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ABSTRACT 
In today highly competitive environments, more aggressive competition is seen among 
banks compared to previous times. This has shifted banks from a financial competition to a 
customer-oriented one. Employing customer-oriented strategies based on innovativeness 
marketing metric in order to realize CRM goal help banks to create a long term relationship 
with their customers and this in turn improves their revenues. Thus, Present research 
aimed to study the relationship between innovativeness marketing metrics and the degree 
of realization of CRM goals based on Gartner model in Melli Bank of Tehran City. The 
results from analysis based on simple linear regression and multiple hierarchical 
regression showed that there was a direct positive relationship between innovativeness 
marketing metrics and degree of realization of CRM goals. Based on research findings, 
there was a significant relationship between components of innovativeness metric (new 
services, introduction of new services, satisfaction with new services and revenues from 
new services) and CRM. But there was no relationship between revenues from services and 
CRM. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Marketing Science Institute has proposed some marketing metrics maybe used to optimize capital research 

projects (MSI, 2002). But despite of the importance of evaluating business performance (Bonoma & Clark, 

1988; Meyer, 1998), little research has been conducted on marketing effectiveness. With respect to the fact that 

corporate survival depends on its capability to create the value defined by the customer (Day, 1990),thus 

marketing greatly contributes to long-term success of the business. Consequently, marketing performance 

evaluation is a key task for management. Despite of this, a small number of businesses are able to conduct a 

precise and accurate evaluation of their marketing outcomes (Ambler, 2000) and with respect to importance of 

innovativeness as a growth engine for business (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995), it is surprising that many firms 

do not engage in measuring their innovativeness. Kokkinaki & Ambler (1999) grouped marketing metrics into 

six categories each one being used in assessing certain concepts. They are include financial metric, competitive 

market metric, consumer behaviour metric, consumer intermediate metric, direct consumer metric, 

innovativeness metric. 
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Present study used innovativeness metric as an instrument to assess CRM effectiveness. This metric is of 

importance because of two reasons: first, metrics help management in making risky decisions with a long-term 

nature so that they are able to make informed decisions based on objective data. Second, metrics influence 

behaviour by helping in setting goals and measures with more productivity (Hauser & Zettelmeyer, 1997). Here 

marketing is broadly defined as all activities being done by the firm with the aim of meeting customer 

preferences and corporate goals (Webster, 1992). Based on this, each business is considered in terms of 

marketing evaluation (Shaw, 1998; Ambler, 2000). Today, key customers are considered as a valuable asset and 

a critical source of innovativeness in creating ideas for production of new goods and services requiring much 

focus. Thus firms try to exploit a unique strategy to retain existing loyal customers instead of attempting to 

attract new customers which requires more investment. Increased competition and reduced loyalty have led to 

emergence of concepts focusing on development of relationship with customers (Ryals & knox, 2000). 

On the other hand, today customer relationship management (CRM) is one of the growing trends in banking 

industry especially in changing environments with high investment in technology so that customer satisfaction is 

realized. In today highly competitive environments, more aggressive competition is seen among banks 

compared to previous times. This has shifted banks from a financial competition to a customer-oriented one. 

Employing customer-oriented strategies based on innovativeness marketing metric in order to realize CRM goal 

help banks to create a long term relationship with their customers and this in turn improves their revenues. 

Marketing metrics provide evidence of customer experience. Indeed they provide tools for management of 

customer experience so that customer loyalty can be measured. Present research sought to determine conditions 

help in using innovativeness marketing metric to achieve CRM goal. Based on this, present research aimed to 

find out if there is a relationship between innovativeness marketing metric and realization of CRM goals based 

on contextual contingencies?  

 

1. Literature Review: 

Performance evaluation is vital for every business and marketing metrics are outstanding tools and 

techniques for performance measurement across various contexts with respect to consumers, sales force and 

ever changing environment of media (Farris et al, 2006). In recent years, managers and researchers have paid a 

great attention to marketing metrics. These metrics are consideredas important tools for measurement of 

marketing performance. Also they can be used as key metrics in evaluation of efficiency and effectiveness of 

marketing efforts (Solcansky et al., 2011). Meeting customers’ priorities and preferences is a source of cash 

flows (Ambler, 2000). Thus a suitable set of key metrics is necessary to track customer behaviour and actions. 

These measurements show opportunities and weaknesses over time by providing a more holistic overview. 

From managerial perspective, senior managers seek to determine marketing performance and selection of 

metrics may be done based on four theoretical perspectives: first one is based on control theory. In this theory, it 

is assumed that management is a strategy and a defined set of intermediate plans which may be compared to 

actual performance (Jaworski, 1988). Essentially, choosing metrics is a rational process may be used by 

marketing managers to improve performance by modification of the desirable levels with respect to marketing 

control variables (Fraser and Hite, 1988). Thus control theory assumes that management sets some goals and 

then defines required metrics to compare goals to actual performance (Ambler et al., 2001). 

The second on is institutional theory: in this theory, it is assumed that organizational actions mostly stem 

from cultural values and specific background of the firm and also they are partially due to certain industrial 

features (Meyer and Rowan, 1977). Institutional theory shows that metrics are selected and perhaps evolved by 

cultural norms of businesses and their related sectors. Agency theory focuses on the contract between 

shareholders and agents and demands actual data to find out the degree of achievement to shareholders goals 

(Jensen & Meckling, 1976). Agency theory is the third basis underlying selection of metrics but it requires 

interaction between two management levels. 

Finally, attitude theory assumes that selection of metrics is influenced by business senior management 

perspectives. Most market-oriented businesses often track market metrics (Ambler et al., 2001). Thus those 

metrics are selected which partially reflect management viewpoint and strategy and they may be able to measure 

what intended by management (Ambler et al., 2001). With respect to the fact that present study focused on 

innovativeness marketing metrics, data were gathered on marketing, relevant channels, behaviour and response 

to customer (Hirschowitz, 2001). Present study used innovativeness marketing metric as a tool for measuring 

CRM effectiveness. 

Metric is a measurement system which determines trends, dynamics and features. Metrics are used for 

amplification of phenomena, identification of causes and sharing findings and results of future events and 

projects. Today numerical skill is a vital one for business leaders. Managers should be able to determine 

quantity of market opportunities and competition threats so that they are able to justify financial risks and 

advantages of decisions. Thus they need metrics (Farris et al., 2006). Marketing metrics provide evidence of 

customer experience. Indeed management tools provide indicators for customer experience so that customer 

loyalty can be measured. 
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Marketing metrics are used for evaluation of previous performance, better evaluation of future strategy, 

revision of resource allocation, etc. (Li, 2010). Metric is a criterion for performance management and managers 

should assess it annually or every six month. This criterion is of importance for all businesses. The term 

“metric” is derived from music and refer to order. It is not only a term refers to a measure, but also it refers to 

the fact that all metrics are measures but not vice versa. Metrics should be precise, coherent and sufficient 

enough to evaluate intended goals (Ambler, 2000). According to Table 1, marketing metrics are divided in to six 

groups each one being used in evaluating certain features (Kokkinaki& Ambler, 1999). 

 
Table1: Various types of marketing metrics 

Row metric variable 

1 Financial metric Sales revenues, profit margin, profit 

2 Competitive market metric Market share, advertising share, upgrading share 

3 Consumer behaviour metric Consumer penetration, customer loyalty, new customer guidance 

4 consumer intermediatemetric Brand identification, satisfaction, purchase intent 

5 Direct consumer metric Distribution level, intermediaries profitability, service quality 

6 Innovativeness metric Introduction ofnew products, revenues from sales of all products 

 

Various metrics should complement each other (Barwise & Farly, 2004). With respect to identification of 

various marketing metrics, focus is gradually shifted from old performance evaluation (such as market share, 

sales, profit) towards measurement of performance at individual customer level (Kotler & Keller2006). But 

present research only addressed innovativeness marketing metrics because assessing all marketing metrics is a 

time consuming and complicated job and firms mostly do not pay attention to innovativeness marketing 

matrices for achieving CRM goals. Dynamics of highly competitive environments force firms to develop 

appropriate measures so that managers are able to make better and more informed decisions on market 

investments (Kornelis et al., 2009; Leeflang et al, 2009). In contrast to other forms for evaluation of business, 

innovativeness metric create some difficulties for the measured business process (morris, 2011). However 

innovativeness metric prepares a strategic road for business operations and guides resource allocation (Martinich 

& Božic, 2011). Development and effective use of innovativeness metrics requires an effort much more than a 

simple definition of and communication with the new measurement. Developing innovativeness metrics requires 

a strategic and ordered approach which begins with a cascading growth investment strategy across all business 

units and areas (Kaplan & Winby, 2007). By developing a “family of metrics” which is a necessity for 

innovativeness in firms, return on investment, leadership behaviour and organizational capability are supported 

(Kaplan & Winby, 2007). 

 

Necessity of Using Marketing Metrics: 

Since innovativeness is widely recognized as a vital requirement for all firms in all industries, thus the 

necessity of metrics in this area is appeared. Leaders should develop a new generation of metrics beyond regular 

measurements so that they are able to create an organizational environment supporting strategic innovativeness 

and create vital capabilities enhancing competitive business perspective. Evaluation of innovative efforts is done 

with the aim of ensuring return on investment and supporting feedback loops of learning and improvement 

(Kaplan &Winby 2007). Innovativeness measurement is a difficult process because of wide range of innovative 

activities. A method for evaluation of innovativeness is to make a distinction between outputs of innovative 

activities from the inputs. Below a classification is provided for innovative activities based on their inputs and 

outputs (Rogers, 1998). 

 

Input of Innovativeness Metrics: 

Innovativeness includes a mix of inputs for creating outputs. Vital inputs should be available so that 

innovativeness is produced. The exact nature of inputs is dependent upon the type of intended outputs (Stone et 

al., 2008). Innovative activities lead to creation of various types of outputs including tangible and intangible 

ones. Tangible ones have physical and cost aspects but intangible ones do not have a physical dimension and 

may resulted in some cost (Jarboe & Furrow, 2008; Lev, 2001).In economic literature, intangible inputs are 

traditionally called “knowledge assets” and in business administration literature they are called “intellect 

ualassets”. In the case that outputs have potential of creating benefits in the future, they are considered as assets 

(Lev, 2001). Knowledge is a key input of innovativeness. Innovativeness requires using knowledge in creative 

activities. Innovativeness may not be obtained without understanding resources, technology, materials, markets 

and requirements and needs of current situation (Rose et al., 2009). More innovative inputs are considered as 

assets because they are used over and over again in the innovativeness process of the business unit or they may 

be used in new processes for a different product (Arundel, 2007). Innovative activities may results in tangible 

(new products, revenues from new services) or intangible (satisfaction with new services, future innovativeness) 

outputs. 
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Outputs of Innovativeness Metrics: 

Finally, the main output of innovative activities is corporate success. Success of a firm may be represented 

by profit, growth of revenues, market efficiency, productivity, capitalization and other indicators which all of 

them have their own specific shortcomings and may be due to factors other than innovativeness (Gow & Kells, 

1998; Rogers, 1998). However, success of a firm may be considered as a measure for innovativeness. 

Innovativeness metrics prepare the ground for introduction of innovative activities in the business as well as 

acting as a guide for resource allocation (Fulford, 2011). The innovativeness measures extracted from relevant 

literature include new services, introduction of new services, satisfaction with new services and revenues from 

new services (Ambler et al, 2001). Using these metrics greatly helps managers to achieve CRM goals. 

 

A Framework for Innovativeness Metric: 

Our framework for innovativeness metrics is an effort to provide a simple solution to a complicated 

challenge. Based on the assumption that successful innovativeness is a result of synergies between a numbers of 

complementary success factors, our model is a combination of two principles as shown in Figure1: 

 Creation of a portfolio of innovativeness metrics 

 Dividing Innovativeness metrics into two groups of input metrics and output metrics which are used to 

assess new services, introduction of new services, satisfaction with new services and revenues from 

new services (Muller et al 2005). 

 

 
Fig. 1: Innovativeness metric framework 

 

Today some metrics are introduced as inputs and outputs in innovativeness framework and also for 

innovativeness process. Metrics are divided into input and output ones. Inputs represent resources allocated by 

firm to innovativeness and outputs show the firm success in innovativeness. Managers need to measure both 

inputs and outputs. Measuring low level of input resources may lead to corporate decision to exert extraordinary 

effort to improve the operations in a continuous manner. In the same vein, only measurement of outputs 

provides no real picture of investment costs for innovativenes  s improvement to the firm (Muller et al., 2005).  

 

Relationship between Innovativeness Marketing Metric and Realization of CRM Goals of Management: 

Scholars believe that in business markets, effectiveness of CRM requires a deep understanding of individual 

customer profitability (Bowman & Narayandas, 2004; Eggert & Ulaga, 2006). With respect to increasing 

importance of marketing metrics at individual customer level, present study addresses assessment of 

innovativeness at individual customer level using marketing metrics. Customer relationship management (CRM) 

is a strategy for learning about and forecasting behaviour and needs of customers in order to develop stronger 

relationships with them, better understand our own products and organization and create value added for 

customers through products and services which results in more organizational profitability. Indeed, it is a 

process supporting collection of distinctive data on customer, sales, marketing effectiveness, and market 

reaction using appropriate technology. 

Two issues in CRM literature which are closely related to present research include knowledge on the 

history of CRM efforts and current findings related to influence of CRM efforts on performance of CRM plans. 

According to this literature, background characteristics including culture, conditions and strategy may influence 

CRM. Based on organizational culture perspective, previous scholars defined market attitude as a major 

predictor of marketing metrics (Kokkinaki & Ambler, 1999; Ambler & Wang, 2003). With respect to using 

marketing metrics, one key concept is that managers should determine values, beliefs and philosophy of bank 

underlying the CRM plans so that customer satisfaction and profit are realized for the firm. Based on customer 

oriented attitude focused on key customer concept, employees of firms and organizations are able to use 
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innovativeness marketing metrics to customize services and maximise lifetime value of customers. Also using 

innovativeness marketing metrics, organizational processes and activities can be designed with due care (Li 

2010). Given the relevant literature, research conceptual model is as shown in Figure2. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2: Conceptual model for employing innovativeness marketing metrics and the degree of realization of CRM 

goals 

 

2. Research Hypotheses: 

H: It seems that there is a significant relationship between innovativeness marketing metric and the degree of 

realization of management CRM goals. 

H1: it seems that there is a significant relationship between new services and CRM. 

H2: it seems that there is a significant relationship between introduction of new services and CRM. 

H3: it seems that there is a significant relationship between satisfaction with new services and CRM. 

H4: it seems that there is a significant relationship between revenues from new services and CRM. 

 

3. Research Methodology: 

Present research was an applied one with respect to its methodology. Various methods were used to collect 

data in different stages of the study. In order to obtain theoretical bases of the research, library studies and 

online sources were used. In present research, data required to test hypotheses and the relationships between 

variables were collected using questionnaires. According to Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, statistical population 

was normal and it should be mentioned that validity of the questionnaire was supported consulting university 

teachers and PhD candidates. 

 

Statistical Population, Sample and Sampling Method: 

Statistical population of present research comprised of all branches of Melli Bank of Tehran city. Sampling 

method was a simple random one. 180 questionnaires were distributed to managers and vice presidents of Melli 

Bank of Tehran city and 160 ones were returned. As seen in the table 2, the vast majority of subjects were male 

and most of them fell in the age range 30-40; also most of them had a bachelor’s degree.  
 

Table 2: Statistical sample with respect to demographic variables 

Demographic variable Variable levels N Percentage 

Gender 
male 134 83 

female 26 17 

Age 

20-30 25 15 

30-40 64 40 

40-50 27 43 

Over 50 28 17.5 

Education High school diploma 26 17 

Dependent Variable 

Realization of CRM goals from Gartner’s viewpoint 

1. CRM vision: leadership, social value, position 

2. CRM strategy 

3. interaction based on customer worthiness: 

- Understanding needs 

- Expectations control 

- Satisfaction versus competition 

- Collaboration and feedback 

- CRM 

4. Organizational participation: 

- Culture and structure 

- Understanding customer  

- Individuals (skills, competencies, specialities), reward 

- Employees communication 

- Partners and suppliers 

5. CRM process: customer life cycle, knowledge 

management 

6. CRM information: data, analysis, market research 

7. CRM technology: applications, architecture and structure 

8. CRM metrics: customer service cost, satisfaction, loyalty, 

value, retaining customers 

Independent Variable 

Innovativeness Marketing Metric 

1. New services 

2. Introduction of new services 

3. Satisfaction with new services 

4. Revenues from new services 
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Associate degree 43 26 

Bachelor’s degree 76 47 

Graduate degree 15 9 

 

Data Collection Instrument: 

Data collection was conducted using two researcher-developed questionnaires including 28 items for 

innovativeness marketing metric and 33 items for CRM. 

 

Questionnaire Validity and Reliability: 

In order to confirm validity of questionnaires, university teachers and PhD candidates were consulted. 

Reliability was also confirmed by estimation of Cronbach’s Alpha which was 0.81 as shown in table 3. 
 

Table 3: Reliability of research components 

Components Mean Standard Deviation Cronbach’s Alpha 

New services 3.1 0.55 0.81 

Introduction of new services 3.9 0.88 0.81 

Satisfaction with new services 3.1 0.82 0.82 

Revenues from new services 2.56 0.68 0.70 

CRM 3.4 0.73 0.76 

 

Data Analysis Method: 

In order to evaluate the proposed model, structural equation modelling was used. All analyses were 

conducted using LISREL 8.5. Fit indices were used to validate model fitness. They included Squared Chi, 

normalized squared Chi (ratio of Squared Chi to df ), Goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness of fit 

Index (AGI), comparative fit index (CFI) based on correlation between variables of the model, Incremental Fit 

Index (IFI) to compare the proposed model with the in dependenceone, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) for 

comparison of two or more model with the same data and/or comparison of the proposed model with a null one 

and finally root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) based on residual matrix analysis which may be 

used to estimate different confidence intervals (Qasemi, 2001). 

 

4. Result: 

Interpretation of Dependent and Independent Variables: 

Given the normal distribution, one sample t-test with test value of 3 and CI of 95% (error of 5%) was used 

to interpret research variables. In this test, a p-value higher than 0.05 showed that the variable was not 

significantly different with the test value (3) and it was concluded that the intended variable was at an average 

level in the statistical population. On the other hand, if p-value was less than 0.05, it was concluded that the 

intended variable was significantly different with test value (3). With respect to the above-said, as seen in Table 

4, the variables new services and introduction of new services were at the highest level in the sample and the 

variables revenues from new services and CRM performance were at a poor level in the sample (because p-

value was less than 0.05 and also the average was less than 3).  
 

Table 4: Results of one sample t-test for research variables 

Factor p-value Mean SD t-test 

New services 0.33 3.3 0.98 -2.1 

Introduction of new services 0.27 3.1 0.88 -1.34 

Satisfaction with new services 0.43 3.02 0.87 -2.3 

Revenues from new services 0.01 2.8 0.91 -4.4 

CRM performance 0.002 2.64 0.90 -7.3 

 

Study of the Effect of Independent Variables on Dependent one: 

After examination of the research hypotheses, now simultaneous effects of independent variables on the 

dependent one was addressed using step-wise multivariate regression. 

As seen in Table 5, value of ANOVA (sig) was less than 0.05 indicating a linear relationship between 

independent variables and CRM performance. Value of R square was 0.76 indicating that 0.76 of variations in 

CRM performance was influenced by independent variables.  
 

Table 5: Results of multivariate regression between independent variables and CRM performance 

Dependent variable Independent variable ANOVA(sig) Coefficient R Square 

CRM performance 

New services 0.002 0.54 

0.76 
Introduction of new services 0.000 0.43 

Satisfaction with new services 0.001 0.65 

Revenues from services 0.03 0.43 
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Structural Equation Modelling: 

To evaluate the proposed model, Structural Equation Modelling was used. Before study of structural 

coefficients, model fit was examined. Figure 3 shows the coefficients and their relationships.  
 

 
 

Fig. 3: Fitted model of the research 

 

To evaluate model in structural equation modelling, several fit indices may be used. Those used in present 

research were as follows: root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), Goodness of fit Index (GFI) and 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI). Results for above indices are shown in Table 6. 
 

Table 6: Fit indices 

 X2/ DF X2/df GFI AGFI IFI TLI CFI RSMEA 

1 326.28 120 20.3 0.91 0.94 0.90 0.76 0.87 0.09 

 

RMSEA is close to zero for models with good fitness. Models in which this index is 0.1 or higher, have a 

poor fitness. Confident interval (CI) can be calculated for this index. The ideal situation is a CI close to zero 

without a very high upper limit. As seenfrom the results, RMSEA of the model was 0.09 indicating a good 

fitness. The more closer the GFI and AGF to zero, the better the model fitness. In present model these indices 

were respectively equal to 0.91and 0.92 showing a good fitness. Thus with respect to the values for fit indices 

for the final model and the threshold for acceptable values, it can be said that the final model of the present 

research is acceptable. Path coefficients between variables of the final model and their significance levels are 

shown in Figure 4 and Table 7.  
 

 
 

Fig. 4: Significance of research coefficients 

 

Table 7: Results of structural equations 

Row Path Standard Coefficient Significance values 

1 New services CRM performance 0.56 8.1 

2 Introduction of new services CRM performance 0.44 11.2 

3 Satisfaction with new services CRM performance 0.63 6.3 

4 Revenues from new services CRM performance 0.48 9.2 
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Results from the regression analysis with respect to the influencing variables and the influenced ones 

showed that CRM performance was influenced by all independent variables and t-statistic was used to show 

significance of parameters; this statistic is obtained as the ratio of parameter coefficient to the standard error. If 

t-value is higher than 2 (t ≥ 2) and z-value is higher than 1.96 (z≥ 1.96), then the related estimation should be 

statistically significant and with respect to LISREL output (Figure 4), the calculated t-values for all variables 

were larger than 2; thus it was concluded that all estimations wee statistically significant.  

 

Conclusions: 

Present study addressed the relationship between innovativeness marketing metrics and degree of 

realization of CRM goals based on Gartner model. Such components as new services, introduction of new 

services, satisfaction with new services and CRM were tested. Results from regression analysis in terms of path 

coefficients showed that these components had significant effects on CRM. Results showed that the variable 

satisfaction with new services had the most effect on CRM compared to other studied variables and the main 

reason for this fact was the information obtained by customers on the facilities provided by banks. Results of 

Ambler (2000, 2001, 23 ,and 2004), Barwise and Farly (2004), Farris et al (2006) and Li (2010) are consistent 

with those of present study. With respect to the above-said and the influence of marketing metrics on CRM, all 

modern service organizations should pay due attention to these metrics and include them in their strategies. 

Success of this strategy is dependent upon successful application of metrics and taking in to account the 

following points: 

 Paying due attention to the appropriate vision and strategy with respect to CRM 

 Paying due attention to customers’ culture and structure and understanding them.  

 CRM process, information and architecture 

Research findings showed that H1 i.e. the relationship between new services and CRM was approved by a 

factor coefficient of 0.56and significance value of 8.1. H2i.e. the relationship between introduction of new 

services and CRM, H3, i.e. the relationship between satisfaction with new services and CRM and H4 i.e. the 

relationship between revenues from services and CRM were respectively supported by factor coefficients 0.44, 

0.63 and 0.48 and significance values of 11.2, 6.3 and 0.48. 
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