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TESE DE DOUTORAMENTO (PhD Thesis)

THE 5 FAQs…

THE 5 FAQs…

WHAT?

WHY?

WHO?

HOW?

WHERE?
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WHAT…WILL BE THE SUBJECT?

Area? Motive? Interest?

WHAT?

Feasibility?

WHY…IS IT RELEVANT?

Res.Question? Goal? Contribution?

Literature Review
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1982

Hakansson publishes “An 

Interaction Approach”

80s

A relationship-oriented School of 

services, stressing (although in a basic 

managerial perspective) its interactive 

nature 

90s

IMP stresses the importance of 

relationships in business 

networks

The roots of “relationship” marketing

IMP Approach to 

Industrial Markets

Nordic School of 

Services Marketing

IT, CRM’s
90s: One-to-One Approach...

A practice-based and consultant-driven approach on managing long 

term “relationships” through databases and direct marketing

WHY…IS IT RELEVANT?

The relational perspective was initially a new approach

more suited to situations:

- where markets were heterogeneous,

- where buyers and sellers were both active, and

- where interaction and relationships were important

However, the majority of consumer relationships are not close and long-

term, but rather distant and discrete. 

Formulação do Problema (Research Question)

Estudar as relações entre consumidores e empresas em mercados B2C

To study how are relationships between consumers and firms in B2C markets

WHY…IS IT RELEVANT?
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Modelo de Investigação (The Research Framework)

WHY…IS IT RELEVANT?

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

 

      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Product Dimension 

Relationship Dimension 

Consumer Dimension Seller Dimension 

Relationship efforts 

Sellers’ characteristics 
and strategies 

 
 
 

Final result of the interaction  

Nature of the object exchanged 

Result of relationship efforts 

RELATIONSHIP PORTFOLIO 
Focal relation 

Communication 
Customization 
Differentiation 
Personalization 
Loyalty Rewarding 

Technology 
Brand Name 
Market Knowledge and Information 

Consumer’s attitudes and behaviors 

Consumers’ characteristics and  
proneness to engage 

in a relationship 

WHO… HOW… WHEN…?

Univ/Sample? Methodology? Data collection?

Empirical Study
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Seller

A company, its 

relational efforts 

and customers 

database

Interaction?

Product involved

RESULT

Data was gathered considering both parts of the relationship:

� on one hand, firms’ relational efforts (individual interviews)

� on the other hand, consumers’ relational propensity (focus groups)

and took place in three different contexts:

� Bank (Espírito Santo)

� Telecommunications (Optimus)

� Bookstore/Retailing (FNAC)

Consumer

Proneness to 

“relational” efforts 

WHO… HOW… WHEN…?

• Some consumers want to develop close relationships and actively participate 

in the firm’s activities

• Others either feel trapped in a forced relationship or may stick with the same 

provider for pure inertia, refusing any involvement

• A number of customers admit some degree of conscious and deliberate 

loyalty, but define it as functional in nature. 

RESULTS

Volitional choice

Want to Have to

Emotional

Intensity

Low

High
Close

Relationship

Forced

Relationship

Functional

Relationship

Inertial

Relationship

Customers may not all want or need a relationship and their potential 

benefits may not be equally considered worthwhile.
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(Re)Formulação do Problema (New Research Question)
To study how are relationships between consumers and firms in B2C markets:

Are they different according to their rational/emotional motivations??

RESULTS

Close

Relationship

Forced

Relationship

Functional

Relationship

Inertial

Relationship

Consumers maintain the relationship mainly because they 

want to; they invest in it beyond the status quo

Consumers maintain the relationship mainly because they 

have to; they develop grudge-holding attitudes

Consumers maintain the relationship because they want to; 

they are loyal but don’t run the extra mile

Consumers maintain the relationship because they have to; 

offers perceived as undifferentiated, no better off

Emotions (positive/negative) run high

Emotions (positive/negative) run low

RESULTS

 

Dimensions Measures PCA loadings α (AVE) 
A: Dimensions selected for relationship motivations 
COGNITION  I’m a regular and satisfied customer of X because… Mean 4.09 .87 (.638) 
Reliability …X keeps promises made  .844  
Perceived Value …the benefits received more than compensate the costs associated .820  
Reputation …I have good reason to doubt his competence (-) .638  
Quality …X offers a high quality service .855  
Comfort … of the comfortable relationship I have established .817  
EMOTION  I’m a regular and satisfied customer of X because… Mean 2.98 .88 (.658) 
Involvement …I feel emotionally attached to X .890  
Identification …I feel a sense of identification of interests and values with X .800  
Familiarity …I feel like “part of the family”  .891  
Reciprocity …I feel X has my best interests at heart .666  
Fear of relationship loss …I would feel a sense of personal loss if I could no longer be X client .790  
B: Dimensions selected for relationship outcomes   
REPURCHASE INTENTION  Mean 4,11 .85 (.769) 
Repeat purchase I would consider doing more business with X in the next few years .876  
First choice I consider X to be my first choice  .872  
Share-of-wallet I look to X whenever I need this type of service .882  
ADVOCACY  Mean 3.96 .95 (.905) 
Positive word-of-mouth I say positive things about X to other people .951  
Recommendation I recommend X to someone who seeks my advice .976  
Encouragement I encourage friends and relatives to do business with X .926  
SWITCHING INTENTIONS  Mean 2.98 .78 (.699) 
Active tracking I would take my business to a competitor with more attractive prices .827  
Active monitoring  I actively monitor X service quality and price .784  
Search for alternatives I proactively monitor for and am receptive to competitive offers  .894  
ALTRUISM  Mean 3.63 .70 (.620) 
Cross selling I intend to buy more and other X services in the future .846  
Active voice Whenever I have a problem, I discuss my complaints with X .780  
Willingness to cooperate I am available to cooperate with X .733  
ACQUIESCENCE  Mean 2.77 .70 (.612) 
Price insensivity I would continue to do business with X even if prices increase .819  
Disatisfaction  response I would switch to a competitor if I experience a problem with X (-) .780  
Tolerance I would continue to do business with X even if quality decreases .746  
Note: The (-) sign indicates the questions were reverse coded for consistency; X refers to the service provider selected by each respondent  

Análise Discriminante – Discriminant Analysis - Survey
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Amostragem por conveniência (Convenience sample)

5-point Likert scale

On-line survey : 222 answers

RESULTS

Análise Discriminante – Discriminant Analysis - Survey

Variable Wilks’ Lambda  F Sign. Std Coefficients 
Acquiescence (TOL) .853 37.909 .000 .787 
Altruism (ALT) .883 29.126 .000 .690 
Switching Intentions (PROP)  .901 24.298 .000 -.630 
Advocacy (WOM) .921 18.870 .000 .555 
Repurchase Intentions (RET) .962 8.679 .004 .377 

 
We conclude that consumer motivations are highly significant in 

discriminating relationship types:

- While cognition based motivations explain more functional 

relationship outcomes, 

namely repurchase intention and advocacy…

- …emotion based motivations explain several other manifestations 

such as altruism, 

switching intentions and acquiescence, which may represent 

higher forms of dedication to the service provider. 

RESULTS

Análise Discriminante – Discriminant Analysis - Results
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THEORETICAL

The paper develops a dyadic model where not only the seller’s but 

mainly the customer’s point of view is taken into consideration.

By providing insight into the consumer’s perspective, research 

investigates differences between relationship types based on the 

customers’ perceptions and feelings rather than only on context 

conditions or the sellers’ perception.

MANAGERIAL

Marketers must guard against assuming close relationships are all 

customers’ want or need. Some may prefer a functional one and find 

firm efforts intrusive and too close for comfort.

Firms should realistically recognize the possibility for building a 

certain level of relationship by analyzing circumstances into which the 

customer enters willingly and remains because perceives benefits.

CONCLUSIONS…


