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Relationship management is becommgre important in direct marketingincethe emphasis

in marketing is moving from &ansaction focus to a relationship fodesg. Barlow, 1992;
Cannon & Sheth, 1994; Webster, 1992). Howeygoblems arise when measuring the
strength of relationships between a company and itemiess. Whereas relationstgprength
could be used as a segmentation variable.

In measuring relationshigtrength, some studies concentrate on one indicator at a time, e.g.
the length of therelationship.Other studies use @mbination of indicators, likthe R/F/M-
formulain the direct marketing worl(e.g.Baier, 1985). These indicators howeveeasure
customer quality instead of relationship quality (whichsed as aynonym ofstrength here)
(Hoekstra, 1993; Wilson, 1990).

The present study intended to measure relationship strength, of different consumer groups (i.c.
current, former and potentialembers of anarketing club) with the same producer, through a
relationshipaudit (Wilson, 1989). This audit depends onustomer attitudes towards the
relationships. Thesattitudes camot bederived from a database which mainly behavioral
data are kept.

The results of the audit are relatedb®havioraldatafrom the same studythat could be
registrated in a databas&jmilaritiesbetween théwo standardsmply thatthe audit could be
substituted by data from a (direct marketing) database.

The relationship audit asell as the behavioraldata showstriking differences between
different consumer groups. So these groogs be approached by an appropriate (direct
marketing) strategy, based on differences in relationship strength.
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ABSTRACT

Relationship management is becomimgre important, also in direct marketing. Measuring
the strength ofrelationships is relevant, since relationstgppength can be used as a
segmentation variablddowever, inmeasuring relationshigtrength, mostly one or more
behavioral indicators are usg@.g. the R/F/M-formula). So, these indicators measure
customerquality instead of relationship quality, which nsainly determined by customer
perceptionsThis paper shows sonmeliminaryresults of a relationship audwhich depends
on customer attitudes towards the relationship.
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INTRODUCTION

Building, maintaining, and enhancing relationships with customers is becoming more important
since theemphasis in marketing is moving fromtransaction focus to a relationship focus
(e.g. Barlow 1992; Berry 1983: 25; Cannon and Sheth 1994; Christopher et al. 1991: 8; Kotler
1994: 47;MSI 1991; Palmer 1994; Parvatiyar and Sheth 1994; Webster ¥99also in

direct marketing (Bauer and MiglautstB92). Howeverproblems arise when measuring the
(differences in)strength of relationships betweenfacal firm and its differentgroups of
customers. In measuririge strength of relationships between producer and customers, mostly
behavioral indicatorge.g. length ofthe relationship, recency, frequency or monetagjue)

for that strength are used.

Purpose of this study was to measure relationship stragtmly by individual, behavioral
indicators, but also byneans of a relationshgudit like Wison (1990) proposed fandustrial
buyer-seller relationships. lorder tofind out whether behavioralata, captured in @irect
marketing) database, amfficient to measure relationshigtrength, the results of this
relationship auditwhich focuses on attitudes, were compared touanber ofindividual,
behavioral indicators used.

Although the customer audit by NMgon (1990) wasdesigned forindustrial markets, our
empirical study has been conducted in and adapted to a consumer marketing environment.

First some theoretical viewpoints of measuring relationshipngth wl be presented and
discussed. Attentionilvbe paid to indicators andodes formeasuringhe strength and to the
difference between customer importance and relationstipngth, onwhich the customer-
relationship matrix is based. Thieal part of thefirst section describethe relationship audit
used in the present study. In the second section the reskssigh vill be clarified. In this
section topics like research objectives, methodologya collection and research questions
and hypotheses ilvbe discussed. The third section shows sgoneliminary results with
respect to response, relationship ausitavioral and mentalata, thecustomer-relationship
matrix and the testing of hypotheses. Finally a discussion and conclusion will be presented.

THEORY OF MEASURING RELATIONSHIP STRENGTH



Indicators for measuring relationship strength

In most studies, whemeasuring relationshigtrength, one indicator attiane isused. Since a
behavioraland amental dimension can be distinguished in a relationship (Peelen 1991; Poiesz
and Van Raaij 1993; Storm 1991), tindividual indicator can be behavioral (descriptive) or
mental (attitudinal) in its nature.

From the behavioral point ofview indicators likelength of the relationship, recency
frequency, monetary value andregularity are used most often to getidea of relationship
strength. Anothebehavioral indicator could be whether the customer simultaneously uses also
competing companies, or only uses company X (Liljander and Strandvik 1994: 15).

For example, "Relationship length is usualtnsidered as some kind strength”(Liljiander

and Strandvikl994: 14).Accordingly, Peelen et a{1989: 10) state that lagher frequency
suggests a strongezlationship, andhat, with respect to regularitgmaller variances indicate

a stronger relationship, because of the increased predictability of future behavior.

From themental viewpoint a variable likeatisfaction attractivity , perceived switching
costs trust, involvement or long-term expectationshas been used as an indicator for

relationship strength.

Codes for measuring relationship strength

Although usually,one (behavioral) indicatde.g.relationship length) is considered as some
kind of relationshipstrength, in direct marketingontext 'codes' are used asll (Hoekstra
1994: 21). Acode is acombination of indicators, likthe RecencyFrequencylonetary
value (RFM) formulafor characterizing transactions. Mostly, these codes are of the behavioral
type, since they can be captured in a database easily.

Customer importance and relationship strength

However, the strength of r@lationship can be derivemhly partly from behavioral variables,
since they only give an indication (Hoekstra 1993: 81).

Moreover, indicators and codes in faalymore about customémportance and value of the
account tahe company, thamboutrelationshipstrength. However, in practice, an important
and valuable customer is used asyaonym of astrongrelationship(Hoekstra 1993: 81;
1994: 20).

A good cistomer is a customer who contributesekatively largeshare to the return of the



organization within a certaiperiod, which in particular can be derived from thehavioral
variables in the database.

The quality orstrength of a relationship, otme otherhand, is determined by customer
perceptions. So, a stronglationship is a relationship that is perceived as such by the
customer. This depends ¢ime attitude of the customer towards te&ationship, which can
not be derived fronthe databaseMainly primary research is required tbnd out how
customers perceive their relationship with the supplier (Hoekstra 1993; 1994).

The customer-relationship matrix
Based on thédifference between stomer importance and relationship strength Wilson (1990:
13) and Hoekstra (1993: 82; 1994: 20) present a customer-relationship matrix (see table 1).

Table 1: The customer-relationship matrix
Quality of customer
High Low
Relationship Strong 1 2
Weak 3 4

Adapted from: Hoekstra (1994)

Cell numberl contains the good (best) customers with a strong relationship or a high ability to
developone. These customers balhive your economics and gauge customogalty. Cell
number2 consists of those customewxgth a strongrelationshipwho do notcontribute to a
large extent to the return of tkempany. The customers in cell numBeshould be bond to

the organization morayhile those in celnumber4 should be monitored withospending a

lot of marketingdollars, since they canrn into a good customewevelop a strong
relationship or both.

The relationship audit

So, a good customeidiffers from astrongrelationship(Hoekstra 1993: 82). For that reason
Wilson (1990) developed a relationship audibider tomeasure the strength @lationships

in an industrial market environment. After auditiai of the high value and important
customers and potential customéwnghich can bedone by thebehavioral variables in the
database), this relationship audit shodlassify these customers further accordingtheir
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ability to develop astrongrelationship with them, depending tme attitude of the customer
towards the relationship.

The sum of thendividual itemscores of this audit gives an approximatiothef strength of a
relationship, whilehe response to thedividual questions provides an estimation of areas of
strengths and weaknesses. "Based upon the results of the audit programs can be created to
build upon strengths andorrect weaknesses. The audit helpfine the quality of
relationships with key customers and makeaglicit the actionsnecessary to builgtrong
relationships” (Wilson 1990: 10).

In order to findout whether a relationship audit can be applied to a consumer marketing
environment also, irorder to measure relationship strength afil out the customer-

relationship matrix, the present study was conducted.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Research objectives

The first objective of this study was to meastine strength ofrelationships between

consumers and a producer of a faslving consumegood (in this case beer), bgneans of a

relationship audit. There were three reasons in favor of the relationship audit:

a) The producedid not have a database with behaviodata that could be used as
indicators for relationship strength;

b) As already mentioned, the strength aklationship can be derivezhly partly from
this kind of behavioral variables, since they only give an indication (Hoekstra 1993: 81)
and do not measure relationship strength itself;

C) This kind of behavioral variables fiact say more about customeamportance and
value, than aboutlationshipstrengthwhich depends on the attitude of the customer
towards the relationship.

The second objective of this study was fied out whether the audit igble to show

differences in relationship strength between different groups of consumers.

The third objective was to compattee results of the audit withehavioradata, that could be

captured in a (direct marketing) databasegritler tofind out whether these data could be

used as a reliable indicator for relationship strength in the future.



Methodology

The study has beeronducted in a marketingub context in the consumer market of fast
moving consumegoods. Inthis setting enduring relationships appeared impontemely the
relationship between consumers and producer.

The producer concerned, concentrdissactivities onthe catering industry, on distributors
and on the consumer market. Tivst two market segments are being approached satisfactory
by means of specifistrategies and instruments. The approach of the consumer nedtrieet
lot to be desired in th@ast. Themarketing clubwas created as amnovative way of
approaching consumers. An assumption underlying this decistbe ispportunity to create
relationships betweethe producer and consumers. Therefdhgs situation provided an
excellent environment to measutbBe assumed relationship strength byeans of the
relationship audit.

A mail survey was conducted to determine employability of the relationship audit for
assessing relationshgirength. Based on axtensive literature study, a questionnaire was
compiled, consisting of a number of questions #ulress the constructs of satisfaction, trust,
switching costsjnvolvement andattractivity, which research has found to be critical in the
development of relationshige.g.: Morgan and Hunt 1994; Wilson 1990). Each construct was
measured by one or more items/questions.

The questionnaire was made up of two sections. The first section was designed, first, to gather
behavioraldata (as the producdid not have a database with behaviatata) and, second, to
measure the constructs of thedationship audit irorder toassess theelationship strength.

The second section was meant to gather socio-demographic data.

Within the first section several behavioral indicators of relationstigngth hve been
measured, e.glength, recency, frequency, monetary value, and regularity. The relationship
audit was made up ofhe constructs: satisfactiortyust, perceived switchingcosts,
involvement and attractivity as mentioned previously.

Most of theitemswere measured biyve-point Likert-type scales or by means of a Semantic
Differential. The remaining items have beetransformed intofive answer categories

afterwards.

Data collection

Before drawing a sample it is necessary to defieepopulation abowvhich inferences have
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to be made. The population of the present study was divided into three subpopulations:

° current members of a marketing club (total approximately 4500);
° former members of a marketing club (total approximately 1200);
° potential members of a marketing club (approximately 700).

If only current customers of the firm would have been selected, their answers would have been
heavily biasedtowards(satisfaction with) theelationship. However, according tdljander
and StrandviK1994: 21), in mosstudiesonly currentmembers have been investigated. Two
other groups woulgrobably giveanother answewhen evaluatinghe firm. According to
Liljlander and Strandvik (1994: 21) these groups are:
° customers that have ended their relationship thigffirm (e.g.former members in the
present study), and
° customers that never haw®ught from the provider but are in the market (e.g.
potential members in the present study).
As we are not onlynterested in whether theelationship audit is a useful instrument to
measure relationship strength in consumer markatsalso whethethis audit isable to show
differences in thastrength betweedifferentgroups of consumers, we investigated all three of
the above mentioned groups: current members, former members and potential members.
The current and formenembersvere approached hysingthe database of theompany. A
database which hold®cords ofnames, addresses, adtP codes. The potentighembers
were moredifficult to plot. It wasdecided tatake into consideration customers who showed
interest in thecompany inthe past. A databaseith names, addresses, a@tP codes of
participants in a salegromotion activity has been used assample framefor the third
subpopulation.
A systematic sample of approximat@0 addresses per database was drawrhich every
K" element in each database was designated for inclusion in the sample after a random start.
So, in total approximatelft800 questionnaireBave been sent byail. Respondents were

given four weeks to return the questionnaire.

Research questions and hypotheses

The research questions can be derived foamresearch objectives. First afl: does the
relationship audit show differences in the strength of the relationships between three
groups of consumers of beer (current members, former members and potential members of

a marketing club set up by the producer) and the producer of the beer?
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Second, if there ardifferences in relationshiptrength, based on thielationship auditare

there differences in the behavioral data as wellhe answers to these/o questions will

provide an answer to the third questiomhat data should be captured in a (direct

marketing) database in order to measure relationship strength continuously?

Related to the first research question, the following hypotheses have been tested:

H1l: Currentmembers othe marketingclub have a relationship whichssronger than the
relationship former members and potential members have with the same producer.

H2: Former members of the marketiolgb have a relationship whichssronger than the
relationship potential members have with the same producer.

Related to the second research question,

H3: If the relationship audit shows a difference in relationgtipngth, then thereilwbe
differences in the behavioral data as well.

Related to the last research question,

H4: The database should contain behavioralelsasattitudinaldata, in order toneasure
relationship strength continuously.



RESULTS

Response

The response amounted to 7@8t of 1842 questionnaire§39%). The results ofurther

calculations of the response are shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Response figures

GROUP # questionn. # response response in % responseg
of total of group

current 586 430 59.9 73.4
members
former 616 97 13.5 15.7
members
potential 640 184 25.6 28.8
members
useless - 7 1 -
total 1842 718 100 39

Relationship audit

in %

Table 3: Mean and response (N) regarding the relationship audit/strength
RELATION- current former potential total
SHIP members members members
audit/strength
current 55.6 (162) p=0.0004 p=0.0247
former 49.7 (34) p=0.2676
potential 52.3 (44)
total 54.1 (240)

p=0.0007

The values for relationship strength measuredhleyaudit, ranged from 29 to 84véall,

from table 3 it can be concluded that there sgaificant difference in relationshgirength

between currentnembers, former members apotential members, based thre relationship

10



audit. The currenmembers differ significantly fronformer and potential members. Former
members and potentialembers daot differ significantly,although the averagelationship
strength for potential members is higher than that of former members.

Behavioral data

Besidesthe relationship audit, aumber of behavioral variables have been measured as an
indicator for relationshipstrength,namely frequency, length, monetary value, recency and
regularity.

Table 4 shows the results of theeasurements related tioe variable recencyAll variables
have been measured on a scale ranging from 1 to 5, in which 1 poiriiseirttivection of a
weak relationship and 5 intbe direction of a strongelationship. Table 4 shows that current
and potential members hadcent contactsvith the company orbought productgecently.
Thisrecencyvariable is significantly weaker for former members of the marketingclub.

Table 4: Mean and response (N) regarding recency

RECENCY current former potential total
members members members

current 4.5 (430) p=0.0002 p=0.9090

former 4.0 (97) p=0.0024

potential 4.5 (184)

total 4.4 (711)

p=0.0005

The tables presenting the results of the other behavioral data have been included in appendix 1.
Analyses of thevariableregularity (table 6, appendix 1) show that curremémbersscore

highest and former membdmwvest. Thedifferences betweecurrent and formemembers is
statistically significant as well abe difference between former and potential members. The
results of thefrequency (table 7, appendix 1) variablre slightly different although the
differences betweeourrent and formemembers anthetween former and potentimembers

are statistically significant again. Regarding this varididevever, the scores for current
members and potentiahembersare exactly the samejndicating frequent interactions. The

results of thevariable monetary value (table 8, appendix 1) shosignificant differences
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between current and former members and between current and potential members. Former and
potential memberscoreexactlythe same on this variabl&inally the analyses othe \ariable

length (table 5, appendix 1) showcampletely differenpicture. Current and former members
expressed the longestlationship withthe company, whereas potentimembers expressed a
shorter relationship. Thus, there's smnificant differencebetween current andbrmer
membersand there aresignificant differencedetween current and potentiadembers and
between former and potential members.

From tables4-8 (tables5-8 can be found in appendix 1) it can be concluded tthexte are
significantdifferences between current members, former members and potential members, with
respect to allthe behavioral variables measured, i.c. lengthtlo# relationship, recency,
regularity, frequency and monetary value.

Table 9 summarizethe means ofboth, relationship strength based tre relationship audit
and the behavioral variables.

Table 9 Means of both, relationship audit and behavioral variables
VARI- current members former members potential members  total
ABLE
rel. audit 55.6 > 49.7 < 523 54.1
length 4.5 £ 4.6 > 4.0 4.4
recency 4.5 > 4.0 < 45 4.4
regularity 4.2 > 3.3 < 3.9 4.0
frequency 3.7 > 3.2 < 37 3.7
mon. value| 2.0 > 1.7 = 17 1.9

All behavioral variables, witlthe exception of length, point into tteame direction as
relationship strength/audit.

Mental data
Table 10 summarizes the means of the mental variables.

Table 10 Means of mental variables
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VARI- current members former members potential memlbers  total
ABLE

attractivity | 4.1 > 3.6 < 4.0 4.0
involve- 4.3 > 3.8 £ 4.1 3.0
ment

satisfaction| 3.2 > 2.4 < 26 4.2
switch 1.6 > 1.5 = 1.5 1.6
costs

trust 3.0 > 2.6 = 2.6 2.9

Table 10 shows that the scores of curmaembers orthe mental variables indicatstrong
positive feelinggowards thecompany. Potentiahembers expresdightly lessstrong psitive

feelings towards the company, whereas scores of former members are weakest.

Customer-relationship matrix

In the previous sections behavioral and mental variables have been discussed separately. Now
the customer-relationship matrixiMpe clarified, showing similaritieand differences between
relationship strength and custontgrality. The legendlarifying table 11 is presented on the

next page.
Table 11: The customer-relationship matrix
Quality of customer measured by monetary
value
observed frequency (expected frequency)
Low Medium High
Relationship Weak 3R21,2) 8(14,7)| 1(52)
measured by audit .
y Medium 81(83,2) 65 (57,7) 15(20,1
observed frequency
(expected frequency) Strong 11 (19,6) 13 (13,6) 14 (4’5)
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Legend (tables 11 and 12: The customer-relationship matrix)

Monetary value spendings on the investigated fast moving consumer good
(in Dutch Guilders per month)

. low 0-25

. medium 26 - 75

. high > 76

Length length of the relationship in years

™ low <1,1,2

o medium 3, 4

° high >4

Relationship audit (RS = Relationship Strength) mean = 54,12¢ 9,059

. weak RS < mean dl RS < 46

. mediummean - & < RS< mean + & 46 < RS< 63

o strong RS > mean +ol RS > 63

A chi-squareanalysis (significance level &89.99%) ofthis crosstable shows a statistically
significant relationshifpetween relationship strength and custoquality expressed by means
of thevariable 'monetary value'. Thimpliesthat the behavioral variable monetary value offers

the same information as the mental variables included in the relationship audit.

Table 12: The customer-relationship matrix

Quality of customer measured by length

observed frequency (expected frequency)

Low Medium High
Relationship Weak r7) 8 (5,6) 31(32,6)
d by audit
MeasUrea by atdit | \redium 13(10,7) 22 (22,1) 126(128,1
observed frequenc
(expected frpqmjpnryv\ Strong 1(2,5) 3(5,2) 34 (30,2

A chi-squareanalysis of thiscrosstable doerot show astatistically significant relationship

between relationship strength and custoqelity expressed by meanstbé variable length.

This implies that astrong relationship not necessarilygoes with a high length of the

relationship.




Hypotheses testing and answers to the research questions

As can be concluded from tables 3 and 9, hypothesig&tttentmembers othe marketing
club have a relationship whichssronger than theelationship former members apdtential
members have with the same producer) is supported.

Although not statistically significant, froine same tables 3 and 9 it can be concluded that
potential members dhe marketinglub have a relationship which is slighsiironger than the
relationship former members have wiltie sameproducer. Sothis conclusiondoes not
support H2, but, in fact the reverse.

From table 9 it can be concluded thhe behavioral variables differ ithe same way as
relationshipstrength, with the exception of ‘length’. HowevigEom a statistical point of view,
only the significancies othe differences with respect to the monetary value are consistent with
those of relationship strength.

So, in general H3 isupported, as thdifferences in relationshiptrength correspond with
those of the behavioral variables, with the exception of ‘length’.

Especially table 12 indicates that it is important teclude behavioral as well as mental
variables in adatabase, because bathight give different implicationsbout relationship
strength and customer qualitifor producers of fasioving consumegoods itmight be
sufficient to include behavioralataonly. Table 11 shows thdtoth behavioral and mental
variables can be used to get mmdlication of relationshipstrength. Byincluding only
behavioraldata in a database, it is no longessible to analysie strengths and weaknesses
within a relationshipFor that purpose it istill necessary t@omparehigh and low quality
customers wittstrong and weakelationshipsSo, for that purpose it igseful to include both
kinds of variables inthe database. Froranalyses concerninthe customer-relationship
matrix, it can be concluded that a database should contain behavioral as well as attitudinal data
in order to measure relationship strength continously. Therefore H4 is supported.
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DISCUSSION

The strength of aelationship can be derivaxhly partly from behavioral variables, since they
only give an indication, and doot provide an estimation of areas of strengths and
weaknesses. The strength of a relationship is determined by customer percEptidhat
reason attitudinal variablggrust, satisfaction, involvement, perceived switchiogsts and
attractivity) are taken into account in this study. Other variables, that are not used in this study
however, could also be:

- "if the customer talks positively/negativelgbout the comany" (Liljander and
Strandvik, 1994, p15). Loyal customers who provide freslvertising and do It of
talking over the years and drum up &ot of business can beegarded as
'referrals'/'advocates' (Reichheld and Sasser, 1990, p. 107);

- "the customercomplains tothe personnel/service provider" (Liljander and Strandvik,
1994, p. 15);

- the degree tavhich customers tolerate mistakes without being upset with the company
(Liljander and Strandvik, 1994, p. 15).

In this study, the strength oflationships wasot only measured throughralationship audit,

but also by a number of behavioral indicatéws that strength. However, wiink that
relationship strength can be measured in several more ways.

First, by measuring the perceiviyel of the relationship directly. Kotler (1992,994), for
example, distinguishes five levels melationships. Customers could be asked what type of
relationship fitsbest to their current situatioBut also, whatype of relationship they do
prefer for the (near) future. Howevehjs information can be used better in addition to the
information fromthe relationship auditEspeciallythe difference betweenurrentrelationship

level and preferred relationshigvel isimportant with respect to customers in cell number
four of the customer-relationship matrix. Relationships with customers in cel number four who
don't prefer an improvement in their relationship wite supplier and/oare notwilling to
increase their value to the company should be ended.

Another way to measure relationshtrength isasking customersiow much they are
prepared to sacrifice (m®) beforeswitching to another supplierHow much would the
producerhave to raise prices before the consumer switches to another supplier? How far is the
consumer prepared to drive tostore of aparticular supplier before switching to another
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supplier? On the reverse, one can also ask the consumendwhe is pregred to accept a
reduction, e.g. in service level, before switchingatmther company-How much could the
provided service level bowered withouthim switching to another provider®Stated in
another vay, what ishis 'elasticity’,acceptancéevel' or 'stamina'? Thisieasures relationship
strength in a moreeliable way,as, according td.iljander andStrandvik (1994, p. 20),
relationshipstrength can beefined as \Wwat it takes to break thelationship. However, this
way of measuring relationshgirength concentrates on thehavioral consequences of some
actions taken by the supplier. Nwsight is provided irthe attitude of the consumewards

the relationship whilditerature has shown that psychological elements such as satisfaction,
involvement, and trust are very important in building, maintaining and improving relationships.
Ultimately, we think thafor measuring relationshigtrength, théorganisational commitment'-
construct may be appropriate, as the 'degresomfmitment’ is synonymous to relationship
strength (Storm, 1991, p. 14%nd commitment ithe dependent measyi&ilson 1990: 5):

"If all of the precedingvariablessupport therelationship, then thereilvbe a high level of
commitrrent”. For that purpose tlegganisational commitmewbnstructhas to bexdapted to

the new context in which it will be used.

CONCLUSION

Relationship strength can be measured in several ways: dne indicator, a
number/combination of indicators (‘codes’), or by a relationship audit.

The relevance of measuring relationssipength is that it can be used to select tlgyeeps
who demonstrate &igher propensity to b&yal to their supplier,product orbrand, and
develop an appropriate strategy for these growpgh differs fromthe strategy for groups
that do notdemonstrate thdevel of customer loyalty"Customerloyalty canimplicitely be
seen as a synonym of strength here" (Liljander and Strandvik, 1994, p. 15)).

However, indeterminingthe value of a customer and in developing marketing strategies,
organizations look at thquality of the customemainly (e.g. Woodsideand Soni 1991).
However, thevalue of a catomer is also determined by the strength of the relationship (or the
ability to develop a strongelationship) with that customedsing the customer-relationship
matrix can lead toother management implications, since this matniat only takes into
account themportance and (monetary) value tbe customer, but also tlgality of the
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relationship.

Since in a relationshipoth, abehavioral and a mental dimension can be distinguished, it is
important to investigatéoth dimensions inorder to formulate adequatdrelationship)
marketing strategies.

The study showed that data on aspects ob#mavioral dimension give goodindication of
the relationship strengtfin this study monetary value seemed to the bestbehavioral
indicator, lengththe worst). Howeverattitudinal or mentadatacan give an evembetter
indication of relationshigtrength, as the strength ofedationship is determined by customer
perceptions. Saalthough relationshigtrength, in case of a fastoving consumegood like
beer, can be measured by means of behavdatd, captured in a database,c#@n be
concluded that to findut the strengths and weaknesses inrtHationship it is important to
pay attention to thattitudinal/mental dimension, singgograms have to bbuilt upon
strengths and have worrectweaknesses. This is importaftr those marketers who are
engaged in relationship marketing and direct marketing, thiétaim to create aelationship

with the customer.
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APPENDIX 1

Table 5: Mean and response (N) regarding length of the relationship
LENGTH current former potential total
members members members
current 4.5 (430) p=0.2201 p=0.0000
former 4.6 (97) p=0.0000
potential 4.0 (184)
total 4.4 (711)
p=0.0000
Table 6: Mean and response (N) regarding regularity
REGULA- current former potential total
RITY members members members
current 4.2 (426) p=0.0000 p=0.0772
former 3.3(93) p=0.0013
potential 3.9 (183)
total 4.0 (702)
p=0.0000
Table 7: Mean and response (N) regarding frequency
FREQUENCY | current former potential total
members members members
current 3.7 (429) P=0.0002 p=0.7891
former 3.2 (97) p=0.0026
potential 3.7 (184)
total 3.7 (710)
p=0.0007
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Table 8: Mean and response (N) regarding monetary value

MONETARY current former potential total

VALUE members members members

current 2.0 (418) p=0.0415 p=0.0039

former 1.7 (87) p=0.9416

potential 1.7 (178)

total 1.9 (683)
p=0.0052
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