customers tend to seek higher perceived value due to a great problem that has 
no alternative solutions.  
 
Funnel’s Disposition 
There exist alternate solutions in the market but not close to Funnel. Funnel plays out to be 
particularly a perfect use case for the clients with high number of ad platforms requiring campaign 
level data. Also, as confirmed in the explorative study with the Funnel employees and customers, 
everyone agrees that Funnel has vast scope of product development which will cater to larger part 
of the market. But currently, the product is relatively new and lacks stability. The market condition 
that Funnel displays is a niche market and very few alternate solutions to Funnel. This shows two 
aspects of Funnel’s disposition in the industry: 

● Relatively new product 
● Relatively new market  

If Funnel’s growth strategy is to be determined as per product and market situation with Ansoff 
matrix, it is “diversification”. Which is what Funnel is prioritizing. It is diversifying its product 
offering to have more inclusivity of wider spectrum of customers.  
 

 
Figure 8: Ansoff Matrix for Funnel 

For this research, growth vector proposed by Ansoff (1957) is not the focus and only the variables 
from the Ansoff matrix are borrowed and altered. The industry dynamic of represented by the 
matrix, Funnel is placed in a new product, new markets category. These two variables of industry 
dynamic could also potentially express the state of existing customers for Funnel.  

● Possible dissatisfaction since product under development (low maturity) 
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● Possible Lock-in with Funnel due to no alternate solutions (New market) 
 
In such a scenario, the SLPC framework discussed in the theory (Figure 5) collapses since the 
loyalty is not an outcome of satisfaction (Anderson and Mittal, 2000; Allen, 2004). Even as per 
the findings of RQ3, the additional determinants posed behavioral loyalty that arose due to the 
surrounding circumstances. Perceived value especially plays a big representative role of the 
industry dynamic.  
 
For our convenience, the assumption made in this analysis is that the existing market situation 
demonstrate high competition while the new markets demonstrate low competition. Hence, the 
market variable is defined by high and low competition in the new matrix. Similarly, for product 
situation, the assumption is that the existing product is associated with high maturity while the new 
product is associated with low maturity. This can be seen in Figure 9. 
 
Strategy behind the customer feedback in varying industry dynamic: Positioning of the NPS 
In simple terms, the loyalty (behavioral) can be associated with the market situation and 
satisfaction can be associated with the product situation (shown in Figure 9).  

 
Figure 9: Satisfaction- Loyalty in Varying Industry Dynamics 

As observed in the empirics, Funnel is entering a relatively new market that can be characterized 
by low competition. This state does not provide their customers enough buyer power. But in return 
gives Funnel as a vendor high supplier power (Porter, 1991). Here, the loyalty could (but not 
necessarily) become a phenomenon of lack of switching options (eg. In a monopoly situation, 
customer do not have other options so have to stay loyal with their vendor). Hence, the loyalty is 
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less sensitive and stable in a low competition scenario. Meanwhile, Funnel’s product is relatively 
new. It is observed that the state of new product lacks stability in terms of its offering and is vibrant 
with the development. This scenario of varying customer expectations and vibrancy in 
development affects the satisfaction component largely making it more sensitive. In addition to 
this, the customers in this new market tend to foresee great range of demands which are difficult 
for a product to fulfil all at once. This altogether puts Funnel in a situation where the Funnel 
customers tend to be more sensitive about satisfaction but still less sensitive and stable to loyalty. 
 
Reichheld (2003) on the other hand, proposed his hypothesis based on the industry dynamic of 
diametrically opposite quadrant in the Ansoff matrix. When it gives example of Automobile, 
airline, insurance companies, all of them possessing same industry dynamic characterized by ‘high 
competition’ market and new product. This situation gives the customers high buying power that 
could make the customers loyalty more sensitive. In such a scenario, vendors need to portray 
extraordinary practices through satisfaction and rewards to obtain the loyalty attitude (Dick and 
Basu, 1994; Reichheld, 2003; 2006). The ‘would recommend’ question stands valid in this context, 
since established wide markets, scope of recommendation is high, but willingness truly depends 
on the loyalty. Satisfaction may not be a sufficient measure for leading firm growth and loyalty is 
what needs to be gauged for the strategy of “market penetration” (Ansoff, 1960; Reichheld, 2003).   
 
In the industry dynamic with a new product low competition market, the loyalty tends to be stable 
due to its spurious nature created by market positioning. A strategic advice for customer feedback 
for the companies would be to gauge what is more sensitive to the customers. In the scenario of 
‘stable loyalty, sensitive satisfaction’ is it essentially all worth investing in gauging loyalty which 
is stable due to its spurious nature? 
 
This is the scenario for Funnel and many performance driven startups. Funnel intends to use NPS 
as a performance indicator. Also, as we noticed in the revised framework, NPS is shown to signify 
the attitude. NPS as a predictive indicator of growth might still hold true since the retention and 
WoM is evident. But, if the retention or recommendation comes from the industry variables and 
not as a cause of firm’s internal performance, the indicator cannot always be considered as a 
performance driven metric. However, satisfaction is based on customer-vendor transactions and 
product quality which remains driven by the firm performance at most circumstances (Allen, 
2004). Hence, it could be in a particular industry dynamic that if the product performance is the 
strategic concern the right question is the questions regarding satisfaction (and not loyalty). 
 
An extension to Reichheld’s work 
Reichheld (2011) talks about two approaches of top-down and bottom- up and asks the firms to 
avoid confusion between them.  
 
“Top-down approach is designed primarily to show relative performance to generate diagnostic insights.” 

(Reichheld, 2011, p. 107) 
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In this approach the ‘would recommend’ question is strongly recommended to get an aggregate 
sentiment of the wide customer base. Reichheld (2011) pushes heavily on the competitive aspect 
of NPS, where the NPS is compared with competitors within the industry. Even internally, NPS is 
recommended to be used as the “ultimate” KPI on commercial and marketing front. There are 
primarily the applications of the Top-down approach. Most of Reichheld’s NPS related literature 
talks about this top-down approach. 
 
On the other hand, 
 

“Bottom- up surveys take place often after a particular transaction.” 
 (Reichheld, 2011, p. 108) 

 
This approach is where the survey takes place close to a particular transaction or consumption. 
Naturally, the response is subjected to the transaction or consumption. Many experts argue that the 
question “how satisfied you are?” is more relevant in the bottom-up approach, where the specific 
product related insights are attained (Reichheld, 2006). Some insist to use both the questions. 
Reichheld does not actively deny the argument in the book and says that the approach by any 
means, is intended to gather ground-level insights related to service or product experience. While 
one cannot deny that Reichheld is aware of most of the implications of NPS, the very specific 
recommendations are hidden in the book and not actively promoted to avoid the intricacies from 
surfacing. 
 
These two approaches are little touched upon in the book but have great implications from a firm’s 
strategic standpoint. After discussion with the Funnel employees it is noticed that they are not 
aware of this distinction and implemented approach is a confused mixture of the two notions.  
Value from NPS for Funnel is gathering product/service related insights and closing the feedback 
loop of product development. This is related to the Bottom-up approach. But their purpose is to 
have NPS as a method to have internal benchmarking and increase profits and word of mouth. This 
is more of a top-down approach. In addition, NPS is also aimed as a performance indicator, which 
means the number should speak for Firm’s existing performance. This scenario is largely the same 
in the SaaS industry, which one can notice after the blog-posts and NPS related discussions in 
SaaS portals. From the empirical exploration and customer interviews, it is observed that the NPS 
is not implemented in Funnel as expected. This happens due to the inability of the implementers 
to interpret the Net-Promoter system with regards to their own circumstances of the firm and 
industry dynamic. 
 
Figure 10 represents a possible extension of the findings from RQ4, and Reichheld’s bottom-
up/top-down distinction where the industry specific parameters are the industry dynamic 
mentioned in RQ4 which can be explained with firm’s positioning in the industry based on the 
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product and/or service and the market (Ansoff, 1960). It is also sensible to associate satisfaction 
with the bottom-up approach, where the product and service specific insights create value.  
 

 
Figure 10: Customer Satisfaction/ loyalty - proposed strategy 

Loyalty is associated with top-down approach, where the commercial growth, enhancement and 
representation of WoM is the intended prediction (Reichheld, 2006). So, in a given scenario where 
loyalty is taken for granted and is stable anyway for the customers and product is new leading to 
sensitive satisfaction, it is recommended for firms to implement bottom-up approach and ask about 
the satisfaction. In a scenario where, the satisfaction is more stable given to high product maturity, 
but loyalty is sensitive and difficult attain, implement a top-down approach. It is still not clear 
what shall be done in the other two cases and hopefully, further research work could potentially 
recommend the right implication. 
 
One must keep in mind that the situation cannot be as absolute as portrayed in the Figure 10, since 
the product strategy and market interpretations are often not so clearly distinct and are placed 
somewhere on the continuum. But just like Ansoff matrix, the proposed model intends to guide on 
strategic priorities and not hard and fast decisions. 
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7. Discussion and Implications 

The findings in this research are derived based on a sample of 5 customers, which is naturally 
weak empirical background to claim any concrete generalizable relations, especially in the realm 
of customer loyalty (Fjelberg, 2006; Bryman and Bell, 2000). The intent of this master’s thesis is 
to theorize based on the observations in terms of new and existing notions and their relationships. 
In a larger sense, the expectation from this work is to propose hypothesis for future studies as an 
end outcome. Many industries like SaaS are rapidly growing with the academic research lagging 
and the. The traditional theories lack inclusivity with the progress of new innovative industries and 
business dynamics. In this research, the revised framework of customer loyalty (Figure 7) proposes 
a more comprehensive model to understand the customer loyalty on an individual level. Clearly, 
the recommended next step to prove/ disprove the proposed relations with a large quantitative 
sample to revise and concretize the frame of references in action. It has come to notice that the 
concept of NPS requires moderation according to the context. Even though NPS is a 
revolutionizing theory, it is commercially promoted in all the business domains. One must 
understand the contextual boundaries of such theories, since beyond those boundaries the theory 
could stand invalid.  
 
Particularly based on the Net Promoter System, there are practical implications that can be 
summarized as follows. The intention behind this is to create an introspection with the customers 
and the employed feedback system. This might enable the front-line employees and managers to 
potentially analyze their customers in regard to customer loyalty and NPS. 
 
Satisfaction: the core driver? 
As noticed from the antecedent factors of attitude from the revised loyalty framework, satisfaction 
was found to be an important determinant for attitude. The antecedents to attitude are very 
subjective notions (Hollgard, 1984; Dick and Basu, 1994). But in the given empirical data, there 
was a distinct variation observed with the level of satisfaction of promoters and detractors. 
Satisfaction is one of the antecedent factors that can be monitored and actively controlled by the 
vendor firm for their customers to a high extent (Åman, 2017; Allen, 2004). In contrast to that, 
antecedents of cognition and conation can only be controlled on a micro-level (Dick and Basu, 
1994). The widespread assumption is that the loyal customers are loyal because they are satisfied. 
Important managerial implication generated out of this study is that strengthening the sense of 
satisfaction can reflect in strengthening loyalty, but a loyal customer will not be essentially 
satisfied.  
 
Which question to ask? 
In the given scenario the role of NPS and especially the ‘would recommend’ question becomes 
dubious and could create several misinterpretations. It is important to have a clear goal with what 
kind of customer feedback is necessary for the firm. The study provides a strategic perspective of 
is the suitable question that requires to be asked with the given disposition in the industry. 
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Moreover, the essential element is what needs to be gauged. If it is satisfaction, then the simple 
“how satisfied you are?” question could generate necessary insights on satisfaction. And for 
loyalty, the ‘would recommend’ question suffices. But the approaches do not work so efficiently 
across. Moreover, the ‘would recommend’ question is a very subjective notion is differently 
interpreted in the survey situation. 
 
Customer Indicators 
Given the chance that vendor firm can characterize individual customers, practical information 
such as following could help in understanding the attitude and behavior of the customer.  

● If there are alternative solutions used by the customers?  
● what role does he/she have in the customer firm? 
● What is the level of involvement in the purchase? 
● What is the level of involvement in the product? 
● how much value in terms of resources is attained by using the product? 
● what could be the cost of switching? (not just monetary but also in terms of resources) 
● What are potential causes for retention other than perceived value? Is it merely due to the 

inertia? 
However, it is ironic to attain such information through surveys since the primary motive of NPS 
is to not have too many questions. 
 
Size of the pricing plan 
In the revised framework, the subscription amount addresses to the sunk cost. In Funnel, the high 
paying customers are often noticed to be more invested in the tool. Not only that they have 
perceived value but more importantly, a robust plan for integration into the Funnel ecosystem. 
They tend to know how they are willing to implement Funnel as per its benefits and limitations 
and what kind of human or time resources are required to be invested in it. This finding can be 
extrapolated for the SaaS industry, where the firms often transact in a similar dynamic as that of 
Funnel. 
 
Role of the user 
It was noticed that the detractors and passives were high level positions in the firm. Primarily, it 
affects their attitude centrality towards the brand since they tend to have responsibilities of 
overviewing multiple brands that the customer firm is employing for services. 
It also often plays a significant role in product involvement and purchase involvement. It could be 
observed that high level managers tend to be involved more in the purchase and take control of the 
decision making, while they are also the ones to be little less involved in the product actual usage 
of the tool since they are responsible for multiple tasks. This can be traced with usage frequency 
which is negatively correlated with churn tendency, as mentioned by Åman (2017). Managers can 
possibly link the NPS scores based on the roles in the customer firm. Often, the decision of 
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churning lies in the hands of few that have high managerial power. In this case, the low NPS from 
such people have can be a warning sign for churn of the whole company. 
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8. Conclusion 

Generally, the purpose of the customer feedback for a company is to understand the customers 
better and make improvements based on the feedback. The master’s thesis work greatly resembles 
with this practice. Only difference could be that the methods applied are from an academic 
standpoint. This study was primarily designed with an intention to understand the customers better 
from the scope of the NPS tool and explore how NPS functions for Funnel and potentially other 
companies. during multiple iterations between exploration and analysis, the research work attained 
several scientific insights. 
 
This study required a more customer-centric approach. Hence, it was found suitable to trace entire 
journey of the customers from their first interaction with Funnel till they rated for the NPS survey. 
The chain of events, journey of the customers as individuals, their reasoning and other associated 
issues were gathered in the case study format. Not only does this give a rich empirical insight for 
further study, but also is a finding in itself. One can notice how the customer as an individual entity 
have numerous parameters that defines him/ her with distinct demands, distinct attitudes and 
distinct behavior that are almost irreplaceable in another individual customer (not even from the 
same customer firm). The Net Promoter Score and its creators deserve credit for how brilliantly 
the tool manages to encapsulate a big picture like that in a single number. But, this leads the firms 
to look at the customers in a more mechanistic fashion, especially tagging them as promoters, 
detractors and passives. And consequently, the fault observed is that the customers tagged as 
“detractors” who are assumed not to promote and rather be spreading negative WoM were 
observed to be actively promoting. Also, it is found that the fundament of NPS, the ‘would 
recommend’ question is interpreted inconsistently amongst the customers. If the interpretation of 
the scale is not consistent, it naturally creates questions towards the validity of the aggregate NPS 
for the customer base. 
 
Based on the given premise, the empirical data is analyzed from the lens of theoretical models. 
The chain of events displayed attitudes and behavior pertaining to the customer are proposed in a 
structured framework that can explain a customer loyalty better, and consequently the NPS as well. 
It is noticed that antecedents to attitude such as satisfaction play a big role in defining the attitude 
of the customer which greatly reflects in the score. But this is often independent from their 
retention or recommendation behavior, that could take place due to several other determinants. 
The determinants tend to be the personal circumstances generated as a result of buyer-seller 
relationship or industry level dynamic which create a spurious loyalty towards the vendor firm. 
 
From the individual-level findings, the most important question that arises is ‘why some customers 
are unhappy, give a low score, but still show loyalty behavior?’ To comprehend what might be 
happening, the scope was zoomed out to understand the customer loyalty and customer satisfaction 
on an industry level. It was found that the loyalty behavior could be a subject of industry dynamic 
that can be characterized by the product and market condition. In certain scenarios where the 
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product offering is niche and uncompleted by the market and the product is under development 
and not mature, the customers are likely to be loyal regardless of their satisfaction quotient. Then 
the question arises if the NPS as a metric is valid based on the industrial context. Based on these 
observations, an extension to Reichheld’s work is proposed for companies to adapt the method of 
NPS that might be more suitable for them to gauge the right metric with right method. At this 
point, it is noticeable that the thesis has often digressed from the original course but still managed 
to gather new insights and extend the knowledge which could be useful for the principal firm and 
potentially for the further academic research. 
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Appendix A 

 
Interview questions for Customers:  
 
General background of the customer firm/user:  
Note: We can get many of the details in this section from CRM. 
  

1) How long have you been a Funnel user? 
2) Inbound/Outbound? 
3) Were you as a user were on-boarded or you were added as a user later? 
4) Reasons to use Funnel/nature of interaction/ customer background (From Hubspot) 
5) Frequency of Usage. (For dashboards and reports it could be intercom/mode, but for rest, 

have to ask) 
6) What role do you have at the company (Not on hubspot)? How do you use Funnel? 

 
Need for Funnel 

1) What problems/requirements were spotted that lead you to look for Funnel? Was Funnel 
exactly the solution for your problem? 

a) If it was exactly the solution, has Funnel delivered?  
b) If it was not exactly the solution, has Funnel as a product improved to suit your 

requirements over time? 
2) Has your requirement changed over the period that Funnel might need to keep up with? 

Give an example 
 
 
Customer Education 

1) Were there any terminologies/ concepts that you were unfamiliar with while learning the 
Funnel tool? In simple terms, how often did you have to Google things to understand the 
Funnel tool? 

2) Any problems in understanding the tool while Demo/ onboarding? There could be other 
reasons as well! 

3) How well do you understand the tool? Can you say something for your user colleagues? 
 
 
Customer Journey 

1) Can you share your Demo experience? How clear was it?  
2) Can you share your Onboarding experience? How clear was it? Did you understand all 

the key concepts?  
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3) Can you share your Product experience? How understandable the different attributes of 
the tool has been to you? How long does it take to fulfill your tasks with the tool? Does it 
work well? How has it evolved to suit your expectations? 

4) Can you share your Support experience? How helpful has it been? How cooperative has 
the staff been?  

5) How often do you follow the knowledge base? To what extent do you find it helpful? 
6) How helpful are Funnel product notifications to you? How often do you check them? 
7) Any particular interesting interactions with Funnel? 

 
Funnel Usage 

1) How often do you use Funnel?  
2) How much Value does Funnel create for you, your job in specific and your firm as well? 
3) To what extent has Funnel become a vital component of your process now? 

 
Customer Economics 

1) How do you think is Funnel Priced?  
2) (Optional) Is the price you pay appropriate for the value you get out of Funnel? 
3) From the perspective of your firm’s economics, how affordable is Funnel? 

 
Impression of Funnel (relation) 

1) What do you think about Funnel as a team? 
2) What do you think about the Firm in general when you use the tool? 
3) What do you think about communication with Funnel? 
4) What general impression do you have of Funnel? 

 
Survey Process  

1) Could you tell us what anything in particular about your survey experience? 
2) How did you interpret the question, “How likely are you to recommend our company to 

your friend or a colleague?” What do you imagine? 
3) Did you experience any particular feelings? 
4)  before/ while taking up the survey linked to Funnel? 
5) Did you experience any particular feelings irrespective to Funnel before/ while taking up 

the survey? 

 
 


