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Executive Summary

Every quarter, marketing teams have to defend the account list they're spending against. Leadership asks why
these four thousand accounts and not another four thousand, and most teams don't have a real answer beyond
some version of "this is what we've always targeted." That's an uncomfortable place to sit when budget and
pipeline commitments are on the line.

Underneath that defensibility problem sits a second one that's easy to miss because it lives further back in the
stack: the account data feeding any prioritization effort is often fragmented. Parent-child hierarchies are
incomplete. Buying-committee mapping is thin or nonexistent. Technographic and firmographic accuracy swings
wildly from vendor to vendor, and most teams have never actually checked which end of that range they're

getting.

These aren't two separate problems. They're the same problem wearing two faces. It also doesn't go away
because a team has already bought intent tools. Most growth marketing teams running combinations of Zoominfo,
Cognism, Apollo, or Clay have layered more signal onto the same fragmented foundation. More data on top of a
broken prioritization process doesn't produce a defensible list. It produces a more expensive guess. A team can
build the smartest scoring model in the world, and it will still produce a guessed list if the data underneath it

doesn't hold up.

This paper walks through why that's true, what's changed to make it more urgent, a practical framework for fixing
the foundation before the scoring layer, and what the pattern looks like when teams have actually gone

looking for it.
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The Problem: A List You Can't Defend

Picture the scene. It's the start of a new quarter, and a director is sitting across from a VP explaining why
marketing is prioritizing this particular set of accounts. The honest answer is usually some mix of "these are the
accounts in our CRM," "this is roughly the same list from last quarter with a few swaps," and "we sorted by
firmographic fit and went alphabetically from there." None of that holds up under real scrutiny, and everyone in the

room knows it.

The stakes are bigger than one uncomfortable meeting. Budget that gets spent against accounts that were never

actually in-market doesn't just underperform, it quietly erodes the case for next quarter's spend too.

30 - 50 0/ of marketing budget, market-wide, is spent chasing accounts that weren't
0 actually in-market yet.

That's not a rounding error. It's close to half of a program's spend potentially going toward accounts with no real
signal behind them, which means the list itself, not the campaign built on top of it, is often the actual point of

failure.

Here's where the second, quieter problem comes in. Ask most marketing or marketing ops teams how confident
they are in their account hierarchy data, and the honest answer gets uncomfortable fast. A parent company
acquires three smaller businesses. Each one shows up in the CRM as its own unrelated record, with no link back to
the parent. Sales reps end up working what looks like four separate accounts when it's really one buyer with one
budget and one set of priorities. Marketing runs four separate nurture tracks into what should have been a single
coordinated account strategy. The campaign doesn't fail because the message was wrong. It fails because the list
it was built on didn't reflect who was actually there.

This shows up almost identically whether the company in question is a broad, horizontal SaaS platform or a
narrower, specialized software vendor. What matters is that nobody owns the job of reconciling the hierarchy, so it
just doesn't get reconciled, and every team built on top of that data, sales ops running territory assignment,
marketing running segmentation, finance running attribution, inherits the same blind spot without necessarily

knowing it's there.

Two vertica|5, The same disconnected parent-child account structure has turned up in
one gap near-identical form at a broad, horizontal SaaS vendor and, separately, at a

much narrower, specialized software vendor. Different markets, same root
cause.
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KEY TAKEAWAY

A scoring model, a segmentation strategy, or a target account list is only as good as the account records
underneath it. If the hierarchy is broken, the model built on top of it is scoring noise and calling it signal.

Buying-committee mapping has the same shape of problem. Growth marketing teams usually discover it sideways
when a campaign underperforms and the post-mortem keeps pointing to the same thing: the accounts that were
supposed to be in-market weren't, and the ones that actually were didn't make the list. Most CRMs can tell you a
contact's title. Far fewer can tell you whether that contact is actually part of the group making the purchase
decision, or how that group has shifted since the last deal closed. Without that layer, "personalization" at the

account level is mostly a guess dressed up as a strategy.

Why It Matters Now

None of this is new. Fragmented account data has been a background problem in B2B go-to-market for as long as

CRMs have existed. What's changed is how much weight teams are now stacking on top of that fragile foundation.

A few years ago, a shaky account hierarchy mostly meant some duplicate outreach and an annoyed rep. Today,
that same gap gets built into scoring models that automatically prioritize which accounts a sales team works first,
into segmentation logic that determines which nurture track a lead enters, and increasingly into Al-driven
prospecting and outreach tools that make decisions faster and with less human review than a rep ever would.
Every one of those systems inherits whatever the account data underneath it can or can't support, and none of

them slow down to double-check.

That's the real shift. The cost of a bad account record used to be measured in wasted rep hours. Now it's

measured in an automated system confidently making the wrong call at scale, faster than anyone can catch it.

There's also a structural trigger worth naming directly. This problem tends to surface when something forces the
issue: a company gets acquired and its subsidiary structure needs to be reflected in the CRM overnight, a new
segmentation or scoring initiative kicks off and immediately runs into data that can't support it, or an NPS and
CSAT program launches and exposes gaps in basic buying-committee and titling data. If any of those sound
familiar, the underlying data problem was probably always there. The initiative just made it visible.
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A Framework for Building a Defensible List

Fixing this isn't primarily a tooling question. It's a sequencing question. Most teams try to solve prioritization by

building a smarter scoring model first and hoping the data holds up underneath it. That's backwards. The

framework below works in the order it's laid out, and skipping the first layer is the single most common reason

scoring and segmentation initiatives underperform.

Foundation

The account hierarchy and the firmographic and technographic data underneath everything else. Before
any scoring logic gets applied, the question to answer is simple: does this system know which accounts

are actually connected to each other, and how accurate is the underlying data describing them? Skip this
step and every layer built on top inherits the gap.

Signal

Once the foundation is solid, two kinds of signal matter. Fit signal identifies accounts already running
comparable technology in a relevant category. Intent signal identifies accounts showing active, first-party
research behavior right now, not a purchased, co-op third-party score that could belong to a dozen other
vendors' funnels at the same time. Those two things are not interchangeable.

Narrative

The step most teams skip entirely, and the one that actually produces a defensible list. Every account on
the final list should have a specific, name-able reason it's there. "It's in our CRM" is not a narrative. A
named, specific reason is.
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DIMENSION GUESSED LIST DEFENSIBLE LIST
Basis for inclusion "This is what we've always targeted" A specific, name-able reason per account
Subsidiaries scattered as unrelated Connected structure based on actual buying

Account hierarchy
records autonomy

Purchased third-party intent, unclear

Signal used First-party research plus verified technology fit
source
Committee ) Role in the actual buying group, tracked over
o Title only .
visibility time

General framing, hard to justify line by .
Budget defense i Specific enough to defend account by account
ine

That last row is the one that matters most to whoever has to sit across the table from a VP next quarter. A
defensible list isn't a nicer-sounding version of the same guess. It's a list where every entry has an answer waiting

for the question "why this account."

"The list isn't defensible until every account on it has a name-able reason for being there."

Account intelligence framework, HG Insights research

"A hierarchy model based on legal entity structure tells you who owns whom on paper. A
hierarchy model based on buying autonomy tells you who actually makes the call.”

Account intelligence framework, HG Insights research

That distinction matters more than it sounds like it should. The standard approach most data providers use,
modeled on legal-entity rollups, groups accounts by corporate ownership. But corporate ownership and
purchasing autonomy aren't the same thing: a subsidiary can be wholly owned by a parent company and still make
its own technology purchasing decisions entirely independently. A hierarchy model that only reflects legal
structure will misroute outreach to the wrong buying group even when the org chart looks perfectly clean

on paper.
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What the Pattern Looks Like in the Field

Skepticism about any of this is fair. Fragmented account data and unreliable technographic accuracy are the kind
of problems every vendor claims to solve, and most B2B buyers have learned to discount that claim on sight. So

it's worth being precise about what's actually been validated so far, and equally precise about what hasn't.

The hierarchy gap described above isn't a hypothetical. In account intelligence evaluations, it's shown up as a
genuinely cross-vertical pattern, appearing in nearly identical form at a broad horizontal SaaS company and,
separately, at a much more specialized software vendor in a completely different market. Different industries,

different company sizes, same root cause: no one owned reconciling the hierarchy, so nobody did.

High 805 VS. 50-60% An independent, third-party accuracy benchmark found one

provider's technographic data sample well above the range
typically reported for other technographic categories.

On the technographic accuracy question, a prospect evaluating data providers brought in an outside consulting
firm to benchmark accuracy across vendors before making a decision. That consultant's independent read:
sample accuracy in the high 80s, clearly above the 50 to 60 percent range typical for other technographic
categories they'd benchmarked. A low false-positive rate matters almost as much as raw accuracy, because false

positives are what send a rep chasing an account that was never actually a fit.

KEY TAKEAWAY

The strongest available evidence here is directional, not conclusive. It supports evaluating hierarchy
models and technographic accuracy more rigorously; it doesn't substitute for a team running its own
validation before committing budget.
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Implementation Considerations

Building or buying into an account intelligence layer comes with a handful of practical questions worth working
through before committing to either path. For growing company teams specifically, the relevant constraint isn't just
whether the solution is accurate; it's whether it can be implemented without a dedicated RevOps team, a six-
month onboarding process, or an enterprise-level budget.

e Start with an honest audit, not a new scoring model. Pull a sample of accounts already in the CRM and
manually check whether the hierarchy is accurate before evaluating any new tool.

e Separate a legal-entity hierarchy model from a buying-autonomy hierarchy model. Ask directly how a
provider's data models account relationships; the two will disagree on plenty of accounts.

e Don't buy accuracy claims without a validation sample. Ask for a sample against a defined set of your own
known accounts and check it yourself, or bring in a neutral third party.

e Watch for false positives, not just hit rate. Ask specifically about false-positive rate, not just overall accuracy,
when comparing options.

e Treat this as sequencing, not a one-time fix. Account hierarchies drift as companies get acquired and
restructure; build an ongoing process for keeping hierarchy and committee data current.

Conclusion: Key Takeaways

A guessed target account list and fragmented account data aren't two separate problems competing for budget.

They're the same underlying failure, showing up in two different places in the stack.
1. Thereal failure is defensibility, not headcount or tooling. Teams need a specific, name-able reason for
every account already on the list.

2. Account hierarchy gaps are a cross-vertical pattern. The same disconnected parent-child structure shows
up across industries and company sizes.

3. A buying-autonomy model and a legal-entity model produce different answers. Knowing which one a
provider uses matters more than most checklists account for.

4. Technographic accuracy varies enough between providers to validate directly, ideally against your own
account sample.

5. Thisis a sequencing problem. Foundation first, signal second, narrative third.
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About HG Insights

HG Insights delivers Al-powered Revenue Growth Intelligence (RGI) solutions that modernize GTM strategy and activation,
enabling B2B companies to prioritize, target, engage, and convert the best opportunities faster. HG Insights platform's
analytics and agents turn deep market, account, technology, spend, intent, and customer data into actionable insights and
automated workflows that accelerate pipeline and enhance predictability. That's why 95% of Fortune 1000 B2B tech
companies and all major hyperscalers rely on HG Insights to grow revenue, boost efficiency, and improve retention. For
more information, visit www.hginsights.com.

Ready to see how a connected account intelligence layer could change what your target

list looks like next quarter?

Request a Demo

marketing@hginsights.com | 1N Calle Cesar Chavez, STE 100, Santa Barbara, CA 93103
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