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Sammanfattning 
På grund av marknadsförings växande roll i kundinteraktion, befinner sig marknadsavdelningar allt mer i 
besittning av nya typer av kundinformation och sådan information som traditionellt har genererats och 
förvaltats av försäljningsavdelningar. Genom att tillhandahålla försäljningsavdelningen med högkvalitativa 
kundleads och samarbeta i att avancera dessa till faktiska affärer, kan marknadsföring använda sin nya roll i 
kundinteraktionen och därmed stödja försäljningstillväxten. I många B2B-företag är dock samarbetet 
mellan marknadsföring och sälj kantat av spänningar. Dessa spänningar har gjort gemensamma processer, 
såsom hanteringen av kundleads från marknadsföringsaktiviteter, utmanande. Trots friktionerna måste ett 
kundleads så småningom överlämnas från marknadsavdelningen till säljavdelningen för att kunna 
avanceras till en faktisk affär. Överlämnande av information mellan två avdelningar innebär alltid ett antal 
risker. De främsta riskerna är informationsförlust samt resursslöseri på grund av informationens låga 
kvalitet. 

Syftet med denna studie var att undersöka hur överlämnandet av kundleads från marknadsföringsaktiviteter 
mellan olika aktörer kan bli mer exakt. Undersökningen gjordes med hjälp av en fallstudie där 
överlämnandet av kundleads från marknadsföringsaktiviteter utreddes på ett multinationellt B2B-företag 
verksamt inom telekomindustrin. Empirin samlades in genom intervjuer, fokusgrupper, dokumentsökning 
och en global enkät. Resultatet av undersökningen är en kartläggning av nuvarande överlämnandet av 
kundleads efterföljande en global technologimässa. Överlämnandet visade sig omfatta 4 delöverlämningar 
och 4 aktörsgrupper. Utöver kartläggningen visar resultatet de olika aktörernas perspektiv på både 
samarbete i överlämnandet och konfigurationen av de kundleads som lämnas över. Det upptäcktes också att 
den globala marknadsorganisationen på det undersökta företaget har som mål att renodla 
kundleadskonceptet och skapa acceptans för nya typer av kundinformation som genereras genom 
marknadsföringsaktiviteter. Slutligen identifierades diskrepanser i aktörernas uppfattning om vad i 
överlämningen som ska skickas av vem, hur det ska skickas, och varför det skickas. 

Som en produkt av analysen har ett konceptuellt ramverk tagits fram. Det konceptuella ramverket 
definierar en överlämnings tre komponenter: Informationen, Processen och Aktörerna. Slutsatsen som 
drogs var att överlämningen av kundleads från marknadsföringsaktiviteter på det undersökta företaget kan 
bli mer exakt om dessa tre komptenter lieras och anpassas efter varandra. Rekommendationen som ges 
stödjer ambitionen att renodla kundleadskonceptet och utvidga den typ av kundinformation som skickas av 
marknadsföringsavdelningar. Rekommendationen omfattar införandet av 4 kundinformationskategorier. 
Ytterligare rekommendationer rör hur de tre överlämningskomponenterna ska anpassas till dessa nya 
kategorier. 

Nyckelord: kundleads från marknadsföringsaktiviteter, överlämning av kundleads, samarbete mellan 
marknadsföring och sälj, informationsöverlämning, business-to-business 
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Abstract 
Due to marketing’s expanding role in customer interaction, marketing departments are finding themselves 
in possession of new types of customer information and such that has traditionally been generated and 
managed by sales departments. By providing sales with high-quality leads and cooperating on successfully 
advancing these leads to actual deals, marketing can utilize its new role in customer interaction and 
ultimately support sales growth. In many B2B companies, however, the cooperation of marketing and sales 
is infused by interdepartmental tensions. These tensions have rendered shared processes, such as the 
handling of marketing generated leads, challenging. Despite the interdepartmental frictions the marketing 
generated lead eventually needs to be handed over from the marketing department to the sales department 
in order to be advanced to an actual deal. Handing over information between two departments always 
involves certain risks. Primarily, these risks are information loss and potentially wasted resources due to 
low quality of the information. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the handover of marketing generated leads between 
stakeholders and how it can become more accurate. The investigation was done by means of a case study – 
exploring the handover of marketing generated leads within a multinational B2B cooperation active within 
the telecom industry. The empirical data was collected through interviews, focus groups, document search 
and a global questionnaire. The result of the investigation is a mapping of the current handover of 
marketing generated leads succeeding a global industry event. The handover was found to encompass 4 
sub-handovers and 4 stakeholder groups. Furthermore, the result included the stakeholders’ perspectives on 
both cooperation in the handover and the configuration of the marketing generated leads. It was also 
discovered that the global marketing organization is aiming to streamline the lead concept and create 
acceptance for new types of marketing generated customer information. Additionally, mismatches were 
found in the stakeholders’ perceptions of what is to be sent by whom, how it should be sent, and why it is 
sent.  

A product of the analysis was the Conceptual Framework, which defines three handover components: 
Information, Process and Stakeholder. The drawn conclusion states that handover accuracy at the case 
company could be achieved in aligning these three handover components. The suggestion made supports 
the ambition to streamline the lead concept and expand the customer information sent by marketing, by 
defining 4 customer information categories. Further suggestions are made on how to align the three 
handover components to these new categories. 

 
Keywords: Marketing Generated Leads, Lead Handover, Marketing-Sales Interface, Marketing and Sales 
Alignment, Information Handover, Interdepartmental Cooperation, Information Handover, Business-to-
Business 
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Abbreviations & Glossary of Terms 

In this study a number of abbreviations are used, these are listed in Abbreviations below. Also 
a few concepts are referred to continuously, these are explained in Glossary of Terms. 

Abbreviations 

BU Business Unit 

CU Customer Unit 

CRM Customer Relationship Management 

EP Engagement Practices 

GF Group Function 

KAM Key Account Manager 

KPI Key Performance Indicator 

LQ Regional Leads Qualifier 

MGL Marketing Generated Lead 

M&C Marketing & Communications 

RQ Research Question 

S-CRM Sales CRM tool 

Glossary of Terms 

Authors The authors of this report, authors of other reports will be called 
researchers, scholars etc. 

Buying Funnel An illustration of customers’ buying processes that allows selling 
companies to track the amount of potential deals 

Customer A buying company 

Customer Journey Mapping of a customer's own buying progression from becoming 
aware of a need to ultimately completing a purchase 

Customer Representative Individual employee at a customer company 

Lead Documented customer interest, of a new or existing customer, that 
has the potential to be developed into a deal 

(Lead) Nurturing The interaction with a customer (connected to the lead) that aims to 
cultivate a deal 

Opportunity A mature lead which has been qualified by the customer expressing 
real need for a particular solution 
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1. Introduction 

This chapter aims to introduce the background of the area of investigation, state the problem 
formulation, research questions, purpose and contribution, as well as the delimitations of the 
study. The chapter ends with the presentation of the outline of the report.  

1.1 Background 
The ongoing digital transformation is shaping every aspect of society. As new and more 
advanced digital technologies are introduced, our dependability and expectations on them 
grow. Information and Communications Technology (ICT) services such as cloud, mobility 
and Internet of Things (IoT) are enabling and accelerating this trend. Consequently, the 
businesses that cater to this highly connected society are affected in equal measure. The 
digital transformation, or digitalization, is forcing businesses from all areas to adapt their 
products, employee-base and processes to meet their customers’ evolving demand. (Gjelstrup 
et al., 2015; Matt, Hess and Benlian, 2015; Westerman et al., 2012; Gosselin and Bauwen, 
2006)  

Digitalization is rapidly changing the ecosystem of the telecom industry. Through the 
introduction of internet-based communication tools, telecom operators are struggling with 
increasingly low profits. (Guest, Stonell and Schachtel, 2016; EY, 2014; Friedrich, Péladeau 
and Toumi, 2014) As a result, the providers of telecom services and infrastructure 
(denominated as the Providers), such as the investigated case company, are accelerating their 
efforts into ICT. The goal being to increase efficiency, improve user experience and capture 
new opportunities on new markets. (Alcatel Lucent, 2016; Huawei Investment & Holding 
Co., 2016; Nokia, 2016; Telefonaktiebolaget L. M. Ericsson, 2015) The traditional 
configuration of the telecom industry has rendered the Providers accustomed to operating on a 
market consisting of a limited group of customers. Throughout the years they have been able 
to establish and maintain solid customer relationships. By exploring new opportunities 
however, the Providers are also entering a marketplace consisting of a diverse set of unknown 
potential customers. (Guest, Stonell and Schachtel, 2016; EY, 2014; Friedrich, Péladeau and 
Toumi, 2014)  

While the digital transformation is demanding changes in the Providers’ product and service 
portfolios, it is at the same time, changing their customers’ buying behavior. Traditionally, 
business-to-business (B2B) environments have been characterized by an emphasis on the 
sales organization and its ability to interact face-to-face with potential and existing customers. 
(Redding, 2015; Beverland, 2001) The advances in digital platforms, however, have caused 
the differences in buying behavior between customers of B2B companies and business-to-
consumers (B2C) companies to become increasingly blurred (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 
2004). Slowly, the traditional buying journey, involving cold calls and one-to-one 
relationships between Key Account Managers (KAM) and individual customer 
representatives, is shifting into customers wanting to engage in more private research prior to 
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their first interaction with a salesperson. As a consequence marketing is gaining importance, 
as the customers need to be reached and pursued through marketing-managed platforms (e.g. 
events or campaigns). (Karjaluoto, Mustonen and Ulkuniemi, 2015; Rosenbröijer, 2014; 
Hadjikhani and LaPlaca, 2013; Wiersema, 2013; Beverland, 2001)  

Combining the changes in customer buying behavior, with the transition from a close-knit 
group of customers to a diverse customer mix, offers insight into how marketing is gaining 
more importance in sales activities. One-to-many marketing activities have the ability to reach 
and interact with a larger customer base than the traditional one-to-one sales activities. 
(Wiersema, 2013; Coe, 2004; Beverland, 2001) Furthermore, the platforms marketing resides 
over are becoming increasingly important and influential in customers’ buying decisions 
(Karjaluoto, Mustonen and Ulkuniemi, 2015; Wiersema, 2013). Due to marketing’s 
expanding role in customer interaction, marketing departments are also accumulating more 
and more customer information as well as information related to customers’ buying journeys. 
Marketing departments are therefore finding themselves in possession of customer 
information that traditionally has been generated and managed by sales departments (Kotler, 
Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Coe, 2004). Documented customer interest, of a new or 
existing customer, that has the potential to be developed into a deal, is generally referred to as 
a lead (Marketo.com, 2016a; Leap, 2015). Maintaining a steady flow of leads, the possibility 
for future revenue, is essential for an organization’s prosperity (Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon, 
2012). By providing sales with high-quality leads and cooperating on successfully advancing 
these leads to actual deals, marketing can utilize its new role in customer interaction and 
ultimately support sales growth. (Karjaluoto, Mustonen and Ulkuniemi, 2015; Wiersema, 
2013; Bodnar and Cohen, 2012; Coe, 2004; Beverland, 2001) 

1.2 Problem Formulation 
In order to utilize marketing's new role in customer interaction and enable sales to complete 
deals based on marketing generated leads (MGLs), the two departments need to start 
cooperating in new ways (Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Beverland, Steel and 
Dapiran, 2006; Coe, 2004). In many B2B companies, however, the cooperation of marketing 
and sales is infused by interdepartmental tensions. These tensions have rendered shared 
processes, such as the handling of MGLs, challenging. The two departments are 
communicating with certain difficulties regarding many issues, including leads. (Homburg 
and Jensen, 2007; Oliva, 2006) Mainly, salespeople accuse MGLs of being low qualitative, 
due to marketing departments’ distance to and little insight into customers. (Beverland, Steel 
and Dapiran, 2006) Related to this perceived low quality, MGLs are accused of bringing 
about unnecessary administrative cost and loss of qualitative information, as an abundance of 
MGLs need to be evaluated and qualified. (Sabnis et al., 2013; Oliva, 2006; Smith, 
Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee, 2006) Marketing people, on the other hand, are struggling with 
the perception of being a mere support tool for sales as many large and well-established B2B 
companies are characterized by a highly sales-centric culture (Bodnar and Cohen, 2012; 
Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006). Activities directly connected to deals have a 
tendency to be prioritized, rather than activities that have the ability to generate a rich lead-
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base. Due to this imbalance, marketing departments are struggling to communicate and 
receive acceptance of their ability to generate qualitative customer intelligence. (Kotler, 
Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Coe, 2004) 

Despite the interdepartmental frictions, the customer information, or MGL, eventually needs 
to be handed over from the marketing department to the sales department. Kotler, Rackham 
and Krishnaswamy (2006) suggest that the handover of leads is one of the first aspects in the 
cooperation of marketing and sales that management needs to define. This statement is 
supported by Oliva (2006) and Coe (2004). Without involving salespeople’s abilities to 
actually complete a deal, a generated lead will remain just a potential opportunity for revenue 
(Sabnis et al., 2013). Apart from it being the moment when the two departments meet and 
interdepartmental frictions peak (Oliva, 2006), the handover moment itself offers challenges 
(Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Oliva, 2006). As in any process where several 
departments and individuals (or stakeholders) need to cooperate on the basis of the same 
information, the handover becomes crucial (Gogan et al., 2013; Oliva, 2006). Risks involved 
in a handover are information loss and potentially wasted resources (Abraham, Kannampallil 
and Patel, 2014; Gogan et al., 2013; Payne et al., 2012). When stakeholders are working 
toward the same goal, in this case sales growth (Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006), 
it is important to touch base and synchronize within the meeting point (Oliva, 2006). The 
handover being the goal of one process and the beginning of the next, it both sets targets for 
the preceding process as well as the basis for those that follow. Complications and struggles 
within the handover therefore have the potential to diffuse into and affect the adjacent 
processes. (Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Gogan et al., 2013; Kotler, Rackham and 
Krishnaswamy, 2006) 

The handover of MGLs at the case company, the Company, has met similar frictions as 
described in literature. In light of marketing’s new role in customer interaction, the desire to 
investigate how the handover of MGLs can be made more accurate, has been expressed by the 
department Group Function Marketing & Communications within the Company. This 
department is the commissioning body of the conducted study. 

1.3 Research Questions 
Against the above background and problem formulation, the below main research question 
was established.  

How can the handover of marketing generated leads between stakeholders become more 
accurate? 

Accuracy of a handover, in this study, refers to actions and outcomes of a process being as 
precise and desirable as possible. Stakeholders refers to those departments and individual 
roles that are directly involved in the handover. In order to clarify but also delimitate the main 
research question, a set of sub-research questions (RQ1-RQ3) were developed:  

RQ1: How is the handover of marketing generated leads configured? 
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RQ2: What aspects of stakeholder cooperation can be found that affect the handover of 
marketing generated leads? 

RQ3: How should a marketing generated lead be configured in order to achieve handover 
accuracy? 

The purpose of answering RQ1 is to provide knowledge of how the stakeholders of marketing 
and sales departments are managing the handover of MGLs. RQ2 intends to explore the 
stakeholder cooperation, both by investigating the case company and by pursuing the existing 
body of knowledge within academia. According to Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy 
(2006) it is important to understand cooperation between marketing and sales when 
investigating and improving shared processes. The cooperation between stakeholders was 
also, during the pre-study, identified as challenging, which adds to the need for investigating 
it in more detail. Lastly, RQ3 aims to provide insight into the configuration of the lead that is 
handed over. RQ3 is explored from the perspective of the Company stakeholders and 
academia.  

1.4 Purpose & Contribution 
The purpose is to answer the formulated research questions and thus investigate the handover 
of MGLs between stakeholders and how it can become more accurate. 

The aim of this study is to provide the case company with recommendations on how to 
improve the handover by suggesting concrete actions. The ultimate goal is to enable 
marketing to utilize its new role in customer interaction and, in doing so, support sales 
growth. 

From an academic perspective the aim is to contribute to the existing body of knowledge on 
the cooperation of marketing and sales departments on MGLs. Furthermore, as this study 
investigates a moment of handover, the study has the potential to add to the existing literature 
on information handover. 

The interdepartmental tensions between marketing and sales are considered unavoidable and 
difficult to overcome. Some might argue that challenges in the handover moment of MGLs 
can only be decreased by addressing and erasing these frictions, and that little can be 
accomplished by looking into details such as the configuration of the handover moment. 
However, this research explores the possibility that investigating cooperation within 
handovers can actually result in an increase of handover accuracy. Furthermore, we are 
tempted to say that our investigation will provide all stakeholders with knowledge of each 
other’s perception, expectations and wishes, and therefore, potentially, contribute to 
improvements in the overall cooperation between the two departments.  

1.5 Delimitations 
Within this study a number of delimitations need to be pointed out. Firstly, the empirical 
gathering of this study is delimited to MGLs, excluding leads that are generated through other 
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sources. Furthermore, the focus of this study is the handover of MGLs, therefore set processes 
before and after the handover are not dealt with individually and are only touched upon in 
relevance to the handover. This means that some aspects of these adjacent processes are 
analyzed as they influence the handover. Related to this, the capabilities of the tools utilized 
within the handover and the adjacent processes, were not investigated in detail. 
Recommendations regarding tools are therefore made with reservations regarding their ability 
to be implemented.  

In gathering empirics from the case company, the handover of MGLs succeeding a specific 
global event (the Global Event, described in subsection 2.3.2) was chosen as a focal point. 
The reason for this is that the Global Event currently is the most prominent generator of 
MGLs. Additionally, the handover of global MGLs was found to be especially important, as 
the stakeholders in the handover are the most ‘detached’ from each other. MGLs are passed 
from the global organization of the Company to its local organizations. Local MGLs, on the 
other hand, are handed over within a Region. As a generator of global MGLs, the Global 
Event also offers the advantage of affecting all Regions and having a fairly set, similar and 
well-known handover process in all Regions. Comparison in between Regions was thus 
possible. It should however be made known that some of the analyzed handover steps apply 
for locally generated leads as well. 

One of the Company's regional organizations, Region A, was investigated more thoroughly 
and served as a sort of case Region. The reason for this was primarily the aspects of proximity 
and access. The remaining Regions were investigated by ways of a questionnaire and in the 
case of two Regions by performing some additional in-depth interviews. 

The literature analysis was delimited to investigating literature regarding marketing and sales 
cooperation and information handover. Marketing and sales cooperation was analyzed in 
general and in regards to leads management. Thus the analysis of the empirical findings was 
made solely on the basis of theories from these areas.  

1.6 Outline 
This section explains the outline of this report. A graphical representation of the outline of 
this report is depicted in Figure 1.1. 

The first chapter, this chapter, introduces the background of the area of investigation, states 
the problem formulation, research questions, purpose and contribution, as well as the 
delimitations of the study.  

The second chapter, 2. The Case Company, conveys information about the case company. 
The information in this chapter is needed in order to follow the analysis in chapter 7. Analysis 
& Conclusion.  

Chapter 3. Literature & Theory, gives a comprehensive overview of similar investigations 
made into the research area in the form of a literature review, as well as provides a 
Theoretical Framework containing concept definitions and theories. The Theoretical 



 
 

 6 

Framework serves as a foundation for the analysis and provides the reader with knowledge 
about the researched areas.  

The fourth chapter, 4. Method, begins by presenting the methodological approach of the 
study. It continues with a description and motivation of the research design, which leads over 
to two sections presenting the data collection methods and data analysis methods used. The 
chapter concludes with a discussion regarding the study and its methods’ validity and 
reliability. 

In chapter 5. Empirical Findings, findings from the pre-study and the interviews, workshops 
and questionnaire, are presented.  

The Conceptual Framework used for the analysis is described and presented in chapter 6. The 
Conceptual Framework. 

The analyses of empirics and the conclusions drawn are compiled in chapter 7. Analysis & 
Conclusion. The analysis is based on the Conceptual Framework and offers a comparison of 
findings within the Company with findings from literature. Additionally, conclusions are 
drawn and in the end of the chapter suggestions and managerial implications are offered.  

Finally, in chapter 8. Discussion, the findings of this study are discussed, both in general 
terms and in their relation to the formulated research questions. Future investigations are 
proposed in the end of this chapter.  

 

Figure 1.1 Graphical overview of the thesis outline. 

Furthermore, the references used in this report are listed in List of References and additional 
information is included in Appendix.  
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2. The Case Company 

In this chapter, information about the case company is gathered. The information compiled in 
this chapter provides background knowledge that aims to facilitate the comprehension of the 
empirical findings and the analysis. The information within this chapter is either provided in 
the case company’s annual report, or are findings from the pre-study or the internal 
document analysis.  

2.1 Background & Current Developments 
The investigated case company, the Company, is a large multinational provider of telecom 
services and infrastructure. The Company has a rich history and is currently one of the leading 
companies in the industry. 

Facing the challenges described in chapter 1. Introduction, the Company is meeting the 
transformations by cultivating a strong market position on to them new markets. These new 
areas are e.g. 5G, cloud-technologies and Internet of Things (IoT). The ultimate goal is to 
excel in traditional markets while establishing market leadership within the new areas. To 
achieve this goal, the Company is both exploring a new group of customers and developing 
technologies in unexplored Information and Communication Technology (ICT) areas. (The 
Company, 2016) While the Company’s traditional customer base is made up of large accounts 
consisting of mainly telecom operators, they are venturing into a more diverse customer mix, 
comprising of customers within different industries. In light of these growth goals the 
marketing departments at the Company have the opportunity to support sales growth.  

2.2 Organizational Structure 
This section offers an overview of how the Company’s matrix organization structure is set up. 
In Figure 2.1 an organizational overview of the company is shown. The Company is made up 
of different Group Functions (GFs), Business Units (BUs), and Regions. There are eight GFs, 
but the ones relevant to this investigation are Group Function Marketing & Communications 
(GF M&C) and Group Function Sales (GF Sales). These GFs are from a strategic and tactical 
perspective as well as from a business excellence point of view setting strategies, targets and 
ways of working for the entire organization. The GFs are also responsible for global 
initiatives such as global industry events and perception building. The four BUs account for 
the Company’s offerings. Relevant for this investigation is that the BUs have their own 
Marketing & Communications (M&C) organizations. (The Company, 2016) 
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Figure 2.1 Organizational overview of the Company (adapted from the Company, 2016). 

The offerings are put to market by ten Regions. The organizations that operate regionally are 
the different Engagement Practices (EPs) and the Customer Units (CUs). (The Company, 
2016) Additionally, all Regions have their own M&C departments. The CUs are pure sales 
organizations that are working close to the customers and are usually divided by practice, 
geographical area or actual customer. The EPs drive business development together with the 
CUs and the customers, and are considered a part of the sales organization.  

2.3 Leads Management at the Company  
The leads management process at the Company is shared between three different departments: 
M&C, EPs and Sales/CUs. The official process is divided into three parts: 

• Lead Generation 
• Lead Management 
• Opportunity Management 

At the Company, Leads are defined as “[e]arly identified explicit or non-explicit customer 
needs that are to be qualified and nurtured until an opportunity qualification has been made” 
and Opportunities are defined as “[c]onfirmed and specified customer needs that can be 
solved with clear values related to our strategy, financial targets and long term customer 
relationship ambitions” (The Company, 2012). The third step in the process above is the same 
as the Company’s defined Sales Process. The Sales Process is a stage gate process including 
concrete actions – explaining a systematic and Company-wide approach to converting leads 
into deals. 

2.3.1 Lead Sources and Flows 

This subsection provides insight into the lead sources and lead flows that can be identified at 
the Company.  
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Lead Sources 
Three types of leads can be distinguished at the Company. These lead types are differentiated 
by their sources. One of these lead types is the marketing generated lead (MGL), which is the 
focus of this report. The source of the MGL is a marketing activity. The other two lead types 
are affiliated with the sales organization. A sales generated lead, is a lead that is sourced 
through sales interaction with an existing or potential customer. The last lead type is the lead 
that is generated through business development. Usually EPs’ market observations or 
speculative interactions with customers are the sources of these leads. 

Lead Flows of Marketing Generated Leads  
Within the Company, MGLs are either globally or locally generated. Globally generated 
MGLs are sourced through global marketing activities presided over by either GF M&C or 
the BUs. These MGLs are either handed over directly to the Regions or else nurtured by one 
of the global functions (i.e. GF M&C and BU M&C) before the handover. Locally generated 
MGLs are the result of a local marketing activity presided over by Regional M&C. While BU 
M&C or GF M&C could have been involved in setting up the activity, the activity is secluded 
to one or a few Regions. The MGLs are nurtured and handed over without leaving the 
Regions. 

2.3.2 The Global Event 

A large corporation like the Company both hosts its own events and exhibits during large 
industry events (also referred to as trade shows). One of the largest annual industry events the 
Company is present at, is the Global Event. During this event customer and potential 
customers have the ability to visit the Company’s exhibition hall. There they can interact with 
the Company’s employees and get familiar with traditional and new product and service 
offerings. GF M&C is the owner of the Company’s involvement in this important event, 
which involves the entire company from software developers to the CEO. Every year, the 
Global Event generates a large number of leads which are later distributed to the Regions. In 
this research, the focus will be on leads that are generated through this event.  
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3. Literature & Theory 

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. Firstly, it gives a comprehensive overview of similar 
investigations done into the research area. This is done in the form of a literature review, 
where this study is related to the existing body of knowledge. Secondly, the reader is provided 
with a theoretical framework containing concept definitions and theories. The Theoretical 
Framework serves as a foundation for the analysis and provides the reader with knowledge 
about the researched areas. The theories contained in the framework were found in 
academics, business journals and consulting reports. 

3.1 Literature Review 
The literature review aims to settle our study in the existing academic body of knowledge. Its 
purpose is to demonstrate what studies have been done previously and how this study 
complements these. The literature review is divided into four categories that represent four 
different sub-research areas. The first category deals with studies related to the cooperation 
between marketing and sales. The second category encompasses research into the lead 
concept itself. The third category comprises of studies into the handover of leads. The fourth 
and last category examines handover between different departments stretching out into other 
areas than the B2B environment. This section concludes with a summary of the insights that 
can be made from the literature review. 

3.1.1 Cooperation between Marketing and Sales 

The interface between marketing and sales has long been under-researched but in recent years 
a number of studies have been published in the area (Homburg and Jensen, 2007; Beverland, 
Steel and Dapiran, 2006; Guenzi and Troilo, 2006; Coe, 2004). The literature, which has been 
brought on by the increasing importance of marketing in customer interaction, is primarily 
dealing with two things. The found studies on the one side point out or define the 
interdepartmental frictions, or barriers of cooperation, of the two departments. Homburg and 
Jensen (2007) for example explain the different ‘thought worlds’ of the two departments 
according to (i) customer (versus product) orientation, (ii) short-term (versus long-term) 
orientation, (iii) market knowledge, (iv) product knowledge, and (v) interpersonal skills. The 
studies by Beverland, Steel and Dapiran (2006) and Guenzi and Troilo (2006) make similar 
findings. On the other side are studies that suggest how marketing and sales departments can 
become more aligned and how their cooperation can be facilitated. Redding (2015), Guenzi 
and Troilo (2006), Matthyssens and Johnston (2006), Oliva (2006), and Coe (2004) are 
examples of such. These studies confirm the existing interdepartmental frictions and further 
suggest how to overcome these. Oliva (2006) does so by proposing a focus on improvements 
in three key areas: language, organization and process. These three areas are explored in more 
detail in the Theoretical Framework. Coe (2004), meanwhile, approaches the cooperation 
challenges by focusing on how responsibilities of sales-driving activities should be divided. 
Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) have taken it one step further. In addition to 
providing suggestions on how to align sales and marketing, they have constructed a tool for 
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how to assess the current cooperation-level between the two departments. While all of these 
sources were found to be relevant, the methodologies used in their investigations are 
debatable. Coe (2004) is a senior marketing and sales person who is shedding his own 
perception of the current and future relationship of marketing and sales. Rather than being 
based on methodological research, he conveys his theories based on 20 years of experience 
and a few well-chosen sources. Similar is the approach of Redding’s (2015), another industry 
veteran, who instead of sources substantiates her theories with a mini case study. Oliva’s 
(2006) contributions were developed based on a two-day meeting of industry representatives 
(from both marketing and sales) from 60 B2B companies. Kotler, Rackham and 
Krishnaswamy (2006) developed their model based on an in-depth benchmarking study of an 
assortment of companies from different industries. Their report does however not convey how 
these in-depth studies were conducted. Matthyssens and Johnston (2006) offer a more 
typically academic approach to their study of the marketing-sales interface, conducting a set 
of qualitative interviews with 17 Belgian company representatives.  

In addition to what can be found in academic literature, some consulting firms have started 
looking into the cooperation of marketing and sales. White Hills (2016), for example, recently 
published a study related to the alignment of marketing and sales. The study, which is based 
on a survey of 230 representatives from different B2B companies, is the first to investigate 
this area on the Swedish market. Another consulting firm, Structsales (2015), published a 
report that aims to “[show] an integrated view of a complete sales and marketing 
organization” (p. 1) with a focus on organization, processes and Key Performance Indicators 
(KPIs). The report is based on the consultants’ thorough understanding of both the marketing 
and sales perspective gained through numerous years of experience. 

3.1.2 Lead Concept 

Little academic literature exists on the definition of leads, and what information a lead should 
contain. Yet few scholars point out the lack of a clear definition. On the contrary, the lead 
concept is by many used and referred to as though it were a well-established concept that 
requires no definition. So is the case in for example Sridhar, Voorhees and Gopalakrishna’s 
(2015), Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy’s (2006), Smith, Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee’s 
(2006) and Coe’s (2004) papers. 

When looking for a definition it is therefore more relevant to reach out into popular science, 
such as business journals and consulting reports. When investigating lead success rates, some 
studies touch upon characteristics of a qualitative lead. Two examples are Oliva (2006) and 
Jolson (1988). The latter is the result of studying sales generated leads of a case company that 
catered to both businesses and consumers. 

3.1.3 Leads Handling and Handover 

The theoretical findings in the area of lead handover are mostly pointing out the fact that 
marketing has the ability to create leads (Karjaluoto, Mustonen and Ulkuniemi, 2015; Bodnar 
and Cohen, 2012). In pointing out marketing’s general ability to generate leads, most 
investigations also mention the difficulties connected to the handover of marketing generated 
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leads (MGLs). These difficulties are primarily related to the interdepartmental tensions 
between sales and marketing. (Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006) 

Leads generated at industry trade shows were investigated in the 1990s and early 2000s. In 
studies such as Gopalakrishna and Lilien (1995) and Herbig, O'Hara and Palumbo (1994) the 
lead follow-up was scrutinized in relation to how much value or cost trade show leads 
generated for an organization. Both studies were performed on the American B2B market. 

Sridhar, Voorhees and Gopalakrishna (2015) investigate how to measure and increase the 
success rate of MGLs collected during trade shows. However, their findings are related to 
customer interactions rather than cooperation on leads between departments.  

Smith, Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee (2006) are proposing how to optimize the flow of leads 
in aligning marketing activities with sales needs. Though the study is based on a single case 
study of a B2C company, their investigated case company generates leads through B2B-like 
platforms such as trade shows. Therefore some of their findings can be considered relatable to 
our research and are included in the Theoretical Framework. 

Both Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) and Coe (2004) point out that marketing is 
responsible for generating, nurturing, qualifying, and lastly handing over leads to sales. 
However neither study investigates the actual handover more closely. At the same time 
neither of the reports define what a qualified and handover-ready lead is.  

Another study that is found to correlate to our investigation is Sabnis et al. (2013). In their 
study, the scholars investigate the lead follow-up of marketing and sales generated leads by 
sales teams. This is done by considering four different aspects of motivation for an increased 
lead follow-up: organizational lead pre-qualification, managerial tracking processes, lead 
volume, and salesperson’s experience and performance. Empirics were gathered from over 
400 American salespeople. The most prominent difference between their investigation and 
this study is their focus on lead-follow up and sales competence. While the findings of our 
study may overlap on certain points the aim of our research is quite different. Our study aims 
to investigate the handover moment itself while acknowledging the perspective of all 
stakeholders.  

3.1.4 Information Handover between Departments 

Broadening the scope of handovers beyond the handover of leads, studies can be found 
related to other types of information handovers between departments. Information handover 
can generally be described as the passing along of data, information or judgment on a certain 
topic (Gogan et al., 2013). The healthcare industry dominates this academic field, where 
patient and patient information between hospital departments as well as between hospital staff 
and ambulance staff is the focus. However studies can also be found from other areas such as 
nuclear power plants and high-risk transportation industries, e.g. air space and railroad traffic. 
(Gogan et al., 2013; Cohen and Hilligoss, 2010) These areas usually deal with the conveying 
of crucial information as efficiently as possible during a limited amount of time or when 
switching shifts. While these handovers can be seen as similar to leads handover, the 
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differences are thought to be equally prominent. The healthcare industry, nuclear power plants 
and high-risk transportation industries are all associated with the risk of potential harm to 
people or the environment. The degree of severity of the information handover therefore is 
seen as significantly different when compared to leads handover. 

3.1.5 Insights from the Literature Review 

The literature review reveals some limitations in the existing body of knowledge. While lead 
follow-up and lead value of MGLs are investigated in previous studies, no literature has been 
found trying to improve the actual handover of MGLs. The aim to include the perspective of 
all stakeholders and the ambition to understand factors that contribute to handover accuracy, 
are seen as truly unresearched. 

Furthermore while all studies are considered to provide valuable input, many studies related 
to the marketing and sales interface are based on methods of low reliability. This study thus 
complements these by being able to confirm some theories on the basis of a case study. 
Additionally, most studies reflect findings from one country. No investigation has been found 
that reviews leads handling in a large global setting.  

The diffuse definition of a lead is mentioned above. This study aims to shed some clarity on 
the lead concept as part of its findings.  

From the literature review, it can be concluded that this study is justified. While investigations 
have been made into closely adjacent areas, no study exists (to the best of the authors’ 
knowledge) that would render this study surplus.  

3.2 Theoretical Framework 
This section offers a compendium of the Theoretical Framework constructed. This framework 
is used for the analysis, but it also offers the reader background knowledge of the investigated 
areas. The Theoretical Framework is composed out of concepts, theories and theoretical 
models found in the literature search.  

3.2.1 Leads & Leads Nurturing 

As mentioned in chapter 1. Introduction, leads are seen as an essential part of an 
organization's long-term prosperity (Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon, 2012). This subsection, 
whose main purpose is to provide the reader with background information, will explain what 
is the definition of leads and how leads are nurtured into deals.  

Lead Definition 
As mentioned when reviewing the literature on the lead concept, it is difficult to find a 
definite description of what a lead is from an academic perspective. The definition used in this 
report thus stems from popular science of the business world. A lead is defined as a 
documented customer interest, of a new or existing customer, that has the potential to be 
developed into a deal (Marketo.com, 2016a; Leap, 2015).  
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Furthermore, the lead concept has been found to have varying definitions depending on the 
investigated organization (Oliva, 2006). Even within an organization the definition of leads 
can vary greatly (Oliva, 2006; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006), and some 
researchers refer to it as a problem word. The problem exists in marketing and sales throwing 
the word around without having clearly defined what it means, which causes problems in 
communication and processes. Researchers have found that best practice firms have a clear 
and deeply rooted definition of a qualified lead. (Oliva, 2006; Kotler, Rackham and 
Krishnaswamy, 2006)  

The qualified lead is what marketing passes on to sales with the expectation that sales can 
develop it into a deal. Not having a clear definition of a qualified lead can result in wasted 
resources and energy. Oliva (2006, p. 397) therefore proposes the following characteristics for 
a qualified lead: 

• A clear identification of the buying influence and where [the customer 
representative is] in the influence chain. 

• Identification of where [the customer is] in the buy cycle. 

• That the [customer] has “budget” for the purchase at hand and is clearly about to 
make a buy. 

• That obstacles to the sale – whether inside the buying firm, or other process 
problems have been identified. 

• Often, the key competitor and competitive landscape has been outlined. 

Lead Sources  
The focus of this report is the marketing generated lead (MGL). An MGL is, quite obviously, 
a lead that originates out of a marketing activity. Examples of MGLs are leads generated at 
trade show events (Sridhar, Voorhees and Gopalakrishna, 2015) and the increasingly 
significant digitally generated leads (Karjaluoto, Mustonen and Ulkuniemi, 2015; Bodnar and 
Cohen, 2012).  

Trade shows, or other industry marketing events, have previously been seen as a major part of 
B2B marketing. A substantial part of marketing departments’ budgets were invested in 
attending and exhibiting at industry events. (Hansen, 2004; Dekimpe et al., 1997; 
Gopalakrishna and Lilien, 1995; Herbig, O'Hara and Palumbo, 1994) Through the increasing 
ability to reach customers in more cost-efficient ways, the investments in trade shows have 
declined. They are however still considered a useful platform for generating leads and are 
frequently attended. (Sridhar, Voorhees and Gopalakrishna, 2015) The events offer the selling 
company an opportunity to engage in perception building among customers, partners and 
competitors as well as an opportunity to generate leads. (Sridhar, Voorhees and 
Gopalakrishna, 2015; Hansen, 2004; Dekimpe et al., 1997; Gopalakrishna and Lilien, 1995; 
Herbig, O'Hara and Palumbo, 1994) While marketing provides the platform for interaction, it 
is usually a combination of salespeople and technical experts who interact personally with 
customers. (Sridhar, Voorhees and Gopalakrishna, 2015; Hansen, 2004; Dekimpe et al., 1997) 
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Another frequently occurring type of lead is the sales sourced lead, or sales lead. This lead is 
generated through the sales team’s own interaction with a current or potential customer 
(Kotler, Rackham, and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Jolson, 1988). 

Lead Nurturing 
Once a lead has been generated it needs to be nurtured. Lead nurturing refers to the 
interaction with a customer (connected to the lead) that aims to cultivate a deal (D’Haen and 
Van den Poel, 2013; Patterson, 2007; Coe, 2004). The interactions required to nurture a lead 
can vary but usually include communication in the form of sales calls, meetings, and on the 
digital marketing side, email send outs. In their study, Sabnis et al. (2013) emphasize the 
importance of lead follow-up as a crucial part of customer acquisition. Sridhar, Voorhees and 
Gopalakrishna (2015), and Lee and Kim (2008) support this in their study of trade show 
leads. Other scholars suggest that leads nurturing is most efficient when it is done in 
cooperation between sales and marketing (Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Coe, 
2004). White Hills (2016) however found that only a fifth of surveyed organizations had 
shared processes for lead generation and nurturing.  

3.2.2 Customer Journey & Buying Funnel 

This subsection defines the concept of customer journey and buying funnel. These concepts 
are considered important to understand in order to comprehend other theories as well as the 
analysis of the empirical findings. 

Customer Journey 
The changing buying behavior in the B2B environment is shifting the dynamic between the 
selling organization and the customer. Where there used to be an inside-out perspective many 
organizations are transferring to a more customer-centric approach. (White Hills, 2016; 
Karjaluoto, Mustonen and Ulkuniemi, 2015; Rosenbröijer, 2014) This trend has resulted in an 
increased focus on trying to create models to describe the customer’s buying journey (White 
Hills, 2016; Rosenbröijer, 2014; Hadjikhani and LaPlaca, 2013; Patterson, 2007). A customer 
journey map is a high-level flowchart of the steps a customer generally proceeds through – 
from becoming aware of the selling company to signing a deal, and afterwards (potentially) 
becoming an advocate for the selling company. All steps are regarded from the customer’s 
perspective. The objective of the customer journey is to customize sales strategies based on 
where in the journey the customer is positioned. (Rosenbröijer, 2014; Patterson, 2007; Coe, 
2004) In Figure 3.1 a general customer journey can be viewed. It shows four steps adapted 
from the studies of Temkin (2010) and Patterson (2007): becoming aware of the selling 
company and its portfolio, becoming interested in a service or product, considering the selling 
company as one of few potential suppliers, and finally going through with the purchase. 
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Figure 3.1 Illustration of a general customer journey, adapted from Temkin (2010) and Patterson 
(2007). 

Buying Funnel 
In inverting the viewpoint and regarding the buying process from the selling company's 
perspective, a so-called buying funnel can be developed. The buying funnel is an analogy for 
the customer acquisition process but also a tool for tracking how many leads are converted 
into actual deals (Patterson, 2007). Graphically, the buying funnel is usually portrayed as a 
downward pointing cone. (D’Haen and Van den Poel, 2013) Such an illustration of the buying 
funnel can be seen in Figure 3.2. The buying funnel also conveys how sales and marketing 
activities are progressing customers in their buying journey (Patterson, 2007; Ang and Buttle, 
2006; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Coe, 2004). Usually a selling company has 
many loose and immature customer leads, in the so-called ‘top-of-the-funnel’. These are 
potential customer interests that need to be nurtured in order to become qualified leads. 
Nurturing a lead means moving it further down the funnel or from the customer perspective – 
encourage the customer to advance in their buying journey. As not all leads can become deals 
(e.g. because the customer chooses another seller or because the selling company does not 
have the resources to drive the deal) the number of sales opportunities become fewer. In the 
end or in the ‘bottom-of-the-funnel’ only a few completed deals are left. (D’Haen and Van 
den Poel, 2013)  

 

Figure 3.2 Illustration of the buying funnel, adopted from D’Haen and Van den Poel (2013). 
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It is not uncommon for sales departments to develop their own buying funnels that leave out 
the efforts put in by other departments such as marketing. In these funnels only the sequence 
of selling tasks is described. (Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006) Sales, and 
sometimes marketing, departments are sometimes measured on their buying funnel. Usually 
this involves measuring how many customers have been progressed to the middle and then to 
the bottom of the funnel. (Järvinen and Taiminen, 2015) 

3.2.3 The Interface between Marketing and Sales  

This subsection will provide insight into the interface between marketing and sales. The 
subsection thus deals with the division of responsibilities and the interdepartmental tensions 
that are underlying the handover of MGLs. The marketing and sales interface is considered 
important to understand in order to follow the analysis of the empirical findings.  

Responsibilities 
In the marketing-sales interface the division of responsibility has been loosely defined as 
marketing being responsible for demand generation in the form early customer interests and 
possibly leads, and sales being in charge of all other customer interactions such as conversion 
to deals, up and cross-sell as well as customer retention (Guenzi and Troilo, 2006; Oliva, 
2006; Coe, 2004). The definition of the responsibilities of the departments however varies 
between organizations (Homburg and Jensen, 2007). White Hills (2016) found that marketing 
and sales had very different perceptions of which department was responsible for new 
customer development. A striking majority of salespeople assumed full responsibility for 
these activities, whereas marketing people felt it was a shared duty. Oliva (2006) also 
suggests that the loose interpretation of responsibilities is part of the challenges and frictions 
that are so common between marketing and sales departments. 

Interdepartmental Tensions 
As indicated in chapter 1. Introduction, the relationship between marketing and sales is 
widely regarded as a cause for conflicts between the departments (Matthyssens and Johnston, 
2006), or even as deleterious to interdepartmental cooperation (Homburg and Jensen, 2007). 
An overview of interdepartmental tensions that give cause to this problematic relationship are 
explained in the following paragraphs. 

Due to the nature of their responsibilities the departments do not share the same operational 
time horizon. Sales is closely tied to the customer and closing deals, and is usually measured 
directly on these deals – resulting in a shorter operational time horizon. Marketing on the 
other hand is responsible and measured on long-term demand generation and perception 
building, which gives way to a longer operational time horizon. (Homburg and Jensen, 2007; 
Beverland, Steel and Dapiran, 2006; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Matthyssens 
and Johnston, 2006) The aspect of time horizons is e.g. related to conflicts due to budgeting 
issues. Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) explain that the departments ordinarily 
share one budget and need to compete over the division of it. Usually sales draws the longer 
straw in this discussion due to the nature of their responsibilities. (Homburg and Jensen, 
2007)  
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The nature of their responsibilities is also associated with the departments’ different objective 
orientations and competences (Matthyssens and Johnston, 2006). Scholars argue that these 
differences have caused for little understanding of how the other department operates and 
what their contributions are. (Homburg and Jensen, 2007; Guenzi and Troilo, 2006; Kotler, 
Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Matthyssens and Johnston, 2006). Guenzi and Troilo 
(2006) offer that this is a matter of attitude that should be addressed. 

Another friction that is frequently acknowledged is the fact that while the departments have 
the same goals (i.e. successful deals with many customers) there is little coordination of their 
processes (Guenzi and Troilo, 2006; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Coe, 2004). 
In addition both departments, sales in particular, have been found to be private about their 
own information (Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon, 2012; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 
2006). Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon (2012) especially emphasize sales unwillingness to share 
details on customers with marketers. Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) conclude 
that a scarcity in incentives to share information is part of the problem.  

Differences in culture should, however, not necessarily be considered as a mere negative. The 
shared processes and goals are addressed from two different perspectives and with different 
priorities. Different subcultures have been proven to feed creativity and healthy competition, 
which ultimately drive business. (Guenzi and Troilo, 2006) It is therefore not a matter of 
eroding cultural differences and tensions but rather managing the tensions and conflicts that 
are created. (Homburg and Jensen, 2007; Beverland, Steel and Dapiran, 2006)  

3.2.4 Marketing and Sales Alignment 

This subsection provides an overview of marketing’s new role in the buying funnel and 
customer journey. Understanding marketing’s new role is seen as important in understanding 
the severity of investigating the handover of MGLs. The subsection also explains how 
companies are trying to align sales and marketing activities accordingly. This is referred to as 
marketing and sales alignment. The analysis of the empirical findings is to a large extent 
made on the basis of the theories depicted in this subsection. 

Marketing’s Advancement 
Research not only emphasizes the increasing need for investigating marketing and sales 
cooperation due to marketing's new role in customer interaction (Beverland, Steel and 
Dapiran, 2006; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Coe, 2004). Studies also suggest 
that the cooperation becomes increasingly significant due to a large cost saving potential. 
Marketing activities have the ability to minimize cost of demand creation and deals, as it can 
reach more people than traditional face-to-face sales activities. (Redding, 2015; Coe, 2004) 

Another reason why marketing's role in customer interaction is changing is related to 
customer buying centers. A buying center is defined as the number of people involved in a 
buying decision at the customer company (Johnston and Bonoma, 1981). Research suggests 
buying centers are becoming bigger and therefore it is getting more difficult for sales to 
individually reach all people involved in buying decisions. Marketing activities on the other 
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hand have a larger reach and the ability to influence even the more anonymous members of a 
buying center. (Coe, 2004) 

As marketing’s role in customer interaction has changed, marketing has taken on some of the 
activities and responsibilities that sales used to reside over. Speaking in terms of the buying 
funnel and the customer journey, this means that sales enters the process at a later stage than 
before. (Marketo.com, 2016b; Levy, 2014) A preliminary overview of this shift, or 
marketing’s advancement, is shown in the illustration in Figure 3.3. The illustration is divided 
into three graphics: Responsibility – showing how the responsibility division between 
marketing and sales is believed to have shifted, Buying Funnel – presenting the to the 
responsibility corresponding parts of the buying funnel, and Customer Journey – illustrating 
the to the responsibility corresponding parts of the customer journey. The illustration however 
should not be seen as an exact representation of the past and current responsibilities; it is a 
mere graphical explanation of marketing’s advancement. 

 

 

Figure 3.3 Illustration of the shift of responsibilities in the buying funnel and customer journey. Partly 
based on Marketo.com (2016b) and Levy (2014). 

Steps Towards Marketing and Sales Alignment  
Oliva (2006) offers a clear model for what signifies alignment between the two departments, 
which is highly related to other scholar’s findings. The three key features of alignment, or 
‘linkages’, that Oliva (2006, p. 396) identified are explained and related to other studies in the 
below paragraphs. 

Linkages in language. Organizations with stronger linkage shared and cultivated a common 
business language. This resulted in the avoidance of misunderstanding especially around 
‘problem words’, such as lead. (Oliva, 2006) Guenzi and Troilo (2006) confirm the 
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importance of defining a common language and add, that in doing so, activities such as 
collaboration and sharing can be increased. 

Linkages of organization. In organizations that claimed to be well aligned, the marketing and 
sales functions were organizationally knit together. A strong silo structure and isolation from 
each other are seen as great disadvantages. The organizational structure itself should create an 
ongoing discussion between marketing and sales. (Oliva, 2006) To further bolster 
communication, Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) propose that the two 
departments should be located near each other. Furthermore, the scholars suggest ‘liaisons’ 
should be introduced to increase interdepartmental learning. A liaison is a salesperson who is 
involved in marketing activities or vice versa. (Guenzi and Troilo, 2006) 

Linkages of process. Finally, organizations exhibiting strong linkage could point to well-
defined processes that linked marketing and sales together with appropriate rules and 
responsibilities. (White Hills 2016; Structsales, 2015; Oliva, 2006) Kotler, Rackham and 
Krishnaswamy (2006) support this by emphasizing how important it is to e.g. define who 
should be the contact person for what activity. In line with this, Coe (2004) suggests that the 
customer journey should be mapped and responsibilities defined to ensure efficient lead 
nurturing. Furthermore the scholar proposes that marketing’s responsibility should remain 
within the beginning of the customer journey and sales’ in the end. This is supported by 
Gosselin and Bauwen (2006), Guenzi and Troilo (2006), and by Kotler, Rackham and 
Krishnaswamy (2006), who suggest that the goal is to have separated areas of responsibilities 
but maintain flexibility in the boundaries. This flexibility means endorsing collaboration in 
the buying funnel where overlapping of responsibilities exists.  

A common perception is that stakeholders who share a process, should also share process 
attributes such as tools, incentives and KPIs. Matthyssens and Johnston (2006) found that 
incentives and KPIs greatly affect the cooperation of marketing and sales. This is supported 
by Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) who say that KPIs can trigger or add to the 
adversity between the departments if interdepartmental tensions have not been thoroughly 
considered. The consulting firm Structsales (2015) emphasizes the need for setting KPIs that 
facilitate cooperation between sales and marketing. Järvinen and Taiminen (2015) support this 
by stating marketing and sales should be measured on the same indicators. Adding to that, 
Coe (2004) suggests that more marketing activities need to be measured on their impact on 
sales by looking at e.g. acquiring, nurturing and retaining customers. 

White Hills (2016) suggests that defining too many processes can make it more difficult to try 
out new ways of working. Those organizations that do work according to processes however 
see a positive reward in higher turnover. Furthermore White Hills (2016) shows that sales 
organizations work more rigorously according to processes, whereas marketing departments 
have defined processes but tend to not always follow them. 

Finally, due to the current interdepartmental friction, suggesting changes to the cooperation 
between the two departments requires some care and patience. Coe (2004) suggests that 
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deploying new ways of cooperating on customer contacts will meet a lot of resistance and that 
it can take several years to get everyone on board.  

3.2.5 Handling of Leads 

The purpose of this subsection is to give an overview on the concepts and theories related to 
the handling of leads in B2B companies, which offers the reader background knowledge for 
understanding the analysis of the empirics. 

Qualification of Leads 
As mentioned in the paragraph concerning leads definition, the topic of what should be 
considered a qualified lead is diverse. In regards to this, some further points found in 
literature should be brought to light. These points are related to the qualification of leads. 

One matter concerns who, or what role, should qualify leads. An opinion that has been voiced 
is that marketing does not have the competence to qualify or discard leads. The reason for this 
being that marketing people generally do not have insight into the existing sales opportunities 
or what the company can offer a customer. (Beverland, Steel and Dapiran, 2006) 

In addition to stating that problems in lead qualification can occur if not done properly, Coe 
(2004, p. 67) offers the perspective of timing of qualification. The scholar says, “[a] problem 
is that lead qualification was [...] rushed, and the inquiry was dropped”. Redding (2015) 
findings support this by mentioning that marketing often qualifies leads too early, meaning 
the leads are not sales-ready. 

Redding’s (2015) study mentions another aspect related to leads qualification and handover. 
In the study opinions are voiced concerning the issue of quality versus quantity of leads. 
According to these opinions it is adequate to consider both metrics rather than trying to 
maximize one. While lead volume is tied to potential deals, a decrease in volume can be 
accepted if the lead quality is raised. 

Tools for Handling of Leads  
As a way of facilitating the handling of leads and customer information, organizations may 
choose to employ customer relationship management (CRM) tools (Redding, 2015; Raman, 
Wittmann and Rauseo, 2006). CRM “entails that the firm be able to collect vital customer 
information, store and analyze it” (Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon, 2012, p. 67) and the CRM 
tool is the software used to enable this. Or else, “CRM is a technology-enabled business 
management tool for developing and leveraging customer knowledge to nurture, maintain and 
strengthen profitable relationships” (Sue and Morin, 2001 as cited by Raman, Wittmann and 
Rauseo, 2006, p. 40).  

Developments in technology have added features to the CRM tools that allow for activities 
such as forecasting customer behavior and demand as well as marketing automation 
(Redding, 2015; Rosenbröijer, 2014; Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon, 2012; Raman, Wittmann 
and Rauseo, 2006). Järvinen and Taiminen (2015, p. 2) state that: 
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[Marketing automation] allows companies to align marketing and sales system 
interfaces to improve and accelerate lead qualification processes via ‘lead scoring and 
nurturing’, thus targeting potential buyers through the use of personalized content. 
Assuming that the vendors deliver on these promises, B2B companies may be able to 
use marketing automation tools to deliver more effective content marketing strategies 
and thereby improve lead follow-up practices. 

The ability to perform these activities has been driven on by the advancements made in digital 
marketing. As the buying behavior of B2B customers shifts toward digital platforms, the 
ability to collect data about their behavior increases as well as the volume of digitally created 
leads. (Järvinen and Taiminen, 2015; Karjaluoto, Mustonen and Ulkuniemi, 2015) 

3.2.6 Information Handover 

In this subsection theories that touch upon handover of information between different 
departments are described. The sources stem from both studies related to the marketing and 
sales interface as well as other areas where handover of information has been investigated. As 
described in chapter 1. Introduction, information handover can generally be described as the 
passing along of data, information or judgment on a certain topic (Gogan et al., 2013). Within 
healthcare a handover also entails the acceptance of ownership of the information, and all 
associated actions that are handed over (Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Gogan et 
al., 2013). The analysis of the empirical findings is to a large extent made on the basis of the 
theories described in this subsection. 

Risks Involved in Information Handover 
The risks involved in information handover that have been discussed in existing literature can 
be divided into two categories: loss of information in the process and low level of quality. 
Loss of information in this case does not refer to filtering of information but rather the 
unintentional loss of important information due to the configuration of the handover.  

Loss of information in the process refers to information being lost within the handover 
process. Reasons for this could be differences in language (Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel, 
2014; Payne et al., 2012) or the information not being forwarded to the right person (Smith, 
Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee, 2006; Coe, 2004). In their literature review, Gogan et al. 
(2013) found that risk of information loss is increased by multiple handovers. Loss of 
information can result in important actions related to the information not being taken (Payne 
et al., 2012). Actions related to lead handover could mean following-up on customer interest 
with a sales-call or else providing the customer with requested marketing material. Sabnis et 
al. (2013), Smith, Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee (2006), and Coe (2004) suggest that 
numerous interested customers are lost due to leads not reaching the sales department. 
Sridhar, Voorhees and Gopalakrishna (2015) support this by claiming that a timely follow-up 
on an MGL by the sales department has a positive effect on lead conversion. 

Low level of quality refers to important information not entering the system or information 
entering the system that is irrelevant to the ultimate goal of the handover. (Abraham, 
Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Gogan et al., 2013; Payne et al., 2012) One reason for a low 
level of quality is that the configuration of information is not well defined or clearly 
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communicated (Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Gogan et al., 2013; Payne et al., 
2012). In the case of information not entering the systems it has the same end-result as loss of 
information, that is to say no nurturing activities being made. When it comes to information 
being irrelevant, however, the risk is that the information takes up resources without adding 
value (Sabnis et al., 2013; Oliva, 2006; Smith, Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee, 2006).  

Improvement Initiatives to Minimize Risk in Information Handover 
In the literature a number of improvement initiatives can be found that can minimize the loss 
of information and ensure a high quality-level. Most of the studies related to improving 
handovers emphasize the definition of handover process attributes. The attributes that were 
identified are configuration of the information, language and nomenclature, as well as 
responsibility and expectations. Below these attributes are defined and explained in their 
relation to the risks involved in a handover process. 

Configuration of the information. Defining and standardizing the information means 
stakeholders involved in the handover are provided with clear guidelines on what information 
is to be included in a handover. This has the ability to both limit the loss of information and 
ensure a high level of information quality. (Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Gogan et 
al., 2013; Payne et al., 2012). 

Language and nomenclature. Creating common language definitions can help avoid 
misinterpretation and confusion, which could result in loss of information (Abraham, 
Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Oliva, 2006; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006).  

Responsibilities and expectations. Clearly defining the responsibility of every stakeholder 
means all (and only) relevant information is handed over. Gogan et al. (2013) and Kotler, 
Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) point out that faulty handovers can happen when 
stakeholders involved do not understand the process and their responsibility in it.  

Tending to the definition of these handover attributes provides the foundation for further 
improvements initiatives. One such improvement initiative is the standardization and 
formalization of the information that is handed over. An example of such standardization is a 
checklist. A standardization of the information being handed over is proven to improve 
accuracy of information handover. (Gogan et al., 2013, Payne et al., 2012) The 
implementation of tools or methods used in the handover is related to the standardization of 
information. Payne et al. (2012) suggest a tool be used that supports the standardization. 
Gogan et al. (2013) found that favorable results could be seen in handing over information 
both written and orally.  

The implementation of standardization and tools as well as the establishment of new 
nomenclature and responsibilities require training (Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; 
Gogan et al., 2013). Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel (2014) even suggest that lack of 
training will negate the positive effects of the improvement initiatives. 

When establishing the responsibilities of all stakeholders the handovers can also be regarded 
from a value perspective. Berente, Vandenbosch and Aubert (2009) propose that handovers 
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can function in two ways, either by ‘transferring’ information or by ‘transforming’ 
information. If information is transformed in the handover (e.g. qualified, summarized or 
complemented) it usually requires cognitive attention. If the information however is merely 
transferred, the scholars suggest, it is highly likely that the handover process could be 
automated. Oliva (2006) also suggests minimizing the number of handovers as it is proven to 
correlate with loss of information. 
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4. Method 

This chapter aims to describe and scrutinize the chosen method for this investigation. The 
chapter begins by presenting the methodological approach of the study. It continues with a 
description and motivation of the research design, which leads over to two sections 
presenting the data collection methods and data analysis methods used. The chapter 
concludes with a discussion regarding the study and its methods’ validity and reliability. 

4.1 Methodological Approach 
The methodological approach of this study is interpretive and inductive. According to Collis 
and Hussey (2009, p. 57) interpretivism is a research paradigm, which “focuses on exploring 
the complexity of social phenomena with a view to gaining interpretive understanding”. This 
means such a study aims to explore the meaning of the phenomenon rather than the frequency 
of it. The same scholars state interpretivist research often consists of inductive processes, 
developing theory from “observation of empirical reality” (Collis and Hussey, 2009, p. 8). In 
line with interpretivist studies, this investigation will have a qualitative approach. Since this 
study aims to investigate how a handover can become more accurate, a qualitative approach 
becomes necessary. This in order to secure quality and depth of the data about the 
phenomenon of study (Collis and Hussey, 2009).  

4.2 Research Design 
This section describes the research design of the study. A graphical overview of the research 
design is depicted in Figure 4.1. The research was conducted in four steps: Pre-Study, 
Mapping, Stakeholder Investigation, and Analysis. These steps and their corresponding data 
collection methods as well as these methods’ respective relation to the research questions, are 
illustrated in the graphical overview. The empirical gathering of information was done 
through a case study, which included the first three steps of the research. This is portrayed in 
the figure as a dotted field. 

Parallel to the case study data gathering, and thus continuously throughout the research, 
literature – both academic and popular – related to the investigated area was examined. This is 
in accordance with Collis and Hussey (2009). Consequently, literature was not only gathered 
for the purpose of the pre-study, but also to be used as means for analyzing the empirical 
evidence. This is shown with the arrow in the right part of Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1 Graphical overview of the research design. 

4.2.1 Pre-Study 

The purpose of the pre-study was to define the problem area from both a case company and 
academic perspective. The aim was to get acquainted with the Company, and investigate what 
research had been done within the academic field. The pre-study comprised of interviews and 
a document search.  

4.2.2 Mapping 

Based on the pre-study, it was decided to map the current situation of lead handover of 
marketing generated leads (MGLs) in the Company. The handover of MGLs was mapped 
from the perspectives of all, during the pre-study identified, stakeholders in the process. The 
reason for mapping the current situation, and thus answering the first sub-research question 
(RQ1), was to establish a foundation for the analysis to be built upon. The mapping was done 
after a series of interviews with the stakeholders in the process, and after reviewing relevant, 
internal documents (see Figure 4.1). Furthermore, when conducting the workshops, additional 
findings that added to the mapping were found. 

4.2.3 Stakeholder Investigation 

The third step of the study aimed to investigate the handover of MGLs from the perspectives 
of the stakeholders. Consequently, the purpose of this step was to gather information useful 
when answering sub-research question two (RQ2) and three (RQ3). The data collection was 
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conducted through further interviews, a number of workshops and a questionnaire. The 
majority of the findings were gathered through the workshop, and as mentioned above the 
workshops also generated findings adding to the mapping. This resulted in an iterative process 
between the stakeholder investigation and the mapping, which is illustrated with a dual-
direction arrow between Mapping and Stakeholder Investigation in Figure 4.1. 

4.2.4 Analysis 

The final step, Analysis, was done in order to answer the main research question. From that, 
managerial implications were identified and recommendations were made for the Company.  

4.2.5 Case Study 

As mentioned, the empirical gathering of information (the first three steps in Figure 4.1) was 
done through a case study. This subsection will describe and motivate for how it was 
designed. 

Yin (2009) describes the scope of case studies to be to in-depth analyze a phenomenon within 
its context, which coincides with the methodological approach. A case study also becomes 
relevant when several sources of input are necessary to explain the phenomenon studied. The 
data inputs from the case study were from interviews, document search, workshops and a 
questionnaire. These methods for data collection and analysis will be described and discussed 
in the upcoming sections.  

This case study is a single-case study since it only investigates one context – handover of 
MGLs at the Company. According to Yin (2009), there are several reasons for why a single-
case study can be performed instead of a multiple-case study. It could be used for testing a 
theory, for investigating a unique circumstance, or for investigating a typical circumstance. 
The reason for this study being single is twofold. The Company is a multinational company 
venturing into new markets and therefore experiencing new challenges regarding customer 
behavior, as described in chapter 1. Introduction. This argues for a representative single-case 
study, while the absence of academic studies on lead handovers in companies with separate 
marketing and sales departments, argues for a revelatory (or unique) single-case study. 
However, since the aim of the study is not to generalize the findings and thus not to use the 
Company as a sample, the study receives more of a revelatory nature than a representative. 
(Yin, 2009) 

Since the case study aims to provide answers to three RQs of two different types, the purpose 
of the case study becomes twofold as well. RQ1 asks how the handover of MGLs is 
configured. Since it aims to describe a configuration, the purpose becomes descriptive. RQ2 
and RQ3 are formulated in such that they aim to find answers within a non-investigated area, 
and consequently those questions become exploratory. (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015) 
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Another attribute of this case study is its embeddedness. Case studies with more than one unit 
of analysis1 are called embedded case studies (Yin, 2009). This study investigates the 
handover of marketing generated leads at the Company from the perspectives of its 
stakeholders. Figure 4.2 explains the configuration of the case study graphically. Both the 
context and case is the handover of MGLs at the Company, and the units of analysis are the 
stakeholders’ perspectives of that handover. The dotted line in the figure illustrates that it 
often is difficult to find a clear distinction between context and case (Yin, 2009). 

The four different units of analysis, and thereby also stakeholders in the handover, are the 
following: 

Unit A: Global Marketing & Communications 
Unit B: Regional Leads Qualifiers 
Unit C: Engagement Practices 
Unit D: Customer Units and Sales (Regional and Global)  

 

Figure 4.2 Illustration of the case study’s units of analysis. Adapted from Yin (2009, p. 46). 

Further explanation of the stakeholders will be presented in chapter 5. Empirical Findings. 

The handover of MGLs stretches from global organizations of the case company, to regional 
ones. Therefore, Regional aspects were included in the research. The Company consists of ten 
Regions covering the entire world. To simplify the data gathering, one Region (Region A) 
was chosen as case Region due to proximity and access. Furthermore, two other Regions 
(Region B and Region C) were suggested to us and thus further investigations were made into 
those. Region B was considered a best practice Region due to its perceived advancement of 
MGL handling, and Region C due to access and slightly more mature processes than Region 
A. 
                                                
1 Unit of analysis: “the phenomenon under study, about which data are collected and analyzed” (Collis and 
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4.3 Data Collection 
In order to answer all three RQs, several data collection methods were used, as mentioned in 
the previous section and depicted in Figure 4.1. As part of the case study, interviews were 
conducted, a document search was performed, several workshops were held and a 
questionnaire was sent out.  

The data gathered in this research was mainly qualitative. However, some quantitative data 
was generated through the questionnaire. This data, which encompassed all Regions, was 
used for testing and finding similarities with the qualitative data that had been gathered in the 
three focus Regions. Collis and Hussey (2009, p. 7) state that studies can incorporate both 
qualitative and quantitative data as “their merits are often considered to be complementary in 
gaining an understanding in the social sciences”.  

Since the Company has a global presence, a number of the interviews were held online, with 
the help of an online conversation tool. In addition, some workshop participants were also 
joining online. According to Edwards and Holland (2013) important information from the 
participant can be lost, since appearance and other non-verbal communication are hidden 
from the interviewer. However, some of the interviews and workshops would not have been 
possible without this alternative setting. Moreover, the Company employees are used to 
having meetings online, which lowers the risk of them being uncomfortable with the setting.  

In the following subsections, the different data collection methods are described and 
motivated for. 

4.3.1 Interviews 

As part of the study, a number of interviews were held. All interviews conducted were semi-
structured, which according to Collis and Hussey (2009) are interviews where the 
interviewers have prepared some of the questions asked in advance. This means that 
depending on topic and interviewee, the focus of the discussion varies. Additional time can 
therefore be spent on exploring interesting aspects brought up during the session, within the 
scope of the research. Another reason for conducting a semi-structured interview is when the 
researchers want to create a step-by-step logic concerning a certain situation (Collis and 
Hussey, 2009), which was sought-after when interviewing for empirical information 
regarding RQ1. 

Semi-structured interviews with 20 unique interviewees were held during the course of the 
study. Some of the interviewees were asked for follow-up discussions, which were more 
semi-structured than the first interviews. Edwards and Holland (2013) as well as Blomkvist 
and Hallin (2015) both mention that when no new substance is found during the interviews, 
the interview phase can be completed. The authors of this study concluded that no further 
input regarding the mapping of the MGL handover had been expressed in the recently held 
interviews before the 20th. Therefore no further interviews were conducted.  

All interviews held had one of the following main purposes: to gather information for the pre-
study internally at the Company, to find empirics at the Company in order to answer the RQs 
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(mainly RQ1), or to investigate whether the interviewee was a suitable workshop attendee and 
consequently prepare her or him for it. Some interviews however had several purposes, such 
as both preparing workshop attendees for the workshop, as well as to gather empirics for 
RQ1. During the course of all the conducted interviews, findings related to RQ2 and RQ3 also 
emerged. 

The pre-study interviews were structured around the following topics: the interviewees’ roles 
and responsibilities, the lead concept, as well as their view of the lead handling process. The 
interviews aimed to gather empirical evidence for RQ1 were mainly structured around the 
handover sought to be mapped. The lead handover during and after the Global Event was 
discussed from the perspectives of all the, during the pre-study identified, stakeholders 
individually. This was done in order to secure an accurate depiction. The interviews that 
aimed to investigate if the participant would be a suitable workshop candidate resulted in the 
participant becoming a workshop attendee, in all cases but one. This person did not have 
enough time to attend the workshop and felt that they would not be able to provide sufficient 
input.  

A possible fourth purpose could be identified since a number of review sessions were held 
with company representatives prior to sending out the questionnaire. These reviews were 
semi-structured in the sense that the sessions followed the outline of the questionnaire, but 
few questions were prepared in advance.  

Prior to all interviews the research scope and the purpose of the interview were disclosed to 
the interviewees. Their consents were also asked for, prior to starting the interview sessions. 
Asking for the participant’s consent several times is in line with Edwards and Holland’s 
(2013) ethical propositions. Intentionally, no other information besides the research scope and 
interview purpose was disclosed prior to the sessions. In other words, the interview questions 
were not sent to the participants in advance. This, according to Kvale (1996, as presented by 
Edwards and Holland, 2013), regards a concern of the answers being shaped due to an 
overexposure of information about the research. Since this research investigates handover of 
MGLs from the perspectives of four different stakeholders, it became important that the 
interviewees were not affected by any other stakeholder when answering the questions. 
Furthermore, it also decreases the risk of narrowing the interviewees’ mindset and the chance 
of gathering valuable input is not decreased (Edwards and Holland, 2013). 

All the interviews, except for one, were recorded with the beforehand asked permission from 
the interviewees, as suggested by several scholars (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015; Edwards and 
Holland, 2013; Collis and Hussey, 2009). Notes were always taken by one of the authors to 
enable for follow-up questions to be asked during the interviews, and to comment on 
interesting aspects for the analysis. This is also suggested by the same scholars.  

As expressed by Collis and Hussey (2009), offering the participants anonymity often 
increases their honesty and their willingness to express opinions more freely during the 
session. Therefore, it was decided to keep all participants in the research anonymous. 
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However, when necessary, their role or position in the Company is disclosed. This was 
expressed to the participants before the sessions started.  

As a round-up of the interview sessions, the interviewees were told that all questions had been 
asked and they were invited to add any additional comments, as proposed by Collis and 
Hussey (2009). Edwards and Holland (2013) recommend this as a means for rounding up, and 
to facilitate a detachment of the interviewer and interviewee from each other. Additionally, 
this was used as a method for enabling the interviewee to fill in any, from his or her 
perspective, gaps. 

In accordance with Britten’s (2007, p. 18) statement that “[s]tatistical representativeness is not 
normally sought in qualitative research”, the interview participants were not sampled out of a 
population. They were chosen with respect to their knowledge and insight of, as well as their 
responsibilities in the different topics. All interviewees were recommended by already 
interviewed case company representatives, and are listed in Table 4.1.  

Table 4.1 List of roles interviewed at the case company and the number of interviewees per role. 

Role Number of 
Interviewees 

Group Function Marketing & Communications 7 

Group Function Sales 3 

Business Unit Marketing & Communications 2 

Region Marketing & Communications 3 

Region Engagement Practices 3 

Region Sales/Customer Unit 2 

 

4.3.2 Workshops 

Complementary to the individual interviews, six focus group interviews were held with the 
different stakeholders. In this research, the focus group interviews were referred to as 
workshops in order to match the case company’s wording of an interactive discussion session. 
According to Edwards and Holland (2013, p. 36), focus groups “involve a small group of 
people engaging in collective discussion of a topic previously selected by the researcher”.  

The aim of the workshops was to find answers for RQ2 and RQ3. The reason for why focus 
group interviews were chosen as a method for these RQs, instead of individual interviews, 
was that “[l]istening to other group members’ views stimulates participants to voice their own 
opinions” (Collis and Hussey, 2009, p. 155). As we wanted to generate propositions within 
certain areas (stakeholder cooperation and MGL configuration), Collis and Hussey (2009) 
describe focus groups as useful.  
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The procedure used pre, during and post workshops is described in the paragraphs below. 
Sources in brackets after the step ‘name’ are scholars who argue for including that particular 
step.  

Pre-Workshop Steps 
The first pre-workshop step, Definition of Topics (Collis and Hussey, 2009), was done in 
order to ensure alignment with RQs. The overall topic chosen for the workshops was 
stakeholder perception of cooperation and of marketing generated leads within the handover. 
Within that, the workshop groups’ opinions regarding their own responsibilities and their 
expectations of other stakeholders’ involvement, as well as their requirements on the leads 
that are handed over, were discussed from both a current situation and a desirable state point 
of view. This to both identify current issues within the handover configuration, and to gather 
the stakeholders’ perceptions of how an ultimate handover is configured. 

The second pre-workshop step, Identification of Participants (Blomkvist and Hallin, 2015; 
Murray, 2010; Collis and Hussey, 2009), was done according to the, during the pre-study 
identified, stakeholders. As focus groups are not used for “obtaining a sample from which you 
can generalize” (Collis and Hussey, 2009, p. 156) but rather are used to gather inputs from 
perceptions and experiences, individuals considered holding enough knowledge and insight 
into the lead handling process were invited. The invitation, which can be found in Appendix 
A, included a description of the research and the purpose of the workshop. Collis and Hussey 
(2009) and Yin (2009) propose this as a first step for preparing the attendee. The authors of 
this study added a preparatory interview (as discussed in the subsection above) to ensure 
relevance for the specific participants to attend. 

Another aspect important to the just mentioned scholars, is to secure a sufficient number of 
participants in each focus group interview. Out of the 6 workshops held, only 2 included more 
than one (1) participant from the case company, see Table 4.2. One of the workshops could 
not be scheduled in such a way that all desired participants could attend. It was therefore 
decided to have two separate sessions, one with a sole participant. Another problem was that 
for one of the workshop groups only one participant had the possibility to attend at all. A third 
dilemma occurred when it was identified that the regional differences within a stakeholder 
were seen as too large. This workshop was therefore also separated into two sessions, where 
only one person per workshop had the ability, and enough insight and knowledge to 
participate. Consequently, those sessions should not be called focus group interviews but 
rather individual interviews. However, the nature of these still followed the workshop step 
procedure and the authors deliberately took a more active role in the discussion in order to 
create an interactive climate. According to Britten (2007), taking an active role in individual 
interviews should not necessarily be seen as negative, since in few semi-structured interviews 
the interviewer is passive and just waits for the respondent's input.  
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Table 4.2 List of workshops held and their respective number of participants. 

Workshop and Stakeholder Number of 
Participants 

Global Marketing & Communications  4 

Engagement Practices 1 3 

Engagement Practices 2 1 

Regional Leads Qualifier 1 1 

Regional Leads Qualifier 2 1 

Customer Units and Sales 1 

 
During Workshop Steps 
During the workshops, one of the authors acted as workshop leader and the other author acted 
as co-facilitator. Several scholars argue that the quality of the focus group increases if a co-
facilitator is present to take notes in order for the workshop leader to focus on guiding the 
discussion (Edwards and Holland, 2013; Murray, 2010; Collis and Hussey, 2009). All 
workshops, but one, were recorded with the beforehand asked permission of the attendees. In 
that one workshop the participant asked for the session not to be recorded, and more emphasis 
was therefore put on taking sufficient notes.  

The first during workshop step, was Introduction of Group Members and Reminding of 
Workshop Purpose (Murray 2010; Collis and Hussey, 2009). This was done in order to make 
the attendees feel welcome and comfortable, and to remind them of the purpose of the 
workshop. The attendees were also given the opportunity to ask the authors questions before 
the session started. 

Introduction (Edwards and Holland, 2013; Murray, 2010; Collis and Hussey, 2009), was the 
second during workshop step and it comprised of an open question with the purpose of 
warming up the participants. The framework used as guidance is included in Appendix B, and 
aimed to identify the stakeholders in the, during the pre-study identified, sub-handovers. The 
following step during the workshop was Discussion (Collis and Hussey, 2009). The 
discussion surrounded the previously described topics through the usage of another 
framework, included in Appendix C. This framework was developed in order to include all 
aspects of responsibilities, expectations and requirements from a current situation and a 
desirable state point of view. It was configured as a matrix with fields to fill in.  

The third and final during workshop step was Summary and Validation. This step was 
introduced in order to wrap up the session and to make a first verification of the results. In 
other words, the filled in framework was reviewed, and the attendees were asked if they 
agreed with the content and if they would like to add or remove anything. 
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Post-Workshop Steps 
The steps conducted after the workshops were Compilation and Confirmation. Compiling the 
workshops meant removing to our research irrelevant content, rephrasing some of the 
formulations, and translating to English those matrices filled in during workshops held in 
Swedish. The compilations were then sent to all the respective participants for a second 
confirmation, to make sure the compilation did not misrepresent their opinions – as 
recommended by Collis and Hussey (2009). 

4.3.3 Questionnaire 

As a complement to the other research methods, an online questionnaire was distributed to 
Regional representatives. A questionnaire is “a method for collecting primary data in which a 
sample of respondents are asked a list of carefully structured questions” (Collis and Hussey, 
2009, p. 192).  

The purpose of sending out the questionnaire was to investigate if tendencies of the findings 
from the interviews and workshops could be found in other Regions as well, and to test the 
acceptance of some of the potential suggestions for the Company. Based on this, and that 
Collis and Hussey (2009) describe that interpretivist studies do not have to put emphasis on 
sampling respondents out of a population, only employees with insight into MGL handling 
were sought after as respondents. 

The procedure for the questionnaire preparation and send-out was adapted from Sahu’s (2013) 
as well as Collis and Hussey’s (2009) proposed procedures, and is presented in the list below: 

1. Question Design. Taking questionnaire size, question sequence, simplicity, 
clarity, and non-personality into consideration in order to ensure precise answers. 
Initial questions, asking for Regional and organizational belonging, were included 
in order to segment the answers in the analysis. The questionnaire was 
constructed with the help of an online questionnaire tool – Netigate (Netigate AB, 
2016). 

2. Respondent Identification. Leads Qualifiers (belonging to both marketing and 
EP), EP representatives and CU representatives were chosen as targets in the 
Regions. 

3. Introduction Email and Purpose Document Design. Two introductory emails 
were formulated. One to engage the Regional Heads of Marketing to advocate for 
the questionnaire in the Regions, and one to accompany the questionnaire link. A 
document including both the research and the questionnaire purpose was also 
formulated. The emails and the purpose document are included in Appendix E.  

4. Pretest. The questionnaire was tested by a number of insightful stakeholder 
representatives (from both Regions and Group Functions, representing both 
marketing and sales departments). The authors then reviewed the questionnaire 
together with the representatives in order to streamline its design. 

5. Distribution. The introductory email, with the purpose document attached, was 
sent to the Heads of Marketing in all ten Regions a couple of days before the 
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questionnaire was sent out. Subsequently, a link was sent out through the other 
introductory email to the Leads Qualifiers. The emails were sent out by the 
company supervisor of this investigation, due to their influential position in the 
Company. The Leads Qualifiers were asked to forward the link and purpose 
document to other relevant representatives from marketing, EPs and CUs. The 
link was open for responses for 17 days. 

6. Reminder. A reminder to answer the questionnaire was sent out one week after 
the initial send-out.  

7. Analysis. Will be further explained in subsection 4.4.3 Questionnaire Analysis. 

4.3.4 Document Search 

According to Collis and Hussey (2009) searching for relevant information in documentations 
is a common data collection method used in case studies. Primarily, this was done during the 
pre-study in order to gain understanding of the Company and the area of study. Examples of 
internal documents useful during the pre-study were organizational charts, annual reports, 
strategy formulations etc. Moreover, document search was in some extent done continuously 
throughout the course of the study. In order to map the configuration of the handover of 
MGLs, to ultimately answer RQ1, internal documents such as those including other process 
descriptions, lead validation principles, presentations used for preparation before the Global 
Event, etc. were studied. For the other parts of the research, documents such as performance 
measurement descriptions and tool guides were examined. 

4.4 Data Analysis 
In this study, a general analytical approach, synthesizing, was adhered to for the analysis. This 
approach means, from data transforming themes and concepts into new models (Collis and 
Hussey, 2009). For the interviews, this was done through data reduction, which will be 
described in the following subsection. Data displays, described in an upcoming subsection, 
were used as a first method for analyzing the workshops; data reduction was used as a second. 
Segmenting the answers based on the initial questions was used as a questionnaire analysis 
method. 

4.4.1 Data Reduction 

Oliver, Serovich and Mason (2005) emphasize the importance of transcribing interviews held 
during qualitative studies. They also discuss the significance of matching the transcribing 
style with the research questions and aim. For this study it was not considered necessary to 
transcribe the entire interviews and workshops, and thus only passages of the recordings were 
written down. This can be categorized as a data reduction method, which is “a form of 
analysis that sharpens, sorts, focuses, discards and reorganizes data in such a way that ‘final’ 
conclusions can be drawn and verified” (Miles and Huberman, 1994, as cited by Collis and 
Hussey, 2009, p. 11). In order to not miss relevant information, all recordings were listened to 
and transcribed after all the interviews and workshops had been held. Subsequently, the 
written down data was bundled into categories based on topics in the Theoretical Framework, 
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and into some newly found areas. It was in this step the Conceptual Framework in chapter 6, 
was developed. 

4.4.2 Data Displays 

The data displays – visual aids such as graphs, charts, matrices, etc. (Collis and Hussey, 2009) 
– created during the analysis of the workshops were of matrix format. The filled in contents of 
the frameworks used during the workshop was transferred into two other matrices in order for 
the results to be analyzed according to the theoretical as well as the Conceptual Framework. 
These matrices are presented in Appendix D. 

4.4.3 Questionnaire Analysis  

The questionnaire was analyzed based on segmentation of the answers according to the initial 
questions posed. These questions are included in Appendix F. When this was done, parallels 
could only be drawn to organizational belonging. Some of the questions asked were aimed to 
be segmented based on the other initial question, Regional belonging, and were therefore not 
included in this study. The questions included in the study are compiled in Appendix G. 

The segmentation was done with the help of the built in functionalities in the online 
questionnaire tool (Netigate AB, 2016). The tool offers the possibility to segment all the 
answers in the questionnaire based on the answers from a particular, chosen question. This 
segmentation of the data was exported to a spreadsheet, which was then reviewed by the 
authors. 

4.4.4 Development the Conceptual Framework 

The Conceptual Framework was developed by first bundling the theories contained in the 
Theoretical Framework and then matching the empirical findings to these bundles. By 
restructuring these bundles, and by also taking into account the empirical data that could not 
be matched, three components of a handover were established: Information, Process and 
Stakeholder. An illustration of this development procedure can be viewed in Figure 4.3.  
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Figure 4.3 Illustration of the development procedure for the Conceptual Framework. 

The Conceptual Framework was used in two ways in the analysis. Firstly the empirics were 
were analyzed internally within their respective component, and secondly the relationship 
between the components was analyzed. 

4.5 Validity & Reliability 
This section discusses the method’s validity and reliability. According to Collis and Hussey 
(2009) “[r]eliability refers to the absence of differences in the results if the research was 
repeated” (p. 64) and “[v]alidity is the extent to which the research findings accurately reflect 
the phenomena of study” (p. 65). 

4.5.1 Research Methods 

According to Edwards and Holland (2013) qualitative interviews in general are impossible to 
replicate. This lowers the reliability of this study. However, since both authors were present 
during all interviews and focus group sessions, the interpretations and conclusions drawn are 
thought to be more precise than if the sessions were held by a single interviewer.  

Some of the interviews as well as some of the workshops were held online. This is thought to 
lower both the reliability and the validity. Mainly, three reasons for this should be discussed. 
Firstly, as in any semi-structured interview, the validity might be lowered due to respondents 
misunderstanding the questions asked. Respondents might thus give answers to something 
unrelated to the study. At the same time, validity might be lowered because the authors 
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misinterpreted an answer provided by a respondent, giving way to an analysis based on 
something unrelated to the study. Secondly, the use of the online communication tool could 
make some respondents uncomfortable and therefore cause them to not share their thoughts 
fully. This could lower the validity of the results. However as all respondents were familiar 
and accustomed to the online communication tool in their day-to-day work, them being 
uncomfortable seems an unlikely scenario. Thirdly, the use of the online communication tool 
could lower the reliability as the right questions might have been asked but could have been 
misinterpreted. Thus, if the same questions are asked at a different point in time, the answers 
given might be different. The same goes for the authors’ interpretations of the answers 
provided by the respondents. Related to this, conducting the questionnaire online versus 
having it face-to-face also decreases the validity, since respondents do not have the possibility 
to ask for clarification of questions posed.  

The focus group method was used in order to gather perceptions. As this is seen as a suitable 
method for gathering perceptions (Collis and Hussey, 2009), it is considered to secure both 
validity and reliability. 

Providing the interviewees and workshop attendees with brief information prior to the 
sessions is considered to increase the validity. This is because the participants enter the 
session with the right mindset and in understanding with the purpose of the study. The reason 
for why the information sent prior to the sessions were kept brief, was to not narrowing the 
participants’ mindset too much. This was done in order to keep the high validity of the chosen 
qualitative approach. The same strategy was used in developing the questionnaire. The send-
out was accompanied by a brief summary of the study’s purpose and aim. 

In order to secure validity; in the end of the interviews and the workshop sessions, the 
participants were given the opportunity to add comments if they thought the session had not 
covered the, to them, relevant topics. This could however be seen as lowering the reliability 
since the probability of the employees voicing the exact same comments if the study were 
performed again is considered very low. Related to this line of thought, the respondents were 
in the questionnaire given the opportunity to add comments in connection to some questions 
and to the questionnaire overall.  

As Collis and Hussey (2009) describe anonymity as increasing participants’ honesty and their 
ability to express their opinions freely, granting all participants anonymity is thought to secure 
validity. However, anonymity of participants renders an exact replication of the study 
impossible and therefore lowers the reliability.  

Compiling the workshop results and sending them to the attendees for confirmation, is 
considered to both increase validity and reliability. Reliability since it ensures that the 
participants would have answered the same if asked at a different time, and validity since it 
was secured that any potential interpretations made by the authors were validated/falsified by 
the attendees. According to Murray (2010) reconvening with the workshop attendees in 
person at a later stage could secure validity and reliability even more. 
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All interviews and workshops were recorded, except for one respectively. This was done in 
order for the authors to not draw any conclusions based on solely their memories, thus 
increasing reliability. The recordings were listened to after all interviews and workshops had 
been held, this to be able to include all inputs gathered during the course of the empirical 
gathering as basis for interpreting the individual results. Consequently increasing validity. 

Including the workshop invitation, the workshop frameworks, the workshop compilations, the 
introductory questionnaire emails, the document accompanying the questionnaire, and the 
questionnaire questions in the Appendix, is thought to increase reliability as it conveys details 
on the individual data gathering methods. Including the lists with roles of interviewees and 
workshop attendees also, in the same way, ensures reliability. 

4.5.2 Participants & Respondents 

In order to further increase validity, the perspectives of all stakeholders in the MGL handover 
were considered. Moreover, the stakeholders were never chosen at random but always based 
on recommendations. This could have impacted the validity in two ways. Firstly by lowering 
the validity, since the recommending stakeholder might purposely recommend others who 
share their opinions and views. Secondly by increasing the validity, as the recommendations 
ensure all participants had insight into the researched area. This was further ensured by the 
preparatory interviews with the potential workshop attendees. 

Data triangulation was achieved since several sources of data were used to gather results 
regarding the same issues, and thus giving a richer picture of the phenomenon (Collis and 
Hussey, 2009). For example, results from different interviews were compared with each other 
and with internal documents. Consequently, the results can be considered as valid. 

Throughout the study, stakeholders were never approached together in order to ensure they 
were not influenced by each other. Them influencing each other could have resulted in 
diversity of opinions being limited. Additionally, some stakeholders could have been 
intimidated by the presence of others and therefore not willing to share their full perspective. 
Attending to both of these aspects is thought to increase validity. 
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5. Empirical Findings 

This chapter presents the findings from the interviews, the workshops and the questionnaire2. 
The chapter starts with presenting some insights of the pre-study, it continues with a 
description of the handover configuration, which relates to the first sub-research question 
(RQ1). Next, findings regarding the configuration of marketing generated leads (MGLs), 
which related to the third sub-research question (RQ3), are presented. Lastly, findings on 
stakeholder cooperation, and thus related to the second sub-research question (RQ2), are 
gathered. 

5.1 Insights from the Pre-Study 
The four main insights from the pre-study are listed below: 

• Marketing and sales in their traditional form are not the only stakeholders in the 
MGL handover. Four stakeholders were identified and will be explained further 
in this chapter. 

• From marketing to sales, four sub-handovers occur instead of one. 
• Handling of MGLs differs in-between the Regions. 
• Improvement work concerning the handover of MGLs has been initiated, such as 

a new module in the marketing CRM tool and the introduction of new 
nomenclature. 

5.2 Handover Configuration 
The results in this section were gathered in order to answer RQ1. In other words, this section 
depicts the results from mainly a series of interviews and partly the workshops, aiming to map 
how leads are handed over from the Global Event to the Customer Units (CUs). Findings 
related to RQ2 are included where suitable in this section. 

5.2.1 Configuration of Global Handover 

When referring to the Global Handover, the entire process from the first documentation of the 
MGLs during the Global Event, until the MGLs enter the Sales Process is meant.  

During the pre-study, it was found that the MGLs are handled by a number of stakeholders. 
These were identified to be Global Marketing & Communications (GF M&C), Regional 
Leads Qualifiers (LQs), Engagement Practices (EPs) and CUs. In the Global M&C 
stakeholder group, the following stakeholders are included: Group Function Marketing & 
Communications (GF M&C), Marketing & Communications organizations in the different 
Business Units (BU M&C), Business Builders during the Global Event, and the Leads 
Validation Team present during the Global Event. These stakeholders were combined into a 

                                                

2 Workshop frameworks and questionnaire questions are included in Appendix. 
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group since they all act in a global capacity. The rest of the stakeholders act in a regional 
capacity, see Figure 5.1. The stakeholders will be described in the next subsection. 

 

Figure 5.1 Overview of global and regional stakeholders and their abbreviations.  

From a high level, the MGLs are handed over from marketing organizations (on Group 
Function, Business Unit and Regional level) to sales organizations (EPs and CUs on Regional 
level). The two organizations have their own processes adapted to their own ways of working, 
but are all responsible for and measured on leads management. The general and defined leads 
process, mentioned in chapter 2. The Case Company, includes Lead Generation, Lead 
Management and Opportunity Management. Officially, the Sales Process is the Opportunity 
Management. The Sales Process is clearly defined and consistent throughout the Company. 
How marketing departments are working differs between Regions, which will be described 
later in this chapter. According to Global M&C, the sales departments have declared 
ownership of the entire leads process, and Global M&C also expresses a company-wide focus 
on sales activities and processes from a resource perspective.  

During the series of interviews it was identified that the Global Handover can be divided into 
four different sub-handovers, depicted in Figure 5.2. The figure shows the following sub-
handovers: 

A) Business Builder to Leads Validation Team 
B) Leads Validation Team to Regional Leads Qualifier 
C) Regional Leads Qualifier to Engagement Practices 
D) Engagement Practices to Customer Units 
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Figure 5.2 Overview of sub-handovers within the Global Handover. Within boxes are the roles and 
the letters between the boxes are the ‘names’ of the sub-handovers. 

Related to the configuration of the sub-handovers, a respondent to the questionnaire 
expressed: 

In order for the MGL handovers to be successful, we should cut interfaces to the 
minimum and only have relevant organizations involved, skipping levels which take up 
time but add little value to the process of qualifying the Leads at different steps. 

5.2.2 Configuration of Sub-Handovers 

The four different sub-handovers and their respective stakeholders are described in the 
paragraphs below. The findings for these paragraphs are mainly from the interviews. 
However, some stakeholder perceptions found during the workshops are included as well. 
Worth mentioning is that the sub-handovers do not necessarily occur instantaneously, the 
information is sometimes idle for longer periods of time. 

Sub-Handover A – Business Builder to Leads Validation Team 
The first two stakeholders in Figure 5.2, Business Builders and the Leads Validation Team, 
are Global Event representatives and therefore temporary roles. The Business Builders could 
be from various organizations within the Company – for instance a product manager from a 
BU, or a representative from one of the EPs or even one of the CUs. Based on instructions 
from GF M&C, the Business Builders document the discussions held with the customers 
during the trade show into an IT-system. The instructions include what types of leads they can 
encounter, what follow-up questions they can ask for each lead type, and what data they 
should capture on the lead types (The Company, 2013).  

The captured information is then passed on to the Leads Validation Team for validation. This 
temporary constellation comprises of different roles from the company. During the Global 
Event 2016, the members were from Group Function Sales (GF Sales), EPs and CUs.  

Sub-Handover B – Leads Validation Team to Regional Leads Qualifier 
The Leads Validation Team scans the information in the, by the Business Builders, 
documented discussions and sorts the information into four categories:  
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1. Statistics 
2. Business discussion 
3. Ongoing Opportunities  
4. Leads 

The statistics, e.g. what customer visited what demo, are used to analyze the Global Event; 
the business discussions (high level discussions) are imported into the marketing CRM tool; 
the information relating to already ongoing Opportunities are not handled; and the leads, 
‘real’ customer interests from both existing and new customers, are imported into the sales 
CRM tool (S-CRM). More information about the tools will be conveyed in the next 
subsection. 

The requirements for the last category, Leads, are set by GF Sales, and according to one GF 
M&C representative these requirements are higher than for other leads that are generated 
outside of the Global Event. Previous years, up until the Global Event of 2016, the focus was 
on generating as much leads as possible. In the planning for the Global Event of 2016, it was 
decided, by GF M&C, to shift the focus to quality instead of quantity.  

The Regional Leads Qualifiers (LQs) are assigned as owners of the leads within S-CRM and 
then receive a spreadsheet (exported from S-CRM) with the leads related to their respective 
Region. They are therefore the first regional individuals whom the leads get in contact with. If 
the customer intelligence originates from a marketing event (which is the case for the Global 
Event) the LQ is often someone in the marketing organization.  

In the questionnaire it was asked how much value is added to the Global Handover in each 
sub-handover. This sub-handover was perceived, from a majority within each stakeholder 
perspective (marketing, EP and CU), as adding little value. 

Sub-Handover C – Regional Leads Qualifier to Engagement Practices  
From this sub-handover and forward the MGLs are regionally handled instead of globally. 
When the MGLs reach the Regions some differences regarding how they are handled emerge. 
The LQs have a certain time frame during which the MGLs have to be processed. Based on 
the series of interviews with the three focus Regions, it was found that MGLs can be 
processed in three different ways:  

1. Reassign the lead to the next stakeholders 
2. Nurture the lead 
3. Discard the lead 

Reassigning a lead means finding a new owner of the lead within S-CRM and appointing that 
person as owner within the tool. When this is done, the lead has been handed over to the next 
stakeholder – i.e. new owner within the tool. For the Global Event, the LQs often have a list 
of people showing whom (what roles within the stakeholder) to send what type of lead to. 
These roles are sometimes EP Practice Heads (chief responsible for that EP in the Region) or 
sometimes other representatives from EPs. 
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Nurturing a lead is done when the LQ believes the lead is not mature enough to be passed on. 
This action appears to only be done in Region B out of the three focus Regions. Nurturing 
means interacting with the customer with the purpose of advancing it toward the next step in 
the leads process. Lead nurturing was discussed with Region A as well, and it was expressed 
that this was not done due to lack of resources. 

Discarding a lead means deactivating it in S-CRM. The found reasons for discarding a lead in 
this sub-handover are the following: 

a. Lead does not include sufficient information for it to be handled 
b. Lead is regarding something the Region is not able to sell to the customer 
c. Lead is not viewed as a ‘real’ customer interest 

Reason (b) could e.g. mean the customer does not have a compatible product core to the 
offering mentioned in the lead. The offering can thus not be sold to the customer.  

That Regional differences exist is fact within the company. Some initiatives have been made 
by the Regions, wanting to know how other Regions are handling MGLs from the Global 
Event. Global Functions are aware of these differences but not on a detailed level. 

An LQ in Region B explicitly expressed that they do a qualification according to three 
criteria:  

• Discussion needs to be about an offering the Region can sell 
• The information includes a time frame of when the customer will be interested in 

the offering 
• The information includes the customer’s painpoint 

According to this LQ, marketing in the Region is not handing over any customer information 
to EPs or CUs, until they have enough information to actually call it a lead according to these 
three criteria. Region A described that they, based on instructions from GF M&C, focus their 
processing on sorting out the immature leads or the ones that include insufficient information 
in order to be lead upon. 

Both in Region B and Region C cooperation between stakeholders exists; the LQs initiate a 
discussion with the later stakeholders (EPs and CUs) to investigate if the lead has potential or 
not, and to make sure the lead will be accepted when it reaches them. Region B set up a 
process for this for the Global Event of 2016. They have included roles from all stakeholders 
in qualification meetings regarding the leads in the sub-handovers from this point. 

According to some of the LQs, letting the MGLs from the Global Event go through Regional 
marketing representatives is unnecessary. They believe they add little value to the Global 
Handover, and that their involvement only slows down the process and adds administrative 
workload. Also a CU representative expressed Regional marketing as a bottleneck, and that 
quality assurance should not be done before the leads reach the EPs. A GF Sales 
representative, on the other hand, as well as another LQ, argued that marketing LQs’ 
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involvement is necessary in order for the leads to be advocated for. This LQ also conveyed as 
leads are passed through them, they thus have the ability to capture immature leads for 
nurturing. 

Furthermore, a CU representative remarked that the EPs might or might not be aware of 
having received a lead. When this was asked through the questionnaire – if the respondent is 
aware of having received a lead – 9 out of 16 EP representatives answered ‘sometimes’3.  

Sub-Handover D – Engagement Practices to Customer Units  
The different EP representatives either receive the leads from the LQs in the form of a list in a 
spreadsheet or in S-CRM. They then do their own qualification according to the list below.  

1. Reassign the lead to another stakeholder or role 
2. Convert lead into an Engagement 
3. Nurture the lead 
4. Discard the lead 

Reassigning means processing the leads in the same way as described in the paragraph above. 
An EP Practice Head in Region A disclosed that EP representatives sometimes reassign leads 
to CUs without assessing them.  

Converting a lead into an Engagement means qualifying it as ready for being investigated as a 
potential Opportunity. This is done in S-CRM. All Engagements are part of the CUs’ Sales 
Funnels (i.e. sales’ buying funnels, see subsection 3.2.2 Customer Journey & Buying Funnel), 
which means that CUs have to report and are measured on them. Converting a lead into an 
Engagement is not the same as converting it into an Opportunity – the relationship between 
leads, Opportunities and Engagements is described in the following subsections. When a lead 
is converted into an Engagement, the EP representative has to estimate the value of the 
potential deal. This is done according to GF Sales’ recommendations.  

Nurturing the lead means driving the lead as an EP lead and initiating a discussion with the 
customer. The reasons for Discarding a lead in this sub-handover are a bit different than in 
sub-handover C. The found reasons for EP discarding a lead are the following: 

a. Lead is regarding something the Region is not able to sell to the customer 
b. Lead is not viewed as a ‘real’ customer interest 
c. Lead is regarding an ongoing Opportunity 

During one of the workshops, a CU representative explained this sub-handover as a 
bottleneck, and to the question Do you have any suggestions for improving the handling of 
MGLs? in the questionnaire one EP representative answered: “[T]he [marketing] lead 
qualifiers should align and nurture directly with CUs, having EP just as support (avoiding 
having EP as bottleneck and empowering [marketing] managers to push their own leads).” 

                                                

3 5 EP representatives answered ‘always’, and 0 ‘never’ 
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The CUs (including the perspective of the sales organizations in the company) are the last 
stakeholders in the process. They are the ultimate receiver of the information and the 
organization that actualizes the deal. What happens to the leads from this point onward is 
strictly related to the Sales Process set within the Company and therefore not related to the 
Global Handover. However, it was found that they discard the information received for the 
same reasons as EPs, adding one extra: 

d. Lead is not viewed as important enough to spend resources on and 
therefore not prioritized 

The CUs have a limited amount of resources to put on nurturing leads, therefore all leads will 
not be pursued.  

5.2.3 Findings on the Global Handover 

In this subsection findings related to the Global Handover and no sub-handover in particular, 
are compiled into a number of topics. 

Tools 
As mentioned in the subsection regarding the sub-handovers, there are several IT-tools used 
for handling information from the Global Event. Marketing has one CRM tool and sales has 
another (S-CRM). The main tool for handling leads is S-CRM. When registering a lead into 
S-CRM, the following mandatory fields have to be filled in: a lead name, a lead description, 
the customer ID, the customer name, the lead source (e.g. Global Event), lead creator (e.g. a 
Business Builder), and the customer representative’s contact details. Other, non-mandatory, 
fields include expected follow-up and market category. 

Many interviewees conveyed that the system of tools is not intuitive. One difficulty that was 
brought up was the introduction of a new customer into the system. For this, a request to IT-
support (an in-house organization in India) has to be made, asking them to create a customer 
ID in a certain database and add the customer information into that ID. This can take up to 
several weeks. In S-CRM, currently, a lead cannot be created or imported if the customer is 
not registered with an ID in this database. Another difficulty aroused was the compatibility 
between the tools. One stakeholder explained that in order to export information from one 
tool used during the Global Event and import it into another succeeding tool, the information 
has to be printed out and then typed in manually. 

In the questionnaire, the respondents were asked to rate the statement The functionalities of 
the tool are usually intuitive and easy to navigate, on a scale from strongly disagree to 
strongly agree:  

• 6 out of 9 marketing representatives answered that they ‘disagree’ (1 strongly) 
• 10 out of 16 EP representatives ‘disagree’ (3 strongly) 
• 3 out of 3 CU representatives ‘disagree’ (2 strongly) 
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The respondents were also asked to rate the statement The current tools add value to my day 
to day work with MGLs on the same scale:  

• 7 out of 9 marketing representatives answered that they ‘disagree’ (2 strongly) 
• 6 out of 16 EP representatives ‘disagree’ (3 strongly)  
• 3 out of 3 CU representatives ‘disagree’ (1 strongly) 

Two other comments made by two of the respondents were: 

There are way too many steps to take in each phase and unless you use it day to day 
you typically need help or consult documentation to progress a lead to an opportunity 
and an opportunity to later sales stages. (EP representative) 

[S-CRM] is way too complex, nobody knows how to use it and it does not add any value 
to our sales process. We are only using it when we have to register an opportunity to 
get a number. All follow-ups, forecasting etc. is done in [spreadsheets] since [S-CRM] is 
impossible to use. (CU representative) 

Several stakeholders, from both Regions and Global Functions representing both the 
marketing and sales organizations, expressed a concern regarding the tools’ adoption and 
usage. They remarked that salespeople are doing ‘off-radar work’ with leads outside of the 
tools. According to these stakeholders, one reason could be the tools’ complexity or un-
intuitiveness, another one could be the way the performance measurements are set.  

Performance Measurements & Incentives 
Several stakeholders, from both marketing and sales organizations respectively, argue that the 
current performance measurements, set by GF Sales, for leads are debatable. One Regional 
marketing representative said “you get what you measure”, and what they meant is that 
employees’ behavior will reflect how the measurements are set. An example brought up, is 
only attending to unambiguous leads and turning them into deals, instead of actively trying to 
advance all leads. Another example brought up during one of the workshops, was the 
combination of being measured on both the beginning of the Sales Funnel and the entire one, 
and that employees can register leads as of different maturity (Leads versus Engagements in 
the S-CRM). It therefore becomes possible to choose which performance measurement the 
lead will be counted into. 

Furthermore, many expressed a wish that the Global Event and the Business Builders should 
not be measured on how many leads that are generated or registered, that quality should be 
valued instead. One suggestion brought up, by one EP representative, was to measure the 
Business Builders on the leads hit-rate, i.e. leads-to-deal. Wishes were also made for EPs and 
CUs – that they should be measured on something else than leads-to-deal. 

Another Regional representative was curious why only Business Builders are incentivized to 
generate and register leads during the Global Event, since the customers are accompanied by 
EP and CU representatives at almost all times.  
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Ownership 
To the question Who owns the MGLs?, Global M&C representatives during their workshop 
expressed that no one owns leads until they are entered into S-CRM. According to them, they 
never have ownership over the MGLs – just a handling responsibility. This responsibility 
shifts when the MGLs reach the Regions. 

Questionnaire respondents were asked to rate the statement The ownership of the MGL is 
clear throughout the entire MGL process, from a scale from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree:  

• 5 out of 9 marketing representatives responded ‘disagree’ 
• 9 out of 16 EP representatives responded ‘disagree’ (3 strongly) 
• 3 out of 5 CU representatives responded ‘disagree’ 

They were also asked to rate the statement It is always clear when ownership of MGLs passes 
from one stakeholder to another, on the same scale: 

• 6 out of 9 marketing representatives responded ‘disagree’ 
• 8 out of 16 EP representatives responded ‘disagree’ (1 strongly) 
• 3 out of 5 CU representatives responded ‘disagree’ 

It was, during the Global M&C workshop, discussed that they want a clear and permanent 
role as owner of the MGL process. According to the attendees, that ownership should last 
until the lead has been processed by the EPs or CUs, and the owner would not need to be a 
role active during the sub-handovers. 

During the course of this investigation an initiative was made by GF M&C to introduce new 
roles: a Global Leads team and a Regional M&C Leads Responsible. These are full-time roles 
aimed to take ownership of the leads and leads process from both a Global and Regional 
perspective. 

Global Event Criticism 
Usually all visitors that are granted access to the Company’s area at the Global Event are 
current customers invited by the CUs. A criticism made by representatives from GF Sales, 
EPs and CUs, is that salespeople from the different customer accounts are accompanying their 
customers at almost all times and therefore are present when the customer representatives are 
discussing product offerings with the Business Builders. One EP representative said that a 
good KAM should make the comment “of course I have noticed that, it is my job to notice 
that kind of things, additionally I have opened up these X discussions with the customer” 
when being sent leads from the Global Event. Sending information regarding ongoing 
Opportunities, can therefore, according to several stakeholders, be perceived as challenging 
the competence of KAMs. “They should already know everything about their customer” one 
GF M&C representative expressed. 
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Workload 
All stakeholders at some point expressed that they are heavily burdened and do not have time 
to either qualify massive amounts of leads or spend time on improving the processes. One GF 
Sales representative remarked that the CUs are “not just sitting and waiting for leads to come 
in, [they] have a very tough agenda”. 

5.3 Configuration of Marketing Generated Leads 
In this section, findings related to the lead concept and quality are gathered.  

5.3.1 Nomenclature 

It was expressed, by representatives from all stakeholders, that there is no consistency 
regarding nomenclature. This is mainly regarding the lead terminology. An official definition 
of what a lead is, is present in internal documents, see chapter 2. The Case Company. The 
term lead is, however, also used for other types of customer information. When training 
Business Builders for the Global Event, all information they are supposed to gather is referred 
to as leads. The Leads Validation Team refers to one of their categories of customer 
information as leads. LQs, EPs and CUs refer to unqualified leads and leads. One GF M&C 
representative expressed that “a lead is not a lead until it has entered the system”. To some, 
leads can only exist when they have been imported in S-CRM, and to others customer 
information can be of varying levels of maturity to be called leads. 

In Figure 5.3, the denominations of different levels of leads are shown both from a process 
and a tool perspective. In the process, customer information goes from being named Leads, to 
Opportunities, and to Deals. In the tool (S-CRM), the customer information is named Leads 
and later Engagements. Note that leads in the process can in the tool sometimes be called 
leads and sometimes Engagements. 

 

Figure 5.3 Use of wording in process versus tool. 

What is a lead according to you? was asked in the questionnaire. Two examples of different 
definitions of leads according to representatives were: “A lead is a business opportunity that 
has come out of an engagement” (Regional marketing representative), and “[a] lead is a 
potential business opportunity brought about by research & insight into a potential customer's 
needs, based on their market situation and/or perceived customer weakness/pain points” 
(Regional EP representative). It was also commented by an EP representative that a “lead is 
often confused with a ‘business discussion’ by marketing people/sources”. 

To the statement The word 'Lead' is used for marketing generated information that I do not 
consider a Lead in the questionnaire, the following answers were given:  



 
 

 53 

• 9 out of 16 EP representatives ‘agree’ (4 strongly) 
• 3 out of 5 CU representatives ‘agree’ 

During the course of the study the nomenclature ‘Prospect’ was introduced, which refers to an 
early, immature customer interest that needs to be nurtured into a lead. In the lead process, in 
Figure 5.3, Prospect would be placed to the left of Lead. 

5.3.2 Current Marketing Generated Leads Quality 

A general view of MGLs is that the quality of them is low. This can be stated since all 
stakeholders, including Global M&C, at some point expressed this. The examined funnel data 
of marketing generated leads to deal shows an unquestionably low conversion rate, which 
confirms this further. 

One respondent to the questionnaire expressed the following as a reason for why the 
conversion rate of MGLs is so low (EP representative): 

One of the main reasons is that [it] is measured by a tool [...] in which not all KAM/EP's 
use in the correct manner. Often the MGLs are in fact converted to won deals, but have 
not been processed correctly in the tool, sometimes due to lack of training, sometimes 
due to lack of communication in handover & sometimes due to not wanting to use the 
tool because of the level of visibility it gives others about their funnel. This means the 
number reported is lower than it actually is.  

Another reason for this is that historically the quality of the MGL's has been very low & 
therefore, although the quality has improved in the past year(s), the perception is still 
there that they are not that good & are perhaps not given the time & attention they 
always deserve.  

To the statement The MGLs that are handed over to me include sufficient information to 
accurately qualify/discard them:  

• 9 out of 16 EP questionnaire respondents answered ‘disagree’ 
• 3 out of 5 CU respondents answered ‘disagree’ 

The introduction of the Leads Validation Team, was made in order to increase the quality of 
the MGLs handed over to the Regions. However, several later stakeholders (EPs and CUs) 
expressed, during workshops and interviews as well as in the questionnaire, that the quality of 
MGLs still is low.  

One CU representative argued for the quality of MGLs being irrelevant until they are 
converted into Engagements in S-CRM. What they mean is that the organizations are not 
measured before this step and thus prior quality assurance becomes unimportant. 

Some GF M&C representatives expressed a concern in leads being discarded and thus 
deactivated. They argued that information related to ongoing Opportunities can still be 
relevant, and could be useful in the advancement of that Opportunity. This was brought up in 
the questionnaire with the statement MGLs which I do not consider as Leads could still 
include relevant/useful customer information, where: 
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• 6 out of 9 marketing representative ‘agreed’ (1 strongly) 
• 13 out of 16 EP representatives ‘agreed’ (1 strongly)  
• 4 out of 5 CU representatives ‘agreed’ 

The statement I would like to receive other marketing generated (customer) information 
besides Leads was also made, and generated: 

• 9 ‘agrees’ (4 strongly) out of 16 possible from the Eps 
• 3 out of 5 possible ‘agrees’ from the CUs 

One opinion, expressed during the workshop with Global M&C, was that MGLs are currently 
handled the same way regardless of customer type or product offering. They argued that 
depending on e.g. product area, different types of information becomes more or less important 
when qualifying the lead. 

5.3.3 Stakeholder Expectations on Marketing Generated Leads  

During the workshops, important characteristics for MGLs according to the different 
stakeholders were discussed. These are presented in this subsection. 

According to Global M&C representatives the following aspects are important: 

• A clear framework for why leads are generated exists 
• The lead requirements are set together with several stakeholders 

o Overall/general requirements should exist 
o Specific requirements depending on portfolio/product area/business 

targets should also exist 
o What type of information is more/less prioritized, and what should be the 

goal of this information, should be specified 
• The information should be divided into more information categories: prospect, 

lead, additional information 
• Lead description should include information of what has happened with the 

customer up until handover 
• Information should include where in the customer journey the customer is and 

how it has advanced  

According to Region marketing representatives the following aspects are important: 

• Information includes actual names, such as references/companies  
• Information includes specifics such as what is triggering the customer – not only 

their interest in a product  
• The information includes if it is regarding new potential deals  
• Information is not focused on quantity, rather it identifies ‘lead potential’ in areas 

such as customers/product areas 

According to EP representatives the following aspects are important: 
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• The information should focus on quality  
• The information is connected to ‘real’ customer interest 
• The information should be differentiated between ‘traditional customers’ and e.g. 

new targeted areas customers  
• The information should include more information than just a headline in a 

spreadsheet 

5.4 Stakeholder Cooperation 
Findings related to the stakeholder cooperation are gathered in this section. Some stakeholder 
cooperation findings are placed under other sections of this chapter, since they are closely 
related to other findings. The findings in this section were mainly collected during the 
workshops with the different stakeholders in the Global Handover. The frameworks used 
during the workshops can be found in Appendix B and Appendix C. However, some findings 
originate from the interviews.  

5.4.1 Transparency 

Transparency was one subject brought up during several of the workshops. Global M&C 
expressed that they would like to have the ability to analyze the existing Sales Funnel in order 
to plan marketing activities accordingly. They also conveyed that they would like EPs and 
CUs to cooperate with marketing prior to these activities, and for them to share relevant 
information regarding existing customers (e.g. who their key customers are, and EPs’ and 
CUs’ own business targets). During one of the EP workshops, it was also suggested that EPs 
should brief marketing on the current customer situation prior to events. One EP Practice 
Head mentioned that they during the Global Event of 2016 approached and prepared one 
Business Builder before that Business Builder engaged in a discussion with a particular 
customer.  

Several stakeholders, including a GF Sales representative interviewed during the pre-study 
and a CU representative during a workshop, mentioned that CUs in particular are protective 
of their Sales Funnels and customer accounts. This is partly due to not wanting to share their 
success or un-success in converting leads to deals, and partly due to security reasons. 
Customer information can be very sensitive since it often includes company secrets, and 
should therefore not be disclosed to everyone within the Company. It is therefore not possible 
for everyone to access information regarding leads in S-CRM, according to the CU 
representative.  

These restrictions in access were also mentioned as a problem when the Leads Validation 
Team is categorizing the by the Business Builders registered information. One of the team’s 
objectives is to investigate whether the information is regarding an ongoing Opportunity, and 
therefore they search for it in the tool. If they do not have the right access, they cannot 
distinguish the information as related to an ongoing Opportunity. 
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In the questionnaire, the respondents were asked to rate the statement I would like to share 
more information regarding ongoing opportunities/customers if it could improve the quality 
of MGLs, from a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree: 

• 9 out of 16 EP representatives responded ‘agree’ (5 strongly) 
• 4 out of 5 CU representatives responded ‘agree’ 

5.4.2 Feedback 

During the workshop with Global M&C, the aspect of feedback was discussed. They 
expressed that they want EPs and CUs to provide feedback on why the information was 
accepted (i.e. why it was interesting) and why it was discarded. 

Questionnaire respondents were asked to rate how often (‘never’, ‘sometimes’ or ‘always’) 
they would agree to the statement I receive feedback on how I hand over information/Leads:  

• 6 out of 9 marketing representatives answered ‘never’ and 3 answered 
‘sometimes’  

• 8 out of 16 EP representatives answered ‘never’ and 5 answered ‘sometimes’ 
• 3 out of 5 CU representatives answered ‘sometimes’ and 1 answered ‘never’ 

The statement I receive feedback on the quality of information/Leads that I have handed over, 
was rated according to the same variables as above: 

• 4 out of 9 marketing representatives answered ‘never’ and 5 answered 
‘sometimes’  

• 6 out of 16 EP representatives answered ‘never’ and 7 answered ‘sometimes’  
• 3 out of 5 CU representatives answered ‘sometimes’ and 1 answered ‘never’  

5.4.3 Follow-Up 

Regarding follow-up on the information or the handover, Global M&C and an LQ mentioned 
that they want the EPs and CUs to follow-up on the customer requests that sometimes are 
nestled within the leads. They want this to be done regardless if the lead is accepted or not.  

EPs also want to be able to follow-up on the information they receive if it is not complete. 
Furthermore, they gave the example of them or customers wanting to contact representatives 
from the Global Event (e.g. Business Builders) and ask for further information about products 
or other offerings.  

5.4.4 Expectations 

In this subsection the different stakeholders’ further expectations on each other are presented. 
The results were gathered during the workshops.  

Expectations on Global M&C according to stakeholders within brackets: 
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• Be clear on what type of information that has been passed to receiver – is it a new 
customer, a prospect, a lead? (Global M&C) 

• Be strict with receiver in following the together established agreements (Global 
M&C) 

• Track and evaluate how information is accepted and processed by receiver, and 
improve sending strategy accordingly (Global M&C) 

• Find out if information is regarding new potential deals (Region marketing) 
• Focus on customers where MGLs can add most value, e.g. new targeted areas 

(Region marketing) 
• Hand over information through unofficial channels, such as phone calls, to make 

sure no information is lost (EP) 
• Be knowledgeable on what is marketed, and distribute additional information 

about this to receiver (EP) 
• Send information to right receiver (EP) 
• Be up-to-date on current customer situation in order to distinguish ‘real’ leads 

(EP) 
• Clarity, what drives the customer to say ‘x’, ‘y’ or ‘z’? (EP) 
• Not register information regarding ongoing Opportunities as leads (EP) 
• Not duplicate information – not register information KAM already have gathered 

(EP) 
• Assign leads to receiver without qualifying in tool (CU) 

o Find speaking partner from receiving side (CU) 
• Focus on new customers (CU) 

Expectations on LQs according to stakeholders within brackets: 

• Check if information is clear enough, otherwise ‘kill’ (EP) 
• Check if information/lead is in line with strategy (EP) 
• Estimate probability of KAM already having the information (EP) 

Expectations on EPs according to stakeholders within brackets: 

• Value and accept information, regardless of category – prospect, lead, additional 
information (Global M&C) 

• If information is not accepted as lead, add information to existing 
leads/opportunities (Global M&C) 

• Take support from regional marketing to advance the customers in the leads 
process (Region marketing) 

• Prioritize/see value in accepting of leads and following up on received 
information (Region marketing) 

• Discard information if needed – take growth plan into consideration (EP) 
• Analyze if organization has sufficient resources/capabilities before passing on 

(EP) 
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• Be present at business discussions with KAMs (EP) 
• Have even better customer insight and ability to quickly establish the relevance of 

a lead – is the information new or not? (EP) 
• Use leads/information to broaden network within customer company – e.g. 

approach other roles than traditionally targeted (EP) 
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6. The Conceptual Framework 

This chapter presents the Conceptual Framework that was developed during and is used in 
the analysis of the empirical findings.  

A Conceptual Framework (as seen in Figure 6.1) has been developed by, based on the 
empirics of the case study combining, restructuring and adding to the theories regarding both 
the marketing-sales interface and information handover. This Conceptual Framework is 
considered a descriptive and contextual model, which defines three components for the 
Company to consider in the handover of MGLs.  

The three identified components of the Conceptual Framework, which are described in more 
detail below, are: 

• Information 
• Process 
• Stakeholder 

 

Figure 6.1 The Conceptual Framework. 

Information. The configuration of the information that is handed over is, by scholars 
investigating information handover emphasized as important. Initiatives such as defining and 
standardizing the information are proposed to benefit the handover. (Abraham, Kannampallil 
and Patel, 2014; Gogan et al., 2013; Payne et al., 2012) The analyses of the empirics that 
concern information are thus related to the configuration of the information that is handled in 
the handover of MGLs. 

Process. In analysis of the marketing and sales interface, the importance of considering the 
shared process and associated process attributes is emphasized. Scholars stress the severity of 
clearly defining and cooperatively maintaining a shared process that both joins the department 
together and is aligned with a common goal. (White Hills 2016; Structsales, 2015; Oliva, 
2006) In accentuating the importance of process definitions, studies emphasize how process 
attributes such as clearly defined responsibilities, tools, Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 
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and nomenclature need to be considered (Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; 
Matthyssens and Johnston, 2006). Studies regarding the information handover accentuate the 
importance of considering the shared process, primarily related to the process attributes of 
clearly defined responsibilities, common goals, tools and nomenclature (Abraham, 
Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Gogan et al., 2013; Payne et al., 2012). The analyses of the 
empirics that are related to process thus deal with the alignment of the process and its 
attributes to both the individual stakeholders and to the common goal of sales growth.  

Stakeholder. Marketing and sales cooperation is thought to be influenced greatly by the 
interdepartmental tension brought on by both individuals as well as individuals’ affiliation to 
either the sales or marketing department (Homburg and Jensen, 2007; Matthyssens and 
Johnston, 2006). Scholars investigating information handover also accentuate the attributes of 
the individual stakeholder as influencing the handover. Stakeholders’ misunderstanding of 
responsibility, for example, is named as a dominant reason for faulty handovers (Gogan et al., 
2013; Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006). Correspondingly, the training of the 
individual is stressed as paramount for handover success (Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel, 
2014; Gogan et al. 2013). The analysis of the empirics that are related to the stakeholder are 
thus linked to the stakeholder’s individual abilities and prerequisites that could influence the 
handover of MGLs. 

An illustration of the three components’ relation to each other can be viewed in Figure 6.2. 

 

Figure 6.2 Illustration of how the three components (Information, Process and Stakeholder) of the 
Conceptual Framework relate to each other in the handover. 
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7. Analysis & Conclusion 

In this chapter the analysis of the empirics is conveyed. The analysis is structured according 
to the Conceptual Framework and offers a comparison of findings within the Company with 
the Theoretical Framework. In the end of the chapter conclusions are drawn and suggestions 
and managerial implications are offered. 

7.1 Internal Analysis of Handover Components 
In this section, the empirics are analyzed in their relation to each of the components of 
handover, which are identified in the Conceptual Framework (see chapter 6). These 
components are Information, Process and Stakeholder. 

In the pre-study four stakeholders within the Global Handover were identified: Global 
Marketing & Communication (Global M&C), Regional Leads Qualifiers (LQs), Engagement 
Practices (EPs) and Customer Units (CUs). In the analysis it was found that EPs and CUs 
frequently share views or act in similar ways, therefore they are, in this chapter commonly 
referred to as the sales organization.  

7.1.1 Information 

The following paragraphs convey the analyses that have been made related to the information 
that is handed over. 

Lead Definition 
The lead concept has been found to have varying definitions within an organization (Kotler, 
Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006; Oliva, 2006). The empirical findings confirm this, 
pointing toward both confusion on the leads definition as well as multiple uses of the word. 
Scholars also refer to it as a problem word, which can lead to misunderstandings in shared 
processes and communication (Guenzi and Troilo, 2006; Kotler, Rackham and 
Krishnaswamy, 2006; Oliva, 2006). As research has found that best practice firms have a 
clear and deeply rooted definition of a qualified lead (Guenzi and Troilo, 2006; Oliva, 2006), 
it is proposed that parts of the Company’s challenges in the handover of marketing generated 
leads (MGLs), are related this issue.  

Lead Administration and Configuration 
A frequently mentioned symptom of the interdepartmental tensions between marketing and 
sales, is the perceived low quality of MGLs (Sabnis et al., 2013; Beverland, Steel and 
Dapiran, 2006; Oliva, 2006; Smith, Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee, 2006). The empirical 
findings confirm that this perception is also manifested at the Company. One of sales’ 
primary arguments is that MGLs registered at the Global Event, mostly contain information 
that is related to ongoing Opportunities. Likewise, the associated administrative burden that 
MGLs are accused of (Sabnis et al., 2013; Oliva, 2006; Smith, Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee, 
2006), was also mentioned by many interviewed stakeholders. Conclusively, it was found that 
stakeholders of the sales organization seldom identify the MGLs as leads on which they can 
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start constructing a deal. This, arguably, is the main reason why marketing generated 
information is currently discarded and lost within the system. Furthermore, since the CUs 
have a limited amount of resources they cannot pursue all leads. Information that, according 
to many stakeholders, could include customer intelligence that would have needed follow-up, 
could have received additional nurturing, or could have added valuable information to an 
ongoing Opportunity will due to this no longer be available in the tool.  

It was also found that Group Function Marketing & Communications (GF M&C) is in 
agreement with the problem of low lead quality and therefore have engaged in several 
improvement initiatives related to the generating and handover of MGLs from the Global 
Event. Most prominent is the decision to focus on quality instead of quantity of MGLs. The 
quality aspect was addressed by adding the Leads Validation Team, including regional 
salespeople, as a quality assurance filter before handing over MGLs to the Regions. In 
addition, the possibility to categorize MGLs generated by the Business Builders into other 
categories than just leads was added. Information gathered during the Global Event, that 
cannot be considered mere visitor statistics, are forthwith divided into three categories: 
business discussions, ongoing Opportunities and leads. Momentarily it is primarily the leads 
that are being handed over to the Regions. It could be argued that GF M&C is trying to adapt 
its processes to widen the scope of marketing generated information from being confined to 
the traditional definition of MGLs to contain information that can be used to better understand 
the customer. This would be in line with the current trends of expanding CRM functionalities 
in order to track and predict customer behavior (Redding, 2015; Rosenbröijer, 2014; Malshe, 
Hughes and Le Bon, 2012; Raman, Wittmann and Rauseo, 2006). It is therefore also in line 
with taking advantage of the expanding role of marketing in customer interaction, as 
described in chapter 1. Introduction. 

In other words, GF M&C are trying to streamline the definition of MGLs. Their ambition is to 
send only high qualitative leads on which sales deals can be initiated, while still preserving 
additional information – such as business discussions. Unfortunately, it is made apparent that 
the streamlined leads still, to a large extent, include customer information that sales is not 
interested in and therefore discards. Through interviews, it was brought to light that GF M&C 
has expressed the wish for the sales organization to accept and value other types of 
information than leads. It appears curious that GF M&C has the ambition to send a diverse set 
of customer information but have, arguably, accepted a handover process that only allows for 
the sending of MGLs according to the Sales Process’ narrow definition. According to the 
Sales Process, the lead concept is very clearly defined and it does not cover any other 
customer information than such that can be directly converted into a deal.  

Conclusively, a deviation can be distinguished in what is sent by the sender (GF M&C) and 
what the receiver (EP and CU) think they are receiving. Interestingly, the questionnaire 
responses indicate that the sales organizations are open to also receiving other customer 
information than leads from marketing.  
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Lead Quality 
Defining quality, is according to Oliva (2006) difficult and varies greatly between 
organizations but also within organizations. Within the Company, it appears impossible to 
define what a qualified or good lead is out of fix and strictly quantitative characteristics, due 
to the diversity in customers and their needs. Their customers and the Company's different 
offerings vary in such a way that no general list of requirements can be established. Related to 
this, two criticisms of the current Global Handover were brought up during interviews. The 
first was that right now all leads were qualified according to the same characteristics, 
regardless of what type of customer segment or offering they were concerning. The other 
criticism reflected that MGLs contained too little information as to be able to correctly qualify 
or discard them. A conclusion could be made that lead quality cannot be defined out of 
numerical measurements but rather the configuration and completeness of the information 
contained in the lead. The configuration and completeness would enable a correct assessment 
of the lead, ultimately ensuring quality. 

The Company appeared to utilize similar types of lead qualification as proposed by Oliva 
(2006), trying to pinpoint the customers’ needs and willingness to buy rather than focusing on 
specific metrics. However it was discovered that the only mandatory lead entry fields in the 
sales CRM tool (S-CRM), besides the name of the customer and customer representative, was 
the rather fluffy field called ‘Lead Description’. It is based on the information entered in this 
field, that the early qualifications are made. 

7.1.2 Process 

The following paragraphs convey the analyses that have been made related to aspects of 
process within the handover of MGLs. 

Value-Adding Properties of Sub-Handovers 
Berente, Vandenbosch and Aubert (2009) suggest that handover processes should be looked 
at from the perspective of it being transferring or transforming. Processes, which do not 
transform information in any way, i.e. that are merely transferring, could be automatized. 
Gogan et al. (2013) also suggest that minimizing the number of handovers decreases loss of 
information. One questionnaire respondent supported this by stating that the current handover 
process should be scrutinized in order to eliminate unnecessary stakeholders and process 
steps. Building on this is, it is proposed that transferring handovers only carry risk of 
information loss or unnecessary administrative burden without adding value. From empirics it 
was found that some stakeholders either consider their own sub-handover or that of another 
stakeholder unnecessary. Primarily the involvement of the LQ was questioned. The suspicion 
was raised by several interviewees that the LQ merely is in charge of passing information 
onward and therefore sub-handover B and C could be considered unnecessary bottleneck 
processes. It should however be pointed out that such a perception does not mean a sub-
handover is transferring. An argument could be made that these sub-handovers can in fact be 
transforming but that their value-adding properties are not clearly defined. As a result, the 
sub-handovers are regarded and treated as transferring processes because the transforming 
activities have not been conveyed to the stakeholders. Evidence for this was found in one of 
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the interviewees explaining that LQs are needed to advocate for the MGLs. Additionally, 
passing the MGLs from the Global Event through the LQs allows the Regional marketing 
departments to extract MGLs in need of nurturing before passing them along to the sales 
organization.  

Conclusively, it can be said that it is crucial to define the value-adding properties of all sub-
handovers for two reasons: 

a. If no transformation activities can be defined then the sub-handover is merely 
taking up resources, slowing down the overall process and only risks loss of 
important information  

b. If stakeholders in sub-handover processes are not aware of their responsibilities 
and value-adding properties, then the risk is that crucial task within these sub-
handovers are not attended to – risking a sub-optimal end-result  

Responsibilities 
In the previous paragraph it was indicated that the responsibilities of every stakeholder are not 
always clearly defined. This proposition is supported throughout the empirical findings. A 
clear example is the deviances in the activities that the LQs in Region A and Region B are 
engaging in. The LQ in Region B is performing a thorough quality evaluation of every MGL 
– engaging in a sanity check, sorting MGLs into those that can be further nurtured by that 
Region’s M&C, and those that can be handed over to the sales organization. The LQ even 
reaches out for qualification support to the sales organization. The LQ in Region A, on the 
other hand, is struggling to see the own value in the Global Handover. This LQ does perform 
a light sanity check but mainly assigns the MGLs to the pre-defined EPs. An analysis that can 
be made is that the current handover process lacks properly defined responsibilities of all 
stakeholders, which has caused stakeholders to make their own interpretations as to what their 
responsibilities should be. 

A potential risk in leaving Regions in charge of defining their own responsibilities is loss of 
process insight and therefore alignment. As the LQs develop their responsibilities further, GF 
M&C’s knowledge of these decreases. However Global M&C is still in charge of generating 
the MGLs and therefore needs to know what is happening with them after they are handed 
over to the Regions. The reason for this is to be able to coordinate efforts. Guenzi and Troilo 
(2006), Kotler, Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006), and Oliva (2006) all accentuate the 
benefits of having insight into other departments processes and process attributes when 
aiming for a high level of cooperation.  

An aspect related to responsibilities that was not found in literature is the matter of resources 
associated with these responsibilities. The resources that stakeholders receive based on their 
responsibilities arguably influence their performance in the handover. For instance, it was 
brought to light that the competence required for a sub-handover could not be met by 
stakeholders. Some stakeholders e.g. struggled with administrative activities in the tools, 
while others supposedly lacked the insight into ongoing customer Opportunities needed to 
make decisions. In the conducted interviews and workshops, it was also indicated that one of 
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the challenges within the Global Handover was that sub-handovers were assigned to already 
heavily burdened stakeholders. It was suggested that most stakeholders would prioritize 
activities of their full-time role rather than those related to the sub-handovers. Arguably, this 
prioritization could result in the neglect of processing MGLs. Conclusively; it could be argued 
that defining the responsibilities of every stakeholder could highlight sub-handovers whose 
activities exceed the resources (e.g. in the form of time and capabilities) of the current 
stakeholders. In doing so responsibilities could either be reallocated or new roles introduced.  

Inter-Departmental Learning 
Related to the own MGL handling initiatives taken within Regions, it was found that LQs had 
initiated their own knowledge exchange, sharing ideas on how to qualify and handover 
MGLs. However no official process for this was discovered during the study. This is seen as a 
potential loss of process development. One Region might be exceptionally accurate in their 
handover of MGLs without the other Regions being able to take part of these competences. 
For example, Region B is currently engaging in something that is considered extremely 
beneficial. The reaching out to the sales organization for support in leads qualification, for 
example, could be seen as what Guenzi and Troilo (2006) defined as ‘liaisons’ or what Oliva 
(2006) calls ‘qualification meetings’. The scholars suggest that liaisons are an excellent tool 
for increasing marketing and sales alignment. By including both marketing and sales 
perspectives on decisions, the reaching of common goals is secured. As interdepartmental 
learning is not supported or incentivized in the Company, this academically promoted 
initiative is not shared with other Regions. 

Tools 
As the Global Handover stretches over several departments, an MGL is passed through and 
between a number of different tools. Information contained in a lead is manually exported and 
imported by several stakeholders. Another issue related to the existence of several tools is the 
aspect of nomenclature. This issue is closely related to the fact that an MGL is passed 
between separate organizations. Importing and exporting information from one tool to another 
therefore entail translating information from one department’s nomenclature into the others’. 
Abraham, Kannampallil and Patel (2014), Gogan et al. (2013), Kotler, Rackham and 
Krishnaswamy (2006), and Oliva (2006) all stress the risk of information loss when 
departments are importing and exporting information without agreeing on nomenclature. In 
addition, it risks requiring precious resources in the form of administrative workload. This is 
deemed to be especially worrying in light of several interviewees suggesting stakeholders are 
already overburdened.  

In addition, it was found in the questionnaire that many stakeholders preferred performing 
tasks outside the tool by utilizing spreadsheets. The reason given for this is that the current 
tool is not perceived as intuitive. This could add to the risk of information loss as a lot of 
manual labor is involved. Additionally, it is argued that any value-adding properties of the 
tool are negated due to the use of manual labor. 

Finally, the potential for collecting customer information and employing CRM tools for 
forecasting customer behavior and demand as well as marketing automation is highlighted in 
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literature (Redding, 2015; Rosenbröijer, 2014; Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon, 2012; Raman, 
Wittmann and Rauseo, 2006). By leading customer information toward the Sales Process, 
which can only receive a narrow information type (i.e. leads), the Company is risking loss of 
information that could be used for more advanced predictive CRM functionalities. Moreover, 
it could be argued that the current tool is preventing the introduction of new types of customer 
information. This argument is e.g. based on the fact that information regarding a new 
customer cannot be added immediately. Every new customer requires a customer ID that can 
take several weeks to create. 

7.1.3 Stakeholder  

The following paragraphs convey the analyses that have been made related to stakeholders 
within the handover of MGLs.  

Ownership 
Research within the healthcare industry emphasizes the aspect of ownership within 
information handover. Within this field the definition of information handover entails the 
aspect of accepting ownership of the information and associated actions. (Abraham, 
Kannampallil and Patel, 2014; Gogan et al., 2013) In analysis of the empirics it was 
discovered that the aspect of ownership, in the handover of MGLs within the Company, is 
debatable. A number of interviewees made comments as to the fact that MGLs lacked proper 
ownership.  

The analysis made regarding ownership is that two types of ownership can be distinguished at 
the Company. These are official ownership and personal sense of ownership of both the 
Global Handover and the MGLs themselves. Additionally it is argued that while official 
ownership exists in some form throughout the Global Handover, it is either unevenly divided 
between stakeholders or merely related to tool functionalities. Lastly, it is put forth that, in 
addition to official ownership, a personal sense of ownership is needed for the successful 
advancement of MGLs.  

Official ownership arguably exists in the fact that all stakeholders are measured on the 
success of MGLs. GF M&C presides over the gathering of MGLs during the Global Event as 
they are the hosts of this marketing platform, and the department that together with Group 
Function Sales (GF Sales) sets the way of working during and after the event. Based on 
empirics, it was however found that the sales organization claims official ownership over the 
entire leads management process. Once an MGL has been qualified and entered into the Sales 
Process clear guidelines exist that are being followed in all the Regions. Additionally, GF 
Sales was by stakeholders perceived to have set higher standards for the lead quality during 
the Global Event. This speaks for the sales department having taken ownership and control of 
the leads management process. An argument could be made that by claiming such strong 
ownership of leads (including MGLs), the sales organization right now has the power to 
define all process attributes. Most important is the process attribute defining what type of 
information should be handed over. This could result in marketing being unable to put forth 
their visions for other types of marketing generated customer information. A potential risk is 
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seen that without accepting co-ownership of the Global Handover, GF M&C stands little 
chance of introducing new types of customer information to the mix. It should however be 
mentioned that, during the course of this study, GF M&C launched an initiative to introduce 
new leads qualification roles that would also take ownership of this process.  

Interestingly, GF M&C never consider themselves the owner of the Global Event MGLs. 
They see it as that they have taken advantage of the opportunities presented to them and are 
passing MGLs on to the Regions who they consider the real owners. When the MGLs reach 
the Regions official ownership exists, as there will always be an official owner in S-CRM. An 
official owner of a lead always needs to be set in the tool and it is this ownership that is 
reassigned in the sub-handovers. The empirics however show that being assigned as owner of 
a lead in S-CRM does not necessarily mean the receiver is made aware of the ownership or 
the responsibilities associated with it. An interpretation is that the responsibility of what 
ownership entails is not clearly defined.  

During the interviews it was discovered that one of the reasons MGLs were discarded so 
frequently was that no one took responsibility for them. In some Regions the marketing 
department has started to define what to do with MGLs and has in doing so conceivably taken 
an unofficial, personal ownership of the process. In Region B and C, marketing remains in 
control of the MGL longer and has the ability to nurture it; thereby making sure no relevant 
information is immediately discarded by the sales organization. In addition, the LQ in 
primarily Region B actively discusses MGLs with the sales organization. An argument could 
be made that personal sense of ownership entails following up on leads, advocating for them 
and above all understanding the value of MGLs.  

Conclusively, official ownership does exist and is given through assignment of ownership in 
the tool. This re-assignment of ownership, however, is not always made clear to the receiver, 
resulting in stakeholders not being aware of their ownership. Additionally, the argument is 
made that this official ownership is not enough to successfully advance MGLs. A sense of 
personal ownership among stakeholders is currently underrepresented. This sense of personal 
ownership that would entail comprehending the value of MGLs, as well as advocating and 
following up on them, could potentially limit the amount of discarded MGLs.  

Attitude, Perception & Perspective 
The interdepartmental tensions described in the Theoretical Framework (see subsection 3.2.3) 
were found to, in many ways, accurately describe the challenges that the Company faces in 
cooperating within the Global Handover. In mapping the Global Handover configuration it 
was discovered that on top of the marketing-sales interface, another layer of interdependence 
needs to be considered. This is the cooperation between the global organizations (GF M&C 
and BU M&C) and the regional organizations. While this cooperation cannot be described as 
tense, it is nevertheless challenging in the fact that Global M&C, in the Global Handover, 
caters to 10 different Regions with their own deviances in ways of working, customers and 
employees. 
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In interviewing and meeting all different stakeholders, the perception of the authors is that the 
stakeholders share a tendency of mostly considering their own part of the Global Handover 
and how the process attributes are affecting them individually. While this is not seen as an 
unexpected observation when analyzing stakeholder perspectives, it still needs to be 
addressed. This since it is put forward that when e.g. setting new targets or developing tool 
functionalities, the different stakeholders are not always considering the fact that they are 
working alongside other departments, toward a shared goal while processing shared 
information. Understanding the common goal, and having insight into other departments’ 
prerequisites and ways of operating, are stated as paramount for cooperation according to 
Guenzi and Troilo (2006) and Oliva (2006). 

Having different perspectives on the overall leads handling process can be both positive and 
negative. It is positive, because different stakeholders are putting energy and resources into 
different sub-handovers. This is comparable to the argument put forth by Guenzi and Troilo 
(2006) on interdepartmental tensions being a source of creativity and process improvement. 
All in all, one could say the sub-handovers are attended to in equal measure. The different 
perspectives could also be considered negative, because the stakeholders do not share a 
common opinion on what is important. This could also be the reason why some stakeholders’ 
activities are not being regarded as useful or value adding. This analysis is supported by 
Homburg and Jensen (2007) and Matthyssens and Johnston (2006). In the worst case this 
could lead to additional tension between stakeholders due to the undermining of each other's 
contribution in the handover of MGLs.  

Related to sharing a common goal, an argument can be made regarding the low acceptance of 
MGLs from the Global Event. The low acceptance has been mentioned numerous times and a 
common criticism toward the Global Event is the fact that the Global Event is mainly 
attended by existing customers. Thus, information gathered during the event will mainly 
concern already ongoing Opportunities. This information, per the current definition of leads, 
cannot be categorized as a lead. It could be argued that the customer information gathered 
from the start is mislabeled and therefore not well received by the sales organization. 
Arguably, the sales organization has a negative mindset toward all MGLs from the Global 
Event as they, by experience, have received information that does not match their leads 
definition. This could be a reason for the low priority given to Global Event MGLs by the 
sales organization.  

Feedback & Transparency 
The matter of feedback was raised in several workshops. The general opinion was that little 
feedback was given between stakeholders. Guenzi and Troilo (2006) and Oliva (2006) 
suggest that feedback must exist between sales and marketing departments in order to 
increase interdepartmental learning and to continuously improve shared processes. An 
argument can be made that without receiving feedback on what is working and what is not, 
there is only a limited chance of improving the handover and the quality of the MGLs.  

Regarding the matter of transparency, the alignment between literature and empirics was 
found to be apparent. As suggested by Malshe, Hughes and Le Bon (2012) and Kotler, 
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Rackham and Krishnaswamy (2006) it was found that salespeople were perceived to be 
protective of their information and processes. At the same time leads from the Global Event 
are widely accused of often being redundant as they are concerning ongoing Opportunities. 
These two statements are seemingly at odds with each other. On the one hand the sales 
organization is wishing for more high-quality, unique MGLs but are on the other hand 
somewhat unwilling to provide the needed customer information. Though the Leads 
Validation Team mainly consists of salespeople they do not necessarily themselves have 
access to the needed information. Meaning, in their division of MGLs into four categories 
they might not be able to distinguish those concerning ongoing Opportunities. In the 
questionnaire it was however found that the sales organization was not opposed to sharing 
customer information if it could improve MGL quality. Furthermore, during the workshop 
EPs even proposed information sharing prior to the Global Event as a method for improving 
MGL quality.  

Taking a step back, the inclusion of EPs and CUs in the initial Regional lead qualification in 
Region B and C, could be considered a step toward both transparency and feedback.  

Performance Measurements 
While the process attribute of performance measurements is defined as belonging the 
component Process of the Conceptual Framework, it was found that the challenges of the 
current performance measurements were primarily related to the junction between them and 
the stakeholders. Thus the performance measurements are analyzed in their relation to the 
Stakeholder component of the Conceptual Framework.  

All stakeholders involved in the Global Handover are currently being measured on the 
conversion of MGLs into actual deals. The stakeholders are however measured in such a way 
that allows for loopholes to be utilized, which allows for a surpassing of the system. A 
conclusion that can be drawn is that in addition to performance measurements being aligned 
with the goals of the process, as suggested by e.g. Structsales (2015) and Matthyssens and 
Johnston (2006), they also need to take into account the prerequisites and individual agendas 
of all stakeholders.  

Additionally, if other types of customer information than leads are meant to be sent, then the 
current performance measurements are impeding their acceptance in the sales organization. 
The tool does not allow for other types of information and it is the tool that is the basis for the 
performance measurement. The argument put forward is that if the sales organization is 
measured on leads according to the Sales Process, then they are in this limited to only accept 
such leads. This means, that sales is prone to discard information that does not fit this 
definition of a lead so as not to affect their overall performance.  

7.2 Analysis of the Relationship between the Handover 
Components 

An extension of the Conceptual Framework introduced in chapter 6 is depicted in Figure 7.1. 
The extension aims to show the fields (A-C) that are analyzed in this section. These fields 
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show the intersection of the three handover components: Information, Process and 
Stakeholder. 

 

Figure 7.1 Extended Conceptual Framework showing the intersections between the three handover 
components (Information, Process and Stakeholder). 

Examining the relationship between the Information and Stakeholder components (see field A 
in Figure 7.1), a couple of challenges could be identified. Currently, the Company wide 
perception of MGLs is that they are of insufficient quality. Much information is therefore 
discarded – indicating poor alignment between what is sent and what is desired to be received. 
It could also be argued that MGLs are currently lacking proper ownership, which adds to this 
deficient alignment.  

GF M&C has however initiated a streamlining of the MGLs that are sent, and in doing so has 
started promoting the expansion of the information that is handed over to the sales 
organization. A willingness to accept and value a more diverse set of customer information 
was discovered within the sales organization. In GF M&C’s attempt to streamline and expand 
the information, alignment of Information and Stakeholder therefore seems to be achievable.  

Furthermore, examining the Information component in relation to the Process component (see 
field B in Figure 7.1), it was discovered that the process and its attributes (such as the tools) 
are causing loss of important information. Examples of reasons for information loss are the 
need for importing and exporting leads between several tools, the tools being unintuitive, and 
responsibilities of different sub-handovers not being clearly defined. Also it could be argued, 
that the current process does not ensure that only high quality leads enter the system. The 
tools used are, e.g. not designed to facilitate the registration of leads according to 
stakeholders’ expectations on leads. This indicates poor alignment between what is sent and 
how it is being processed. 

Currently, it is not possible to send any other type of customer information than leads 
connected to existing customer IDs, through S-CRM. Consequently, if marketing was to send 
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additional information types than leads, and thus expand the lead concept, these new types of 
information would not be compatible with the current tools. If wanting to send other types of 
customer information, then this alignment would need to be addressed. 

In addition, the relationship between the Process and Stakeholder components (field C in 
Figure 7.1) was found to be barricaded. Even without widening the scope of customer 
information sent, issues regarding e.g. responsibility in and ownership of the process were 
identified. Examples are stakeholders’ perceptions of their own and sub-handovers’ values. 
Additionally, the current performance measurements and the tools used to manage leads were 
discovered to not be aligned with the stakeholders’ prerequisites.  

7.3 Summarizing Conclusion 
Through the course of this study it was discovered that GF M&C is aiming to streamline the 
lead concept and create acceptance for all types of marketing generated customer information. 
This is in line with current trends of expanding marketing’s role in customer interaction. 
Utilizing the registered information beyond the lead concept is proposed to cultivate a solid 
and expanding base of customer interest and insight. This initiative (that figurate within the 
Information component in the Conceptual Framework) will require alignments with the other 
two handover components. 

Currently there are mismatches in the perceptions of what is to be sent by whom, how it 
should be sent, and why it is sent. Therefore it is proposed that coordinating the handover 
components will result in handover accuracy. This is put forth as handover accuracy has been 
defined as actions and outcomes of the handover being as precise and desirable as possible. If 
the stakeholders are aware and onboard on the information configuration and purpose, and if 
the process is adapted to this information as well as to stakeholder prerequisites, then 
accuracy should be achieved. The middle field in Figure 7.1 – where all three components 
meet – can therefore be seen as handover accuracy.  

The outcome, referred to in the definition of handover accuracy, is the common goal of the 
marketing and sales organization. This goal has previously been defined as sales growth. 
Consequently, in order for the handover of MGLs to become more accurate, the components 
of a handover need to be aligned toward this common goal.  

In the Theoretical Framework (in subsection 3.2.6), two main risk involved in information 
handover were identified. These risks are loss of information in the handover and low level of 
quality. It can be concluded that the Company is currently losing information, through 
discarding, that could have been used for cultivating sales growth. Information that could 
have been useful is registered wrongly, therefore it is received and processed as being low 
qualitative and thus can never cultivate deals.  
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7.4 Suggestions & Managerial Implications 
This section presents suggestions and managerial implications, that are proposed based on the 
analysis of the empirics. All suggestions were developed with the aim of aligning the three 
components of the handover and thus securing handover accuracy. At this point, the authors 
would like to underline their awareness of the extent to which these suggestions can influence 
the organization and its operations. As mentioned by Coe (2004), new implementations in the 
cooperation between marketing and sales take time and should be managed with care. The list 
of recommendations should therefore not be seen as a to-do list, but rather a compendium of 
concrete issues that could be addressed. Consequently, neither a prioritization nor a timeline 
are provided.  

It is suggested that the Company should continue with streamlining the lead concept and 
expanding the scope of the customer information marketing sends. Building upon that, 
marketing and sales organizations as well as global and regional organizations should together 
align the information component with their prerequisites as stakeholders, and ultimately with 
the process. This suggestion stands in contrast to the finding that the marketing department is 
currently trying to adapt to existing processes, rather than reaching out and together with the 
sales organization define a new way of working. 

Building on the categories the Leads Validation Team sorts the registered customer 
information into, it is suggested that the following four categories should be used when 
filtering customer information: 

• Prospect 
• Lead 
• Opportunity Intelligence 
• Customer Intelligence 

Furthermore, it suggested that this division of information should not only be used during the 
first scan of leads during the Global Event. The ambition should be to implement these 
categories as types of customer information throughout the organization.  

The division of information into these categories is supported by it being in line with current 
trends of expanding marketing’s role in customer interaction. Utilizing the registered 
information beyond the lead concept, cultivates a solid and expanding base of customer 
interest and insight. Furthermore, it is proposed that streamlining the lead concept will help 
exculpate MGLs from their current reputation allowing for a more precise delivery to sales, 
and the possibility to distinguish customer information that will need further nurturing. 
Moreover, labeling the information that is sent correctly allows for an adaptation of the 
processes, and thus performance measurements, to the individual information types. This 
means that an individual and more precise alignment between process and the four respective 
types of information can be achieved, rather than attempting to align an all-encompassing 
process. Assumably, this would also facilitate adaptation to individual stakeholders, resulting 
in stakeholders understanding and utilizing the process correctly. It is proposed that the 



 
 

 73 

division of information into several categories ultimately will limit the loss of valuable 
customer information and facilitate high quality within the different information categories.  

The proposed definitions of the four categories are: 

• Prospect. Documented early interest from potential or existing customer; not 
ready for Sales Process.  

• Lead. Documented confirmed interest from potential or existing customer; ready 
for Sales Process.  

• Opportunity Intelligence. Customer intelligence gathered that complements an 
ongoing Opportunity in the Sales Process.  

• Customer Intelligence. Customer intelligence that can be used in expanding 
customer insight and prediction capabilities.  

Currently the mindset when processing information in the handover is to either qualify or 
discard information as being of a certain type. The proposed suggestion would entail an 
altering of this mindset toward a dynamic categorizing and recategorizing of information. 
Internalized within every sub-handover a critical assessment of the information should occur, 
aiming to recategorize rather than discard. 

7.4.1 Detailed Suggestions & Implications 

The following subsection presents a compilation of more detailed suggestions and 
implications that aim to substantiate the overall suggestion presented above. 

Handover and Cooperation Prerequisites 
The four categories initially require the following aspects to be considered: 

• It is important that all stakeholders are aware of the value marketing generated 
Leads, Opportunity Intelligence, and Customer Intelligence can offer when 
aiming for sales growth. Some internal branding of these categories (including 
Prospect) might therefore be needed. This can also be seen as stakeholders 
understanding that the purpose of the handover is not to solely pass on 
information, but to in cooperation enable the advancement of customers in the 
buying funnel. Viewing the handover from this perspective gives the category 
Opportunity Intelligence a clear purpose. 
 

• It is important to establish that while marketing manages the platform for 
generating these types of customer information, these are for the benefit of 
everyone. Therefore everyone should have interest in and be involved in sharing 
information that can advance the customers toward a deal. Additionally, there is a 
general perception that the majority of the leads registered during the Global 
Event, in reality only include customer information regarding ongoing 
Opportunities. If so is the case, capturing this information should be viewed and 
conveyed as being necessary – not redundant. Today, the Global Event is instead 
seen as a poor lead generator, since it appears to not be generating any leads.  
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Implications on Definitions and Cooperation 
The following implication on definitions and cooperation can be derived from the overall 
suggestion: 

• The stakeholders need to define together what ‘ready for Sales Process’ means. 
This is necessary in order to distinguish Leads from Prospects, i.e. what 
information is enough for sales to start their work, and what is in need of further 
nurturing by marketing. It is proposed that these requirements should be 
standardized and established in a checklist. This is in order to ensure information 
is complete and thus facilitates categorizing. The objective should be to import 
this checklist into the tool. In practice, this means dividing the mandatory field 
for lead description, into headings such as “Customer Painpoint”, “Estimated 
Probability of Deal”, “Customer’s Existing Core Infrastructure” (signalizing 
compatibility with the Company’s products), “Estimated Time to Deal”, etc.. The 
challenge is to decide which of these information elements should be mandatory 
and signalize belonging to either Prospect or Lead. 
 

• Introducing the category Prospect, implicates that marketing needs to develop 
their nurturing abilities. 
 

• The category Opportunity Intelligence requires the sender to know whether the 
information is regarding an already ongoing Opportunity. Therefore, this category 
challenges the information restrictiveness within the Company. Many of the 
customer information packages that are categorized as Opportunity Intelligence 
can initially be registered as Leads and later be recategorized when having 
reached the CUs. This is not seen as a problem as long as the process is clearly 
defined in this way, as not to lose this information. Another solution could be to 
grant the Leads Validation Team members a temporary extended access during 
the Global Event. 
 

• What is done with Customer Intelligence needs further development. Some 
Customer Intelligence could be sent to the Customer ID, adding background 
information about the customer. A potential would be to create a dashboard 
displaying customer details, as well as previous customer interactions. Other 
intelligence could be used for, e.g., understanding and predicting behavior within 
customer segments. 

Information Flow 
It is proposed that the stakeholders need to decide who should be the receiver of what type of 
customer information. The following information flow is proposed: 

• Prospects. Kept within the marketing departments for nurturing activities, 
possible handovers can occur between Global M&C and Regional M&C. 
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• Leads. Handed over to the sales organization, as they are ready for the Sales 
Process. 

• Opportunity Intelligence. Sent to the Opportunity in S-CRM, CU representative 
needs to accept the information and import it into the Opportunity. 

• Customer Intelligence. See the paragraph above. 

Ownership & Responsibility 
The following aspects should be considered regarding ownership and responsibility: 

• All stakeholders should together define what responsibilities correspond to each 
sub-handover and what value each sub-handover contributes with. 

• All receivers of information should have the responsibility to accept, act upon and 
if necessary recategorize the customer information that is sent. When receiving 
customer information, the stakeholder should thus accept ownership of it and be 
responsible for managing it, i.e. moving it forward in the buying funnel.  

• It should be clearly defined that ownership is not released until the new owner 
has accepted and processed the customer information. 

• Since the Business Builders have limited time and insight into ongoing 
Opportunities, it is proposed that their job should remain the mere gathering of 
‘leads’, ensuring a rich flow of customer information. The first stakeholder to 
categorize should remain the Leads Validation Team.  

Performance Measurements & Incentives 
By streamlining the lead concept, it is proposed that the current performance measurements 
(lead-to-deal) will become more aligned with the information contained in the lead. It is 
however suggested to incentivize additional aspects to align with the introduction of the other 
customer information types. Performance measurements and incentives should be developed 
according to the following aspects: 

• It is proposed that recategorizing should be encouraged in the process and that 
discarding become the abnormality. Discarding information would thus need to 
be justified by the receiver.  

• Stakeholders could be incentivized on lead follow-up. That is to say on actions 
taken based on follow-ups contained in the customer information, e.g. making a 
sales-call in accordance with a customer request. 

Tools 
The tools need to be adapted according to the following: 

• The tools need to be adapted to the new categories. For instance, Opportunity 
Intelligence and Customer Intelligence, need to be added into S-CRM, and 
Prospect and Customer Intelligence need to be added into the marketing CRM 
tool.  
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• The tools should be built so that they help the stakeholders when entering the data 
into the system. It could for instance include alerts when something is missing, or 
when a receiver has not accepted the information. 

• It also needs to be clear what the receiver is required to do other than qualify the 
information for the next step. If a specific customer request is entered into the 
customer information template then the receiver should be made aware of this.  

• The responsibilities need to align with the tool accesses. If one stakeholder is 
intended to carry out certain tasks, she or he should have access to those 
functionalities within the tool. This means that if one does not have access, she or 
he is not intended to carry out that task.  

• The possibility to quickly add a new customer ID, which can be immediately 
processed by stakeholders, needs to be added into S-CRM. This is needed in 
order to immediately follow up on new customer Leads or Prospects.  
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8. Discussion  

In this chapter the findings of this study will be discussed, both in general terms and in their 
relation to the formulated research questions and methods. Finally, future investigations will 
be proposed.  

8.1 Achievement of Research Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the handover of marketing generated leads 
(MGLs) between stakeholders and how it can become more accurate – in other words answer 
the main research question: 

How can the handover of marketing generated leads between stakeholders become more 
accurate? 

It was proposed, in section 7.3 Summarizing Conclusion, that accuracy can be achieved if the 
handover components (Information, Stakeholder and Process) are aligned. In other words, if 
the stakeholders are aware and onboard on the information configuration and purpose, and if 
the process is adapted to this information as well as to stakeholder prerequisites, then 
accuracy should be achieved.  

The main research question was answered with the help of three sub-research questions 
(RQs): 

• How is the handover of marketing generated leads configured?, RQ1, was 
answered through the mapping of the Global Handover as described in section 5.2 
Handover Configuration.  

• What aspects of stakeholder cooperation can be found that affect the handover of 
marketing generated leads?, RQ2, was investigated by ways of interviews and 
workshops, the results are presented throughout chapter 5. Empirical Findings, 
but mainly in section 5.4 Stakeholder Cooperation.  

• How should a marketing generated lead be configured in order to achieve 
handover accuracy?, RQ3, was also answered by the findings from interviews 
and workshops. These findings are also gathered throughout chapter 5. Empirical 
Findings, but more thoroughly in section 5.3 Configuration of Marketing 
Generated Leads.  

The aim was to provide the Company with recommendations for achieving handover accuracy 
in the form of concrete actions. In section 7.3 Summarizing Conclusion, the misalignments, 
which currently exist within the Company, are summarized. Section 7.4 Suggestions & 
Managerial Implications describes the improvement initiatives proposed to align these 
misalignments on the basis of the above-described conclusion. In summary, it is suggested 
that the Company should continue with streamlining the lead concept and expanding the 
scope of the customer information marketing sends. Building upon that, marketing and sales 
organizations as well as global and regional organizations should together align the 
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Information component with their prerequisites as Stakeholders, and ultimately with the 
Process.  

From an academic perspective this study aimed to contribute to the existing body of 
knowledge on the cooperation of marketing and sales departments and information handover. 
The study was found to contribute to the existing literature. A more in-depth discussion of 
how the study relates to the existing body of knowledge is described in subsection 8.4.1 Study 
in Relation to Existing Theory. 

8.2 Limitations 
In the section above, the achievement of the research purpose is discussed. This section offers 
limitations that should be considered when reading the results of this study. 

This study was conducted during a course of approximately four months. Time limit is a 
common obstacle in Master Thesis research, which has the potential implication of not fully 
covering the area of study. More time and resources could have expanded the research to 
include more in-depth interviews with representatives from, ultimately, all Regions. This was 
impeded further by the size and geographical presence of the Company. 

Another difficulty during the investigation was the scheduling of interviews and workshops 
with Company representatives. The main reason for this being difficult was the timing of the 
study. The Global Event and other, for the stakeholders, important events were held during 
the investigation, which the employees had to prioritize over attending interviews and 
workshops of this study. This resulted in prolonging the pre-study and thus postponing the 
data gathering and analysis. With this knowledge, conducting a more quantitative study, 
rather than a strictly qualitative, could have made data gathering during these intensive 
periods easier.  

This research was commissioned by the Company. As in any research, it is important to 
reduce investigator bias as much as possible. It could be argued that the authors of this report 
were colored by the opinions and aims of Company representatives. The authors, however, 
tried to be objective in the gathering of empirics and when analyzing. This was, e.g., done 
through continuous discussions with the supervisor from the examining institution. 

Since this research is investigating a field including interdepartmental tensions, the authors 
could for ethical reasons not expose all aspects. Furthermore, some investigated elements of 
the study are to the Company confidential. Empirics related to these elements have been kept 
out of this report, and may thus have resulted in some lines of thoughts being incomplete. 

Focusing on internal processes may result in an inside-out perspective, losing the connection 
to the customer and their demands. When investigating what a ‘good’ lead is, only the 
perspective of the Company was considered. It might have been interesting to include the 
customer perspective through a series of interviews exploring how they express interest. The 
customer perspective was however considered in the suggestions. The introduction of four 
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types of customer information aims to enable successful advancement of customers in their 
buying journey. 

8.2.1 Limitations in the Methodological Approach 

In this subsection, the limitations brought on by the choice of methodological approach are 
discussed. 

It is important to disclose that the distribution of questioned representatives per stakeholder is 
uneven. Primarily, interviews were held with marketing representatives connected to the 
sponsoring department of this report. While the authors aimed to remain objective throughout 
the investigation the potential of biased suggestions cannot be ruled out.  

The choice of the three focus regions (Region A-C) could have been done with more caution. 
The first one, Region A, was chosen due to access; the second, Region B, was chosen due to 
its, by some Company representatives’ perceived advanced way of working with MGLs; the 
third, Region C, was chosen partly because of access and partly due to their way of working. 
Both Region B and Region C were suggested by experienced Company representatives. The 
result was that we investigated three Regions with similar, Western cultures. It was found that 
there were no major differences between the three Regions, more than the extent of ‘set’ 
official processes. Examining a fourth Region, with cultural differences from the chosen 
three, might have given more depth to the results.  

It should be mentioned that, due to scheduling issues and the lack of relevant representatives, 
only 2 out of 6 workshops were attended by more than one (1) company representative. While 
the authors took a more active role in the less-attended workshops, it cannot be denied that the 
aim of utilizing focus groups was not fully achieved.  

During the workshops, it was sometimes difficult to tell which sub-handover or stakeholder 
the attendees spoke about. However, since the workshops were held during the second half of 
the study it can therefore be argued that the authors had acquired enough knowledge to 
distinguish nuances in the attendees’ references. 

Due to time limits, resource limits and employee workload, the questionnaire got a lower 
response rate than desired. Even though the purpose of the questionnaire was not to generalize 
the answers to a population, but rather to get indications of perceptions out in the Regions, a 
higher response rate would have made the analysis more reliable and accurate. For instance, 
analysis could only be done based on organizational belonging.  

8.3 Generalizability 
This section aims to discuss the generalizability of this research from an internal and external 
perspective respectively. Internal generalizability refers to the ability to generalize the 
findings from the Global Event to other lead handovers within the Company, and external 
generalizability refers to the ability to generalize the findings from the Company to other 
organizations. 
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8.3.1 Internal Generalizability 

Even though the Global Event is basically the only generator of MGLs, according to several 
stakeholders, some leads are generated through locally hosted events. How these are managed 
is not covered in the scope of this study. Whether the results and findings on the Global 
Handover are applicable on Regional MGL management, is therefore difficult to conclude. 
Some potential differences in the handling of local versus global leads are that in the Regions 
there are fewer stakeholders involved, and that the departments usually are working closer 
together. 

The division or sorting of customer information that is done by the Leads Validation Team 
during the Global Event, is only done during the Global Event. It could be argued that this 
division sets a foundation for how MGLs are managed. Applying the results to other global 
events without this categorization therefore becomes unpredictable and possibly incorrect. 

8.3.2 External Generalizability  

Case studies are generally not generalizable as the empirics gathered are specific to its context 
(Yin, 2009). Utilizing the conclusions drawn and suggestions made in another setting is 
therefore neither recommended nor necessarily possible. The Conceptual Framework needs to 
be validated in order to prove its theoretical legitimacy. It could however serve as inspiration 
in analyzing similar handovers as it is partly constructed on theories from both marketing and 
sales alignment as well as information handover. The suggestions and managerial 
implications offered would require the same validation but could also serve as indicators for 
what needs to be addressed in a similar handover. 

8.4 Implications & Future Studies 
In this section the theoretical and business implications are discussed. Additionally potential 
future studies are suggested.  

8.4.1 Study in Relation to Existing Theory 

Through the conducting of a literature review it was discovered that while investigations have 
been made into closely adjacent areas, no study exists (to the best of the authors’ knowledge) 
that investigate the handover of MGLs. The findings from this study thus fill a gap found in 
the existing body of knowledge related to the marketing-sales interface. In addition, it is 
argued that this study also adds to the existing theories regarding information handover in 
general. The Conceptual Framework (see chapter 6) was developed by combining, 
restructuring and adding to theories from both areas. Though the framework is contextual, it 
still provides a model for investigating the handover of MGLs further. Furthermore in 
developing the Conceptual Framework, new theories were developed from the empirical 
findings that could not be related to the Theoretical Framework. The proposed and strictly 
contextual theories, which are based on the analysis of the empirical findings, are: 

• The aspect of ownership as important in achieving handover accuracy 
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• Refusal to accept information, due to it not matching the expectations of the 
receiver, as an additional reason for loss of important information in a handover 

• Information entering the handover that is irrelevant to the ultimate goal of the 
handover, as causing other information from the same source to be undervalued 

• The aspect of resources as important in achieving accuracy in handover of MGLs 

Additionally, a definition of the lead concept could not be found in literature. This study not 
only pinpoints the definition of a lead based on popular science and empirics but also suggests 
a more granular definition of the customer information handed over between marketing and 
sales, which expands beyond the traditional lead concept.  

Furthermore, the investigation was conducted within a global setting, which adds to the 
uniqueness of its findings. 

In the literature it was found that scholars investigating the marketing-sales interface 
substantiate their theories with debatable research methods. It was thus proposed that this 
study could aid in providing evidence for some of the theories put forth by these scholars. 
Below is a compilation of the theories that align with the findings from this study: 

• Lead is a problem word that lacks a common definition (Oliva, 2006; Kotler, 
Rackham and Krishnaswamy, 2006) 

• MGLs are perceived as having low quality and are accused of generating 
unnecessary administrative costs (Sabnis et al., 2013; Oliva, 2006; Smith, 
Gopalakrishna and Chatterjee, 2006) 

8.4.2 Relation to Strategic Alignment 

The Conceptual Framework used during the analysis was developed from theories regarding 
information handover as well as marketing and sales alignment. The field of marketing and 
sales alignment covers some general Strategic Alignment aspects, and the Conceptual 
Framework can therefore be found similar to Strategic Alignment models.  

Consequently, it seems like the handover of MGLs could be looked at from the perspective of 
Strategic Alignment. This possibility was not recognized until the late stages of the 
investigation and therefore not considered in the beginning of the research. It is proposed that 
when aiming to improve handovers of leads, Strategic Alignment literature can be perused. 

8.4.3 Implications Related to Developments in Digital Marketing  

In light of the ongoing digital transformation, B2B organizations (not least the Company) are 
increasingly developing their capabilities in digital lead generation. It is proposed that the 
findings of this study can offer a foundation for developing processes related to digitally 
generated leads. The basis for this proposal lays in the fact that even digitally generated 
customer information needs to eventually be handed over between stakeholders. The 
assumption is that the goal of the handover and the expectations of the different stakeholders 
within the handover will remain similar. 
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It could however be argued that as digital marketing capabilities are developed, marketing 
automation and digital nurturing will increase the cooperation between sales and marketing. A 
feasible prediction would entail marketing and sales engaging in joined customer interactions 
and leads nurturing. This could result in multiple and frequent handovers taking place 
between the stakeholders, that are combined with clear calls to action and follow-up. Another 
possible future scenario could be the removal of the departmental boundaries between 
marketing and sales in direct customer interaction. This would call for a unified department 
that deals with all customer interactions eliminating the need for interdepartmental handovers. 

8.4.4 Future Studies 

During the course of the study a number of interesting topics were discovered that the authors 
were not able to pursue due to the defined scope of the study, its set delimitations, and 
limitations described in previous sections. Investigating these topics or applying nuances to 
the performed study gives way to an array of potential future research. A compilation of these 
is presented below, including investigations bound to the case company and those that could 
be investigated using a more general research approach. 

• Test and thus validate or falsify the Conceptual Framework – could be done at the 
Company or in another organization 

• Test and thus validate or falsify the suggested four customer information 
categories – could be done at the Company or in another organization 

• Investigate how locally generated leads are managed in all of the ten Regions of 
the Company 

• Investigate what detailed implications the proposed suggestions have on the tool 
• Investigate how performance measurements can be optimized in order to reach 

handover accuracy – could possibly be done through a quantitative study 
• As the case company is a large global organization it would be appealing to 

investigate handover of MGLs in smaller organization 
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Appendix 
Here, all appendices are gathered. The appendices included are: 

Appendix A. Workshop Invitation 
Appendix B. Workshop Introduction 
Appendix C. Workshop Framework 
Appendix D. Workshop Compilations 
Appendix E. Questionnaire Emails & Purpose Document 
Appendix F. Questionnaire, Initial Questions 
Appendix G. Questionnaire Questions 

Appendix A. Workshop Invitation 
Below, the email sent as an invitation to workshop attendees is included. 
 
Hi XXX, 
 
Again, thanks for taking time to attend our workshop. We are very much looking forward to hearing your 
perspective.  
  
Below, we have gathered relevant information regarding our investigation and the workshop on XXX at 
XXX in room XXX. 
  
1. Update and scope: 
Our objective has been to investigate management of marketing generated leads. Taking into 
consideration the information we have gathered so far, we have decided that our focus should be on the 
actual handover of marketing generated leads. We aim to investigate what responsibilities the actors in 
the process have, what expectations are put on them and what requirements are put on the lead itself. 
This will be done from a current and a desirable perspective. 
  
2. Expected outcome: 
Map the process with the perspective of as many stakeholders as possible. Based on these findings we 
aim to offer suggestions for how to improve the lead handover process of marketing generated leads (in 
order for marketing to ultimately support sales growth). 
  
3. Workshop: 
Summary: A 1-1.5 h workshop where we together discuss the handover process of marketing generated 
leads. We will be conducting workshops with: GF/BU marketing, GF sales, marketing from regions, and 
EP from regions. 
 
Purpose: Get your input on three main things: 
1) what are and should be the requirements of a handover-ready lead?  
2) what are the receivers’ (of the lead) responsibilities, and what expectations are put on them in the 
handover process? 
3) what are the senders’ (of the lead) responsibilities, and what expectations are put on them in the 
handover process? 
 
Agenda: 

- Short introduction 
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- Workshop, where we together collect responsibilities, expectations and requirements. 
- Discussion and feedback 

  
4. Preparation: 
No specific preparation is needed, other than that you reflect on the above mentioned questions. 
 
 
Looking forward to seeing you! Do not hesitate to contact us with any questions. 
 
Best Regards, 
Olivia Persson Hedin and 
Malena Sihvonen
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Appendix B. Workshop Introduction 

This appendix depicts the framework used as warm-up during the Introduction step during the 
workshops. The question asked was What is sent, and who is the sender versus receiver? 

The information sent was called ‘item’. The question marks in the framework below were 
replaced with that the workshop attendees answered. 
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Appendix C. Workshop Framework 

During the workshops, the different stakeholders’ perspectives on the different sub-handovers 
were discussed from three perspectives (described below) from both a current situation and 
desirable state point of view.  

• the workshop group’s responsibilities in the particular sub-handover 
• the workshop group’s expectations of other stakeholders in the different sub-

handovers 
• the workshop group’s wanted requirements on the information that is handed 

over 

The targeted group could either be the sender or the receiver. The information sent was called 
‘item’. The empty fields in the matrix below were filled in. 

 
 

 SENDER ITEM RECEIVER 

 
CURRENT 

 

   

 
DESIRABLE 
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Appendix D. Workshop Compilations 
This appendix presents the four different stakeholder’s perspectives on each other (Table 
D.1), as well as the stakeholder’s opinions of the information that is handed over (Table D.2). 

Table D.1 Stakeholder perspectives on each other. The rows are the different stakeholders’ opinions of 
the stakeholders in the columns. 

 

 Global Marketing & 
Communications 

Regional Leads 
Qualifier 

Engagement Practices 

Global  
Marketing & 
Communications 

- Have clear owner of the lead 
process – new permanent 
role? 
- Owner does not have to 

be actual sender 
- Ownership lasts until lead 

is received and processed 
- “Own” new customers until 

they are received and 
processed by receiver 

- Analyze existing sales funnel 
- Gather information, about 

customers and accounts, 
from receiver prior to 
events/activities and plan 
activity accordingly 

- Be clear on what type of 
information that has been 
passed to receiver – new 
customer, prospect, lead? 

- Be strict with receiver in 
following the together 
established agreements 

- Track and evaluate how 
information is accepted and 
processed by receiver, and 
improve sending strategy 
accordingly 

 - Cooperate with sender 
prior to activities 

- Share information about 
existing customers prior to 
activity 

- Be transparent regarding 
business targets and key 
customers 

- Value and accept 
information, regardless of 
category – prospect, lead, 
customer intel  

- If information is not 
accepted as lead, add 
information to existing 
leads/opportunities  

- Follow up on customer 
requests regardless if 
already existing 
lead/opportunity  

- Provide feedback to 
sender on why 
information was 
accepted/discarded  

- Also provide feedback on 
why it was interesting 

Regional Leads 
Qualifier 

- Collect more information from 
discussion with customer  

- Find out if information is 
regarding new potential deals  

- Focus on customers where 
MGLs can add most value, 
e.g. in new targeted areas 

 - Take support from 
regional marketing to 
advance the customers in 
the leads process  

- Be measured on other 
KPIs 

- Prioritize/see value in 
accepting of leads and 
following up on received 
information  

- Enter leads, which are 
gathered outside of the 
defined leads 
process/system, into S-
CRM  
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 Global Marketing & 
Communications 

Regional Leads 
Qualifier 

Engagement Practices 

Engagement 
Practices 

- Clarity, what drives the 
customer to say xyz?  

- Not register information 
regarding ongoing 
opportunities as leads  

- Not duplicate information – not 
register information KAM 
already have gathered  

- Measured on something other 
than accumulated number of 
leads  

- Measured on hit-rate/lead-to-
deal instead of number of 
leads  

- Hand over information through 
unofficial channels, such as 
phone calls, to make sure no 
information is lost  

- Be up-to-date on current 
customer situation in order to 
distinguish “real” leads  

- Be reachable to 
receiver/customer to answer 
questions on new very niched 
products 

- Be knowledgeable on what is 
marketed and distribute 
additional information about 
this to receiver  

- Send information to right 
receiver  

- Check if 
information is clear 
enough, otherwise 
‘kill’  

- Check if 
information/lead is 
in line with strategy  

- Estimate 
probability of KAM 
already having 
information  

- Discard information if 
needed – take growth 
plan into consideration  

- Analyze if organization 
has sufficient 
resources/capabilities 
before passing on  

- Brief the sender on the 
current customer situation 
prior to event  

- Be present at business 
discussions with KAMs  

- Have even better 
customer insight and 
ability to quickly establish 
the relevance of a lead – 
is the information new or 
not?  

- Use leads/information to 
broaden network within 
customer company – e.g. 
approach other roles than 
traditionally targeted  

Customer Units - Receive information, gather 
what has been heard  

- Find speaking partner from 
receiving side  

- Focus on new customers  
- Assign leads to receiver 

without qualifying in tool  

 - Take over ownership of 
lead  

- Initiate contact with CU to 
get their input on if the 
lead is valuable or not  

- Qualify lead – convert to 
engagement in S-CRM  
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Table D.2 Stakeholder opinions of the information that is handed over. The stakeholders’ (within 
brackets) different opinions of the MGLs in the different sub-handovers. 

 

 Sub-handover A Sub-handover B Sub-handover C 

Require-
ments 

Business 
Builder 

Leads 
Validation 
Team  

Leads 
Validation 
Team  

Regional Leads 
Qualifier  

Regional 
Leads 
Qualifier  

Engagement 
Practices  

Current - Requirements set by GF 
M&C (Region marketing) 

- Be of sufficient quality to 
be able to be led upon 
(Region marketing) 

- Focus on quantity (EP) 

- One size fits all (Global M&C) 
- Requirements for Global Event 

leads tougher than for other leads 
(Global M&C) 

- Be of sufficient quality to be able 
to be led upon (Region marketing) 

- Requirements set by GF 
M&C (Region marketing) 

Desirable - Include actual names, 
such as references/ 
companies (Region 
marketing) 

- Include specifics such as 
what is triggering the 
customer – not only 
interest in product 
(Region marketing) 

- Include if the information 
(customer, area) is 
regarding new potential 
deals (Region marketing) 

- Not focused on quantity, 
rather identify ‘lead 
potential’ in areas such 
as customers/product 
areas (Region marketing) 

- Clear framework for why leads 
are generated (Global M&C) 

- Set lead requirements together – 
several stakeholders (Global 
M&C) 
- Overall/general requirements 
- Specific requirements 

depending on portfolio/product 
area/narratives/business 
targets 

- What type of information is 
more/less prioritized, what 
should be the goal of these 
leads 

- Divided into more information 
categories: prospect, lead, 
customer intel (Global M&C) 

- Include information of what has 
happened with the customer until 
handover (Global M&C) 

- Include information of where in 
the customer journey the 
customer is and how it has 
advanced (Global M&C) 

- Include actual names, such as 
references/ companies (Region 
marketing) 

- Include specifics such as what is 
triggering the customer – not only 
interest in product (Region 
marketing) 

- Include if the information 
(customer, area) is regarding new 
potential deals (Region 
marketing) 

- Not focused on quantity, rather 
identify ‘lead potential’ in areas 
such as customers/product areas 
(Region marketing) 

- Not that important (CU) 
- Focus on quality (EP) 
- Connected to real 

customer interest (EP) 
- Differentiated between 

‘traditional customer and 
e.g. customers from new 
targeted areas (EP) 

- Include more information 
than just a headline in 
the excel sheet (EP) 
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Appendix E. Questionnaire Emails & Purpose Document 
This appendix includes the emails sent prior to and accompanied with the questionnaire link. It 
also includes the document attached in those emails. The first email was sent to the Regional 
Heads of Marketing & Communications in all Regions, as a heads-up before the questionnaire 
was sent out. The second email was sent to Regional Leads Qualifiers (targeted respondents) and 
included the questionnaire link. 
 
Email to Regional Heads of Marketing & Communications 

Hi all, 
  
Sending you this e-mail to inform you and give you a heads-up that the Leads Qualifiers in your regions 
will be asked to participate in a survey. We might need help from you to reach the right people. 
  
I have engaged two students from the Royal Institute of Technology, KTH, in Stockholm to do their master 
thesis on marketing generated leads. They are specifically focusing on investigating the lead handover 
process between marketing and sales, and how it can be approved. The research is tied to the marketing 
objective of supporting sales growth. 
  
They now have findings from a few regions, which they would like to verify with more regions. The method 
they will use is for verifying the results is an online survey with multiple choice questions, that will take 10 
minutes to answer. 
  
The survey will be sent to those individuals in the regions who are involved in the process of qualifying 
marketing generated leads. 
  
[...] 
  
The survey will be sent out by me XXX. Look for that email! 
  
Theirs, and your, input is very important and will not only help Malena and Olivia with their master thesis, 
but also help the Company to improve the handling of marketing generated leads. 
You find more information about the survey and the master thesis work in the attached document. 
  
Of course you will all get access to the master thesis once it is finalized. 
  
Let me know if you have any questions. 
  
Thank you for your support! 
 
Best Regards, 
The Company Supervisor 
 
 
Email to Regional Lead Qualifiers 

Hi all, 
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You are getting this email because you are involved in the process of qualifying marketing generated 
leads. 
  
I have engaged two students from the Royal Institute of Technology, KTH, in Stockholm to do their master 
thesis on marketing generated leads. They are specifically focusing on investigating the lead handover 
process between marketing and sales, and how it can be approved. The research is tied to the marketing 
objective of supporting sales growth. 
  
They have now come as far as they have findings from a few regions, which they now would like to verify 
with more regions. The method they will use for verifying the results is an online survey (see link below) 
with multiple choice questions, that will take 10 minutes to answer. The survey will be open until XXX. 
  
It would be very good if you could prioritize to complete the survey if you are/have been involved in the 
handling and qualification of global marketing generated leads. Your input is very important and will not 
only help Malena and Olivia with their master thesis, but also help the Company to improve the handling 
of leads. 
  
You find more information about their master thesis work in the attached document. 
  
The survey will be open until XXX. 
  
[SURVEY LINK]  
  
If you are not involved in the process of qualifying marketing generated leads, please disregard this 
request. 
  
Thank you for your support and for your help in securing a good response rate from your regions on this 
survey! You will of course receive the results and the thesis when available later in XXX. 
  
Best regards, 
The Company Supervisor 
 
 
Purpose Document Attached to Emails 

Summary 
We are two students at the Royal Institute of Technology in Stockholm currently completing the Industrial 
Management master program by conducting our thesis at the Company. In our research we are 
investigating the handover of marketing generated leads. As part of the study, we are sending out a 
survey to targeted groups of employees in the first week of May. We need your help in distributing and 
advocating for the survey in order to get a good response rate. In this document you will find further 
reading on the background to our investigation, some preliminary findings as well as how you can assist 
us in getting a good response rate on our survey. 
  
If you have any questions regarding the survey or the thesis, do not hesitate to get in contact with Malena 
Sihvonen or Olivia Persson Hedin. 
  
We greatly appreciate your help in this! 
  
Best Regards, 
  
Malena Sihvonen 
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[contact details] 
 
Olivia Persson Hedin 
[contact details] 
 
Introduction 
For our master thesis we are investigating the lead handover process of marketing generated leads 
(MGLs) and how it can be improved. The research is settled in the marketing objective of supporting sales 
growth. The aim of our research is to offer suggestions on how the handover of MGLs can be improved by 
taking into account the perspectives of all the involved stakeholders. Our belief is that the suggestions, in 
addition to improving the current handover, could serve as a basis for establishing strategies for the 
handover of digitally generated leads and other customer information. 
 
Why marketing generated leads? 
The underlying perspective is that, due to the ongoing digital transformation, marketing is gaining more 
and more importance in the customer journey. As B2B buying behavior is aligning more with that of B2C 
consumers, marketing has the ability to impact their buying decisions in a larger capacity than before. At 
the same time, the Company’s strategic decision to generate XXX of its growth from the new targeted 
areas, requires marketing to build presence among new customers. In light of both the changed buying 
behavior and the strategic decision, marketing has the opportunity to become more involved in the gaining 
and retaining of customers. As marketing is becoming more closely interlinked with customers, they are 
also in the position to collect customer insights (information) that the sales department is used to gather 
themselves. The handover of marketing generated leads (MGLs) or other customer-related information is 
thus changing in nature and becoming more important for sales growth. 
 
Why the handover? 
As in any handover the objective should be to minimize the loss of important information while making the 
process as efficient as possible. Additionally, the handover is a meeting point for all the stakeholders that 
are working towards the joint goal of sales growth. The handover could, and should, therefore be seen as 
a base for synchronization in the processes toward that particular goal. Furthermore, since information is 
handed over from one department to another, it directly sets targets for the processes leading up to the 
handover while it defines the basis for the processes that follow. Consequently, difficulties or issues within 
the handover of the leads will inevitably affect the adjacent leads handling processes. 
 
Our method 
We are analyzing the handover of marketing generated leads by gathering intel from all involved 
stakeholders, GF M&C, GF Sales, BUs, regional marketing, EP, and CU representatives. In the past 
months we have been conducting around 20 workshops and interviews. Now we are looking to verify our 
findings through a global survey. 
 
Some findings from our research 
Speaking in preliminary terms, the findings of our research are related to the following topics: definition of 
the lead concept itself, ownership of the leads and the leads process, value of different sub-handovers 
(e.g. are there too many or too few stakeholders?) and categorizing of leads (e.g. is all customer 
information a lead? Should all customer information that does not fit the lead concept be discarded?). 
 
The survey and why we need your help 
As mentioned before, the next step of our research is to gather further insights from all the regions. The 
purpose is to verify whether the challenges we have identified in three case regions can be found in other 
regions as well. We are doing this by ways of a survey. In order to get a good response rate (and make 
our findings and suggestions as accurately as possible) we would greatly appreciate your help in both 
distributing the survey and advocating for it. 
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The send-out strategy and deadline 
This preparatory email to you, all Head of Marketing & Communications in the regions, is part of our send-
out strategy. We would appreciate if you could help us in distributing the survey and also advocating for it. 
The next step is an email blast from the Company Supervisor to all regional leads qualifiers. The email 
that will go out on XXX will ask the regional lead qualifiers to both participate in the survey and also to 
forward the survey to the targeted groups (see below). 
  
The deadline for answering the survey is on XXX 
The target groups for this survey are: 

• Regional Lead Qualifiers (for Global Event, usually from marketing) 
• Representatives from marketing involved in MGL qualification/MGL processing 
• Representatives from EP involved in MGL qualification/MGL processing 
• Representatives from CUs involved in MGL qualification/MGL processing 
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Appendix F. Questionnaire, Initial Questions 
This appendix includes the initial questions of the questionnaire. These questions were intended 
for segmenting the answers during the analysis. The bullets in Italics are the questions posed, and 
the indented bullets are the answer alternatives. 
 

• In what Region do you work? 
o Region A 
o Region B 
o Region C 
o Etc. up to ten Regions 

 
• In what organization/department do you work?  

o Marketing & Communications 
o Engagement Practices 
o Customer Units 
o Other 
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Appendix G. Questionnaire Questions 
This appendix presents the questions used from the questionnaire. The bullets in Italics are the 
questions posed, and the indented bullets (sub-bullets) are the answer alternatives. Bullets with no 
sub-bullets are questions the respondents could answer freely. 
 

• What is a lead according to you? 
 

• Finish the sentences on how much value is added in every sub-handover, to the overall 
success of MGLs. I feel that sub-handover X adds… 

o 1 = little value 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 = much value 

 
• I am aware that information/Leads have been handed over to me 

o I do not receive information/Leads 
o never 
o sometimes 
o always 

 
• The functionalities of the tool are usually intuitive and easy to navigate 

o strongly disagree 
o disagree 
o agree 
o strongly agree 

 
• The ownership of the MGL is clear throughout the entire MGL process 

o strongly disagree 
o disagree 
o agree 
o strongly agree 

 
• The word 'Lead' is used for marketing generated information that I do not consider a Lead 

o strongly disagree 
o disagree 
o agree 
o strongly agree 

 
• The MGLs that are handed over to me include sufficient information to accurately 

qualify/discard them 
o strongly disagree 
o disagree 
o agree 
o strongly agree 

 
• MGLs which I do not consider as Leads could still include relevant/useful customer 

information 
o strongly disagree 
o disagree 
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o agree 
o strongly agree 

 
• I would like to receive other marketing generated (customer) information besides Leads 

o strongly disagree 
o disagree 
o agree 
o strongly agree 

 
• I would like to share more information regarding ongoing opportunities/customers if it could 

improve the quality of MGLs 
o strongly disagree 
o disagree 
o agree 
o strongly agree 

 
• I receive feedback on how I hand over information/Leads 

o I do not receive information/Leads 
o never 
o sometimes 
o always 

 
• I receive feedback on the quality of information/Leads that I have handed over 

o I do not receive information/Leads 
o never 
o sometimes 
o always 

 
• The conversion rate of MGLs is found to be low in many regions. Why do you think that is? 

 
• Do you have any suggestions for improving the handling of MGLs 


