COLLABORATIVE FOR CUBES™
2017 B2B Benchmark Report

www.ccubes.net

© C-CUBES™ (Do not copy, circulate or share without written permission)

C-CUBES™ B2B BENCHMARK, 2017
2  |

COLLABORATIVE FOR CUBES™
2017 B2B Benchmark Report

Strategic Planning & Execution:
The CEO’s Challenge
Business-to-business (B2B) CEOs are under constant pressure to
increase sales, earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation, and
amortization (EBITDA), and margins. They make financial investments in
strategic initiatives linked to capital expenditures (CAPEX) or operational
expenditures (OPEX), hoping to achieve the desired growth.
Yet their efforts fall short in many cases. Frequently, strategic initiatives
are driven by an executive’s intuition, rather than by objective, evidencebased criteria.
For example, many B2B executives invest in initiatives related to safety
and sustainability. Others believe better customer communication will
increase sales and margins. Still others propose technological investments in product performance and quality. But which of these strategic
areas should be prioritized for investments in CAPEX and OPEX to drive
sales, margins, and EBITDA?
A large body of established research shows the best performing firms
use a customer-based approach to driving initiatives that can simultaneously increase revenues while lowering costs.  The best way to lower
costs, surprisingly, is to focus the firm’s efforts on a few strategic areas
that align most with customer needs. By doing this, the firm ensures
it can satisfy customers better than competitors and simultaneously
increase sales, margins, and EBITDA. This occurs because the strategic
areas, rather than being defined subjectively, are identified and
prioritized based on customer needs.
A customer-based approach to execution and strategy uniquely allows a
firm to increase sales, margins, and EBITDA simultaneously. The approach
is based on systematic measurement that incorporates the customer’s perspective and drives the executive-suite’s strategic decision-making process.
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Managing Sales, Margins, & EBITDA
A customer-based management perspective is best measured using
overall customer satisfaction and its components.
More than 30-years of research shows increased customer satisfaction
is linked with higher repurchase rates, more cross-buying, and lower
service and retention costs. Satisfied customers help a firm lower
the cost of customer acquisition through positive word-of-mouth
(WOM) and recommendations to friends and family. Satisfied customers
also help lower a firm’s cost structure by making fewer returns and
rework requests, contributing to organic growth in the customer base,
and lodging fewer complaints. They also have lower price sensitivity
(i.e., they are less likely to defect when competitors offer lower prices)
and are more forgiving. When there is an occasional product or service
failure, highly satisfied customers may attribute it to external causes and
stay loyal to the firm.  

Benefits of Improving Customer Satisfaction
Benefits of Improving Customer Satisfaction
Increases the
Expected Life of
Customer Relationships

Reduces Price
Elasticity Among
Customers

Predicts Sales,
EBITDA, Margins,
& Stock Price
Builds Trust &
Reputation Among
Stakeholders

THE
CUSTOMER
SATISFACTION
EFFECT

Insulates
Customers From
the Competition

Lowers Costs
of Attracting
New Customers

Reduces
Operating
Costs
Lowers
Future OPEX

Because of the benefits of highly satisfied customers, satisfaction

Source: Vikas Mittal and Carly Frennea, “Customer Satisfaction: A Strategic Review
and Guidelines for Managers.” MSI Fast Forward Series, Marketing Science Institute,
Cambridge, MA, 2010. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=2345469.

must drive a firm’s most important strategic outcomes: sales,
margins, EBITDA, and stock-market metrics such as return on
investment (ROI), return on assets (ROA), and stock returns.
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Strategic Planning & Execution:
Five Issues a CEO Should Address
Knowing satisfaction drives financial outcomes is not enough to make a
CEO successful. To make the insights actionable, senior executives must
address five issues:
1. What is the precise link between customer satisfaction and financial
metrics? Executives benefit from having a precise and validated
function that translates satisfaction improvements into sales, margins,
and EBITDA. In other words, CEOs must know the expected change
in financial outcomes for every 1-point increase in overall customer
satisfaction.
2. What one, two, or three strategic priorities should be a firm’s focus
to meet customer needs? A reliable methodology that describes
the key strategic areas and helps CEOs weight them in order
of their impact on sales, margins, and EBITDA is required. CEOs must
know the most important strategic areas so they can allocate CAPEX
and OPEX accordingly.
3. What are the execution levers in the prioritized strategic priorities
that will achieve specific outcomes? Within each strategic area,
firm employees at the director level must know the specific execution
levers to successfully manage the CAPEX/OPEX allocation.
4. How is the firm performing relative to competitors and over time?
Companies must measure and benchmark performance relative to
previous periods, competitors, and best-in-class firms. This enables
senior executives to modify their strategic plan as needed over time.
5. Does the firm have a customer-driven strategic process that goes
beyond budget updating? Most companies confuse budgeting with
strategic planning. A useful strategic planning process starts with
customer needs and focuses the company’s CAPEX/OPEX allocation
in that direction.
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2017 B2B Benchmark Survey:
Methodology Overview
The B2B market lacks a reliable set of data and methodology linking
customer satisfaction to financial outcomes. The 2017 B2B Benchmark
study, conducted by the Collaborative for Customer-based Execution
and Strategy (C-CUBES™), solves this problem.
The 2017 B2B Benchmark study is a monthly study of B2B managers.
Data for the 2017 B2B Benchmark study come from a national survey of
B2B managers. The study began in November 2016. Presently, it tracks
customer satisfaction on a monthly basis. The current report includes
data for the months of November 2016 to June 2017.
The reported B2B analysis is based on data from 7,959 respondents.
It is one of the largest and most comprehensive studies of B2B
managers ever conducted. Each month, additional managers are surveyed to expand the dataset.
The study uses a nationally representative panel of managers  
provided by one of the most respected providers in the industry.
The respondents cover a wide variety of industries, jobs, rank, and
experience. The B2B suppliers rated in the study cover a industries
including manufacturing, computer hardware, IT services, office
supplies, and retail.
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Survey Measurement
Each B2B respondent fills out a comprehensive survey about
one of his or her suppliers. The survey takes about 14 minutes
to complete online. Respondents rate the supplier on eight strategic
areas developed based on extensive qualitative research and a pre-test
of more than 750 B2B managers.
The survey includes the following sections, with each item measured
using a 7-point Likert scale that is balanced and labeled:
1. Measurement of eight strategic areas, including execution levers in
each area.
2. Overall customer satisfaction.
3. Loyalty metrics.
4. Price elasticity.
5. Commitment (emotional, rational, habitual, economic).
6. Global/local identity.
7. Perceived switching costs/barriers (financial, relational, procedural).
8. Demographics and firmographics.
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Survey Design & Pre-Testing
The study design uses several steps to incorporate best practices in measuring the voice of the customer and survey design.  These steps include:
• A systematic review of the academic literature examining customer
satisfaction and its components in a B2B setting.
• Focus groups and in-depth interviews with more than 50 CEOs,
executives, managers, and buyers in industrial and B2B settings.
• A pre-test survey with 750 managers in the B2B sector to validate
the scales, items, and analytical framework. This included estimating
the reliability and discriminant validity of the constructs using
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis.
• Feedback from industry participants on the results of the pre-test.

Survey Administration
The survey is administered online in partnership with the sample supplier.
Each month, the survey link is sent to a new sample. Participants who
have the rank of manager or above are screened into the survey. Each
participant rates a supplier from whom they have made a purchase,
ensuring each survey is linked to a B2B supplier.
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Financial Metrics
More than 40% of the B2B suppliers rated in the survey are publicly
traded companies. For the suppliers, the C-CUBES™ team matches the
survey data to the firm’s financial metrics, including but not limited to:
• Firm size as measured by total assets and number of employees.
• Sales, revenues, EBITDA, and margins.
• Selling, general and administrative expenses.
• Tobin’s q, a stock-market measure of firm value.
• Firm risk (systematic and idiosyncratic).
• ROI, ROA, and return on equity (ROE).
The C-CUBES™ team links the survey to financial metrics by building
econometric models that statistically isolate the unique association of
overall customer satisfaction with each outcome. The models statistically
rule out extraneous issues, such as business cycles, firm-specific factors,
and other extraneous confounds.
Because the survey is linked to objective financial metrics, several
advantages accrue to the strategic process:
• The survey inferences are more robust and actionable than surveys
that rely only on subjective or self-reported financial performance
measures.
• The underlying model linking customer metrics to sales, margins, and
EBITDA is used to derive a statistical model that can be used by an
individual firm to quantify the relationships in real time.
• A simulator can be developed to quantify the outcome of each
strategic customer satisfaction initiative in real financial terms.
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Customer Satisfaction’s Effect on Sales,
Margins, & EBITDA
What can CEOs expect in terms of gains in sales, margins, and EBITDA
if their company improves customer satisfaction?
The C-CUBES™ team estimated these associations using data from
more than 3,000 observations. The following associations are provided
as a benchmark.

Sales
For a company with $10 billion in annual sales, how will each point change
in
overall
customerSatisfaction
satisfaction improve
sales?($Billion)
The figure below shows
2017
Customer
and Sales
sales for a $10 billion company as overall satisfaction increases. Each unit
increase in satisfaction is associated with a healthy increase in annual sales.

Sales ($Billion)

2017 Customer Satisfaction and Sales ($Billion)
10.0

10.7

11.4

Extremely
dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

Somewhat
dissatisfied

12.2

Neither
satisfied nor
dissatisfied

13.0

Somewhat
satisfied

13.9

Very
satisfied

14.8

Extremely
satisfied

Overall Satisfaction

In the dissatisfied zone, sales increases are relatively flat. For the average
firm in the sample, sales increase from $10 billion to $12.2 billion when
customers go from Extremely Dissatisfied to Neither Satisfied nor
Dissatisfied.
Among satisfied customers, each unit increase in customer satisfaction
brings an asymmetrically higher increase in sales. When clients go from
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied to Very Satisfied, sales increase from
$12.1 billion to $13.9 billion. Going to Extremely Satisfied is associated
with sales of $14.8 billion.
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EBITDA
Many B2B boards and CEOs use EBITDA as the key metric for evaluating
the short and medium-term health of their company. For a firm with
annual sales of $10 billion and EBITDA of $1 billion, what happens as
customer satisfaction increases? The results are shown below.
In the dissatisfied zone, EBITDA increases are more pronounced than in
the satisfaction zone. Companies starting with $1 billion in EBITDA can
expect an increase to $1.21 billion when customers go from Extremely

2017 Customer Satisfaction and EBITDA ($Million)
Dissatisfied to Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied.

EBITDA ($Million)

2017 Customer Satisfaction and EBITDA ($Million)

1,000

1,082

Extremely
dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

1,153

1,209

1,248

1,267

Somewhat
dissatisfied

Neither
satisfied nor
dissatisfied

Somewhat
satisfied

Very
satisfied

1,268

Extremely
satisfied

Overall Satisfaction

Among satisfied customers, EBITDA increases are less pronounced.
When clients go from Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied to Extremely
Satisfied, EBITDA changes from $1.21 billion to $1.27 billion. Between
Very Satisfied and Extremely Satisfied customers, EBITDA is essentially
flat at $1.27 billion.
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Margins
Consider a firm with $10 billion in sales and $500 million in margins.
How does each unit increase in overall customer satisfaction change

2017
Customer Satisfaction and Margin ($Million)
margins?

Gross Margin ($Million)

2017 Customer Satisfaction and Margin ($Million)
637

685

712

717

698

574
500

Extremely
dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

Somewhat
dissatisfied

Neither
satisfied nor
dissatisfied

Somewhat
satisfied

Very
satisfied

Extremely
satisfied

Overall Satisfaction

In the dissatisfied zone, margin increases are pronounced, going from
$500 million to $685 million when customers shift from Extremely
Dissatisfied to Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied.  
Moving from Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied to Very Satisfied,
improvements in margins are incremental and modest – from $685
million to $717 million. But going from Very Satisfied to Extremely
Satisfied decreases margins from $717 million to $698 million.
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Jointly Managing Sales, EBITDA, & Margins
Some B2B executives focus only on sales growth, assuming it will automatically grow EBITDA and margins. But the C-CUBES™ analysis shows
B2B firms cannot treat sales, EBITDA, and margins interchangeably. For
each unit increase in overall customer satisfaction:
• Sales show a pattern of increasing marginal returns.
• EBITDA shows a pattern of diminishing marginal returns.
• Margins show a pattern of decreasing marginal returns.
Why does this happen? When customers are dissatisfied, a company
can pick low-hanging fruit to make EBITDA gains. In contrast, when
customer-based performance as measured by customer satisfaction is
already high, firms need to dig deeper to move the needle. As they find
incremental advances in customer satisfaction, they erode margins and
EBITDA even as they increase sales.
B2B firms can go too far to achieve the highest customer satisfaction
levels. While this may grow sales, it may not maximize EBITDA and
margins. The C-CUBES™-research reveals several reasons for this
counterintuitive result:
• Many firms maximize sales by lowering prices or building in product
features. In both cases, they may grow sales at the expense of margins
and EBITDA.
• Firms sometimes pursue “difficult to satisfy customers” whose needs
are not aligned with the firm’s offerings. To completely satisfying
such customers, B2B firms can spend more, decreasing margins and
EBITDA.
• The sweet spot for maximizing financial performance is somewhere
around Very Satisfied customers, rather than Extremely Satisfied
customers.
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How Satisfied Are B2B Customers?
C-CUBES™ measures overall customer satisfaction using a singleitem measure of cumulative satisfaction (1=extremely dissatisfied,
7=extremely satisfied). The pattern is shown below.

Overall Customer
Customer Satisfaction
Overall
Satisfaction
Overall

3%

Manufacturing Goods

2%

9%

Non-Manufacturing
Supplies

2%

10%

Manufacturing Services

2%

Non-Manufacturing
Services

11%

0%

24%

44%

21%

Extremely dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Extremely satisfied

18%

44%

24%

20%

21%

41%

25%

13%

10%

41%

22%

8%

4%

23%

30%

22%

37%

40%

50%

60%

18%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Very dissatisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Very satisfied

For the overall sample, almost 85% of B2B managers/executives are
in the satisfied zone, with 23% being Somewhat Satisfied, 41% being
Very Satisfied, and 21% being Extremely Satisfied. Less than 5% of B2B
customers report being Extremely Dissatisfied, Very Dissatisfied, or
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied with their supplier.
C-CUBES™ tracks a variety of industry sectors. Some noteworthy
patterns from the sector-wise breakdown include:
• B2B customers purchasing non-manufacturing supplies and services
tend to have the lowest proportion of Extremely Satisfied customers
(18% each).
• Manufacturing goods has the highest proportion of Extremely
Satisfied customers (24%).
• B2B customers purchasing non-manufacturing services have the
lowest proportion of Very Satisfied customers (37%).
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Which B2B Companies Have the Most
Satisfied Customers?
The firms with the highest average rating on overall customer satisfaction
in the study are shown below. Key takeaways include:
• The 2016-2017 list of firms cuts across many sectors, including
–– Retail (Wal-Mart, Lowe’s, Costco).
–– IT hardware and services
(Apple, Amazon, Cisco Systems, Microsoft).
–– Manufacturing (Nike, 3M, Grainger).
–– Services (Metropolitan Life Insurance, UPS, FedEx).
• Many of the top-rated B2B companies also have a strong B2C presence.
• The overall customer satisfaction ratings range from an average of
5.5-6.2, the zone that seems to jointly optimize sales, margins, and EBITDA.
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How Loyal Are B2B Customers?
C-CUBES™ measures several customer loyalty metrics, as shown below.
Each metric is measured using a Likert scale (1=extremely unlikely,
7=extremely likely).

Loyalty Metrics
Loyalty Metrics
2%

Will Repurchase

3%

Will Recommend

Will Invite to Bid

3%

Positive Word-ofMouth (WOM)
Engagement

3%

Negative WOM
Engagement

9%

17%

12%

14%

34%

21%

12%

10%

33%

20%

27%

33%

19%

20%

27%

34%

20%

22%

0%

36%

30%

12%

40%

30%

16%

50%

60%

11%

70%

Extremely unlikely

Very unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Neither unlikely nor likely

Somewhat likely

Very likely

13%

80%

9%

90%

100%

Extremely likely

• In terms of repurchase, 69% are Extremely Likely or Very Likely to
repurchase from their current supplier.
• More than 80% would recommend their supplier, with 27% being
Extremely Likely, 34% being Very Likely, and 20% being Somewhat
Likely to recommend their current supplier.
• Regarding repeat business, 61% said they are Extremely/Very Likely
to  invite their current supplier to bid on their next product/service.
• Over 80% of B2B managers/executives say positive things about
their supplier: 30% are Extremely Likely, 33% are Very Likely, and 20%
are Somewhat Likely.
• More than two-thirds of the customers would not engage in negative
word-of-mouth. Only 9% are Extremely Likely to say negative things
about their current supplier.
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In general, firms in the B2B sector can create high levels of loyalty
among their client base by increasing overall satisfaction. The analysis
showed the correlation between overall satisfaction and each of these
metrics is strong, exceeding 0.75, with the maximum possible being 1.

Customer Satisfaction with Strategic Areas
C-CUBES™ not only measures overall customer satisfaction and
loyalty, but also eight strategic areas associated with overall customer
satisfaction. The overall satisfaction metric allows C-CUBES™ to link
customer needs with sales, margins, and EBITDA.
The eight strategic areas allow executives to understand and prioritize
the initiatives that drive overall customer satisfaction and the desired
financial outcomes. The eight areas provide guidance on strategic
initiatives that should become the basis of a firm’s CAPEX and OPEX
spending decisions.
The strategic areas were developed based on an extensive research
process, including an assessment of published academic papers,
in-depth conversations with executives, and a pre-test survey of 750
managers in the B2B sector.
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Customer Satisfaction in Strategic Areas
Customer Satisfaction with Strategic Areas
Ongoing Service
& Support

3%

Product/Service Quality

3%

Communication

3%

Pricing & Billing

3%

Sustainability &
Social Responsibility

3%

Project Management

3%

Sales & Bidding

Safety

14%

10%

0%

37%

21%

14%

24%

37%

19%

38%

19%
30%

17%

35%

23%

20%

17%

32%

23%

19%

19%

37%

22%

18%

10%

20%

25%

15%

20%

43%

24%

15%

3%

1%

25%

17%

36%
40%

50%

60%

24%
70%

Extremely dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Very satisfied

80%

90%

100%

Extremely satisfied

Several noteworthy patterns emerge in the data:
• Among the strategic areas, the largest proportion of Extremely/
Very Satisfied customers occurs for product/service quality (63%)
and safety (60%). This is higher than all other areas, which stand at
49%-57%.
• The largest proportion of Extremely Satisfied customers occurs in
the strategic area of safety (24%), which is significantly higher than
the proportion of such customers in the other areas (17%-20%).
• B2B customers are less satisfied in the areas of sustainability and
social responsibility. The largest proportion of Neither Dissatisfied nor
Satisfied customers occurs in the strategic area of sustainability and
social responsibility (24%), significantly higher than the proportion
of such customers in the other areas (10%-19%).
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Strategic Area Potency Index
C-CUBES™ uses a proprietary statistical approach that identifies the
extent to which overall customer satisfaction responds to each strategic
area. The approach is validated by C-CUBES™ -research scholars through
publications in the most rigorous academic journals.
The more overall customer satisfaction responds to improvements in a
strategic area, the higher the weight assigned to the area. The weight is
indexed to 100 and deemed the execution lever potency index for each
strategic area.
A higher potency index for a strategic area signifies it is more consequential in driving overall satisfaction, which drives sales, EBITDA, and
margins. Thus, the potency index also quantifies a strategic area’s ability
to impact these financial consequences. The relative weight, or potency
index, for each strategic area is shown below.

Strategic Areas:
Weight
in Driving
Satisfaction
Strategic
Areas:
Weight Overall
in Driving
Overall Satisfaction

Ongoing Service & Support
34%

Product/Service Quality
17%

Communication
15%
Pricing & Billing - 9%
Sustainability & Social Responsibility – 7%
Project Management – 7%
Sales & Bidding
Safety
CCUBES Customer Score
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The y-axis in the figure represents the C-CUBES™ Execution Lever
Potency Index, the relative weight of each strategic area in driving
overall customer satisfaction. The size of each bar represents the strategic
area’s weight. The areas with higher weight are more impactful for overall
satisfaction and financial outcomes.
• Ongoing service and support, at 34%, emerges as the clear leader
in driving overall customer satisfaction, sales, EBITDA, and margins.
• Product/service quality (17%) and communication (15%) emerge as
the next two most critical strategic areas.
• The top-three strategic areas contribute 66% to overall customer
satisfaction.
• The next three areas – pricing and billing (9%), sustainability/social
responsibility (7%), and project management (7%) – contribute 23%
to overall customer satisfaction.
• Combined, the above six areas meet 89% of customer needs, providing
a high level of potency in moving the needle on overall customer
satisfaction.
• Two areas – initial sales and bidding and safety – appear to be peripheral
to overall customer satisfaction and financial performance.
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Strategic Area Potency Across
Industry Sectors
The relative potency of the eight strategic areas is stable across industry
sectors. The figure below shows the relative potency for four sectors.
Except for manufacturing services, the three most critical areas are ongoing service and support, product/service quality, and communication,
satisfying between 65% and 68% of customer needs. In manufacturing
services, the three focal areas are ongoing service and support (27%),
project management (19%), and sustainability & social responsibility (17%).

Key Drivers by Sector
Key Drivers - Manufacturing Goods Sector

Manufacturing Goods

Ongoing Service & Support
33%

Communication
18%
Product/Service Quality
14%
Pricing & Billing - 10%

Key Drivers - Manufacturing Services

Manufacturing Services

Ongoing Service & Support
33%

Project Management
19%

Sustainability & Social Responsibility
17%
Communication
17%

Sustainability & Social Responsibility – 8%
Project Management – 8%
Sales & Bidding
Safety
CCUBES Customer Score

Key Drivers - Non-Manufacturing Supplies

Non-Manufacturing Supplies

Product/Service Quality - 11%
Safety
Sales & Bidding / Pricing & Billing
CCUBES Customer
Safety
Score

Key Drivers - Non-Manufacturing Services

Non-Manufacturing Services

Ongoing Service & Support
33%

Product/Service Quality
20%

Communication
13%
Pricing & Billing
12%
Sustainability & Social Responsibility
Project Management
Sales & Bidding
Safety
CCUBES Customer Score

CCUBES Customer Score
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Strategic Planning Pitfalls
A prevalent but incorrect decision made by many executives is to use
these results to ascribe a strategic weight to the different areas.
Looking only at customer satisfaction scores, an executive may conclude
that because they are highest with respect to safety and lowest with
respect to sustainability/social responsibility, these areas should
drive CAPEX/OPEX investments. Presumably, investing in safety will
help double down on a strength, and investing in sustainability/social
responsibility will help rectify a weakness.
But this decision making ignores the potency indices across areas.
Because ongoing service and support has the highest potency index,
it contributes most toward overall customer satisfaction. In fact, the
contributions of safety and sustainability/social responsibility are
relatively low when it comes to driving overall customer satisfaction,
sales, margins, and EBITDA.
The pitfalls that any customer-based strategic planning process should
avoid include the following:
• High performance on a strategic area should not be confused with
high importance. Some areas where a company performs well may
not be as important for driving overall customer satisfaction.
• The importance of a strategic area is determined by its statistical
contribution to overall customer satisfaction. Thus, if increased
performance on the strategic area also leads to increased overall
customer satisfaction, the area is important.
• If high performance on a strategic area leaves overall customer
satisfaction unchanged, it has a low strategic weight, or relatively low
importance.
Only by understanding the relative strategic weight of a strategic area
can B2B firms make correct strategic decisions. C-CUBES™ provides
deeper insights by showing the relative potency or weight of each
strategic area in meeting overall customer satisfaction needs.
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Ongoing Service and Support
Execution Levers
After identifying critical strategic areas, B2B companies must execute
on them. Thus, executives need to identify the specific execution levers
and their relative potency index within each strategic area.
C-CUBES™ provides the relative weight and performance of specific execution levers associated with each strategic area. Because ongoing
service and support emerged as the most important strategic area in
all industries studied, the execution levers for this strategic area are
described next.
The y-axis in the figure below, the C-CUBES™ Execution Lever Potency
Index, shows the relative weight of each execution lever for ongoing service
and support. The size of each bar represents the execution lever’s weight.

Levers ofService
Ongoing
Service and Support
ExecutionExecution
Levers of Ongoing
& Support

Fast & Accurate Resolution of Problems
22%

Timely Upgrades
22%

Solves Problems in One-Shot
15%
Accessibility of Service/Support Dept
12%
Ongoing Training & Support
10%
Replacement Parts Availability
Ongoing Documentation & Support
Recommends Preventive Maintenance
CCUBES Customer Score
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Key Takeaways:
• The major execution levers for ongoing service and support include:
–– Providing fast and accurate resolution of problems (22%).
–– Timely upgrades (22%).
–– Solving problems in one shot (15%).
–– Accessibility of service/support department (12%).
–– Ongoing training and support (10%).
• Together, these execution levers account for 81% of the potential
leverage in improving performance on the strategic area.
The C-CUBES™ approach helps executives not only prioritize key
strategic areas, but also specific execution levers within the highpriority strategic area. This provides a consistent, logical, and measurable
blueprint for strategic action.
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Ongoing Service and Support:
Monitoring Execution Levers
B2B firms must also monitor progress and performance on key execution
levers in the priority strategic areas. C-CUBES™ therefore measures
satisfaction on each lever. The satisfaction level for the execution levers
in the strategic area of ongoing service and support are shown below.

Satisfaction
with
Execution
LeversOngoing
of Ongoing
Service
& Support
Satisfaction
with
Execution
Levers:
Service
& Support
Fast & Accurate
Resolution of Problems
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Key Takeaways:
• The largest combined proportion of Extremely Satisfied and Very
Satisfied customers occurs for accessibility of service/support
department. This execution lever has a 12% weight in driving the
strategic area.
• More than 75% of the customers are Somewhat/Very/Extremely
Satisfied with the three most potent execution levers:
–– Fast and accurate resolution of problems (79%).
–– Timely upgrades (82%).
–– Solves problems in one shot (79%).
In terms of implementation, any strategic initiative to improve ongoingservice and support should focus on these execution levers. For example,
technology could be used to resolve customer problems faster and with
greater accuracy. Service reps may be trained to ensure problems are
solved in one attempt.
At the same time, C-CUBES™ provides metrics to monitor improvements
and performance on an ongoing basis. In the long-term, these improvements can be linked to overall satisfaction, sales, EBITDA, and margins.
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Simulating Financial Outcomes of
Strategic-Area Performance Changes
Once strategic areas have been prioritized and execution levers
identified, a firm’s executive team can work with finance and accounting,
human resources, sales/marketing, and operations to shift resources.
The budget may be re-aligned to reflect the new weight of each major
strategic priority. Due to constrained funding, some activities not aligned
with customer positioning should be eliminated.
For any proposed CAPEX or OPEX initiative to improve a strategic area,
executives must ask, “what is the specific simulated improvement to
financial outcomes?”
C-CUBES™ has developed a financial calculator to simulate outcomes
for a chosen set of strategic initiatives. Below is an example of a financial
calculator.

Financial Calculator: Simulating Performance
Financial Calculator: Simulating Performance

Sales/Bidding

Base
Base
Case
Simulated
Case
50
50

Product/
Product/
Service
Quality
Service
Quality

50

50

50 50

5050
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Pricing
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75 75

5050
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Communication

50 50

5050
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50 50

5050
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Safety
CSR

CSR
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Ongoing
Service &
Support
Service
&

Support

50
50

50
50
50

50

50

50

50

50

50

Predicted Margin

Base Case
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1899.75
1917.45

Predicted Sales

Sales/Bidding

Performance Simulator

4027.42
4046.28
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1500

2000

2500
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4500

$Million
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In the example, each of the eight strategic areas have a score of 50
out of a maximum of 100. This is associated with base case sales of
$4.03 billion and margin of $1.9 billion, as shown in the purple bars of
the graph.
What happens if all strategic areas remain at 50, except pricing, which
moves to 75? Sales would increase by $18.86 million and margin by
$17.7 million. Answering these questions provides concrete and actionable guidance to measure the ROI/ROA of any CAPEX/OPEX spent on
pricing.
C-CUBES™ can customize the links between strategic area performance
and financial outcomes for specific firms by tailoring the econometric
models and making them context-relevant to any given company.
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Organic Business Growth
The B2B survey respondents indicated how they learned about the
supplier they rated in a multi-category response format. The distribution
of their responses is shown below.

Business Development & Organic Growth

Business Development & Organic Growth

Advertising (print media,
brochure, etc.)
Advertising (online)
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2.0%
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Other
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0%

10%

20%

30%
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50%
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Responses to this question provide insights into the best ways for B2B
companies to organically grow their customer base:
• The best way to grow customer base is through retention, with 50%
of respondents indicating they use a vendor with whom they have
worked in the past.
• Referrals (14%) rated as the second-best method of organic growth.
• Online research (13%), including online advertising (2%), are critical
growth areas.
• Sales calls (8%) are more important than trade shows (4%) and print
media advertising (3%).
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Strategic Planning & Execution:
A Guide for B2B Executives
Rather than relying on subjective hunches, CEOs can improve their
firm’s performance using a customer-based approach by answering five
questions. C-CUBES™ answers these questions:
1. What is the precise link between customer satisfaction and financial
metrics?
As the 2017 B2B Benchmark survey results show, the customer
satisfaction has a strong, robust, and valid link with sales, margins,
and EBITDA. Specifically,
–– Sales show a pattern of increasing marginal returns.
–– EBITDA shows a pattern of diminishing marginal returns.
–– Margins show a pattern of decreasing marginal returns
C-CUBES™ can calculate the precise link for a partner B2B firm based
on the benchmarking results.
2. What one, two, or three strategic priorities should be a firm’s focus
to meet customer needs?
The top-three strategic areas contribute 68% to overall customer
satisfaction. They include: ongoing service and support (34% weight),
product/service quality (17% weight) and communication (15% weight).
C-CUBES™ can determine the weights of strategic areas for a partner
B2B firm.
3. What are the execution levers in the prioritized strategic priorities
that will achieve specific outcomes?
Within each strategic area, firm employees at the director level can
identify the execution levers for implementing strategic initiatives.  
As an example, 81% of the execution-potency for ongoing service
and support comes from five execution levers:
–– Providing fast and accurate resolution of problems (22% weight).
–– Timely upgrades (22% weight).
–– Solving problems in one shot (15% weight).
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–– Accessibility of service/support department (12% weight).
–– Ongoing training and support (10% weight).
C-CUBES™ provides execution levers for each of the eight strategic
areas to its partner firms. This provides a high level of transparency
and visibility to the execution of specific initiatives. Executives can
also use the C-CUBES™ results to track performance over time.
4. How is the firm performing relative to competitors and over time?
C-CUBES™ provides performance metrics relative to previous periods,
competitors, and best-in-class firms. Senior executives can use these
comparisons to identify specific areas of weaknesses and strengths,
for compensation planning, and budget-projections.
5. Does the firm have a customer-driven strategic process that goes
beyond budget updating?
C-CUBES™ provides a systematic way to “bring customers in the
boardroom.” The customer’s voice, linked to strategic initiatives and
financial metrics provides an insightful and actionable process that
goes beyond budget updating.
The C-CUBES™ has shared this 2017-benchmark report for B2B
executives to provide a pathway for improved strategic planning and
execution. We hope the insights from this report will motivate more and
more executives to use a customer-based approach to strategy and
execution.
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C-CUBES™ B2B Benchmark: Respondent Profile
The nationally representative sample for the study comprises a diverse
group of individuals and companies. The demographic and firmographic composition of the 2017 sample is described here.

Profile: Number of Years Working at Company
Profile: Number of Years Working at Company
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Profile: Job Function
Profile: Job Function
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Profile: Job Title
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Profile: Company Revenue
Profile: Company Revenue
Less Than $1 Million

1.1%

$1 Million - $5 Million

5.0%
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6.0%
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7.0%
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Profile: Industry Sector/Type of Purchase
Profile: Industry Sector/Type of Purchase
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