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Summary:  Throughout the year, MGI Research surveyed numerous decision makers, current and potential buyers of 
monetization technology solutions for the 2016 State of Monetization industry study. The focus of this research effort 
was on identifying key trends that are shaping the re-tools and re-investment that is taking place across the emerging 
digital value chain. The 2016 State of Monetization study collected unique data points related to how enterprises create 
effective strategies, plan, budget, implement, and deploy agile monetization tools and best practices. Over 160 re-
sponses were received which were filtered to 122 responses that were the most complete and most representative of 
the potential buyers of Monetization tools. The results reveal that there is a meaningful shift in strategies and invest-
ment approaches – away from monolithic, mostly on-premise concepts with genesis in the 1990s and towards agile, 
cloud-based monetization micro-services that make up the key elements of Agile Monetization Platforms or AMP.  

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
During 2016 MGI Research conducted a comprehensive survey of buyer preferences and intentions in the Agile 
Monetization market. Study data was assembled from verified online responses to a series of questions focused on 
technology and business priorities, investment intent, customer satisfaction, supplier brand perceptions, usage and 
investment intent as well as buying preferences. The data represents a broad cross-section of business, finance, 
sales and technology executives and practitioners from a wide range of company sizes, industries and geographies.  
 
The major findings of the study are: 
 

• Key Drivers: The interest in monetization is in part but not exclusively driven by adoption of new busi-
ness models and a variety of pricing modalities. Other significant drivers for monetization modernization 
include improvement in time-to-market, reduction in customer friction and improvement in customer sat-
isfaction, reduced revenue leakage and improved financial reporting and forecasting capability  
 

• Challenges: Despite years of effort and billions of dollars in investment into ERP systems  
o 59% of companies cite significant customer friction due to billing disputes 
o 44% of companies see their legacy systems as a barrier to growth 
o 42% of companies experience revenue leakage 
o 39% indicate that monetization related challenges impact financial reporting, forecasting and au-

dit 
o 32% cite time-to-market issues related to introducing new pricing plans 
o 30% of companies indicate that billing issues are impacting their financial results 

 
• Pricing Model Shifts: The survey data clearly illustrate the move away from simple one-time charges and 

simple subscription models towards sophisticated, hybrid approaches that combine subscription, tiered 
pricing, usage and volume purchasing options. 

o Share of fixed one time charges (OTC) is on the decline from 22% in 2016 to 11% by 2018 
o Share of simple subscription plans is expected to decline from 23% in 2016 to 19% by 2018 
o Usage-based is expected to gain share modestly from 19% in 2016 to 21% by 2018 
o Complex combinations of subscription pricing with usage tiers are expected to gain share from 

18% in 2016 to 24% within by 2018 
 

• Time-to-Market: While 56% of survey respondents would like to be able to introduce new pricing plans 
in less than four weeks, today only 29% of companies can do so and only 37% expect to be able to do so 
by 2018 
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• Spending Benchmark: About a third of companies spend under 1% of revenues on billing. About 30% of 

companies spend more and 40% of companies do not know what their billing costs are 
 

• Priorities, Intentions, Budgets and Preferences: Survey collected important data about relative priori-
ties of various monetization disciplines, investment intent, satisfaction with specific functions, priorities 
of key features, supplier usage and investment intent as well as buying preferences related to solution 
breadth, depth, vertical industry focus and deployment options. 

 
• Cloud Rules: Over 70% of companies have a preference for a true multi-tenant cloud software solution 

and only 8% prefer an on-premise option. 
 
 
Monetization Drivers 
 
Across all industries, companies of all sizes are modernizing 
their monetization capabilities to capture new customers, open 
new markets and create new revenue opportunities.. The results 
identified important gaps separating best in class companies ver-
sus the average.  

Much of the interest in monetization tools is driven by the much 
more fluid approach to pricing. Companies are looking to intro-
duce new pricing plans, to experiment and test pricing plans – 
see which ones work and rise to the top and which disappoint and 
are quickly discarded. In the State of Monetization 2016 study 
we focused on identifying the evolution of pricing plans and 
posed a key question: What pricing plans does your organization 
offer now and what pricing plans are you likely to have within 12 
to 24 months.  

 
Figure 1 Shifts in Pricing Plans 

Key Issues 
 
Business and Pricing Models 
• How will pricing and business mod-

els evolve?  
• How can companies accelerate time-

to-revenue?  

Monetization Challenges, Drivers & 
Priorities 
• What key monetization challenges 

will dominate digital transformation 
agendas over the next 24-36 months? 

• What business and economic factors 
drive the modernization of the mone-
tization infrastructure? 

• What are the highest priority Agile 
Monetization Platform (AMP) disci-
plines and capabilities? 

• What are the customer satisfaction 
benchmarks for incumbent monetiza-
tion solutions? 

Monetization Tool Investment Strate-
gies and Budgets  
• What are the relative investment 

priorities for various Agile Monetiza-
tion Platform (AMP) components? 

• What are the key spending bench-
marks for Agile Billing? 

Supplier Brand Recognition, Percep-
tions and Spending Intent  
• Which companies and brands are 

emerging as leaders in agile moneti-
zation? 
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The speed with which different companies are able to adapt new 
pricing approaches varies greatly and to a large extent determines 
many competitive outcomes. The chart below summarizes the 
distribution of pricing plans in 2016 vs those expected to be in 
use within 12-24 months. 

Companies are driven by interest in agility but also in capability 
to introduce and manage a variety of types of plans. To a large 
extent, the early interest in monetization was driven by subscrip-
tion billing. This has not been quickly supplanted by a view that 
organizations need a broad pricing capability – to be able to re-
spond to any competitive pressures and opportunities, to whatev-
er comes next. In this context, we see many companies experi-
menting with not only basic subscription pricing models but also 
with usage, tiered, bundled and hybrid combinations of the basic 
plans. There is a growing body of academic research focused on 
new pricing modalities including outcome based pricing that is 
first taking hold within cloud services.  

The results for this question reveal the following: 

A. Fixed one time charges (OTC) are on the decline – while 
22% of respondents indicated offering OTCs in 2016, 
only 11% expect to be offering OTC plans within 12-24 
months. 

B. Simple subscription plans are also on the decline – going 
from 23% in 2016 to 19% within 12-24 months. 

C. Usage-based pricing showed modest growth – from 19% 
in 2016 to 21% within 12 to 24 months 

D. Complex combinations of subscription with usage tiers 
showed the largest gain – from 18% in 2016 to 24% 
within 12-24 months 

E. The other complex pricing strategy – combinations of 
subscription, usage, tier and volume discounts, also 
demonstrated strong growth expectations, - rising from 
18% in 2016 to 23% within 12 to 24 months.  

Flexibility in pricing capability is just one of the dimensions 
driving the investment into agile monetization tools. The other 
key driver is the agility. In this study we measured interest in 
agility by asking participants about the timing of introduction of 
a new pricing plan – How long does it take to introduce a new 
pricing plan now? What is the timing likely to be in 12-24 
months? What is the desired timing to a new pricing plan? The 
response options were: 

A- Less than 4 weeks 
B- 1 to 3 Months 
C- 3 to 6 Months 
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D- 6 to 12 months 
E- Longer than 12 months 

 
Figure 2 - Time to Market: Actual vs. Desired 

The results revealed a meaningful gap between the current state 
of agility and desired end-state. The data also paints a picture of 
relatively sanguine expectations of near to mid-term improve-
ment in agility. 

Only 29% of respondents indicate ability to introduce a new pric-
ing plan in 2016 in less than four weeks. 37% expect to be able 
to introduce a new pricing plan in less than four weeks within 12 
to 24 months. A full 56% of study respondents feel that new pric-
ing plans should be introduced in less than four weeks.  

On the other end of the spectrum, 22% of organizations (14% 
+8%) take longer than six months to introduce a new pricing 
plan. That number is expected to be reduced to 15% (9% + 6%) 
within 12 to 24 months. Still about 7% of respondents saw noth-
ing wrong with taking 6+ months to introduce a new pricing 
plan. This approach is certainly justified in a few select, highly 
visible and consumer-dependent organizations (think Netflix or 
eBay) but outside of such cases it is increasingly difficult to justi-
fy such long pricing cycles. 
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Another survey question focused on a spending benchmark. We 
asked the study participants to estimate how much does their or-
ganization spend on billing as a percentage of revenue. The an-
swer choices ranged from 10 basis points (0.10%) to Do Not 
Know.  

 
Figure 3 - Billing Spend Benchmark 

A remarkable number – 40% of respondents did not know what 
their companies spend on billing. 32% spend 1% or less and 
27%+ spend more than 1% of total revenue. To put this data into 
perspective it is instructive to highlight that if a $10Billion reve-
nue company spends 1.5% of its revenue on billing costs or $150 
Million per year, a 10% improvement in this metric can generate 
$15 Million per year – more than enough to generate an earnings 
surprise.  

In conducting the study, we were particularly interested in testing 
our research assumptions and field practice feedback from clients 
against survey data on actual monetization challenges that com-
panies experience. What drives mature organizations to spend 
millions of dollars to re-tool and re-organize their core monetiza-
tion processes and capabilities? So we posed a question on the 
key monetization challenges organizations faced within the last 
24 months.  
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Figure 4 - Monetization Challenges 

The Top 3 responses to this question were: 

A. Customer friction due to billing disputes: 59% 
B. Legacy billing system becoming a barrier to growth: 

44% 
C. Revenue leakage: 42% 

Other significant data points include: 

• 39% indicate monetization related challenges impacting 
financial reporting, forecasting and audit 

• 32% cited time-to-market issues related to a new pricing 
plan 

• 30% of companies indicated that billing issues are im-
pacting their financial results.  

These are all relatively high numbers given the billions of dollars 
in ERP system investments over the last 25 years. While we were 
not surprised by the order in which the top challenges manifested 
themselves, we were surprised by the depth of discontent. Al-
most 60% of companies indicate that they are having serious cus-
tomer friction issues related to billing disputes. This is a huge 
challenge but also an interesting innovation opportunity. 
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When asked about the key business drivers for increased focus 
on monetization, the data showed significant correlation to key 
challenges: 

 

We asked participants rate 16 different business drivers in terms 
of importance:  

• Critical  
• Important 
• Nice-to-Have and  
• Not Important.  

We focused specifically on items that when combined across 
Critical and Important measurements would exceed 70% of re-
sponses.  

The Top 3 business drivers were 

A. #16 – Improve Customer Satisfaction at 91% and at 57% 
on a Critical measurement – the highest rated item  

B. #8 – Improve Company Agility, Reduce Time-to-
Revenue at 86% and at 46% rated as a Critical element.  

C. #1 – Reduce or Eliminate Revenue Leakage: 81% 

Other, above 70% threshold categories included: 

Figure 5 - Business Factors Driving Monetization Initiatives 
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• #2 – Reduce or Eliminate Customer Billing Disputes: 
80% 

• #9 – Ability to Support New Pricing Models: 77% 
• #10 – Ability to Configure and Sell Product Bundles: 

76% 
• #7 – Reduce Internal Costs: 74% 

The results show a mix of strategic (Customer Satisfaction, 
Agility, Time-to-Market) and tactical (Revenue Leakage) drivers 
for Monetization.  

We were also interested in measuring market perception of a rel-
ative importance of various monetization disciplines. 

 
Figure 6 - AMP Component Priorities 

Billing rated as the top most critical monetization discipline: 
70% of organizations feel it is critical and none feel it is not im-
portant. 95% feel that Billing is either Critical or Important. By 
contrast, mediation is rated by only 18% as Critical and by 15% 
as Not Important. This happens to be a very important capability 
for business models built around usage based pricing.  

Among those deemed Critical, Customer Service and Order 
Management scored #2 and #3 with 48% and 44% seeing these 
components as “Critical”.  

On a combined Critical+Important basis Financials, Customer 
Service, Order Management and Revenue Recognition all scored 
above 80%. 

There have been a number of M&A and financing transactions 
recently in the CPQ – Configure – Price-Quote space – attracting 
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user and investor attention. Salesforce.com recently acquired a 
CPQ company called Steelbrick and is apparently doing very 
well selling it into small and medium sized accounts. Yet, the 
customer perception of the importance of CPQ is still relatively 
modest. Only 36% of respondents saw this discipline as Critical.  

A couple of study questions focused on the status of the installed 
base of key monetization product categories and budget plans. In 
terms of current installed base billing, customer service, finan-
cials and order management occupied the top four spots. While 
these data points were hardly surprising, the data on purchase 
and evaluation intent provided interesting insights. 

 
Figure 7 - Status of AMP Components 

Billing still dominates the purchasing plans (11%) of the study 
respondents. Billing scored more modestly though in terms of 
evaluation intent. On the other end of the response spectrum only 
5% currently plan to purchase either Order Management or CPQ 
solutions. While this matches up to our field observations regard-
ing Order Management, the CPQ area is beginning to take off 
and this comes through in the 30% response of those intending to 
evaluate a CPQ solution. On a combined Plan-to-Buy and Plan-
to-Evaluate basis, Contract Management is the most visible dis-
cipline at 41% followed closely by CPQ at 35%.  

We view the overall installed base and purchase intent responses 
through the lens of an early stage of market development. Our 
view is formed not only by our market forecasts in this area (see 
MGI Research AMP TAM Report from 2016) but also by large 

http://www.mgiresearch.com/
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percentages of users indicating that they still do not have any 
plans regarding key monetization disciplines. For example, 44% 
indicate no plans regarding Mediation. It is tough to imagine a 
usage-based pricing model operating at any kind of decent vol-
ume without an effective mediation solution. Similarly, 29% in-
dicate no current plans for an e-commerce system. Yet, the 
spending is continuing to shift on-line not only in B2C but also in 
B2B and the installed base of e-commerce solutions is at least 
10-15 years old by now. Similarly, Customer Service in many 
organizations is still supported via essentially legacy solutions 
that were acquired in mid to late 1990s and can hardly match the 
needs of modern cloud-moving enterprises. 

We also tested the levels of satisfaction with the current portfoli-
os of monetization tools. 

 
Figure 8 - Satisfaction with AMP Capabilities 

Billing as a category received the highest Extremely Satisfied 
score at 39%, but on a combined basis of Extremely Satisfied and 
OK – Does the job, Financials and Order Management tied for 1st 
place with 84% each. On the other end of the spectrum, respond-
ents seemed to be least satisfied with Contract Management, 
CPQ and Mediation tools. 

With regard to actual investment intent for monetization solu-
tions, billing, CPQ and customer service topping the charts with 
38%, 33% and 32% of survey respondents respectively indicat-
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ing “Increasing Investment”. This confirms much of what we ob-
serve in our field practice and forecasting research. 

 
Figure 9 - AMP Investment Intent 

Customer Service also received the lowest score (3%) and 0% for 
“Plan to Discontinue”. Most other AMP disciplines received on 
average a score between 8% and 12% for “Decreasing Invest-
ment”. Financials and Revenue Recognition received a score of 
68% for keeping “Investment About the Same”. 

After exploring the overall priorities of various AMP disciplines 
we focused on key monetization functions and features and asked 
the respondents to rate the importance and criticality of various 
capabilities (see chart below). 
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Figure 10 - Priorities of Key AMP Features 

In terms of functions perceived as critical there were few surpris-
es. Respondents rated 5 - Subscription Billing (58%), 6 - Tiered 
Pricing (53%), and 4 - Usage Billing (49%) as the Top 3 Critical 
features. But when taken on a combined Critical + Important ba-
sis, two categories stood out: 2- Flexible Product Bundling (88%) 
and 9 - Reporting and Analytics (87%). In our view this reflects 
an increasing shift from IT to business and finance executives as 
the key drivers of agile monetization initiatives. The business au-
dience places a lot more value on capabilities that may techno-
logically be modest in complexity but have an asymmetric im-
pact on business and finance capabilities.  

 
The other major set of study questions dealt with supplier posi-
tions and perceptions amongst buyers. We asked the survey par-
ticipants to indicate which solution brands they are utilizing now, 
which are being evaluated or under consideration for purchase 
and for which they have no plans. The choices included names of 
34 brands of monetization solutions. Some of the brands are now 
owned by acquirers such as Salesforce.com and Oracle.The re-
sults were color-coded within columns with green corresponding 
to the most positive outcome. We also additional calculated what 
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we call a Brand Index which converts the results within each row 
of responses into a numeric value with the highest positive value 
being the best (see description in the Appendix). The Brand In-
dex results were then ranked and the result is presented below in 
Figure 11.   

 
Which Monetization Tool Suppliers Does Your Company Use? 

 
Figure 11 - Supplier Brand Awareness and Use 

Note: Ensim has been acquired by Ingram Micro, Chargify has been acquired by an investment group, Vindicia has 
been acquired by Amdocs, Monexa has been acquired by NetSuite, NetSuite has been acquired by Oracle, Demand-
Ware has been acquired by Oracle, and BigMachines has been acquired by Oracle. 

 
In terms of usage the results indicate positive sentiment for 
Salesforce.com, goTransverse, BillingPlatform, NetSuite and 
Zuora.  

Monetization Supplier Utilizing Now Evaluating
Plan to 

Purchase No Plans
Brand 
Index

Brand 
Index 
Rank

1 - Aria  Systems 18% 29% 8% 45% (0.35)      8           
2 - Bi l l ing Platform 28% 19% 9% 45% 0.02       3           
3 - Ens im 7% 22% 7% 64% (0.58)      19         
4 - Digi ta l  River 9% 24% 7% 60% (0.42)      11         
5 - Ericsson 9% 18% 9% 64% (0.55)      18         
6 - Stripe 13% 28% 4% 54% (0.26)      7           
7 - Recurly 9% 24% 7% 61% (0.46)      16         
8 - Chargi fy 7% 23% 9% 61% (0.43)      12         
9 - Vindicia 2% 23% 7% 67% (0.65)      20         
10 - Zuora 17% 19% 11% 53% (0.19)      5           
11 - Monexa 13% 23% 6% 58% (0.40)      9           
12 - goTransverse 25% 25% 6% 43% 0.08       2           
13 - NetSui te 32% 23% 2% 43% -         4           
14 - MetraTech 14% 14% 5% 68% (0.82)      23         
15 - Amdocs 11% 16% 7% 66% (0.68)      21         
16 - Oracle 29% 15% 2% 54% (0.44)      13         
17 - RedKnee 5% 16% 9% 70% (0.74)      22         
18 - SAP 23% 17% 4% 55% (0.40)      10         
19 - SteelBrick 7% 26% 5% 63% (0.53)      17         
20 - Apttus 11% 25% 9% 55% (0.20)      6           
21 - CloudSense 7% 12% 7% 74% (0.95)      27         
22 - FuseBi l l 9% 16% 5% 70% (0.84)      24         
23 - Avangate 4% 20% 4% 71% (0.84)      25         
24 - Demandware 12% 12% 5% 72% (0.95)      28         
25 - Cleverbridge 7% 16% 2% 74% (1.02)      33         
26 - Workday 18% 14% 9% 59% (0.45)      15         
27 - Financia lForce.com 12% 27% 2% 59% (0.44)      14         
28 - Sa les force.com 58% 12% 2% 28% 0.32       1           
29 - BigMachines 9% 14% 5% 72% (0.93)      26         
30 - Digi ta l  Route 7% 14% 5% 74% (1.00)      30         
31 - Leeyo 7% 12% 5% 76% (1.07)      34         
32 - LogiSense 7% 14% 5% 75% (1.02)      32         
33 - RevStream 7% 14% 5% 74% (0.98)      29         
34 - Softrax 7% 14% 5% 74% (1.00)      30         
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Aria Systems showed up with the highest percentage of respond-
ents evaluating and Zuora with the highest Plan to Purchase. 
 
In addition to use benchmarks, we also collected investment sen-
timent for the same group of vendors (see Figure 12 below) 
 

 
Figure 12 - Supplier Spending Intent 

  
 
In terms of budget intent as ranked by the brand index, NetSuite 
scored 1st, followed by Aria Systems, Billing Platform, 
Salesforce.com and goTransverse. 
 

Answer Options
Plan to Increase 

Investment
Investment About 

the Same
Plan to Reduce 

Investment
Plan to 

Discontinue Brand Index
Brand Index 

Rank
1 - Aria  Systems 22% 57% 8% 14% 0.43              2
2 - Bi l l ing Platform 11% 67% 11% 11% 0.33              3
3 - Ens im 12% 53% 15% 21% (0.15)             12
4 - Digi ta l  River 11% 58% 14% 17% 0.03              9
5 - Ericsson 6% 58% 15% 21% (0.24)             16
6 - Stripe 3% 70% 7% 20% 0.03              8
7 - Recurly 0% 66% 16% 19% (0.22)             15
8 - Chargi fy 6% 67% 9% 18% 0.06              6
9 - Vindicia 0% 63% 19% 19% (0.31)             18
10 - Zuora 11% 58% 11% 21% (0.05)             11
11 - Monexa 3% 62% 12% 24% (0.26)             17
12 - goTransverse 18% 54% 15% 13% 0.21              5
13 - NetSui te 20% 60% 8% 13% 0.48              1
14 - MetraTech 3% 58% 12% 27% (0.42)             24
15 - Amdocs 3% 59% 16% 22% (0.31)             18
16 - Oracle 14% 54% 16% 16% -                10
17 - RedKnee 3% 56% 16% 25% (0.44)             26
18 - SAP 16% 53% 16% 16% 0.05              7
19 - SteelBrick 6% 55% 18% 21% (0.33)             21
20 - Apttus 6% 55% 15% 24% (0.36)             22
21 - CloudSense 3% 64% 12% 21% (0.18)             13
22 - FuseBi l l 0% 61% 15% 24% (0.42)             25
23 - Avangate 0% 56% 13% 31% (0.63)             33
24 - Demandware 3% 52% 16% 29% (0.61)             32
25 - Cleverbridge 3% 52% 18% 27% (0.61)             31
26 - Workday 13% 47% 19% 22% (0.31)             18
27 - Financia lForce.com 3% 64% 9% 24% (0.21)             14
28 - Sa les force.com 18% 56% 13% 13% 0.28              4
29 - BigMachines 0% 59% 16% 25% (0.47)             27
30 - Digi ta l  Route 0% 56% 16% 28% (0.59)             29
31 - Leeyo 3% 59% 9% 28% (0.38)             23
32 - LogiSense 0% 59% 13% 28% (0.50)             28
33 - RevStream 0% 53% 16% 31% (0.72)             34
34 - Softrax 0% 56% 16% 28% (0.59)             29

What are your investment plans with regard to Monetization Tool Suppliers?
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Revenue recognition suppliers did not fare well in this section of 
the study as a group. We remain positive about a strong econom-
ic case for revenue recognition software suppliers (see MGI Re-
search note: What Drives Demand for Automated Revenue 
Recognition (ARR)?) 
 

 
 

A number of survey questions aimed at discerning buyer prefer-
ences for certain kinds of solutions and suppliers. These covered 
topics such as solution breadth and depth, role of vertical indus-
try focus, and deployment model preferences – cloud vs. on-
prem. 
 
Monetization solution breadth focused on an ability of suppliers 
to cover a broad range of capabilities vs. just a best-of-breed of-
fering in a specific function. 
 

 
Figure 13 - Importance of AMP Solution Breadth 

 
Almost a quarter of participants felt that a broad solution – one 
that covers the most complete set of requirements is critical.  
Nearly 60% of respondents felt that solution breadth is important, 
although not critical to their selection of a supplier. 11% and 4% 
respectively viewed solution breadth as either a minor selection 
criteria or one without any impact at all.  
 
Our current field experience indicates that for a relatively imma-
ture market like monetization a monolithic solution is not likely 
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to get a lot of immediate traction. Customers are still focused on 
a few specific functions and making sure that those capabilities 
are deployed without compromises. An integrated solution offer-
ing represents an important blueprint but the actual realization 
often comes from components and micro-services sourced from 
various suppliers. We have seen a strongly affirmative reception 
of Agile Monetization Platform (AMP) concept as a model and a 
blueprint for creating a robust and flexible monetization capabil-
ity. Few customers though expect all of the AMP components to 
come from a single supplier.    
 
The other alternative to putting a solution together more openly 
embraces optimization of the overall solution as opposed to op-
timizing each individual component. To test buyer attitudes on 
this point, we asked survey participants to rate the importance of 
functional depth, i.e. how uncompromising are they with regard 
to functional depth when it comes to product selection. 
 

 
Figure 14 - Importance of AMP Solution Depth 

 
The responses indicate that only about a third of companies 
would insist on having each monetization component as best-in-
class. 54% of respondents indicated that they are open to some 
level of mix and match compromise of best of breed components 
and suites in order to get a reasonable solution in less than geo-
logical time. On the other end of the spectrum only 8% of re-
spondents indicated a focus on minimizing number of suppliers 
as the dominant selection criteria. 
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Given her early it is in terms of the monetization market maturi-
ty, this set of questions will be tested further in future State of 
Monetization surveys. We do expect a fairly robust level of 
M&A activity in the monetization space – thus creating rapidly 
moving solution boundaries and affecting user choice and prefer-
ence. For examples, Salesforce.com recently acquired CPQ sup-
plier Steelbrick which earlier bought a small UK-based billing 
firm InvoiceIT. On paper it would have positioned Salesforce to 
now offer a more complete suite including customer service, 
CPQ and billing as well as financials via a partner offering. In 
reality though, Salesforce has had to go back to the drawing 
board and re-build the InvoiceIT product to better fit within the 
Force.com ecosystem.  
 
One question asked participants to provide a preference with re-
gard to the vertical industry expertise of a supplier. 

 

 
Figure 15 - Importance of Supplier Vertical Expertise 

Nearly 40% of respondents felt that the vertical industry exper-
tise is critical and another 46% felt that it was important, alt-
hough not critical. Only 9% felt it was a minor selection criterion 
and 7% deemed it to be irrelevant as a factor in a purchasing de-
cision.  
 
On balance, vertical industry expertise would be a significant as-
set for any supplier. Too often though suppliers are too afraid to 
focus on a specific market area for fear of either the market being 
too small or that such narrow specialization may reduce attrac-
tiveness of the firm as a potential acquisition target. In reality and 
especially with SaaS solutions, industry focus is a huge and un-
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derestimated asset with both solution buyers as well as with po-
tential acquirers.  
 
Lastly, we wanted to get a reading on customer preference for a 
business and deployment model for monetization solutions. We 
asked participants to rate their preferences for cloud, hosted or 
on-premise models.  
 
Out field research and advisory engagements already were indi-
cating strong preference for multi-tenant cloud-based software. 
In fact, in many solution evaluations customers disqualify poten-
tial suppliers at a very early stage if they are not able to offer a 
true cloud solution or try to position a hosted private cloud op-
tion as the primary choice. 
 
The responses confirmed what we have been seeing now for sev-
eral years – nearly ¾ of all respondents have strong preference 
for a true multi-tenant cloud software solution. Only 18% prefer 
a hosted option and even fewer – 8% would give priority to an 
on-premise configuration. 

 
Figure 16 - Software Model Preferences 

 
This used to be the norm amongst the newer, digital-native buy-
ers of software but now there is a strong preference for true cloud 
across the board.  
 
************* 

 
 

http://www.mgiresearch.com/


STATE OF MONETIZATION 2016 
 

 

 P a g e    19  
Disclaimer: Information is furnished on an as is basis. No warranty, written or implied as to the accuracy of the data. Not responsible for typographical or reproduction errors.  

© 2016 MGI RESEARCH, LLC www.mgiresearch.com +1 888 801 3644 
 

 
  About MGI Research 

 
MGI Research is an independent industry research and advi-
sory firm focused on disruptive trends in the technology in-
dustry.  
 
The firm was founded in 2008 by a group of senior analysts 
and executives from firms such as Gartner, Soundview, Mas-
terCard, and Morgan Stanley.  
 
MGI is the only firm with a dedicated practice around agile 
monetization, including billing, CPQ, financials, and revenue 
recognition. The firm pioneered the concepts of agile mone-
tization.  
 
Through its research, ratings, forecasts, advisory engage-
ments, industry studies and conferences, MGI Research helps 
clients identify opportunities for reducing IT costs and min-
imize technology risks.  
 
MGI Research emphasizes the application of highly quantita-
tive and structured methods in creating decision support 
frameworks. MGI’s proprietary industry metrics, bench-
marks, and indices include the MGI 10KScore, MGI 
Cloud30 Index, and the MGI 360 Ratings. 
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APPENDIX 
 

ABOUT THE BRAND INDEX 
 
In a number of industry studies we ask participants to rate func-
tions or companies and give them a set of fixed responses – some 
positive, some neutral and some negative. MGI Brand Index 
aims to normalize data from multiple responders across a spec-
trum of choices. The calculation behind the MGI Brand Index is 
a simple polynomial addition, multiplication and subtraction. We 
add the positives and neutrals weighted by individual factors 
chosen by the survey lead analyst and we subtract the negatives 
also weighted by a custom multiplier.  
 
  
PROFILES OF STUDY RESPONDENTS 
 
The survey was conducted online with telephone follow up for a 
select group of senior executives. Information collected spans 
organizations of all sizes and many industries – with predomi-
nance in North America but also a representative sample from 
Europe and Asia/Pacific. The make-up of the respondent pool is 
by itself telling of the macro-level trends that are shaping the 
markets for monetization tools and services.  
 
Business Dominates: Audience profiles included a significant 
number of CEOs (>28%) and other senior executives. 

 

 
Figure 17 Participant Titles and Roles 

 
The involvement of CEOs and other senior operating and strate-
gy execs supports our field practice experience that demonstrates 
significantly increased visibility for Monetization – away from a 
back-office billing and accounting issue to something viewed as 
a gating factor to success with the new digital business models. If 
three to four years ago most of the evaluations of new monetiza-

http://www.mgiresearch.com/


STATE OF MONETIZATION 2016 
 

 

 P a g e    21  
Disclaimer: Information is furnished on an as is basis. No warranty, written or implied as to the accuracy of the data. Not responsible for typographical or reproduction errors.  

© 2016 MGI RESEARCH, LLC www.mgiresearch.com +1 888 801 3644 
 

tion products were driven out of Information Technology (IT) 
organizations, today most of the kick-off meetings in our adviso-
ry practice are led by client COOs, division President and Gen-
eral Managers with a significant involvement from Product Man-
agement, Sales, Marketing as well as core Finance and Account-
ing organizations. As the survey data demonstrates, IT is still ac-
tively involved but it has – in most cases explicitly passed the 
core of the effort of driving monetization initiatives to the busi-
ness.  

 
This year’s study is still dominated by participants from the In-
formation Technology industry but significantly, we have seen 
increased involvement from sectors such as Financials, Telecom, 
Healthcare, Government/non-profit and others.  

 
Figure 18 - Participant Economic Sectors 

 
The increased responses from Telecom sector support empirical 
field evidence of companies across the spectrum of telecommu-
nications industry that are beginning to look for new tools to 
support their digital initiatives in content distribution. In some 
cases Communications Service Providers (CSPs) are demonstrat-
ing interest in deploying more flexible, cloud-based tools for 
specific functionality such as Product Catalog Management or to 
handle new payment methods.  
 
Based on survey results, conference feedback and field advisory 
work we expect steadily increasing demand for modern moneti-
zation tools in industrial companies - specifically those whose 
industries are affected by Internet of Things (IoT) trends. Others 
include transportation and logistics, financial services, and me-
dia, local government. 

 
In terms of size, the 2016 study responses were relatively more 
evenly spread amongst Large, Medium, Small and Micro sized 

STUDY METHODOLOGY 

• On-Line survey  

• Conducted from April 
through November of 2016 

• Opinions from key corpo-
rate decision makers across 
industries and company 
sizes  
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organizations. While we see solid empirical evidence of rising 
demand for monetization tools from mid-sized companies and 
especially in information technology, there is a faster moving 
trend or increasing demand for agile monetization from large or-
ganizations looking to update, modernize and adopt new business 
models.  

 
Figure 19 - Participant Company Size 

  

Micro companies – most often representing digital native startups 
remain the group most interested in agile monetization tools.  
 

Overall, North American organizations primarily from the US 
and Canada have dominated the responses in the 2016 study with 
nearly 82%. Europe represented the 2nd large pool of study par-
ticipants with almost 9%, followed by Latin America with 4.4% 
of responses. The rest of the markets did not participate meaning-
fully and thus could not be measured.  

The interest in AMP is rising fastest amongst the large North 
American and EU-based organizations in areas such as e-
commerce, travel, financial services, and transportation, shipping 
and municipal services.  
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Figure 20 - Participant Company Geography 

The responses in 2016 study are strongly dominated by B2B 
companies who represented over 63% of data points. 

 

 
Figure 21 - Participant Company Focus 

 
We continue to see growing interest for advanced monetization 
tools amongst both B2C and B2B firms. The challenges are 
somewhat different: the B2B companies struggle with complexi-
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ty of serving multi-tier customer organizations with sophisticated 
requirements of how to allocate bills and configure quotes and 
orders, while the B2C companies face challenging scalability, 
usability, privacy and regulatory issues. 

A sizeable majority of the study respondents described their or-
ganizations as leaders in their core market: over 62% see them-
selves as “recognized leaders” in their industry and only about a 
third see themselves as average, middle of the pack. While this 
may one remind of the 82% of individuals who see themselves as 
having above average intelligence, it is also possible to see the 
responses to this question reflecting the fact that monetization is 
still the domain of the leading edge of businesses.  

 
Figure 22 - Participant Companies Competitive Position 
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