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Abstract 

As more firms embrace CRM as a core business 
strategy, it is getting more important to assess firms’ 
CRM readiness and performance for diagnosing, 
guiding, managing, and evaluating their current CRM 
practices. Previous CRM studies have been limited to 
extracting a few success factors or focus only on 
specific implementation methodologies without any 
theoretical underpinning. In this paper, we suggest a 
performance measurement framework called CRM 
scorecard as an integrative organizational artifact to 
diagnose and assess a firm’s CRM practice. The CRM 
scorecard was developed through comprehensive 
literature review and in-depth interviews with CRM 
practitioners, with specific objective and subjective 
instruments added to measure corporate CRM 
capability and readiness. Additionally, we conducted 
an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) analysis to 
prioritize the evaluation factors in the CRM scorecard. 
To illustrate the applicability of the proposed CRM 
scorecard, we apply the artifact to a consumer bank, 
which is well known for an exemplary CRM strategy in 
Korea.  

1. Introduction  

Customer Relationship Management (CRM) has 
been increasingly adopted by corporations as a core IT-
driven business strategy and firms have started to 
invest heavily in CRM [34][35]. However, according 
to IDC (International Data Corporation) and Gartner 
Group, the rate of successful CRM implementations is 
below 30% [36], hardly justifying the cost of 
implementing a CRM system. Academics and 
practitioners have tried to find the drivers of CRM 
success or failure with their own perspectives for many 
years. While some researches focused more on IT-
related factors [41], others emphasized organizational 
factors like human resources, organizational structures, 
and reward systems [36] or business process-related 
factors [34]. However, though these partial studies 

have their own managerial implication, they are not 
appropriate for investigating the causes of CRM 
success or failure from an integrative perspective. 
Therefore, rather than conducting an ad hoc post 
analysis of CRM successes or failures, firms are 
recommended to have an organizational evaluative 
mechanism to manage, control, and assess the 
effectiveness of CRM implementation and operational 
practices. 

However, there have been insufficient studies for 
such CRM performance measurement and even such 
few studies for the CRM performance measurement 
have been strongly criticized as lacking strong 
theoretical underpinning. Most prior studies for CRM 
performance measurement did not provide any 
theoretical background for evaluation frameworks, take 
any scientific or systematic steps to design the artifacts, 
or validate their applicability. 

In this paper, our objective is to propose a 
framework of CRM performance measurement, called 
CRM scorecard, which can diagnose and assess 
companies’ CRM initiatives. Any framework for 
measuring performance should address both readiness 
and performance from implementation for the 
following two reasons. First, since a proper 
performance measurement framework is based on a 
causal model spanning from the antecedent to 
consequent factors [24], it naturally deals with 
readiness and performance. Second, since an IT-driven 
strategy like CRM should evolve continuously 
according to the internal conditions and the external 
environments, diagnosing the current level of CRM 
strategy means not only the performance of the up-to-
now implementation but also the readiness for the 
future advances. To do this, we first identify what 
factors are important and what relationships between 
the factors exist for executing a CRM strategy 
successfully. Based on this conceptual framework, we 
develop the CRM scorecard through a series of 
systematic building steps and evaluate it through a real-
world CRM. 

Since a performance measurement framework for 
information system is an IT-related organizational 
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artifact, it should follow the design science as 
methodological principle for designing an IT artifact as 
suggested by Hevner et al. [15]. Therefore, our 
research is essentially based on the design science 
research guidelines. 

2. Theoretical Background  

2.1 CRM performance measurement 

To understand what aspects would be important for 
measuring firms’ CRM practices, we looked into the 
previous studies for performance measurement in the 
domains of operations and productions where such 
studies have been relatively mature. The most 
conspicuous lesson from those literatures is that even 
organization needs to have a strategic framework for 
monitoring and measuring its business strategies since 
management should co-exist with measurement [24]. 
Moreover, a performance measurement framework 
should be equipped with the following components:  

(1) Causal model embedded in the measurement 
framework [10][24]. 

(2) Different perspectives [10][18][40]. 
(3) Antecedent or conditional factors [12][24]. 
(4) Qualitative measures [40]. 
Limitations of the previous frameworks for CRM 

performance measurement [6][16][20][21] can be 
summarized into four categories. First, they either do 
not present any causal model in their framework [16] 
or have any theoretical or practical underpinning for 
their causal model [6][20][21]. Second, some of the 
studies do not divide measurement perspectives [6][16] 
or provide sufficient perspectives enough to explain 
CRM success [6][21]. For instance, Kim et al. [21] 
restrict the innovation and learning perspective 
suggested originally by Kaplan and Norton [18] to only 
customer knowledge perspective, but it is not sufficient 
to implement CRM effectively and efficiently. Brewton 
and Schiemann [6] neither provided any explicit 
perspective for measurement nor any measures for 
measuring factors related to business process. Third, 
most measures or key performance indicators (KPI) 
suggested by the studies are biased to objective or 
subsequent characteristics. Finally, they do not provide 
a proof-of-concept by applying their frameworks to the 
real situations. Since all design artifacts need an 
appropriate evaluation stage [15], applicability and 
effectiveness of a framework for CRM performance 
measurement also need to be verified by its real-world 
application. 

2.2 Theoretical Frameworks for measuring 
CRM performance 

Our theoretical basis of the framework for CRM 
performance measurement is the resource-based view. 
The resource-based view has been considered as a 
fundamental framework for measuring IT performance 
[26][33]. In the context of IT performance 
measurement, three underlying assertions have been 
mainly discussed: (1) resource heterogeneity [3][13], 
(2) resource immobility [3][13], and (3) resource 
bundling [13][33]. Drawing on the resource-based 
theory, Melville et al. [26] provided a model of IT 
business value by integrating the various strands of 
research into a single framework. Their integrative 
model comprises three different domains: (1) focal firm 
(company level); (2) competitive environment 
(industry level); and (3) macro environment (territory 
or country level). Within the firm level, various 
internal resources and capabilities would be connected 
to efficient and effective business processes, the 
business processes would result in business process 
performance, and the organizational performance 
would reflect the final outcomes.  

The most frequently referred frameworks in 
different kinds of literatures are the Service-Profit-
Chain (SPC) [14], the Structure-Conduct-Outcomes 
(SCO) [28], and the balanced scorecard (BSC) [18]. 
Though all these frameworks have their own 
distinguishing features, the BSC framework provides 
the most integrative approach for measuring business 
performance, i.e., efficient and effective business 
processes are implemented by internal resources and 
capabilities; the business processes will relate firstly to 
a customer perspective; and the customer perspective 
will eventually lead to superior organizational 
performance. Therefore, we accept the resource-based 
view as the theoretical approach and follow the 
balanced scorecard as the typological framework. 

3. Developing a CRM Scorecard  

Since IS design-science research deals with real-
world problem, academics are encouraged to 
collaborate with practitioners in conducting such 
research [15]. Hence, we prepared and followed a 
rigorous construction process consisting of several 
steps where some of the steps are collaborated with 
industries (Figure 1). 

Step 1: Building a Theoretical Causal Map  

To find a complete set of CRM success factors and 
construct its causal model, we first reviewed a wide 
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range of literatures related to marketing, business 
strategy, and information systems and then classified  

Figure 1. Steps for Building CRM scorecard 

the significant factors into one of the four different 
perspectives (infrastructure, process, customer, and 
organizational performance) drawn on the balanced 
scorecard. The success factors included in the 
infrastructure perspective are considered as necessary 
conditions for efficient and effective CRM process 
(relationship code I-P in Figure 2); the CRM process 
leads to the customer perspective (relationship code P-
C); and finally the customer perspective makes a 
positive impact on organizational performance 
(relationship code C-F). Meanwhile, some academic 
researches have also shown the existence of direct 
relationships such as infrastructure to customer 
(relationship code I-C) [14][23], and process to 
organizational performance (relationship code P-F) 
[26][34][39]. 

Figure 2. Theoretical Causal Map for CRM success
1

Step 2: Extracting Hierarchical Map for CRM 
Success from Practical Perspective 

Practical perspective based on real experiences as 
well as theoretical studies is also important to build a 
framework for measuring CRM performance. With this 
purpose, we conducted in-depth interviews with 13 
CRM or marketing managers in six different 
companies: a consumer bank, department store, food 
                                                          
1 The reference lists about the factors and the relationships between 
those are available from the correspondent author. 

retailer, dairy product manufacturer, consulting firm, 
and pharmaceutical company. Figure 3 shows the 
hierarchy map resulting from the interviews.  

The thickness of arrows indicates the strength of the 
relationships directed by the comparative frequency of 
mentioning the relationship. Though the conceptual 
structure of this model is very similar with the previous 
theoretical one, it reveals another factor called “explicit 
goal”, which has not been found during Step 1. Many 
practitioners agree with the fact that a definite goal of 
CRM has a positive impact on CRM success because it 
is likely to define a detailed set of CRM activities. 

Figure 3. Hierarch Map for CRM success in practical 
perspective

Step 3: Integrate Both Models  

From the theoretical causal map and the hierarchy 
model in practical perspectives, we derived an 
integrated model for CRM scorecard (Figure 4). The 
shaded factors in the model, e.g., IT, partnership, and 
employee behavior, mean “boundary factors”, which 
have direct impacts on other factors in different 
perspectives. We give a detailed explanation of all 
factors in each perspective in the next section. 

Figure 4. Integrated Model for CRM scorecard 

Step 4: Develop Measurement Instruments 

The conceptual model above should be embodied 
with measures, which can indicate the present of 
company’s CRM initiatives. We tried to use validated 
survey items as subjective (qualitative) measures for 
each factor from leading academic journals and KPIs 
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as objective (quantitative) measures from various 
sources including academic and practice journals, 
companies’ internal archives, and consulting firms’ 
knowledge bodies. These efforts resulted in 105 survey 
items as qualitative and 45 KPIs as quantitative 
measures.  

To check the reliability and construct validity of the 
survey items, we conducted pilot surveys with four 
companies, and eliminated 13 items. For the 
quantitative measures (KPIs), we developed and used a 
different diagnostic sheet to test the feasibility of the 
KPIs, since some KPIs may not be applicable owing to 
lack of understanding of the concepts, data 
unavailability, or other political issues. From the 
feasibility test, we learned that “Business referrals” and 
“Cost of each CRM process” among 45 quantitative 
KPIs are almost impossible to measure and thus 
rejected the two KPIs. All the measures included in 
CRM scorecard are positioned impartially in four areas 
in the 2x2 matrix with two kinds of dimensions (i.e., 
subjective versus objective and antecedent versus 
subsequent) (Figure 5). It means this CRM scorecard 
could measure CRM outcomes in a quantitative manner 
and also antecedent or conditional factors for CRM 
success in a qualitative manner. 

Figure 5. Characteristics of Measures in the CRM 
Scorecard

Step 5: Prioritization of CRM Success Factors 

To provide a basis for the importance level of each 
factor, we conducted an Analytic Hierarchy Process 
(AHP) [42] analysis with a group of CRM experts 
consisting of CRM or marketing managers, consultants, 
professors, and researchers to evaluate each set of 
factors of CRM scorecard in a pairwise fashion with 
respect to each of the perspective. Table 1 shows the 
result of this step.  

To begin with the perspectives, the CRM experts 
gave more weights to relatively subsequent 
perspectives, i.e., customer or organizational 

performance perspectives, than antecedent perspectives, 
i.e., process or infrastructure perspectives. They 
especially viewed the infrastructure as the least 
important perspective among the four different 
perspectives. It reflects that they do not fully recognize 
its significance to successful CRM initiatives yet.  

Besides, the result discloses that setting an explicit 
goal, expanding customer relationship, strengthening 
customer loyalty, and enhancing customer equity are 
the most important factors in infrastructure, CRM 
process, customer, and organizational performance 
perspective, respectively. Focusing more on customer 
expansion rather than customer retention, and on 
customer loyalty rather than customer satisfaction 
reflects that the current CRM strategy should be driven 
in terms of increasing company’s profitability. One of 
the interesting findings from this step is that the firm’s 
explicit CRM goal is the most important factor among 
other infrastructural factors. It is consistent with the 
assertion that company’s CRM initiatives should start 
from pain points with specific goals rather than try to 
transform the entire business [35]. Meanwhile, it is 
noteworthy that IT became the least important factor in 
this study. A possible explanation is that skepticism 
about IT, which came from the failures caused by 
imprudent introduction of CRM solutions during the 
last decade in Korea, may still remain. 

These results from the AHP analysis can be used to 
provide a conceptual threshold value for each factor 
when companies diagnose and measure their CRM 
initiatives with the CRM scorecard. 

Table 1. The Result of AHP

4. CRM Scorecard Framework  

Table 2 shows the overview of the CRM scorecard. 

4.1 Infrastructure Perspective 
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As the most fundamental factors for CRM success, 
infrastructure includes ten diagnostic factors 
categorized into four subperspectives (i.e., IT, human 
capital, strategic alignment, and organizational culture). 
Since information technology is one of the key 
resources in organizations for sustainable competitive 
advantage [5], it should be considered as a necessary 
condition for successful CRM initiatives. When 
companies measure the level of information technology, 
they need to check whether or not their CRM 
technologies effectively support three types of 
customer information for each CRM process, i.e., “of-
the-customer information,” “for-the-customer 
information,” and “by-the-customer information” [31] 
as well as its quality or usability measured by system 
quality, information quality, information use, user 
satisfaction, individual impact, and organizational 
impact [8]. 

Employee behavior, employee satisfaction, and 
management attitude are categorized under the human 
capital. Employee behavior indispensable to CRM is 
the behavior from customer orientation [7]. Customer 
orientation is defined as “employee’s tendency or 
predisposition to meet customer needs in an on-the-job 
context” [7]. Employee satisfaction is also becoming a 
core issue for the marketing literature [4]. If a key 
contact employee is no longer available, customer 
relationship may become vulnerable [4]. This means 
that companies should satisfy their employees first as 
internal customers. The management attitude is another 
human capital for CRM success. Since management 
support is a critical factor for successful innovation 
[38], CRM as an organizational innovation also 
requires management’s strong will and support.  

Strategic alignment refers to organizational 
structures or CRM-compatible schemes that are 
appropriate to CRM strategy, including organizational 
structure, reward systems, and employee training 
programs [34]. Organizational structures facilitating 
better inter-functionality can adapt more readily to the 
needs of customers and have positive effects on 
company’s profitability [27]. Other critical 
determinants for CRM strategy are compensation and 
CRM training schemes [34]. If companies structure 
their organizations to facilitate CRM activities, reward 
employees for engaging in CRM-related activities, and 
educate their employees for CRM activities, the 
companies can proceed with CRM strategy more 
effectively.  

Partnership, market orientation, and explicit goal are 
included in the organizational culture perspective. 
Though a manufacturer could supply a good product, 
customers may be dissatisfied when it comes with 
unkind delivery, poor web services, or unresponsive 

call center. Thus, organizations should provide a 
coordinated effort focused on jointly satisfying 
customers’ needs [2]. Meanwhile, Market Orientation 
is the ability of organization-wide market intelligence 
generation, dissemination, and responsiveness [22]. 
Market orientation is related strongly to business 
performance during competitive and fast-changing 
market situation [22] and changes the behaviors of 
salespersons and purchasers in the organization for 
making strong relationships with partners [23]. Lastly, 
explicit corporate objectives are specific and 
unambiguous action initiators that form a system of 
communication, prompting and guiding action 
throughout the corporate entity [32]. Clearly specified 
goals result in higher performance than fuzzy or “do-
best” goals [25]. With this point of view, CRM tightly 
focused on a single area of critical strategic importance 
rather than a full range or broad approach is more 
likely to succeed [35]. 

4.2 Process Perspective 

CRM process is a series of activities for acquiring, 
retaining, and expanding relationship with customers 
[31][34]. Since relationships between buyer and seller 
evolve with several distinct phases [9], companies 
should interact with customers and manage 
relationships differently at each stage [39]. Therefore, 
companies accepting CRM should prepare its process 
in terms of managing target relationships effectively in 
each stage. Implementing CRM processes with this 
point helps firms in interacting with customers and 
managing relationships effectively at distinct 
relationship phases [34]. 

4.3 Customer Perspective 

How customers view a firm is perhaps the most 
important issue for every top management [18]. As part 
of finding the answer, customer value has been studied 
for years in terms of examining the determinants for 
purchasing [45]. Value has been defined as 
“Consumer s overall assessment of the utility of a 
product based on perceptions of what is received and 
what is given” [45]. Meanwhile, other assertions that 
different angles such as brand equity [29] or mutual 
relationship [9] are also necessary to find the 
determinants for continuous purchasing have been 
made. With this perspective, Rust et al. [37] provided 
an integrated framework for customer equity driven by 
perceived value, brand equity, and relationship equity. 
We therefore adopt the customer equity drivers as the 
first diagnostic factor in customer perspective.  
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The second diagnostic factor in customer perspective is customer satisfaction. Customers would  
Table 2. CRM Scorecard

InstrumentsPerspective Diagnostic Factors

Subjective Objective
Shareholder Value  SHV 

Profitability Perceptual Performance ROA, ROI, Net sale ($), Net sales/employee 

Organizational 
Performance

Customer Equity  Customer Equity, CLV, Profit/customer 

Customer Loyalty Perceived Loyalty RFM 

Customer Satisfaction Perceived Customer Satisfaction Satisfied Customer Ratio (%) 

Customer

Customer Value Perceived Value, Brand Equity, 
Relationship 

Customer Complaints (#) 

Customer Acquisition Readiness for Acquisition Process Leads per channel, Acquisition (#), Visits of 
web(#), Win-back (%), Profitability of new 
customer, Response Rate, Sales success rate (Hit 
ratio), Customer Contact Rate 

Customer Retention Readiness for Retention Process Response time (Wait time), complaints resolved 
on 1st call (%), Retention rate (%), Delivery 
time, Customer Churn rate, Reject rate by 
delivery, Trouble tickets cleared 

Process

Customer Expansion Readiness for Expansion Process Share of Wallet(%), Core Customer Ratio (%), 
Cross/Up-Sell Rate, Value per Order 

IT CRM technology Sys/Info Quality, System Usability, 
 User SAT, Ind. Influence 

Technological Capacity for 3 types of customer 
Info.(#), Customer Info. Accuracy (%), 
Customer Info. Integration (%), System Stability

Employee Behavior Customer Oriented Attitude Human capital readiness (%), Time per Job, 
Calls handled per call center staff (Sales rep 
coverage) 

Employee Satisfaction 3 Justices for Emp. Satisfaction  Key employee turnover 

Human 
Capital

Management Attitude Perception & Support for CRM  

Training Training Procedure Training days/Employee

Reward System Appropriateness of Reward system  

Strategic
Alignment 

Organizational Structure Organizational Flexibility Improvement in diversity profile

Partnership Coordinating effort Vendor Diversity 

Market Orientation Market Orientation  Frequency of Customer survey, Customer 
Knowledge Creation (#) 

I
N
F
R
A

Culture

Explicit Goal Explicitness of Goal  

be satisfied when their expectations about the value of 
the products or services, the brand of the companies, 
and the relationships with the companies are met. The 
positive relationship between customers’ value and 
satisfaction has been studied in the marketing context 
[14][30]. Because customer satisfaction positively 
influences customer retention and secure future 
revenues [11], the companies proceeding with a CRM 
strategy should measure the satisfaction with the focal 
brand and also the relative satisfaction with the 
competitive brands.  

Finally, satisfied customers would bring strong 
customer loyalty to the focal company [14]. Customer 
loyalty has been defined as “an inclination to perform a 
diverse set of behaviors that signal a motivation to 
enhance an ongoing relationship with the service 
provider”[1]. Since increased loyalty of current 

customers means more customers will repurchase in 
the future, customer loyalty has a significant effect on 
organizational profit and growth [14].  

4.4 Organizational Performance Perspective 

The measures for organizational performance 
should be able to indicate whether a corporate CRM is 
contributing to the bottom-line improvement. 
Therefore, it is preferable to measure the direct 
economical effect of CRM initiatives, the company’s 
profitability, and the overall value of the company.  

Customer equity is the composite performance 
indicator from CRM initiatives in that it is determined 
by the customer equity drivers such as perceived value, 
brand equity, and customer relationship with the 
company. Since customer equity is certain to be the 
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most important determinant of the long-term value of a 
firm, a company has to focus its CRM efforts on 
strategic initiatives that can improve its customer 
equity [37]. On the other side, profitability is 
necessarily enhanced by increasing customer equity, 
but it could also be affected by other organizational 
and environmental factors. However, since profitability 
is a critical determinant for firms’ cash flow and 
overall value, as well as an outcome of business 
strategy, companies also need to measure their 
profitability as their economic performance [34]. Lastly, 
similar with other corporate strategies, CRM also has a 
goal to maximize shareholder value as the final 
consequence. Consequently, it is important to measure 
shareholder value because CRM as a core business 
process generates customer value which, in turn, 
creates shareholder value [39]. 

5. Proof of Concept: A Case Study  

In this section, we present a case study with a major 
consumer bank in Korea to test whether the CRM 
scorecard is suitable for measuring performance of 
CRM initiatives: 

Can CRM scorecard grasp the overall strengths 
and weaknesses of XYZ bank’s CRM strategy?  

Can CRM scorecard indicate the causes of the 
present of XYZ bank’s CRM strategy success or 
failure?  

Can CRM scorecard suggest future directions for 
XYZ bank’s CRM improvement? 

XYZ bank is among the top five banks in Korea in 
asset volume and it is the first in profitability per 
customer. Moreover, it has been not only well-known 
for years as the company with the best CRM strategy in 
Korea, but also awarded the best private bank in Korea 
for two consecutive years by Euromoney.  

We try to conduct a triangulation of the evidence 
through various diagnostic methods and to improve 
reliability of performance assessment through pattern-
matching techniques with the results from each 
diagnostic method [44]. 

5.1 Diagnosing XYZ Bank’s CRM 
Implementation Status 

XYZ bank had operated several functional CRM 
systems such as XYZ’s SIS, ALIMI, and e-Brothers, 
which supported independent channels in silo style. It 
had implemented an integrated CRM system since 
2003, which was the year of building enterprise-wide 
data warehouse system called CIW (customer 

information warehouse). The XYZ bank now manages 
all their customers by using the integrated CRM system. 

From August through November in 2005, we had 
diagnosed XYZ bank’s CRM implementation by using 
multiple diagnostic methodologies including pair-wise 
comparisons with AHP technique, feasibility test for 
quantitative measures, in-depth interviews, archival 
data analysis, measuring the selected KPIs, and 
observation if necessary. The AHP technique provided 
us with weighted importance between diagnostic 
factors at XYZ bank. A feasibility test for quantitative 
measures helped us to select appropriate KPIs that 
would be measured to show the present status of 
XYZ’s CRM implementation quantitatively. Other 
methodologies including in-depth interviews, surveys, 
archival data analysis, and measuring quantitative KPIs 
were used to assess XYZ bank’s CRM status in terms 
of each diagnostic factor in CRM scorecard. We 
standardized the results from each diagnostic method 
into a 7-point scale, and then computed arithmetic 
means by each factor (Figure 6). 

Figure 6. The Diagnosis of XYZ bank's CRM

In the infrastructure perspective, information 
technology and top management attitude for CRM 
were highly evaluated. However, explicit goal, market 
orientation, partnership, and employee behavior were 
found to be relatively low. 

Meanwhile, both organizational alignment and 
employee satisfaction do not seem to reach the level of 
importance suggested by AHP analysis. Organizational 
alignment received a relatively low point because no 
reward systems compatible with CRM is provided 
despite a favorable degree of training systems. 
Speaking of employee satisfaction, its present level is 
lowest among the factors in infrastructure perspective, 
even though XYZ bank understands its important role 
for CRM initiatives. This may become an obstacle to 
successful CRM implementation. 

XYZ bank’s distinctive feature in terms of process 
is that its CRM initiatives are mostly focused on 
customer retention rather than on customer acquisition 
or expansion. However, XYZ bank considers customer 
expansion as the most important process among its 
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CRM processes, emphasizing that CRM initiatives 
should be directly related to creating economic value. 
Therefore, XYZ bank needs to try to fill this gap 
between the importance level and the present actual 
level of each process. Another problem identified in 
terms of process is that both the level of recognition 
and the actual level about customer acquisition are too 
low. To maximize the profit from customer portfolio 
management, it is necessary to give attention and 
distribute resources to customer acquisition strategy for 
continuously identifying prospects and acquiring them 
effectively [17].  

From the viewpoint of customer, customer value 
was relatively low and customer satisfaction was 
relatively high. However, neither factor does not reach 
the level of importance; particularly, customer 
satisfaction is far below its importance level. The 
present level of customer satisfaction, the factor ranked 
highest in customer perspective, can be construed as 
the consequence of the influence of customer retention-
centered CRM process. Another noticeable point is that 
they have little understanding of the importance of 
customer loyalty. If the ultimate objective of XYZ 
bank’s CRM initiatives is to create tangible economic 
value through expanding and strengthening customer 
relationships, they need to first understand the 
significance of customer loyalty.  

In terms of organizational performance, though 
XYZ’s organizational performance did not reach the 
level of its importance, it is relatively better when 
compared with other diagnostic factors. However, note 
that the present level of XYZ’s organizational 
performance was relatively high despite its weakness 
in customer acquisition and expansion processes, 
which are more directly related to creating economic 
value. This might suggest that XYZ bank’s CRM 
initiatives, based mainly on customer retention, can 
have significant impacts on its organizational 
performance when customer acquisition and expansion 
are strengthened. 

To sum up, the XYZ bank’s CRM characteristics 
are the following: 
(1) Enterprise-wide CRM implementation based on 
top-down style 
(2) Improvement in customer satisfaction through 
customer retention-centered process.  
(3) Limited contribution to enhancing XYZ’s 
profitability.  

In spite of XYZ bank’s strengths in top 
management attitude, IT, explicit goal, and many 
educational and training programs, such a strong CRM 
initiative without suitable compensation systems seems 
to make the XYZ employees feel that their CRM 
strategy is a high-handed and demanding policy, thus 

lowering employee satisfaction and motivation to 
actively apply CRM initiatives to their field services. 
Moreover, while acquiring new customers and 
strengthening existing customer relationship are 
considered as peripheral, the XYZ’s CRM initiatives 
merely concentrate on satisfying customers through 
customer retention activities such as offering points or 
thank-you gifts based on volume of trade, solving 
customer complaints, and sending messages of 
celebrations or information. Therefore, in terms of 
organizational performance, it is reasonable to expect 
that the XYZ bank’s present CRM strategy needs to be 
strengthened to make a significant positive impact on 
its profitability.  

With this result from the diagnosis, we held a 
project review with managers and staffs related to 
XYZ bank’s CRM and validated our findings.

5.2 Comparison with other frameworks  

In this subsection, we provide a comparison of the 
CRM scorecard with two alternative frameworks for 
measuring CRM performance, which are applied 
frequently in practice.  

The first alternative is the scorecard for customer 
management process suggested by Kaplan and Norton 
[19] as an extension of their original Balanced 
Scorecard (1992). Despite its conceptual simplicity, it 
suffers from the lack of qualitative or antecedent 
measures, no causal model explaining the relationships 
among factors, and insufficient measures for measuring 
CRM performance. For example, because the 
framework does not measure customer loyalty as an 
intermediate factor linking customer satisfaction with 
organizational performance, it cannot explain the fact 
that customer loyalty is low while customer satisfaction 
is high in XYZ bank. It also seems to overlook the fact 
that insufficient activities of customer expansion are 
influencing negatively on customer loyalty, which is 
substantially related to organizational performance in 
the XYZ’s case. Besides, the lack of the measures for 
employee satisfaction in the framework may lose track 
of important facets in the case of XYZ bank: i.e., the 
situation that demanding training systems without any 
appropriate CRM-compatible reward systems is 
connected to employee dissatisfaction and reluctance to 
use the CRM system on their daily jobs. 

Another framework for consideration is the 
Customer Management Assessment Tool (CMAT) [43], 
which is a commercialized artifact for assessing 
companies’ CRM initiatives. The CMAT is used to 
measure the status of CRM process in detail and 
provides several important infrastructural factors. 
However, because of indiscriminate perspectives and 
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ambiguous causal relationships between factors, it is 
difficult to have a systematic and comprehensive 
viewpoint for diagnosing CRM status. It just presents 
discrete scores for each diagnostic factor (e.g., 
employee satisfaction), showing the present status (e.g., 
dissatisfaction) but not providing clues for in-depth 
understanding (e.g., inappropriate reward system). 
Secondly, because it does not provide any measure for 
employee behavior, it could not tell the rationale of the 
extent to which the CRM initiatives can be delivered in 
the customer-contact points, which is critical to 
understanding why the CRM initiative in XYZ bank 
does not have a significant impact on its organizational 
performance. Lastly, since it indicates the level of 
people and organization in a single averaged point, it 
will inevitably conceal many facts. For instance, an 
averaged point to people and organization does not 
reveal the fact that lack of CRM-compatible reward 
systems is closely connected to the low level of 
employee satisfaction.   

6. Discussion and Conclusion  

This study may have several contributions to the 
relevant CRM literature. We tried to integrate various 
academic approaches related to CRM into a 
comprehensive framework as a holistic viewpoint for 
CRM initiatives. Especially, we derived several 
qualitative and antecedent factors that are important 
but have been ignored in the prior literature or practice 
and loaded them into the CRM scorecard as diagnostic 
factors.  

This study made methodological contributions as 
well. Firstly, we showed that design science is 
applicable not only to a technological artifact but also 
to an IT-related organizational artifact. Secondly, 
drawing on design science, we suggested a 
development process consisting of several 
collaborative research steps for building an 
organizational artifact adequate both to industries and 
academics. Finally, to build a framework closer to real 
situations, we conducted a feasibility test for 
quantitative measures for each factor.  

The CRM scorecard can give managerial 
implications for practitioners. The top management 
should recognize that they cannot bring business 
performance by only introducing CRM technology 
without any organizational preparations such as CRM-
compatible infrastructure and readjusted business 
processes. Therefore, they need to first understand the 
importance of infrastructural factors, then invest and 
strive for CRM initiatives on a long-term perspective. 
Meanwhile, the people in charge of driving CRM 

initiative can identify what area(s) they need to give 
more attention to, through understanding detailed 
mechanisms embedded in the CRM scorecard. They 
can diagnose their CRM status with the CRM 
scorecard first, then understand their CRM 
characteristics, strengths and/or weaknesses. This 
would help them to build a future CRM master plan 
and strengthen their current CRM initiatives.  

In considering the CRM scorecard, two major 
points should be dealt with in future researches. To 
arrive at empirical generalizations of the CRM 
scorecard, additional research should investigate the 
relationships between the key constructs in the four 
diagnostic perspectives. Moreover, as experimental 
knowledge of organization as absorptive capacity is 
getting more important to successful implementation of 
IT strategy, including factors measuring IT-related 
experimental knowledge such as the company’s and 
people’s depth of experience with IT implementation 
into CRM scorecard should be considered. 

10. References

[1] Agustin, C. and Singh, J., “Curvilinear effects of 
Consumer Loyalty Determinants in Relational Exchange,” 
Journal of Marketing Research, Feb. 2005, pp. 96-108. 
[2] Anderson, J.C. and Narus, J.A., “A Model of Distributor 
Firm and Manufacturer Firm Working Partnerships,” Journal 
of Marketing, Jan. 1990, pp.42-58. 
[3] Barney, J.B. “Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive 
Advantage,” Journal of Management, Spring 1991, pp.99-
120.
[4] Bendapudi, N. and Leone, R.P., “Managing B2B 
Customer Relationships Following Key Contact Employee 
Turnover in a Vendor Firm,” Journal of Marketing, Apr. 
2002, pp.83-101. 
[5] Bharadwaj, S.G., Varadarajan, R, and Fahy, J., 
“Sustainable Competitive Advantage in Service Industries: A 
Conceptual Model and Research,” Journal of Marketing, Oct. 
1993. pp.83-99. 
[6] Brewton, J. and Schiemann, W., “Measurement: The 
Missing Ingredient in Today’s CRM Strategy,” Cost 
Management, Jan/Feb. 2003, pp.5-14. 
[7] Brown, T.J., Mowen, J.C., Donavan, D.T., and Licata, 
J.W., “The Customer Orientation of Service Workers: 
Personality Trait Effects on Self and Supervisor Performance 
Ratings,” Journal of Marketing Research, Feb. 2002, pp.110-
119.
[8] DeLone, W.H. and McLean, E.R., “Information System 
Success: The Quest for the Dependent Variable,” Mar.1992, 
pp.60-95.
[9] Dwyer, F.R., Schurr, P.H., and Oh, S, “Developing 
Buyer-Seller Relationship,” Journal of Marketing, Apr. 1987, 
pp.11-27.
[10] Flapper, S.D.P., Fortuin, L, and Stoop, P.P.M, “Toward 
consistent performance management systems,” International 

Proceedings of the 40th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences - 2007

9
Proceedings of the 40th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS'07)
0-7695-2755-8/07 $20.00  © 2007



Journal of Operations Production Management, (16:7), 1996, 
pp.27-37.
[11] Fornell, C., “A National Customer Satisfaction 
Barometer: The Swedish Experience,” Journal of Marketing,
Jan. 1992, pp. 6- 21. 
[12] Ghalayini, A.M and Noble, J.S, “The Changing basis of 
performance measurement,” International Journal of 
Operations Production Management, (16:8), 1996, pp.63-80. 
[13] Grant, R.M. “The Resource-Based Theory of 
Competitive Advantage: Implications for Strategy 
Formulation,” California Management Review, Spring 1991, 
pp.114-135.
[14] Heskett, J.L, Jones, T.O., Loveman, G.W., Sasser, 
W.E.Jr., and Schlesinger, L.A., “Putting the Service-Profit 
Chain to Work,” Harvard Business Review, Mar-Apr. 1994, 
pp.164-174.
[15] Hevner, A. R., March, S. T., and Park, J. “Design 
Science in Information Systems Research,” MIS Quarterly,
Mar. 2004, pp.75-105. 
[16] Jain, R., Jain, S., and Dhar, U., “Measuring Customer 
Relationship Management,” Journal of Service Research,
(2:2), 2003, pp.97-109. 
[17] Johnson, M.D. and Selnes, F., “Diversifying Your 
Customer Portfolio,” MIT Sloan Management Review, Spring 
2005, pp.11-14. 
[18] Kaplan, R.S and Norton, D. P., “The balanced scorecard 
– measures that drive performance,” Harvard Business 
Review, Jan/Feb. 1992, pp.71-79. 
[19] Kaplan, R.S and Norton, D. P., Strategy Maps: 
Converting Intangible Assets into Tangible Outcomes,
Harvard Business Scholl Press, Boston, Massachusetts, 2004. 
[20] Kellen, V., “CRM Measurement Frameworks,” Working
Paper, DePaul University, Feb. 2002. 
[21] Kim, J., Suh, H., and Hwang, H., “A Model for 
Evaluating the Effectiveness of CRM using the Balanced 
Scorecard,” Journal of Interactive Marketing, Spring 2003, 
pp.5-19.
[22] Kohli, A.K. and Jaworski, B.J., “Market Orientation: 
The Construct, Research Propositions, and Managerial 
Implications,” Journal of Marketing, Apr. 1990, pp.1-18. 
[23] Langerak, F., “Effects of market orientation on the 
behaviors of salespersons and purchasers, channel 
relationships, and performance of manufacturers,” 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, (18), 2001, 
pp.221-234.
[24] Lebas, M. J, “Performance measurement and 
performance management,” International Journal of 
Production economics, (41), 1995, pp.23-35. 
[25] Linderman, K., Schroeder, R.G., Zaheer, S., and Choo, 
A.S., “Six Sigma: a goal-theoretic perspective,” Journal of 
Operations Management, (21), 2003, pp.194-203. 
[26] Melville, N., Kraemer, K., and Gurbaxzni, V. “Review: 
Information Technology and Organizational Performance: 
An Integrative Model of IT Business Value,” MIS Quarterly,
Jun.2004, pp.283-322. 
[27] Miller, D., “Configuration Revisited,” Strategic
Management Journal, Jul. 1996, pp.505-512. 

[28] Molm, L.D, “Structure, Action, and Outcomes: The 
Dynamics of Power in Social Exchange,” American
Sociological Review, Jun. 1990, pp.427-447. 
[29] Netemeyer, R.G., Krishnan, B., Pullig, C., Wang, G., 
Yagci, M., Dean, D., Ricks, J., and Wirth, F., “Developing 
and validating measures of facets of customer-based brand 
equity,” Journal of Business Research, (57:2), 2004, pp. 209-
224.
[30] Oliver, R. L. “A Cognitive Model of the Antecedents 
and Consequences of Satisfaction Decisions,” Journal of 
Marketing Research, Nov. 1980, pp. 460-469. 
[31] Park, C.H. and Kim, Y.G., “A Framework of Dynamic 
CRM: linking marketing with information strategy,” Business
Process Management Journal, (9:5), 2003, pp. 652-671. 
[32] Pearson, G.J. “Setting Corporate Objectives as a Basis 
for Action,” Long Range Planning, Aug. 1979, pp.13-19. 
[33] Ray, G., Muhanna, W.A., and Barney, J.B. “Information 
technology and the performance of the customer service 
process: a resource-based analysis,” MIS Quarterly,
Dec.2005, pp. 625-652. 
[34] Reinartz,W., Krafft, M., and Hoyer, W. D. “The 
Customer Relationship Management Process: Its 
Measurement and Impact on Performance,” Journal of 
Marketing Research, Aug. 2004, pp. 293-305. 
[35] Rigby, D. K. and Ledingham, D. “CRM Done Right,” 
Harvard Business Review, Nov. 2004, pp.118-129. 
[36] Rigby, D. K., Reichheld, F. F. and Schefter, P., "Avoid 
the Four Perils of CRM," Harvard Business Review,
February 2002, pp. 101-109. 
[37] Rust, R.T., Zeithaml, V.A. and Lemon, K.N., “Return on 
Marketing: Using Customer Equity to Focus Marketing 
Strategy,” Journal of Marketing, Jan. 2004, pp.109-127. 
[38] Sharma, R. and Yetton, P., “The Contingent effects of 
management support and task interdependence on successful 
IS implementation,” MIS Quarterly, Dec.2003, pp.533-555. 
[39] Srivastava, R.K., Shervani, T.A., and Fahey, L., 
“Marketing, business processes, and shareholder value: An 
organizationally embedded view of marketing activities and 
the discipline of marketing,” Journal of Marketing, Special 
Issue, 1999, pp.168-179. 
[40] White, G.P., “A survey and taxonomy of strategy-related 
performance measures for manufacturing,” International 
Journal of Operations Production Management, (16:3), 1996, 
pp.42-61.
[41] Wilson, H., Daniel, E., and McDonald, M., “Factors for 
Success in Customer Relationship Management Systems,” 
Journal of Marketing Management, (18), 2002, pp.193-219. 
[42] Wind, Y. & Saaty, T.L., “Marketing Applications of the 
Analytic Hierarchy Process,” Management Science, Jul. 1980, 
pp. 641-658. 
[43] Woodcock, N. “Does how customers are managed 
impact on business performance?,” Interactive Marketing,
Apr/Jun. 2000, pp. 375-389. 
[44] Yin, R. K., Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 
2nd Edition, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA, 1994. 
[45] Zeithaml, V.A., “Consumer Perceptions of Price, 
Quality, and Value: A Means-End Model and Synthesis of 
evidence,” Journal of Marketing, Jul. 1988, pp.2-22.

Proceedings of the 40th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences - 2007

10
Proceedings of the 40th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS'07)
0-7695-2755-8/07 $20.00  © 2007


