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Introduction

There is a growing concern that marketing and ecneterelated issues are not discussed enough at
the top management level (McGovern, et al. 2004mé& researchers argue that this decline in
marketing’s status within organizations originatesthe lack of evidence that links marketing
activity to shareholder value creation (Rust et2004; Srivastava et al., 1999). Thus, duringmece
years various researchers have concluded that #ie objective of marketing and marketing
strategies is to improve a firm’s financial perfamce (e.g. Day & Fahey, 1988; Srivastava et al.,
1998; Doyle, 2000; Zou & Cavusgil, 2002; Kumar &té&een, 2005). Marketing Science Institute
has also reacted to the issue by selecting e.gfalleving research priorities for 2006-2008:
integrating financial and non-financial performamuetrics, the impact of marketing actions and
marketing strategy on firm value, and the impaatugtomer equity on firm value.

As a result of the efforts to link shareholder ealand marketing, it has been suggested that
customer relationships could be viewed as asseltshat customer asset management could bridge
the chasm between finance and marketing (Statl,2003; Gupta & Lehmann, 2003; Rust et al.,
2004). The first step towards using customer assmiagement as a tool for shareholder value
management is to acquire a more thorough undetistad shareholder value as a concept: how is
shareholder value assessed and how can custone¢maasagement help in increasing shareholder
value formation? Finance states that shareholdkrevis created when a company generates
earnings on invested capital in excess of the absapital adjusted for risk and time (e.g. Stewart
1991; Black et al., 1998; Rappaport, 1998). Thiinden implies that shareholder value can be
increased by affecting company’s earnings, capttakcture and/or risk level.

However, the current customer asset managemerdtiite takes a relatively limited view on these
drivers of shareholder value. Customer asset mamagfecan be defined as the optimized use of a
firm’s tangible and intangible assets in orderdoilftate as profitable current and future customer
relationships as possible (Hogan et al., 2002b)thadnajority of the customer asset management
frameworks are built around the concept of custolifietime value (CLV). Due to these accents,
customer asset management literature is mainlyecond with P&L statement and a single driver
of shareholder value (earnings), giving considaraéss attention to the balance sheet and other
drivers (capital structure, risk level).

Additionally, the applications of customer assetnagement frameworks reveal two areas for
further research. First, a majority of the custonsmset management frameworks remain
conceptual-illustrating the need to gain empiriealdence on how firms apply customer asset
management strategies in practice. Second, custasset management applications in a B2B
context seem to have been lagging behind comparéietdevelopment in B2C (Blocker & Flint,
2007). Therefore, more information is needed omatwdould be the appropriate customer asset
management frameworks and strategies in B2B cantesttich are often characterized by a limited
number of long-term customer relationships and idenable capital asset investments.

The present study seeks to explore the abovemesti@search gap via two research objectives: 1)
to create a framework describing how customer assetagement can influence the different
drivers of shareholder value creation and 2) t@stigate the customer asset management strategies
that can be formulated in a B2B context in ordentprove shareholder value creation.



The paper is structured as follows: first, we dsscuhe different measures and drivers of
shareholder value. Second, we make a review okegurcustomer asset management literature,
focusing on how the extant research can be linkexsh&reholder value creation. Third, we develop
a conceptual framework that illustrates the po&ntoles of customer asset management in
shareholder value creation. Fourth, we report thpigcal research consisting of three longitudinal
B2B case studies and discuss its implications {mtamer asset management theory. Finally, we
examine the managerial implications and the lindtet of the study and suggest areas for further
research.

Drivers of shareholder value

A firm’s optimal financial performance is ultimayejudged by the shareholders. Thus, it can be
argued that the optimal financial performance iached when long-term shareholder value is
maximized. To put it simply, shareholder value isated when a company generates earnings on
invested capital in excess of the cost of capi@hsted for risk and time (e.g. Stewart, 1991; Blac
et al., 1998; Rappaport, 1998). Several measureshfareholder value have been proposed in the
literature, and these measures can be roughlyetiviicko firm-operations based and capital-market
based measures. The performance of the firm's tpesacan be measured for example by
discounted future cash flows (e.g. Black et al.989Rappaport, 1998), return on investment
(Buzznel & Gale, 1987; Jacobson, 1988, 1990), d&@ekimpe & Hassens, 1995), price (Boulding
& Staelin, 1995), cost (Boulding & Staelin, 1993)daeconomic profit of economic value added
(Stewart, 1991; Kleiman, 1999). Other shareholdduer indicators are based on capital market
data. The efficient market theory states thatrdlbrimation on future expected earnings are taken
into account in stock prices (Fama, 1970). Thusasuees such as market-to-book (M/B) ratio
(Hogan et al., 2002a), Tobin’s g, (Tobin, 1969; e#len & Badrinath, 1997; Anderson et al., 2004)
and the market value added (MVA) (Stewart, 1991iffi@r, 2004) could be considered as
indicators of shareholder value creation.

Some of the capital-market based measures, suamdet-to-book value and Tobin’s g, do not

allow us to assess the contribution of an individusstomer to the company’s shareholder value
creation. Accounting-based ratios, such as ROl salds, allow customer-level analysis but they
concentrate on the accounting profit instead ofrtiere relevant economic profit. We, therefore,
use economic profit as the measure of shareholdkeie\creation in this paper. Economic profit

gives an estimate of the true profit that accrueshareholders, after all operating and financial
expenses have been deducted. Thus, economic poofibines the attractive features of both the
operations-based and the capital-market-based megasnts: it acknowledges both the operating
and financial expenses and allows individual custorelationship level analysis. Also, empirical

evidence has shown that positive economic profiid$eto an increase in shareholder wealth
(Bacidore et al., 1997; Kleiman, 1999).

Several authors have investigated how shareholdkrevcreation can be increased. Rappaport
(1998) and Black et al. (1998) have identified sevalue drivers that affect the shareholder value
and its creation: sales growth rate, operating ipmofrgin, income tax rate, working capital

investment, fixed capital investment, cost of capénd value growth duration. Srivastava et al.
(1998) suggest that the firm value is driven bywgng the cash flows, accelerating the cash flows,
reducing the volatility and vulnerability of casloWs and enhancing the residual value of cash
flows. Stewart (1991) has identified six shareholkkdue drivers: net operating profits after taxes,
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the tax benefit of debt associated with the tarmggdital structure, the amount of new capital
invested for growth, the after-tax rate of retufrii@ new capital investments, the cost of capdaal
business risk and the future period of time oveictvithe company is expected to generate a return
exceeding the cost of capital from its new investtae Leibowitz (2000) argues that the main
determinant of shareholder value is the franchigeasl, the return that the company is able to earn
on new investments over the cost of capital. Cheal.e(2002) identify four value drivers for a
company'’s stock: the company’s current assets laadash flows derived from them, the present
value of growth opportunities, options to redusksj and options to add flexibility.

Even though the authors presented above repregtarent schools of thought within finance, we
argue that the drivers of shareholder value cawm fmarketing’s point of view - be divided into
four main categories: revenue, cost, asset uitizatind risk. These drivers of shareholder vahee a
illustrated in Figure 1.

Increased economic profit

Increased Decreased Optimized asset Decreased
revenues costs utilization risks

Figure 1. Drivers of shareholder value
Customer roles in driving shareholder value

Even though customer asset management is seelinésatween shareholder value formation and
marketing (Stahl et al., 2003; Gupta & Lehmann,2®ust et al., 2004), the current customer asset
management literature discusses the different drivé shareholder value with varying intensity
levels, with noticeably more emphasis on revenukcast drivers than asset and risk drivers.

The strong emphasis on certain drivers of sharenaldiue can be explained by the historical roots
of customer asset management literature. The najofithe current customer asset management
literature is built around CLV models. CLV as antecan be traced by to Dwyer (1989) and it is
most commonly defined as the present value of tge@ed revenues less the costs from a
particular customer. The majority of the existingvOmodels are built around three basic elements:
revenue from the customer, costs of serving théomer and customer retention rate. Most often,
the CLV models are used to optimize investmentcalion between customer acquisition and
customer retention. The more simplistic CLV modets/e later been extended to include e.g.
sensitivity for cash flows that vary in timing aathount (Berger & Nasr, 1998; Reinartz & Kumar,
2000), customer risks (Hogan, et.al., 2002a; Ryal&nox, 2005, 2007), and networking and
learning potential (Stahl et al., 2003). From arshalder value creation point of view, it can be
argued that the CLV models focus mainly on diréable revenue from the customer and costs —
with some more advanced models incorporating &lsaisk perspective.

However, if it is accepted that all firm operatioase performed in order to provide service to
customers, it can be argued that customer assetgearent has linkages to all aspect of business.
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Thus, customer asset management should affectiadirsl of shareholder value - also asset and risk
drivers. In the following section we present theéeptial roles that customers and customer asset
management can have in shareholder value creation

Increased revenues. Customer asset management can help increasiegues by increasing the
number of customers (customer retention, custonsquisition, customer referrals), increasing
revenues from existing customers (up-sales/crdssssarice increases) and by ensuring future
revenues by firm renewal/innovation. The existingVCmodels discuss customer retention and
customer acquisition, but provide little guidanoaeerning the other potential roles of customers in
increasing revenues. The importance of customerred$ as a tool in customer acquisition has just
recently been acknowledged in the customer assedgeanent literature (Stahl et al., 2003; Kumar
et al., 2007; Villanueva et al., 2007). Some feygra also discuss the importance of up-sales and
cross-sales in maximizing the value of customeetas€Stahl et al., 2003; Bolton et al., 2008).
However, the remaining potential customer rolesincreasing revenues (price increases, firm
renewal/innovation) are almost entirely neglectad tbe current customer asset management
literature: Stahl et al. (2003) present one offthwe articles that acknowledge that customer bases
offer opportunities for active price increases #mat the knowledge created within one relationship
could yield cash flows in other contexts as well.

Decreased costs. Costs of a firm can also be affected by customsset management: it can help to
reduce costs to serve existing customer and rechsts to acquire new customers. The CLV model
presented by Berger and Nasr-Bachwati (2001) pebasv a fixed promotion budget should be
allocated between customer acquisition and retentfowever, the existing CLV models take the
costs associated with individual acquisition arténmBon activities as fixed variables that cannet b
lowered by enhancing firm processes. Additionatlgan be argued that as the CLV models focus
on allocating promotion budgets, they do not calkcosts that a company has to cover in order to
serve its customers — after all, the majority o$tomer relationships include also other activities
(and thus costs) than just promotional ones. Howeuestomer asset management could also be
used to reduce costs to serve and costs to aamustemers: for example Stahl et al. (2003) discuss
how the experience curve can be utilized to redelzionship costs.

Optimized asset utilization. Customer asset management can be used to opassee utilization in
two ways: by optimizing the capital invested in tomser relationships and by managing business
volumes for economies of scale. Rather paradoyic#ie current customer asset management
literature has not been interested in studyindititebetween traditional assets in the balancetshee
and the customer asset: the vast majority of tiséocter asset management studies limit themselves
to exploring the effects of customer relationshipsthe profit and loss statement, ignoring the
capital employed in managing customer relationshipd the balance sheet effects. Similarly, the
current studies on how customer asset managemeitecased to achieve optimal asset utilization
and economies of scale are in a minority within tuerent literature. To the best of authors’
knowledge, only two current customer asset managesteidies acknowledge the existence of
economies of scale — and, thus, the importanceptifmal asset utilization (Stahl et al., 2003;
Johnson & Selnes, 2004).

Decreased risks. If a customer relationship is defined as a predestween a provider and a
customer aimed at value formation, customer asaetgement can be used to reduce risks in three
ways: reduce relationship termination risks, redusies related to value formation for the provider,
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and reduce the risk concentrations within the custobase. Even though relatively few studies
discuss explicitly risks and customer asset manageni is possible to identify literature on both
reducing risks of relationship termination and m@dg risks to value formation to the provider.
Relationship termination risks have been approaetitd concepts such as customer lifetime (e.g.
Ang & Taylor 2005; Garland 2005; Reinartz & Kum&08, 2002), profitable customer lifetime or
duration (Reinartz & Kumar 2003; Storbacka 200@&Jationship strength (e.g. Storbacka et al.
1994; Donaldson & O’Toole 2000), and relationshipess (Holmlund-Rytkénen & Strandvik
2005). On the other hand, risks related to valumébion for the provider have been illustrated by
concepts like risk-adjusted customer lifetime val@gals 2002, 2003; Ryals & Knox 2005, 2007),
vulnerability of cash flows (Stahl et al. 2003)Jatdity (Hopkinson & Lum 2002; Stahl et al. 2003),
and customer beta (Hopkinson & Lum 2002; Dhar &z8ta2003). However, the current customer
asset management literature provides little insighthow to manage risk concentrations and
correlations within the customer base — even thaazhmon sense suggests that a customer base
with a strong reliance on a limited number of ayhhy correlating customer relationships, customer
segments, or geographies is riskier than a momrsiiied, uncorrelated customer base.

Conceptual framework

There are, as the above overview of both shareholdéue literature and customer asset

management literature indicates, thirteen distirmes for customer asset management that
influence the four shareholder value drivers (rexgrcost, assets, risk). These thirteen roles are
summarized in Figure 2.

Increased economic profit
1 1 1 1
Increased Decreased Optimized asset Decreased
revenues costs utilization risks
» Customer * Reducingcostto ||+ Optimizing * Reducing risks of
retention serve capital invested relationship
» Customer + Reducing cost to in customer termination
acquisition acquire relationships » Reducing risks to
« Customer * Managing value formation
referrals business to provider
* Up-sales/ cross- volumes for » Reducing risk
sales economies of concentrations
* Priceincreases scale and correlations
« Firm renewal for within customer
future revenues base

Figure 2. Roles of customer asset management in shareholder value creation

Conceptual framework in relation to IMP literature. There is a considerable body of research
among IMP Group on value creation in relationsk{gg. Walter et al., 2001; Moéller & Torrénen,
2003; Ulaga, 2003; Ulaga & Eggert, 2005). Represtam to these studies are a broad definition of
‘value’ and acknowledgement of the fact that vatteation takes place in a larger network beyond
the dyadic supplier—customer relationship. The greenquiry takes a more limited scope to value
creation in relationships than the majority of thd#P-inspired studies. First, in this study we focus
solely on financial aspects of customer relatiopstand to those issues that have a direct impact to
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the financial value creation within firm’s curreamnd future customer relationships. Thus, some of
the concepts that are related to relationship valueare not directly linked to financial value
creation within customer relationships (such asati@hship quality) are left outside the scope @f th
conceptual framework. Second, this study concesgrain value creation experienced by the
provider. Therefore, the present study does noticealue creation experienced by the customers or
the potential network effects of value creation gesses. However, there are considerable
similarities with the proposed conceptual framewarkd some existing IMP studies on value
creation in relationships. For example, Walterle{2001) conceptualize supplier's value creation
as a set of direct and indirect functions of cusonelationships. The indirect functions are profit
function, volume function, and safeguard functioheweas the indirect functions are innovation
function, market function, scout function, and ascéunction. It is interesting to notice that all
except two functions (scout, access) are presetiteirproposed conceptual framework. However,
the proposed conceptual framework presents alsodimaensions for provider’s value creation, not
previously presented Walter et al. (2001).

Empirical research

In the empirical examination we investigate whatdkiof kind of customer asset management
strategies can be formulated in a B2B context deoto improve shareholder value creation, using
the created conceptual framework. Empirical reseaoenprises three longitudinal case studies. All
case study firms operate in a B2B context: firm gemtes in the forest industry, firm B in metals,
and firm C produces and offers beverages for B28atners. From all three case studies, two
issues are investigated in particular: 1) how dhalger value creation of the customers is assessed,
and 2) how customer asset management strategie#ffarentiated in order to increase shareholder
value creation from customer relationships.

The data for the case study descriptions weredateltiepartly by interviewing key individuals in the
organizations (4 interviews with firm A, 3 interws with firm B, 4 interviews with firm C) and
partly by reviewing the existing data-material pd®d by the company. The interviewees in all
organizations represented executive vice presidedtsenior manager level positions, involved in
general management or the management of custoraionships. The existing data-materials
provided by the firms covered the number of custsnie the customer base, the calculation of
economic profit for each customer relationship, ¢haracteristics (business volume, product mix,
and behavioural data) of firms’ customer portfoliasd descriptions of the marketing strategies
applied.

The observed data were analysed through an itergtiecess of categorisation and abstraction
described by Thomas (1993). Reflection, the prieciprm of analysis in this research, is non-
linear, non-sequential, iterative process of syatencombination that aims to match theory with
reality (Dubois and Gadde, 2002; Eisenhardt, 19B@flection involved two main stages. Firstly,

an independent review of the data collected from ttiree cases identifying themes relevant to
customer asset management was carried out. Thendsestage then involved the researchers
comparing the cases dispassionately and debatiregheth and how each data item should be
included in the analysis. These debates ensurdisgpgo the dialogue between data and theory
and involve clarifying the meaning, wording andclimg between data points, themes and actions.



Case A: Forestry products

Firm A is a division of a global forestry produarporation, headquartered in Europe. With firm A,
our analysis period covered two years. Firm A ojsran an industry that is characterized by a
limited number of long-term customer relationshipsiring analysis year 1 firm A had 76 active
customer relationships, and during analysis yedfir® A’s customer base consisted of 78
customers.

In order to direct customer asset management aesiyifirm A analyses its customer base with a
cumulative economic profit contribution analysishel cumulative economic profit contribution
analysis is a relatively simple tool: the absolenomic profit created by each customer is
calculated and customers are ranked in a descendileg, placing the customer yielding the largest
economic profit first to the graph, the customethviecond largest economic profit next, and finally
ending the graphical illustration with the custorgeiding the lowest economic profit (Storbacka
2000). The economic profit was calculated by dadgctirst the customer-specific costs from the
customer-specific turnover. After this, also thengml costs were allocated to the different
customers based on their business volumes. Theefirnals assets were allocated to the different
customers based partially on their actual assdizatton and partially on customers’ business
volumes. The final step in calculating customeredpeeconomic profit was subtracting the capital
charges for the part of firm’'s assets allocatedh® customer relationship in question from the
customer-specific profit.

Based on the cumulative economic profit analysie) fA has created three customer portfolios.
During analysis year 1, the 13 customers with tighdst yearly economic profits were assigned to
portfolio A. There were 11 customers showing negagiconomic profit, which formed portfolio C.
The remaining 52 customers, with close to zero ewcon profit, were assigned to portfolio B.
Closer analysis of the customer portfolios revedleat the customer relationships with large
positive economic profits in portfolio A were custer relationships with considerable business
volumes. Portfolio B, on the other hand, consistedustomer relationships that yielded either only
slightly positive or negative economic profits. Tihhember of customer relationships in this
portfolio was, however, considerably larger thartha other two customer portfolios. The typical
customer relationship in portfolio C generatedrgdanegative economic profit, but the majority of
the customer relationships in this portfolio brouighconsiderable business volume.

Based on this information, firm A created thrededéntiated marketing strategies for the customer
portfolios in order to maximize overall shareholdatue creation. For portfolio A the firm created a
marketing strategy called “margin and cash flowntenance”. The main objective of this strategy
was to increase the margin and cash flow availfitbla these large-volume customer relationships
that already created considerable positive econgmrofit. In practice, customers in portfolio A
were provided with an access to the entire reqaiaduct range as well as an option for tailor-made
products. The order-delivery process for A cust@meas conducted with a sophisticated supply
chain management solution and the pricing was tbgnesing a 12-month agreement. Additionally,
customers in portfolio A had an access to a widgeaof technical support services: customized on-
site support, regular technical meetings and teeahmhanager visits, quality reports, and standard
certifications. Finally, firm A managed the customelationships in portfolio A with various
relationship management activities: annual customeetings, regular visits on the vice president



level, regular sales manager and sales representasits, visits to sites, and continuous customer
planning.

For portfolio B, firm A created a marketing stragezalled “risk management”. The objective of this
marketing strategy was to reduce the overall bssimsks by reducing the interdependencies in the
customer base and by using the small-volume custoet&tionships as a buffer against business
cycle variations. Due to their lower economic grafintribution, customers in portfolio B received
less extensive service than customers in port#li€ustomers in portfolio B had access to top 20
products that are priced using a 3-month contitee. order-delivery process is managed by direct
orders and local sales offices. B customers areviggd certain technical support services:
emergency on-site support, technical manager vait$ quality reports when appropriate, and
standard certifications. Relationship managemetitiaes targeted to customers in portfolio B are
limited to sales manager and sales representasits ¥ but only when deemed appropriate by firm
A.

For portfolio C, the firm developed a marketingatdgy called “capacity optimization”, the
objective of which was to use the negative econgmidit generating but large-volume customer
relationships to optimize the capacity utilizatioh the production facilities, thus reducing the
average cost level of operations by reducing fieed capital costs per production unit. The
marketing strategy for portfolio C reflects thetfélzat this portfolio generates negative economic
profit — but the volume from these customer relalaps is still regarded as important. Customers
in portfolio C have access only to top 10 produCiders regarding these top 10 products are only
accepted as direct orders and they are pricedibyg asmarket price. The technical support services
for customers in portfolio C are limited to emerggnon-site support, quality reports when
appropriate and standard certifications. The m@tstip management activities targeted to
customers in portfolio C are kept in minimum: C tomsers are provided with up-to-date
information on the roles and responsibilities ofmfi A’s personnel, but site visits are not
encouraged.

During the analysis period, the economic profit tabation of portfolio A increased from
2,665,861€ to 2,821,984€ and the negative econgnafit contribution of portfolio C declined
from -1,467,725€ to -1,352,254€. However, the eaunoprofit contribution of portfolio B
decreased during the analysis period from 1,23%08874,854€, leading to the reduction of the
overall economic profit contribution of the entcempany from 2,437,174€ to 2,334,584€. While
the reduction of the total economic profit conttiba is true, it should be noted that the external
operating environment for the case study compargrideated considerably during the analysis
period: the entire industry entered a downturn dred average price level dropped considerably.
Therefore the slight reduction in the overall eqormoprofit contribution of the customer base is
likely to have been caused by external factorsfinotA’s own actions.

Firm B: Metal

Firm B is a division of a global metal product corgtion, headquartered in Europe. With firm B,
our analysis period covered one and a half yedns. dustomer case of firm B is slightly less
concentrated than firm A’s: during analysis yedirrh B had 256 active customer relationships, and
during the first half of analysis year 2 firm B h222 customer relationships.



The starting point of directing customer asset rgangent activities in firm B was the creation of a
customer portfolio model. The customer portfoliodabwas created by using two dimensions:
economic profit and the strategic fit of customelationships. The strategic fit was assessed by
using four parameters: relationship strength, custorelationship value potential, reference value,
and current production fit. All these four stratedit parameters had been divided into multiple
constituents in order to support assessing customationships. Relationship strength was
approximated by analysing firm B’s share of walletagth of contracts, length of relationships,
customer participation in special customer prograansl the level of customer contacts. Customer
relationship value potential was estimated by uabgacustomer’'s growth rate, possibility to
differentiate offering for the customer, possilyilib create a partnership with the customer, aed th
possibility to increase revenue and/or profits frim@ customer relationship in the future. Reference
value was analysed by assessing firm B’s reputataime customer and the possibility to use the
customer as a promotional case in firm B’s marlgtimaterials. Finally, current production fit was
estimated by analysing cost efficiency of produtt@md product line utilization.

With the needed information on customers’ econopnafit and strategic fit, firm B created four
portfolios. “Renewal” portfolio contained customewvdth positive economic profit and high
strategic fit. “Cash Flow” customers had also pesiteconomic profit, but unlike “Renewal”
customers had low strategic fit. Customers in “C#gaportfolio had negative economic profit and
high strategic fit. “Monitor” customers yielded ra¢iye economic profit and had low strategic fit.

Interestingly, firm B defined three differentiatedarketing strategies based on the customer
portfolio information: one target marketing stratdgr “Renewal” and “Cash Flow” customers (i.e.
customers with positive economic profit), one targearketing strategy for “Capacity” and
“Monitor” customers (i.e. customers with negativa®omic profit), and one transitory marketing
strategy for those customers whose customer partdtdtus require a considerable change in the
way the customer relationship is currently managed.

The marketing strategy aimed for “Renewal” and ‘iC&sow” customers is called “Partnership”.
Within “Partnership” marketing strategy, firm B pides its customers with all of its products, all
available strategic services (common strategy deweént, value chain optimization, third-party
collaboration), all available business support ises/ (ERP integration, common business plan, risk
management, order input web application), all add sales and marketing services (training,
technical marketing support), and all available li@pfion engineering, production and logistics
services (process optimization, design support,dymb optimization, logistics optimization,
prioritized deliveries, scrap management, custospecific mill certificate). Additionally, within
“Partnership” marketing strategy firm B has a noabéa account team for each customer, which
utilizes full-scale account management processpamohership business plan. Customer satisfaction
is followed up by relationship reviews and satiifatquestionnaires.

The marketing strategy aimed for “Capacity” and ‘Nor” customers is called “Product”. Within
this marketing strategy, firm B provides its cusemswith all of its products — similar to the
approach in “Partnership” marketing strategy. Hosvev‘Product” marketing strategy allows
considerably more limited access to services: bmtybusiness support services (risk management,
order input web application) and two applicatiorgieeering, production and logistics services
(scrap management, customer-specific mill certifitare available within “Product” marketing
strategy. In addition to this, the customer reladlip management within “Product” marketing
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strategy is less extensive than in “Partnershiptketang strategy: each customer has a nominated
sales representative, relationship management gsoce limited to daily sales and delivery
encounters, customer relationship planning is cotatlivia contact management and sales follow-
up, and customer satisfaction is analysed viafaatien questionnaire.

The third marketing strategy, “Solution” was crehtes a transitory marketing strategy for those
customer relationships which have to be moved ftBartnership” marketing strategy to “Product”
marketing strategy based on their customer pootfgtiatus (i.e. customers generated negative
economic profit and were categorized to “Capacay™Monitor” portfolios). As in “Partnership”
and “Product” marketing strategies, also within [t8ion” marketing strategy customers have
access to all firm B’s products. “Solution” markegistrategy allows access to all the same business
support services, sales and marketing servicesapplitation engineering, production and logistics
services as “Partnership” marketing strategy. Haxewo strategic services are offered within
“Solution” marketing strategy. Additionally, the stomer relationship management within
“Solution” marketing strategy is slightly more lited than in “Partnership” marketing strategy: all
customers are appointed to a named account mamdgerutilizes basic account management
process and solution business plan. Customer aetish is analysed through satisfaction
guestionnaires.

During the 18-month analysis period, firm B incredgonsiderably its economic profit. During the
first 12 months firm B started implementing thefeliéntiated marketing strategies, making an
economic profit of 1,549,685 €. During the next 6nims, firm B made an economic profit of €

1,567,521 €, giving a forecast economic profit gtowate of over 100% for the entire fiscal year.
However, when assessing the impact of customert asaragement activities to the improved
financial result, it must be acknowledged thatangtiel with marketing strategy differentiationrfir

B initiated a process efficiency program that isoalikely to contribute to the economic profit

increase.

Firm C: Beverage

Firm C is a division of a European beverage compeesponsible for sales to B2B customers such
as restaurants, hotels, bars, nightclubs, andesa&st With firm C, our analysis period coveredrfou
years. During the analysis period, firm C’s custobvese consisted of ca. 4,000 customers.

Firm C analyses its customer base by using siemdfft criteria illustrating the value of customer
relationships. These dimensions of customer relakigp value are turnover, sales margin, EBIT,
volume in litres, assessment by the sales rep@bentand assessment by the area manager. The
assessments by the sales representative and thenareager focus on assessing the potential and
risks involved in the customer relationship. Frdms tinformation, firm C created three customer
portfolios: portfolio A consists of customers witie highest customer relationship value scores (top
10%), portfolio B consists of the next 25%, andtfmtio C consists of the remaining 65% of the
customer base.

In addition to these three customer portfolioanfic created a “Must” customer portfolio. The 25
“Must” customers are such that are crucial for dingy Firm C’s brand, Firm C has made a
considerable investments in customer’s premisesustomer has a strong link to a target that firm
A is sponsoring. After adding “Must” portfolio, fir C has four distinct customer portfolios. For
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these four portfolios, firm C created individual niketing strategies that differed from each other in
terms of customer visits, availability and pricioigservices, promotions, and marketing materials.

For “Must” customers, firm C defined three differeustomer visits: analysis visits that focus on
analysing and following up the customer’s situatieales visits that are mainly aimed at presenting
new products and making adjustments to customerseist product range, and social calls that
focus more on managing the softer sides of theooust relationships. Each “Must” customer must
receive 12 or 18 customer visits per year: 18efc¢hstomer does not belong to a hotel or restaurant
chain and 12 if the customer is a part of a chairaddition to beverages and their distributiomfi

C is able to provide its customers various servipesmotional services, training services, sales
planning services, category planning services, pgent services, analysis services, information
services, and installation services. All these isessare available to “Must” customers without
additional fees or charges. Additionally, firm Gapés considerable effort in planning promotions
and events in cooperation with “Must” customersiaiiy, “Must” customers have unlimited access
to all firm C’s marketing materials.

Customers in portfolio A, on the other hand, arsited 12 times a year, irrespective of their
possible association to hotel or restaurant ch&dosvever, these 12 customer visits are limited to
analysis visits and sales visits; social calls @mo¢ allowed to be conducted with customers in
portfolio A. This remains the main differentiatirfgctor between customers in “Must” and A
portfolios: A customers have access to all the sseneices, promotion cooperation and marketing
materials as “Must” customers, without additiored.

For portfolio B, firm C created slightly more stnelened marketing strategy. Non-chain customers
in portfolio B are visited 9 times a year, and tlagure of these customer visits is limited to asialy
and sales visits. B customers that are membershaitel or a restaurant chain are only visited 6
times annually. Interestingly, all these visits a@called basic customer visits, which are not
differentiated by their nature or content — therefthese customers are met each time with the same
basic agenda covering all aspects of relationslipagement from situation analysis to presentation
of new products. B customers have access to thee @ange of services, but with an additional
price for each service used. Firm C provides soroeption planning cooperation for customers in
portfolio B, and these customers have more limaedess to firm C’s marketing materials than
“Must” and A customers.

Customers in portfolio C have access to the mostdd marketing strategy — after all, the majority
of the customers in this portfolio were making sslauring analysis year 1. C customers are visited
2 or 3 times a year, depending on whether or ney tielong to a chain — and all these customer
visits are so-called basic customer visits. Custene portfolio C do not have access to firm C’s
services without some exceptions such as equiprsemnices, which are crucial for the basic
operations for distributing and selling beveragkl.services provided to C customers are also
priced individually. Finally, firm C provides custers in portfolio C with very limited promotion
planning cooperation and limited access to margetiaterials.

During the four-year analysis period, firm C hasnaged to increase considerably its profits: in
analysis year 1 firm C made an EBIT of 4 million&d by the end of analysis year 4 firm C
increased its EBIT over five-fold to 21,5 million Mowever, it cannot be concluded that the entire
profit improvement is due to successful customeetsianagement — even though it has had a
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considerable impact. During the analysis perioth f€ also updated its segmentation solution and
focused its offering communication to address gme@nd-use segments. These simultaneous
development efforts have probably also influent¢edrecorded EBIT improvement.

Discussion

The findings of the three case studies are sumethiizTable 1.

Firm A Firm B Firm C

Industry Forestry produc Metal Beverag

Customer base siz ca. 80 customer relationsh ca. 225 customer relationsh ca. 4000 custome
relationships

Customer portfolio Absolute economic [ofit per Economic profit and strateg Value of custome
dimensions customer fit of customer relationships relationships (index of 6
(index of 16 constituents)  constituents)

Revenue aspects ¢ All customer evenuss (used tcAll customer revenues (used Turnover, sales margin, EBI

portfolio model calculate economic profit)  calculate economic profit); sales representative & area
future value potential manager assessments
Cost aspects o0 All P&L costs (used t All P&L coss (used tc Costs to calculate sales mar
portfolio model calculate economic profit)  calculate economic profit) & EBIT
Asset aspects ¢ Capital costs associated w Capital costs associated w Volume in litre:
portfolio model assets (used to calculate  assets (used to calculate
economic profit) economic profit)
Risk aspects o N/A Relationship streng Sales representative & ar
portfolio model manager assessments
Marketing strategies 3 differentiated marketin 3 differentiated marketin 4 differentiated marketin
strategies for different strategies, flexible link to strategies for different
customer portfolios: customer portfolios: customer portfolios:

e “Margin and cash flow < “Partnership” astarget ¢ “Must” for customers that
maintenance” for strategy for customers are crucial for the brand
customers with highest with high economic profit & visibility
economic profit + “Solution”, as transitory e« “A” for customers with

» “Risk management” for strategy for those highest relationship value
customers with moderate  customer relationships scores
economic profit which the firm seeksto  « “B” for customers with

+ “Capacity optimization” move from one strategy moderate relationship
for customers with another value scores
negative economic profit « “Product” as target « “C” for customers with

strategy for customers low relationship value
with low economic profit scores
Differentiation of Differentiation of Differentiation of Differentiation of
marketing strategies  « Product range + Service offering  Customer visits

» Pricing * Relationship management Availability & pricing of

« Order-to-delivery process ~ esources services

« Technical support + Relationship management Promotions

+ Relationship management Process & planning * Marketing materials
activities + Satisfaction follow-up

Table 1. Summary of case study findings
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When comparing the case study findings with theté¢bn roles for customer asset management
illustrated in the conceptual framework (Figure R.)s possible to see that different customeetiss
management roles gain different accents in the geapdata. First of all, all case study firms used
customer asset management for targetetbmer retention: all firms sought to identity the most
valuable customer relationships and to serve theth high-involvement marketing strategies.
Customer referrals were present in only firm B’s customer portfolicodel. However, it is quite
likely that also firms A and C utilize customer @ghls in their daily activities even though
customer referrals are not visible in their defirreitomer asset management activities. All case
firms also aimed foup-sales and cross-sales within their customer asset management activiaés:
firms had defined extensive product and serviceroffis for the most valuable customers, with the
specific intent of increasing up-sales and cro$sssBrice increases or differentiation of pricing
were detected in firms A and C. Firm A used différeontract lengths and thus different price
levels in different marketing strategies. Similaflym C differentiated the pricing of services:
services that are offered free of charge to thet malsiable customers are priced when provided to
the less valuable customeErm renewal (innovation) for future revenues, on the other hand, was
only discovered in firm B’s customer asset managgmuodel: firm B assessed customer
relationship value potential when analysing thatstgic fit of the customer relationship and one of
the customer portfolios was aimed for renewal.

Reducing cost to serve was strongly present in all analysed customertasaaagement models: all
firms differentiated their marketing strategieslisat the cost to serve in low-involvement marketing
strategies could be minimized. On the other hands especially interesting to notice that both
customer acquisition andreducing cost to acquire are completely overlooked in all three analysed
customer asset management models. There can lbevaxplanations for the absence of customer
acquisition related aspects in the customer asseagement models. On one hand, all analysed
firms operate in B2B context with limited numberpaftential customer relationship and long-term
contracts. Therefore it could be concluded thatseéhéirms see customer acquisition as less
important aspect of customer asset managemenhéatter hand, it is possible that the case study
firms are involved in systematic customer acqusitibut for some reason these activities are not
included in the customer asset management procé$segver, the limited importance of customer
acquisition in customer asset management suggbgtdte case study firms supports the argument
made by Blocker and Flint (2007) that differenttonser asset management models are needed in
B2B and B2C contexts. After all, the majority oétburrent customer asset management models are
based on CLV calculations, used to optimize investinallocation between customer acquisition
and customer retention.

Optimizing capital invested in customer relationships received also considerably little attention in
the analysed customer asset management modelss Airand B calculated the economic profit
generated by individual customer relationshipsoider to calculate customer-specific economic
profit, both firms allocated firm’s capital costs tndividual customer relationships. However,
neither firm A nor firm B considered capital invesnts in their differentiated marketing strategies.
Business volumes / economies of scale as a role for customer asset management was eltect

firms A and C. Firm A created a “capacity optimieat marketing strategy for large-volume but
unprofitable customer relationships. One of thenmabjectives of this marketing strategy is to
ensure even business volumes over time and thimaipttilization of production facilities. Firm C,

on the other hand, considered customers’ busineksnes in litres when assessing the overall
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value of customer relationships. However, it carshiel that the aspects related to asset utilization
are not as well represented in the analysed custasset management models are aspect related to
revenues and P&L costs. Again, the predominance&f items over balance sheet items in the
existing customer asset management literature eannle explanation behind this phenomenon.
Additionally, production and other asset-intendiwiections have traditionally had little interaction
with functions and processes involved with managougtomer relationships. Therefore, this
functional separation can partially account for ek of interest in asset-related issues in custom
asset management — after all, customer asset maeagéas its roots within marketing literature
and therefore marketing function. However, if th@ af customer asset management is to increase
shareholder value creation, customer managemenélsgtiould also acknowledge balance sheet
and optimal asset utilization.

Even though only firms B and C included any kindrisk measures into their customer asset
management models, all firms were involvedeaducing risks of relationship termination. All firms
sought to provide most lucrative offerings and hilgdolvement customer relationship management
for their most valuable customers. Firm A also anf@ reduced relationship termination risks by
signing long-term contracts with its most valuatlstomers. Reducingsks to value formation to
provider and reducing risk concentrations and correlations within customer base as roles for
customer asset management were only evident in Arnit had defined a “risk management”
marketing strategy with an objective to reduceitierdependencies in the customer base and to use
the small-volume customer relationships as a b@fginst business cycle variations. However, the
use of customer asset management in risk managemews advancement potential in all analysed
case study firms.

To conclude, the evidence from the three case shtudyg indicate that B2B firms are able to
acknowledge all four drivers of shareholder valtevénue, cost, assets, risks) in customer asset
management. There are, however, considerable elites in the relative emphasis given to the
different shareholder value drivers: all case stiiags consider multiple opportunities to increase
revenues and decrease costs through customemaasagiement, whereas opportunities to optimize
asset utilization and decrease risks gets lesstiatte

Theoretically, the present study contributes todlseussion on how customer asset management
can be used as a link between shareholder valogafamn and marketing (Stahl et al., 2003; Gupta
& Lehmann, 2003; Rust et al., 2004). Second, thdirfigs of the empirical research support the
argument presented in the conceptual frameworkhef present study: there is potential to
complement the existing customer asset manageimenmtlre that based been focusing mainly on
CLV models and acquisition-retention optimizationiticorporate also other drivers of shareholder
value creation. Third, the findings of the presentpirical study emphasize the importance of
differentiating marketing strategies in order to w@ocustomer asset management beyond
acquisition-retention optimization: marketing stgy in its broader sense seems to be a suitable
media of translating customer asset managementimode action. Fourth, the present study is
likely to deepen the existing knowledge of valueation in relationships (e.g. Walter et al., 2001,
Moller & Torrdnen, 2003; Ulaga, 2003; Ulaga & Egge&r005), especially regarding the financial
value creation for the provider. Fifth, the findingf the present study contribute to the existing
literature on customer portfolios (e.g. Fiocca, 2;98ampbell & Cunningham, 1983; Krapfel et al.,
1991; Zolkiwski & Turnbull, 2000, 2002; Sanchez &rghez, 2005; Leek et al., 2006). So far the
majority of the existing customer portfolio studieave concentrated on developing, testing and
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comparing different portfolio models. However, tadias been a lack of a theoretical foundation for
formulating management strategies for the differenstomer portfolios: the current literature

focuses more on the categorisation of custometisakhips than the outcome of this categorisation,
i.e. the management of customer portfolios. Thesgure study provides the first steps towards
providing theoretical foundations for creating mgement strategies for different customer
portfolios, aimed at increasing the financial vatueation for the provider.

Managerial implications, limitations and areas forfurther research

This study opens interesting opportunities for ngeng in B2B firms: the existing customer asset
management frameworks are mainly based on CLV l@lons and optimization of acquisition and
retention spending — and therefore these models had limited application potential in a B2B
context. The study outlines 13 different roles éoistomer asset management, all of which are
usable in B2B firms. The study also illustratediaas ways to differentiate marketing strategies in
order to actualize customer asset management desisManagers in B2B firms can use the
proposed 13 different roles for customer asset gemant as a long list of options to affect
shareholder value creation through customer asaaagement. From this long list managers can
then select the roles that suit their firms’ needsl business models; thus building their own
individual customer asset management frameworksichwican then be realized through
differentiated marketing strategies.

On the other hand, it must be acknowledged thaptbposed roles for customer asset management
outline all possible ways to affect shareholdeugatreation through customer asset management.
Additionally, the present paper suggests only tiahs should differentiate their marketing
strategies in order to actualize their customeetasgnagement decisions - without providing a
framework guiding such differentiation. Therefateshould be acknowledged that the present paper
is of exploratory nature and does not provide ndirreaguidance for creating customer asset
management frameworks or for differentiating marigetstrategies. Additionally, the empirical
investigation was done through three B2B case asudherefore the applicability of the proposed
roles for customer asset management has not beestigated in B2C context.

The present study opens interesting opportunitiesfdrther research. First, the same effort to
expand the customer asset management frameworksdbeyptimizing acquisition and retention
costs should also be done in B2C context. Additlgnéhe brief review of current customer risk
literature revealed that more research is need#tkiarea of customer risk management; especially
the concepts of customer base risk correlationcamtentration are left to minimal attention in the
current literature. Third, the development of tletimal foundations for creating customer portfolio
specific management strategies should be contimgethe present research covers only financial
aspects of customer relationships, potentially loeding other important customer relationship
attributes.

16



References

Anderson, E.W., Fornell, C. and Mazvanchery, SZ004) “Customer satisfaction and shareholder
value”, Journal of Marketing, Vol 68 No 4, pp. 172-185.

Ang, T. and Taylor, L. (2005) “Managing customeofgiability using customer portfolio matrices,
Database Marketing & Customer Strategy ManagementVol 12 No 4, pp. 298-304.

Bacidore, J.M., Boquist, J.A., Milbourn, T.T. andhakor, A.V. (1997) “The search for the best
financial performance measuré&inancial Analyst Journal, Vol 53 No 3, pp. 11-20.

Berger, P.D. and Nasr, N.I. (1998) “Customer lifegivalue: marketing models and applications”,
Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol 12 No 1, pp. 17-30.

Berger, P.D. and Nasr Bachwati, N. (2001) “The cton of promotion budget to maximize
customer equity’Omega Vol 29 No 1, pp. 49-61.

Black, A., Wright, P., Bachman, J.E., and Davies(1998),In search of shareholder value:
managing the drivers of performance Pitman Publishing, London.

Blocker, C.P. and Flint, D.J. (2007) “Customer segta as moving targets: integrating customer
value dynamism into segment instability logitidustrial Marketing Management, Vol 36 No 6,
pp. 810-822.

Bolton, R.N., Lemon, K.N. and Verhoef, P.C. (200Bxpanding business-to-business customer
relationships: modeling the customer’s upgradesi@ci, Journal of Marketing, Vol 72 No 1, pp.
46-64.

Boulding, W. and Staelin, R. (1993) “A look on tleest side: market share and competitive
environment” Marketing Science Vol 12 No 2, pp. 144-166.

Boulding, W. and Staelin, R. (1995) “ldentifyingrggralizable effects of strategic actions on firm
performance: the case of demand-side returns to B&dnding” Marketing Science Vol 14 No 3,
pp. G222-G236.

Buzzel, R.D. and Gale, B.T. (1987Mhe PIMS principles, The Free Press, New York.

Campbell, N.C.G. & Cunningham, M.T. (1983) “Custonamalysis for strategy development in
industrial markets”Strategic Management Journaj Vol 4 No 4, pp. 369-380.

Chen, A.H. & Conover, J.A. and Kensinger, JW. @00Proven ways to increase shareholder
value”, Journal of Applied Finance, Vol 12 No 1, pp. 89-97.

Day, G. and Fahey, L. (1988) “Valuing market stgae”, Journal of Marketing, Vol 52 No 3, pp.
45-57.

17



Dekimpe, M.G. and Hassens, D.M. (1995) “The pessst of marketing effects on sales”,
Marketing Science Vol 14 No 1, pp. 1-22.

Dhar, R. and Glazer, R. (2003) “Hedging customédtisitvard Business Review Vol 81 No 5, pp.
86-92.

Donaldson, B. and O'Toole, T. (2000) “Classifyirgationship structures: relationship strength in
industrial markets”,Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol 15 No 7, pp. 491 — 506.

Doyle, P. (2000) “Value-based marketinggurnal of Strategic Marketing, Vol 8 No 4, pp. 299-
311.

Dubois, A. and Gadde, L.-E. (2002) "Systematic conimg: an abductive approach to case
research”Journal of Business Researchvol 55 No 7, pp. 553-560.

Dwyer, F.R. (1989) “Customer lifetime valuationsimpport marketing decision makingurnal
of Direct Marketing, Vol 3 No 4, pp. 8-15.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989), “Building theories frorase study researchAcademy of Management
Review, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 532-550.

Fama, E.F. (1970) “Efficient capital markets: aiegw of theory and empirical work'Journal of
Finance Vol 25 No 2, pp. 383-417.

Fiocca, R. (1982) “Account portfolio analysis fdradegy development’industrial Marketing
Management Vo 11 No 1, pp. 53-62.

Garland, R. (2005) “Segmenting retail banking comts”, Journal of Financial Services
Marketing, Vol 10 No 2, pp. 179-191.

Griffith, J.M. (2004) “The true value of EVA®"Journal of Applied Finance, Vol 14 No 2, pp.
25-29.

Gupta, S. and Lehmann, D.R. (2003) “Customers sstsisJournal of Interactive Marketing,
Vol 17 No 1, pp. 9-24.

Hogan, J.E., Lehmann, D.R., Merino, M., Srivasta¥&., Thomas, J.S. and Verhoef, P.C. (2002a)
“Linking customer assets to financial performandsirnal of Service ResearchVol 5 No 1, pp.
26-38.

Hogan, J.E., Lemon, K.N. and Rust, R.T. (2002b)st@mer equity management: charting new
directions for the future marketingJournal of Service ResearchVol 5 No 1, pp. 4-12.

Holmlund-Rytkénen, M. and Strandvik, T. (2005) ‘&ts in business relationshipdturnal of
Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol 20 No 1, pp. 12-22.

18



Hopkinson, G. and Lum, C.Y. (2002) “Valuing custom&ationships: using the capital asset
pricing model (CAPM) to incorporate relationshipkti, Journal of Targeting, Measurement and
Analysis for Marketing, Vol 10 No 3, pp. 220-232.

Jacobson, R.D. (1988) “Distinguishing among conmgetineories of the market share effect”,
Journal of Marketing, Vol 52 No 4, pp. 68-60.

Jacobson, R.D. (1990) “Unobservable effects anihbas performanceMarketing Science Vol
9 No 1, pp. 74-85.

Johnson, M.D. and Selnes, F. (2004) “Customer @lastthanagement: toward a dynamic theory of
exchange relationshipsJpurnal of Marketing, Vol 68 No 2, pp. 1-17.

Kleiman, R.T. (1999) “Some new evidence on EVA camps”,Journal of Applied Corporate
Finance Vol 12 No 2, pp. 80-91.

Kumar, V. and Petersen, J.A. (2005) “Using custeleeel marketing strategy to enhance firm
performance: a review of theoretical and empiriealdence”, Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science Vol 33 No 4, pp. 504-519.

Kumar, V., Petersen, J.A. and Leone, R.P. (2000wWHaluable is word of mouth?Harvard
Business ReviewVol 85 No 10, pp. 139-146.

Leek, S., Turnbull, P.W. & Naudé, P. (2006) “Cl&gsig relationships across cultures as successful
and problematic: theoretical perspectives and memelgimplications”, Industrial Marketing
Management Vol 35 No 7, pp. 892-900.

Leibowitz, M.L. (2000) “Spread-driven dividend damt models”,Financial Analyst Journal,
Vol 56 No 6, pp. 64-81.

Lewellen, G.W. and Badrinath, S.G. (1997) “On theasurement of Tobin's QReview of
Financial Studies Vol 44 No 1, pp. 77-122.

McGovern, G.J., Court, D., Quelch, J.A. and Cradfd@. (2004) “Bringing customers into the
boardroom”Harvard Business ReviewVol 82 No 11, pp. 70-80.

Moller, K. E. K. & Térrénen, P. (2003) "Businesspgliers’ value creation potential: a capability
based analysisindustrial Marketing Management,Vol 32 No 2, pp. 109- 118.

Rappaport, A. (1998)Creating shareholder value: a guide for managers ahinvestors 2nd
edition, The Free Press, New York.

Reinartz, W.J. and Kumar, V. (2000) “On the prdfiliéy of long-life customers in a non-

contractual setting: an empirical investigation anglications for marketing”Journal of
Marketing, Vol 64 No 4, pp. 17-35.

19



Reinartz, W.J. and Kumatr, V. (2002) “The mismanagetof customer loyalty” Harvard
Business ReviewVol 80 No 7, pp. 86-94.

Reinartz, W.J. and Kumar, V. (2003) “The impacto$tomer relationship characteristics on
profitable lifetime duration”Journal of Marketing, Vol 67 No 1, pp. 77-99.

Rust, R.T., Lemon, K.N. and Zeithaml, V.A. (2008R€turn on marketing: using customer equity to
focus marketing strategyJournal of Marketing, Vol 68 No 1, pp. 109-127.

Ryals, L. (2002) “Measuring risk and returns in tustomer portfolio”JJournal of Database
Management Vol 9 No 3, pp. 219-227.

Ryals, L. (2003) “Making customers pay: measurind mmanaging customer risk and returns”,
Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol 11 No 3, pp. 165-175.

Ryals, L. J. and Knox, S. (2005) “Measuring riskuated customer lifetime value and its impact on
relationship marketing strategies and shareholdkreV, European Journal of Marketing, Vol 39
No 5/6, pp. 456-472.

Ryals, L. and Knox, S. (2007) “Measuring and manggustomer relationship risk in business
markets”,Industrial Marketing Management, Vol 36 No 6, pp. 823-833.

Sanchez, R. & Sanchez, R. (2005) “Analysis of austoportfolio and relationship management
models: bridging managerial dimension®3urnal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol 20
No 6, pp. 307-316.

Srivastava, R.K., Shervani, T.A. and Fahey, L. @9®larketing, business processes, and
shareholder value: an organizationally embedded viemarketing activities and the discipline of
marketing”,Journal of Marketing, Vol 63 No (special issue), pp. 168-179.

Srivastava, R.K., Shervani, T.A. and Fahey, L. @)9Market-based assets and shareholder value:
a framework for analysisJournal of Marketing, Vol 62 No 1, pp. 2-18.

Stahl, H.K., Matzler, K. and Hinterhuber, H.H. (3)0Linking customer lifetime value with
shareholder valuelndustrial Marketing Management, Vol 32 No 4, pp. 267-279.

Stewart, G.B. Ill. (1991)The quest for value: the EVA™ management guideHarper Business,
New York.

Storbacka, K. (2000) "Customer profitability: arsb/ and design issues”, iHandbook of
Relationship Marketing, Eds. Sheth, J. and Parvatiyar, A., Sage PulicgatiThousand Oaks, pp.
565-586.

Storbacka, K. (2006Priving growth with customer asset managementWSQY, Helsinki.

20



Storbacka, K., Strandvik, T. and Gronroos C. (1984Bnaging customer relationships for profit:
the dynamic of relationship qualityfhternational Journal of Service Industry Managemer,
Vol 5 No 5, pp. 21-38.

Thomas, J. (1993oing Critical Ethnography, Sage, Newbury Park, CA.

Tobin, J. (1969) “A general equilibrium approachntonetary theory’Journal of Money, Credit
and Banking, Vol 1 No 1, pp. 15-29.

Ulaga, W. (2003) “Capturing value in business fefahips: a customer perspectivéridustrial
Marketing Management, Vol 32 No 8, pp. 677-693.

Ulaga, W. & Eggert, A. (2005) “Relationship valuadarelationship quality: broadening the
nomological network of business-to-business retetigps”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol
40 No 3/4, pp. 311-327.

Villanueva, J., Yoo, S. and Hanssens, D.M. (200He‘impact of marketing-induced versus word-
of-mouth customer acquisition on customer equityagh”, Journal of Marketing Research Vol
45 No 1, pp. 48-59.

Walter, A., Ritter, T. and Gemiinden, H.G. (2001)alide creation in buyer-seller relationships:
theoretical considerations and empirical resultsmfra supplier's perspective’|ndustrial
Marketing Management, Vol 30 No 4, pp. 365-377.

Zolkiewski, J. & Turnbull, P. (2000) “Relationshiportfolios — past, present and future”,
Conference papet6th IMP Conference Bath.

Zolkiewski, J. & Turnbull, P. (2002) “Do relationghportfolios and networks provide the key to
successful relationship managemeni@irnal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Vol 17 No
7, pp. 575-597.

Zou, S. and Cavusgil, S.T. (2002) “The GSM: a breadceptualization of global marketing
strategy and its effects on firm performanckurnal of Marketing, Vol 66 No 4, pp. 40-56.

21



