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Abstract
The main objective of this study was to validate in the United States a previous scale developed and validated in
Brazil for the business-to-consumer (B2C) market to assess customers’ perceptions regarding aspects they
consider relevant in their relationship with companies in general. Brazilian and American Models were also
compared. Three studies have been conducted with different national samples for the validation of the Customer
Relationship Management Scale in the US. The result was a one-factor model with high reliability and good fit.
This research is a starting point to provide a comprehensive valid measure of customer relationship management
based on customers’ perspectives. As practical implications, the one-factor model could be used as a diagnostic
tool to identify aspects in customer relationship management where specific improvements are needed, as well as
an instrument of evaluation to help managers better understand how to meet client’s needs in order to deliver
high-value products and services developing a long-term and profitable relationship.
Keywords: customer relationship management (CRM), business-to-consumer market (B2C), scale validation,
exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, cross national comparison of models
1. Introduction
The main authors of Customer Relationship Management (CRM)(Wilson & Vlosky, 1997; Campbell, 2003;
Zablah et al., 2004; Payne, 2006) agree on the relevance of managing the relationship between organizations and
its customers. Thus the adaptation of the organizational capacity to detect opportunities in the market and the
constant effort of companies on establishing long term relationships with its business partners, and especially
with its customers, has been established as a priority on enterprises (Demo & Ponte, 2008).
Considering both the strategic relevance of Customer Relationship Management (CRM) for organizations
nowadays, and the lack of measuring scales customized for the business-to-consumer (B2C) market as well as
the importance of validating a scale in different countries for improved generalizability, the main objective of
this study is to validate the Customer Relationship Management Scale (CRMS) in the US, based on the previous
CRM scales that Rozzett and Demo (2010a; 2010b; 2011) developed and validated in Brazil. We found some
CRM scales in the literature (e.g., Wilson & Vlosky, 1997; Sin, Tse & Yim, 2005; Öztaysi, Sezgin & Özok, 2011)
but none focused on the customer’s relationship marketing perception in the B2C market in general.
Furthermore, if the CRMS shows theoretical consistency and also good psychometric indexes when validated in
a different country (US), it will be a psychometrically and operationally valid measure to be used in relational
studies from both Marketing and Consumer Behavior fields. Additionally, it could be used as a diagnostic tool to
identity CRM aspects where specific improvements are needed, as well as an instrument of evaluation to help
managers better understand how to meet client’s needs, deliver high-value products and services, and develop
long-term profitable relationship.
2. Literature Review
This section first presents the theoretical background of CRM and after summarizes the studies Rozzett and
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Demo (2010a; 2010b; 2011) conducted to develop and validate the CRM scale, used as basis for this research.
2.1 Theoretical Background
It is important to consider the competitiveness perspective on organizational studies. Along with globalization
and new technologies, competitiveness is imperative and characterized by the non-stop organizational search for
competitive advantage.
Kumar et al. (2011) investigated if market orientation is, indeed, a source of sustainable competitive advantage
and discovered a positive effect of market orientation when crossed with business performance on either long or
short terms. The study conducted by Mishra (2009) showed that as more organizations realize the significance of
becoming customer-centric in today’s competitive era, as more they adopted Customer Relationship
Management (CRM) as a core business strategy, driving them to the conclusion that CRM can help organizations
manage their interactions with customers more effectively in order to maintain competitiveness.
For Grönroos (1994), Sheth and Parvatiyar (2002), CRM or relationship marketing represents a paradigm shift
on marketing concepts, a change on marketing orientation from just attracting customers to having customer’s
retention and loyalty. As stated by Payne (2006), CRM provides opportunities to use information, know clients
better, offer value by customized sales and develop long-term relationships. The company should have
know-how on processes, operations and integration in order to allow that the core of marketing become the
philosophy that guides the business.
McKenna (1991) presents a strategic relationship marketing approach placing the customer in first and changing
the marketing role of manipulating customers to making a real commitment with them. The author emphasizes
the retention of profitable customers, multiple markets and an approach regarding multifunctional marketing, in
which the responsibility for marketing strategies development and relationship with the customer is not limited
to the marketing department only.
“Long-term customers buy more, take less of a company’s time, are less sensitive to price and bring in new
customers. Best of all, they have no acquisition or start-up cost” (Reichheld, 1996). In this sense, competitive
advantage can be acquired by knowing the expectations, preferences, and behavior of customers. Thus, retaining
customers, developing a relationship and continuously satisfying them can be considered the basis for a
successful trajectory for most organizations, according to the author.
Although CRM has become an extremely relevant proposal, the comprehension of what it means is still limited.
Many companies make a conceptual mistake by equaling customer relationship marketing to support systems for
CRM implementation. Regarding this controversy, Bygstad (2003) conducted a longitudinal 6-year case study of
a company implementing CRM both as a marketing principle and as an information system. The author found
that from a managerial view CRM projects should be treated as complex challenges, needing tight project control
and the application of change management techniques, focusing on the marketing process and data quality. In
contrast, it’s important to understand that the mechanisms at work at the micro level are only partly controllable
by management techniques, so the infrastructure should grow organically.
Payne (2006) stresses that the importance of defining CRM correctly is not a semantic preciousness. Such
definition significantly impacts the way CRM is understood, implemented and practiced in organizations. The
author highlights that CRM is a strategic holistic approach to manage the relationship with customers in order to
create value to the stockholder. Moreover, CRM needs to be infused with strategic vision to create value to the
stockholder through the development of relationships with strategic customers, bringing together the potential of
information technology (IT) to the relationship marketing strategies that will result in the establishment of
profitable long-term relationships.
Zablah et al. (2004) agree that the CRM literature is still inconsistent and highly fragmented due to the lack of a
common conceptualization, proposing a delineation of CRM as an “ongoing process that involves the
development and leveraging of market intelligence for the purpose of building and maintaining a
profit-maximizing portfolio of customer relationships” (p. 475). This idea converges with the conceptual
framework presented by Campbell (2003) about the internal processes involved in creating customer knowledge
competence composed by four components namely customer information process; marketing-IT (information
technology) interface; senior management involvement; and employee evaluation & reward systems.
Huang and Xiong (2010) notice that CRM has reached a strategic maturity and it influences the entire cycle of
life of a product and not only the before or after-sales stages. Still on the enlargement of CRM influence, Ernst,
Hoyer, Krafft and Krieger (2011) sustain that its potential has been only investigated on already existent products
cases, but it should be considered on the development of new products as well, once their studies showed that
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CRM has a positive correlation with performance and success of new products.
Also considering that corporative culture has not been sufficiently studied on relationship marketing, Iglesias,
Sauquet and Montaña (2011) presented a model of corporative culture from a CRM-oriented organization. The
results showed two primary factors needed for its effectiveness: “client orientation” and “high level of care for
employees”. Moreover, other six-shared values (confidence, involvement, teamwork, innovation, flexibility and
results orientation) also would facilitate the orientation development towards relationship marketing.
As for literature reviews regarding CRM, Ngai’s (2005) first article was considered a milestone regarding the
academic literature about customer relationship marketing. It analyzed 205 articles in different databases
published in over 85 different academic reviews from 1992 to 2002. Ngai’s (2005) study concluded for the force
of CRM research, questioning about the low percentage of theoretical reviews related to CRM privacy, and
predicting that the field would continue to present significant growth during the next years.
Ngai, Xiu and Chayu (2009) wrote the first academic review on the application of data mining techniques for
CRM. The results showed that models of classification and association are the most commonly used in data
mining regarding CRM. Besides, customer retention is the most researched area of all and the one-to-one
marketing and loyalty programs are the most investigated themes.
Wahlberg et al. (2009) questioned the evolution of CRM research through time and identifying trends and
research topics from 4 investigation areas: strategic CRM, analytical CRM, operational CRM and collaborative
CRM. The results showed that the number of articles about CRM as a specific topic was relatively low until the
end of the nineties, exactly as pointed by Ngai (2005), which confirms the aspect of novelty CRM holds on
marketing research. Also, most of researches have been done on strategic CRM, which was the most popular by
the end of the studied period of time. Additionally, they have found predominance of research on big companies
at the expense of medium and small businesses whose characteristic must be taken into account.
Concerning CRM measures, we found some studies with scale validation that were mostly based in the works of
Wilson and Vlosky (1997), Sin, Tse and Yim (2005), Agariya and Singh (2012a), and Rozzett and Demo (2010a;
2010b; 2011).Wilson and Vlosky (1997) developed a CRM scale for the business-to-business (B2B) market and
Viana, Cunha Jr and Slongo (2005) adapted it for the industrial sector in Brazil. Sin, Tse and Yim (2005)
validated a scale to measure the CRM dimensions practiced by the companies in the financial service sector of
Hong Kong. Then, Soch and Sandhu (2008) developed a scale for CRM constructs applied to manufacturing
industries in India, Wang and Feng (2008) validated a scale on CRM capability in service industries in China and
Öztaysi, Sezgin and Özok (2011) proposed an instrument for the measurement of CRM processes in Turkey.
Recently, Agariya& Singh (2012a; 2012b; 2013) developed a CRM Index for both insurance and banking sectors
and a CRM scale for clients of Indian Public Hospitals, and Zulkifli & Tahir (2012) validated a scale for CRM
practices construct consisted of six dimensions of CRM specifically for bank’s customers.
Finally, Rozzett and Demo (2010a; 2010b; 2011) conducted three studies in Brazil to develop and validate a
scale for the (B2C) market to assess customer’s perception of relationship with companies in general. Three
customized scales were adapted and validated based on Rozzett and Demo’s scale: for amusement parks
(Vasconcelos & Demo, 2012); for video-games (Batelli & Demo, 2012); and for beverages (Lopes & Demo,
2012).
2.2 Development and Validation of the Customer Relationship Management Scale in Brazil
The studies of the development and validation of the CRMS in Brazil (Rozzett & Demo, 2010a; 2010b; 2011)
were the basis for the validation in the US because it is the only one found on the literature addressed to the B2C
market in general. Item generation of the CRMS validated in Brazil was based on a broad literature review
regarding CRM (Ryals & Payne, 2001; Campbell, 2003; Zablah et al., 2004; Ngai, 2005; Payne, 2006; Wahlberg
et al., 2009; Kumar et al., 2011), as well as on interviews with various customers from different organizations
that highlighted the relevance of items concerning customers satisfaction and also loyalty intention as possibly
predictors of a long-term relationship. Regarding the interviews, the analysis of categorical thematic content
recommended by Bardin (2011) was used for the identification of categories and its indicators. The categories
that emerged from content analysis were consistent with the most recently literature and Rozzett and Demo’s
(2010a, 2010b) initial pool was composed of 40 items.
As to the theoretical analysis of the items, Rozzett and Demo (2010a, 2010b) followed the steps proposed by
Kerlinger and Lee (2008). At first, the items were submitted to semantic analysis and then twelve experts in the
CRM field (both professors and practitioners) were exposed to the definition of the construct and to a related
explanation. They were asked to assess the fit of the statements to the CRM concept. After the judges’ analysis,
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the CRMS counted 26 items with a 5-point Likert scale, varying from “I totally disagree” to “I totally agree”.
Thereafter, CRMS was validated through EFA (Rozzett & Demo, 2010a, 2010b). The results presented a
one-factor instrument with 20 items (Rozzett & Demo, 2010a), namely the complete version, consistent with the
literature review. It explained about 40% of the construct’s total variance, had a Cronbach’s alpha of .93 and 70%
of the items ranked as excellent, very good and good, according to Comrey and Lee (1992). Nonetheless, Rozzett
and Demo (2010b) validated a reduced scale with only 8 items, namely the abridged version, and presented even
better indexes: 64% of total variance explained, a Cronbach’s alpha of .92 and better items in terms of
validity(excellent and very good items only).
Finally, Rozzett and Demo (2011) validated the CRMS, both complete and abridged versions, through
confirmatory factor analysis. The complete version showed high reliability with a Jöreskog’s rho greater than .70
( = .93), as proposed by Chin (1998) and a satisfactory fit, according to Kline (2011) (χ2(170) = 757.84, p <
0.001; NC = 4.46; CFI = .90; RMSEA = .08). The abridged version, however presented an unsatisfactory fit
(χ2(20) = 138.43, p < 0.001; NC = 6.92; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .10), although it has shown high reliability (
= .92).
3. Method
First we present the review of the scale for application in the US, regarding its translation for English and the
content validity of the items. Then, the three studies conducted for the development and validation of the
Customer Relationship Management Scale (CRMS) in the United States (US) are detailed. Three different
national samples were collected online using MTurk in order to ensure the presence of abroad variety of
American customers. This diversification indicates sampling variability and representativeness.
Data from study 1, which had 210 participants, were used to select items based on EFA. Then, CFA was used on
data obtained in study 2, which had 425 participants, to examine factor structure, as well as to provide construct
validity through convergent validity. Scale reliability was assessed by Cronbach’s alpha and Jöreskog’s rho.
Finally, data from study 3, which had 415 participants, were used to test the scale generalizability by conducting
a replicative analysis on the measurement model used in study 2, and by checking if the structure obtained
through the CFA remained stable in a different sample.
For the three samples, data were examined (searched for incorrect values, missing data and outliers) and the
assumptions for multivariate analysis were checked, following the procedures recommended by Tabachnick and
Fidell (2007) and Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham (2009).
3.1 Review of the Customer Relationship Management Scale for Application in the US
In order to make the CRMS suitable for application in the US, the 20 items were translated to English by a
specialist in translation and retranslated to Portuguese by the authors of the scale. Then, an English Professor
from a university in California checked out the translation to English. Following the item generation steps
proposed by Kerlinger and Lee (2008), two faculty members from the Marketing area of a Brazilian University
and one faculty member and a PhD student from a University in the US served as judges to evaluate the
content/validity of the items. As a result, the 20 statements remained for the application in the US, with small
adaptations and a 5-point Likert scale, varying from “I totally disagree” to “I totally agree”.
3.2 Study 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis
The sample for this study was collected online using MTurk. Data were collected from 210 people. Of the
employees, 65% were male, 63% were White or Caucasian, 55% were under the age of 26, 49.5% had a
Bachelor degree, 43.5% had been customers of the companies chosen between 1 and 5 years, and 67% affirmed
they purchase from the companies chosen on a weekly (33%) or monthly (34%) basis.
The final sample counted with 200 subjects. Hair et al. (2009) say that for an adequate sample size, it is
necessary to have between 5 and 10 individuals for each item of the instrument. However, the authors state that
any factor analysis with less than 200 individuals can hardly be considered suitable. The sample size with 200
subjects attended, therefore, both criteria.
To perform the EFA, the correlation matrix, the matrix determinant and the results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) sampling adequacy test were analyzed regarding factorability. For factor extraction, Principal
Components Analysis (PCA) was used. Once the matrix was considered factorable, the eigenvalues, percentage
of explained variance of each factor, scree plot graphic and parallel analysis were then examined in order to
determine the quantity of factors to be extracted. After defining the quantity of factors, a Principal Axis Factoring
(PAF) analysis was run using Promax rotation, since correlation among factors was expected. Cronbach’s alpha
32

www.ccsenet.org/ibr

International Business Research

Vol. 6, No. 11; 2013

was used to check reliability or internal consistency of each factor.
3.3 Study 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Construct Validity
The sample for this study was also collected online using MTurk. Data were collected from 425people. Of the
employees, 64% were male, 55% were White or Caucasian, 45.5% were between 26 and 40 years-old, 48% had
a Bachelor degree, 42% had been customers of the companies chosen between 1 and 5 years, and 49% affirmed
they purchase from the companies chosen on a monthly basis.
The final sample counted with 403 subjects. Byrne (2009) and Kline (2011) state that for a CFA, an adequate
sample size would be 20 subjects for variable. On the other hand, Hair et al. (2009) state that a minimum of 200
individuals is always required whereas samples much larger than 400 could make the method very sensitive. So,
sample sizes approximately between 200 and 400 are recommended. The sample size with 403 subjects attended,
therefore, all the criteria cited.
To determine which structure adjusts better to CRMS, its fit was evaluated by using AMOS through the
following indexes: NC (normatized chi-square or chi-square value divided by the model’s degrees of freedom =
CMIN/DF), CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), as
recommended by Kline (2011). The internal consistency was measured through composite reliability, also known
as Dillon-Goldstein’s rho or Jöreskog’s rho, as proposed by Chin (1998). Dillon-Goldstein’s rho is a better
reliability measure than Cronbach’s alpha in Structural Equation Modeling, since it is based on the loadings
rather than the correlations between the observed variables.
Finally, construct validity, “the degree to which a measure assesses the construct it is purported to assess” (Peter,
1981: 134), was examined in this study through convergent validity.
3.4 Study 3: Scale Generalizability
The sample for this study was collected online using MTurk as well. Data were collected from 305 people. Of
the employees, 61% were male, 70% were White or Caucasian, 48% were under the age of 26, 50% had a
Bachelor degree, 41.4% had been customers of the companies chosen between 1 and 5 years, and 41% affirmed
they purchase from the companies chosen on a monthly basis.
The final sample counted with 404 subjects. Byrne (2009) and Kline (2011) state that for a CFA, an adequate
sample size would be 20 subjects for variable. On the other hand, Hair et al. (2009) state that a minimum of 200
individuals is always required whereas samples much larger than 400 could make the method very sensitive. The
sample size with 403 subjects attended both criteria.
4. Results
This section presents the results of exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, construct validity
and scale generalizability.
4.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis
The analyses’ results confirmed the matrix high factorability to perform the exploratory factor analysis. KMO
was 0.931, classified by Kaiser (1974) as marvelous. The determinant of the matrix was extremely close to zero
indicating that the number of factors is lower than the number of items. Through Principal Components Analysis,
it was possible to decide how many factors would be extracted. The analysis of the criteria adopted (eigenvalues
greater than 1.0, explained variance percentage of each factor above 3%, scree plot graphic visual analysis and
parallel analysis) brought us to a one-factor solution, with a possibility of a two factors solution, according to the
eigenvalues and explained variance percentage criteria.
When running the Principal Axes Factoring (PAF) analysis for two factors, we found a high-significant
correlation between them (r = 0.744), indicating the presence of a second order factor. Therefore, we opted for
the one-factor solution. After 4 iterations, the CRMS resulted in a one-factor scale with 14 items, compatible
with the theoretical review done, explaining 50% of the construct’s total variance, which can be considered
worthy, especially for one-factor structures.
The validity or quality of the items that composed each factor was also analyzed based on Pasquali’s (2010)
statement that a valid item is the one that well represents the factor, that is, an item with a good factor loading.
The minimum acceptable load was .50 (Hair et al., 2009). Comrey and Lee (1992) classified items with loadings
higher above or equal .71 as excellent; above or equal .63 as very good; above or equal .55 as good; above or
equal .45 as reasonable; and above or equal .32 as poor. Thus, as to the items’ quality, 100% of them were
classified as excellent, very good and good.
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Concerninng the reliabiliity, internal co
onsistency or precision of the factors, Pasquali(2010)
P
states that values
above .700 indicate thatt the scale is reliable, whiile values aboove.80indicatee good reliabiility (Field, 20009).
Nunnally and
a Bernstein (1994) say thaat “in the earlyy stages of preddictive or consstruct validatioon research,” itt may
be satisfacctory to “have only modest reeliability, e.g., .70”. For otheer scenarios, Nunnally
N
and Bernstein
B
(19944) go
on to statee that .80 or even .90 may be
b required. P
Peterson’s (19994) meta-analy
ytical study onn Cronbach’s aalpha
showed that reliable alphhas have a .77 mean and .79 median.
The CRM
M scale show
wed high reliaability, with aalpha coefficiient equals to
o .92, follow
wing the thresshold
recommennded by authorrs such as Nun
nnally and Beernstein (1994)), and Peterson
n (1994). Tablle A1 in Appeendix
Asummariizes the main iinformation off the scale.
By compaaring the CRM
M scales (botth complete aand abridged versions)
v
valid
dated in Brazzil and the CR
RMS
validated in
i US, regardiing reliability, number of items and validdity, it’s possib
ble to see sim
milar parameterrs, as
shown on Table 1, drivinng us to the co
onclusion that tthe one-factor structure valid
dated in two different
d
versioons in
Brazil rem
mained stable w
when validated
d in a different country, beingg suitable for application
a
in US
U organizatioons.
Table 1. Comparison am
mong Brazilian and Americann CRM scales
CR
RMS
BRAZIL
L
verrsion (2010)

complete

CRMS
BRAZIIL
version (2010)

abridged

CRMS US (20122)

Reliability

α=
=.93

α=.92

α=.92

Number of ittems

20

8

14

Quality of iteems

70% classified as excellent,
e
very
good and good

100% classified as excellent
and very good

100% classified as excellent, veryy good
and good

Total variancce explained

40%

64%

50%

4.2 Confirrmatory Factorr Analysis and
d Construct Vallidity
Accordingg to Kline (20111), values thaat indicate satiisfactory adjusst for a model are: for NC (CMIN/DF), vaalues
2.0 or 3.0 or, at most, uup to 5.0; for CFI,
C values greater than .90 and for RMSEA, values lower than .05 oor up
to .08. Thhe one-factor sstructure modeel (Figure 1) hhad 43 param
meters and pressented a satisffactory fit (χ2(77) =
256.02, p < 0.001; NC
C = 3.32; CFII =.95; RMSE
EA = .07), coonfirming the structure obttained throughh the
exploratorry factor analyysis. The facto
or loadings of the items in this
t
confirmato
ory validation were betweenn .58
and .84, which
w
means high-quality item
ms, according to Comrey andd Lee (1992).

Figure 1. C
CRM latent varriable
χ2(77) = 256.002, p<0.001 NC=33.32; CFI =.95; RM
MSEA=.07
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The result of this analysis suggested that Customer Relationship Management for the American customers is a
unidimensional construct. It is important to emphasize that, in the confirmatory analysis, the same one-factor
structure of 14 items were kept, in agreement with the reviewed literature and with the exploratory validation,
such that the interpretation of the items is the same displayed in Table 1. At last, the originated results confirmed
the CRMS’ validation by showing the conceptual suitability of the structure obtained in the exploratory analysis
and satisfactory fit.
By comparing the fits provided in the Brazilian models (complete and abridged versions) to the fit obtained in
the American sample, we observe, in general, better fit and indexes in the American model with 14 items. In
addition, chi-square difference was significant, indicating that the American model is indeed better than the
Brazilian ones. Table 2 shows this comparison.
Table 2. Comparison of Brazilian and American models for CRM
BRAZILIAN COMPLETE MODEL

BRAZILIAN ABRIDGED

(20 items)

MODEL (8 items)

CMIN or χ2 (p)

AMERICAN MODEL
(14 items)

757.84 (p<0.001)

138.43 (p<0.001)

256.02 (p<0.001)

Df

170

20

77

NC (χ2/df)

4.46

6.92

3.32

RMSEA

.08

0.10

.07

CFI

.90

0.96

.95

Δχ2

Δχ2(93)= 501.82, p<0.001

Δχ2(57)= 117,59, p<0.001

4.2.1 Reliability Assessment
To assess the reliability of the CRM scale, Jöreskog’s rho was computed. Chin (1998) recommends that
acceptable scores for the Jöreskog’s rho should be greater than 0.7. The result was very satisfactory, presenting a
Jöreskog’s rho of .94.
4.2.2 Construct Validity
Construct validity is the degree to which a set of measured items actually reflects the theoretical latent construct
that those items are supposed to measure (Hair et al., 2009). In this study, the construct validity of the CRMS
was examined by assessing convergent validity.
Convergent validity refers to the degree of agreement in two or more measures of the same construct. According
to Hair et al. (2009), there are several indicators of convergent validity, for example, examining factor loadings,
the reliability of the factors and the variance extracted.
The reliability of the one factor was above .70 ( = .94), indicating appropriate convergence (Hair et al., 2009).
In addition, all items of the CRM measure loaded significantly positive on their specified factor (see Figure 1).
Moreover, all 14 items had loadings over .5 (Hair et al., 2009), which is indeed a test of convergent validity of
the scale. Finally, according to Hair et al. (2009), variances extracted over .5 (or 50%) are a good rule suggesting
appropriate convergence. The extracted variance for the CRMS was .53 (or 53%), attesting convergent validity.
We may thus state that the CRM scale validated in US possessed convergent validity.
4.3 Scale Generalizability
Even though our proposed factorial structure has a good fit with the data (Figure 1) and we have used a broad
sample from various American costumers, we recognize that the results could be specific to this particular
sample. Although it can be said that the sample represents a cross-section of a large number of customers, the
generalizability of the CRMS could be still questionable. To provide evidence on generalizability of CRMS, a
replicative study on a wide and different sample is essential. Then, we use the measurement model shown on
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Figure 1 with
w the study 3 sample to tesst the scale genneralizability.
As far as the measurem
ment model is concerned,
c
thee data in this study
s
exhibit a satisfactory level of fit wiith43
parameterss (χ2(77)=275.331, p < 0.001; NC=3.57;
N
CFII =.94; RMSEA
A =.08) and is shown in Figuure 2. Moreoveer, all
14 items were
w
significaant and loaded
d as predictedd on their facttor. These resu
ults provide further
f
evidencce to
suggest thaat the proposedd scale validatted in this studdy is a reliable operational measure
m
for CR
RM in the American
culture.
ng in terms off scale generalizability. The 14-item CRM
M scale proposeed in
To sum upp, the results aare encouragin
this study was found to hhave a high deegree of reliabiility and validiity and so it caan be used to properly
p
undersstand
what aspeects American customers co
onsider relevannt in their relaationship with
h companies inn general andd that
might inflluence their sshopping expeeriences, satisffaction and looyalty as welll. These resuults will help both
consumer behavior scienntists and com
mpanies managers better undeerstand how to
o meet custom
mer’s needs in oorder
to deliver high-value
h
prooducts and serv
vices and get thheir loyalty thrrough a long-tterm and profittable relationshhip.

Figure 2. Scale Generallizability
χ2(77) = 275.31, p < 0.001 NC = 3.57; CFI = .94; RMSEA = .08

5. Discusssion
This sectioon discusses thhe theoretical consistency oof the scale vaalidated in the study, academ
mic and managgerial
implicationns of the resultts obtained and
d also points oout limitations and directionss for further ressearch.
5.1 Theoreetical Consisteency of the Cusstomer Relationship Manageement Scale (C
CRMS)
This paperr reports threee studies cond
ducted on the ddevelopment and
a validation
n of a measuree of CRM from
m an
American costumers’ peerspective. Th
he CRMS wass found to haave a high deg
gree of reliability and consstruct
validity. Although
A
the nnumbers resulteed from the prrevious analysses performed were very sattisfactory, it iss also
necessary to analyze CR
RMS’s theoreetical consistenncy or validityy from the reevised literaturre, verifying iif the
scale’s item
ms are coherennt with the theo
oretical conceppts used to suppport it.
Kerlinger and Lee (20088) have said th
hat it is not apppropriate to hoold an item thaat has only maathematic meanning,
for the facctor must be reelevant in the scientific theooretical contexxt. Furthermoree, validity of expression
e
muust be
establishedd before any thheory test wheen using CFA, because withoout an understaanding of the content
c
or meaaning
of each iteem, it is imposssible to expresss and correctlyy specify a theeory of measurrement (Hair ett al., 2009).
All items of
o the CRMS hhave theoreticaal support indeeed, and are reelevant to the customer
c
relationship assessm
ment.
The item with
w the highest factor loadin
ng, regarding rrespectful treaatment to the client, is sustainned by Demo et al.
(2011) whho also argue thhat buying exp
periences mustt go beyond thhe mere satisfaaction of custoomer needs. In fact,
in order too exceed custom
mer’s expectattions, a compaany must provide experiencess that positivelly surprise them
m on
a recurringg basis so thatt a long-term relationship
r
caan be establishhed. The autho
ors also highligght that compaanies
should be concerned abbout making th
heir customerss feel importannt and uniquee and the offerr of a personaalized
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service is, in this matter, a relevant indicator. Furthermore, customers’ identification with the company can be a
useful indicative of their appreciation and loyalty to it (Demo & Ponte, 2008).
The item regarding repurchase intention was ratified as an indicator of relationship, confirming what Ravald and
Grönroos (1996) and Reichheld and Sasser (1990) affirmed about repurchase intention as a loyalty index. The
item related to trust endorse the ideas of authors as Brei and Rossi (2005), Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol (2002),
and Morgan and Hunt (1994) who discuss trust as a key point in relational exchanges and as having an important
role in reducing the asymmetry in the company-customer relationship to make it long lasting. Additionally,
Demo et al. (2011) argue that a company only earns customers’ confidence when their problems and demands are
efficiently solved.
The item concerning recommendation of a company to friends and family, in turn, reinforces Payne’s (2006)
statement that loyal customers not only buy repeatedly, but also go a step further recommending the company to
new customers. These recommendations reduce future customers’ acquisition costs (Ravald & Grönroos, 1996).
Moreover, Payne (2006) attests that relationships are developed to the extent that the parties know each other.
Hence the importance of companies’ efforts to get to know their customers preferences, questions and
suggestions. Additionally, authors such as Sheth and Parvatiyar (2002), and Payne (2006) point out that loyalty
should be rewarded—which is translated into one of the items of the scale.
Finally, items that address important aspects of the business-to-consumer relationship, as product quality,
cost-effective and facilities (either physical or virtual) must be constantly evaluated as suggested by Grönroos
(1994) and McKenna (1991).
Table 3 summarizes the 14 items of the CRMS and their theoretical background.
Table 3. Items of the customer relationship management scale and their theoretical background
Item

Theoretical Background

I6. This companytreats its customers with respect.

Demo and Ponte (2008)

I4. My shopping experienceswith thiscompanyare better than I expected.

Demo, Rozzett, Ponte, Ferreira and Mendes (2011)

I3. Thiscompanytreatsmeas an important customer.

Demo and Ponte (2008)

I2. Irecommend thiscompanytofriendsandfamily.

Ravald and Grönroos (1996), Payne (2006)

I1. Thiscompanydeservesmytrust.

Brei and Rossi (2005), Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol (2002),
Morgan and Hunt (1994)

I9. This company solves problems efficiently.

Demo, Rozzett, Ponte, Ferreira and Mendes (2011)

I20. The products/services sold by this company are high quality.

Grönroos (1994), McKenna (1991)

I5. I identify myselfwiththis company.

Demo and Ponte (2008)

I4. I’m willing to buy other products/services from this company.

Ravald and Grönroos (1996), Reichheld and Sasser (1990)

I7. This company offers personalized customer service.

Demo and Ponte (2008)

I10. This company tries to get to know my preferences, questions and
suggestions.

Payne (2006)

I17. This company has good facilities (either physical, in case of stores,
or virtual, in case of websites).

Grönroos (1994), McKenna (1991)

I8. The products/services sold by this company are a good value (the
benefits exceed the cost).

Grönroos (1994), McKenna (1991)

I11. This company rewards my loyalty.

Sheth and Parvatiyar (2002), Payne (2006)

Thereafter, we might affirm that CRMS’s 14 items indeed have theoretical support, greatly corresponding to the
literature reviewed throughout this paper.
The items of the Customer Relationship Management Scale developed and validated in Brazil by Rozzett and
Demo (2010a; 2010b; 2011) were the basis for the validation conducted in the US. The comparison between the
37

www.ccsenet.org/ibr

International Business Research

Vol. 6, No. 11; 2013

scales, regarding the exploratory and the confirmatory factor analyses, drove us to the conclusion that the
one-factor structure validated in Brazil remained stable in the American sample with respect to its validity and
reliability, but the model validated in the US presented a leaner structure compared to the Brazilian complete
version.
We should emphasize that respondents’ questionnaire fatigue contributes to the response rate (Saunders, Lewis &
Thornhill, 2009) and therefore shorter questionnaires may have a greater response rate. The problem with the
Brazilian abridged version (8 items) is that its few numbers of items could probably compromise the
comprehensiveness of the construct. Pasquali (2010) argues that a construct with about 15 or 20 items with good
factor loadings is reliably stable and well represented. Besides, the 14-item-measurement model used to run the
CFA, through the structure equation modeling, also showed better fit than both the 20-item-model and the
8-item-model, indicating that the American version of CRMS could be more suitable for test in other countries
and cultures.
In sum, the three studies performed in this paper produce a one-factor measure for CRM with reliability,
construct validity and theoretical consistency that may be used in the US to assess the relationship between
customers and companies.
5.2 Academic and Managerial Implications
The present study makes both academic and practical contributions, and we suggest several applications for the
research.
First, it is an attempt to develop a lean model of CRM specifically designed for the B2C market. Second, by
exploring the strategic nature of CRM we attempted to provide a clearer conceptualization of the construct. Third,
we found empirical evidence that the CRM scale validated in the US is both reliable and valid constituting a
measure that can be used in relational studies from both Marketing and Consumer Behavior fields. This leads us
to a new purpose of how CRM aspects can be managed in order to provide superior organizational outcomes.
As to the managerial implications, our scale might be used as an instrument of evaluation to help managers better
understand how to meet client’s needs in order to deliver high-value products and services and get their loyalty
through a long-term and profitable relationship. Beyond, there is theoretical and empirical evidence that CRM is
a critical success factor for business performance (e.g., Ryals & Knox, 2001; Ryals & Payne, 2001; Sheth &
Sisodia, 2001; Sheth & Sisodia, 2002; Sin, Tse & Yim, 2005; Huang & Xiong, 2010, Ernst et al., 2011).
Consequently, the CRMS may support managers decision-making and problem-solving regarding identification
of CRM areas where specific improvements are needed in order to achieve better organizational outcomes.
5.3 Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Our proposal represents a first attempt to develop and test a CRM scale designed specifically for the B2C market.
The first limitation is that the present findings are therefore indicative rather than conclusive. In spite of the
scale’s validation in Brazil, it would be useful to further assess its generalizability to other business environments
such as European and Asian countries.
Another limitation is the cross-sectional nature of the data. Even by running the CRM structure obtained through
factor analysis in a different sample in order to attest the scale’s generalizability, the development of a
time-series database and testing of the CRM structure validated here in a longitudinal framework would provide
a refinement of the scale and also an improvement of some of its indexes obtained through confirmatory factor
analysis (e.g., NC and RMSEA). Continued validations of the CRMS is recommended based on further research
about new CRM trends, perspectives and also contemplating changes in business environments.
In this meaning, there could be a need of alteration or even deletion of original items. Additionally, items
representing aspects of CRM very disclosed and mentioned as important in literature could be included in further
validations, such as: the existence of communication channels for customers’ complaints and suggestions (e.g.,
toll free, online customer service, etc), the encouragement of interaction among its customers (e.g., events,
Facebook, etc), the offering of convenience to the customers (e.g., online services, home delivery, 24-7 customer
service), the importance of the company be socially and environmentally friendly, if there are competitors to the
company that have the same importance to its clients, the disclosure of information about the companies’ policies,
projects, products/services and new releases, and so forth.
6. Conclusion
We may conclude, in spite of the limitations pointed, that the main objective of this study was reached and an
instrument to assess what aspects American customers rank as relevant regarding CRM was produced showing
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theoretical consistency, reliability, construct validity. Considering the increasing research attention to the new
strategic role of CRM in organizations, this study provides an operational measure of it. The findings found here
are not intended to be conclusive or limiting but offer a useful starting point from which further theoretical and
empirical research of customer relationship management in the B2C market can be built.
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Appendix A: Characterization of items
Table A1. Description of the customer relationship management scale items
Item

Description

Quality

Loading

Communalities

I6

This company treats its customers with respect.

Excellent

.85

.74

I4

My shopping experiences with this company are better than I expected.

Excellent

.79

.65

I3

This company treats me as an important customer.

Excellent

.79

.68

I2

I recommend this company to friends and family.

Excellent

.77

.69

I1

This company deserves my trust.

Very good

.69

.56

I9

This company solves problems efficiently

Very good

.69

.51

I20

The products/services sold by this company are high quality.

Very good

.66

.58

I5

I identify myself with this company.

Very good

.66

.55

I14

I’m willing to buy other products/services from this company.

Very good

.64

.61

I7

This company offers personalized customer service.

Good

.61

.50

I10

This company tries to get to know my preferences, questions and suggestions.

Good

.61

.52

I17

This company has good facilities (either physical, in case of stores, or virtual, in
case of websites).

Good

.61

.48

I8

The products/services sold by this company are a good value (the benefits exceed
the cost)

Good

.60

.52

I11

This company rewards my loyalty.

Good

.55

.49

Note: total variance explained = 50%; total of items = 14 items.
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