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MEASURING THE PERFORMANCE OF MARKETING – Concretizing Marketing 
Through the Use of Metrics 
 
This study concentrates on marketing performance measurement. Often marketing is 
seen as a somewhat soft discipline with no concrete metrics available to model its 
performance. This study will open up the key metrics used in marketing performance 
measurement today, and it will also give marketers means to benchmark their 
measurement practices against other companies. 
 
In this study marketing is found to have a dualistic nature when it comes to 
measurement. Both the tactical and strategic sides of marketing are important when 
performance measurement is concerned. A framework for marketing performance 
measurement is formulated to highlight the fact that many different aspects of business 
need to be measured and these measurement results combined to be able to monitor 
marketing performance. Also the measurement of customer lifetime value (CLV) is 
highlighted as the key metric in strategic marketing performance measurement. 
 
The data used in this thesis were collected using a web-based questionnaire targeted at 
business executives in Finland. The questionnaire was sent to 15941 respondents of 
which 1157 questionnaires were returned and accepted into the final sample. The key 
research methods were analysis of variance and grouping analysis, which were used in 
formulating answers to 11 hypotheses founded on the base of the framework. 
 
The key findings were that the use of a palette of different metrics has a connection to 
the positive perception that executives have of marketing performance. Also firms 
operating in different market situations, different positions in the market, and different 
business sectors prefer different metrics, and have different measurement practices. The 
key obstacles in marketing performance measurement are measurer’s lack of skill, and 
management’s lack of time. In addition to these it was noted that CLV is not yet a 
widely used metric in Finnish firms, but the importance of this metric has been 
identified in companies today.  
 
This study lays a ground for future studies in giving a broad outline of marketing 
measurement in companies today. It will help further researchers in finding the key 
areas of interest that could be researched further. 
 
KEYWORDS: Marketing performance, marketing performance measurement, customer 
lifetime value, marketing metrics  
 



HELSINGIN KAUPPAKORKEAKOULU  TIIVISTELMÄ 
Markkinoinnin ja johtamisen laitos   25.5.2008       
Pro gradu –tutkielma 
Noora Färkkilä 
 
MARKKINOINNIN TULOKSELLISUUDEN MITTAAMINEN – Markkinoinnin 
hyödyn tulkitseminen mittareiden avulla 
 
Tämä tutkimus keskittyy markkinoinnin tuloksellisuuden mittaamiseen. Markkinoinnin 
tuloksellisuuden mittaamista pidetään usein haastavana ja monesti markkinoinnin 
tehokkuus luokitellaankin yritystoiminnassa mitattavien tekijöiden ulkopuolelle. Tämän 
tutkimuksen tarkoitus on kartoittaa mittareita, joita käytetään markkinoinnin 
tuloksellisuuden mittaamisessa. Tutkimustuloksilla pyritään myös luomaan yrityksille 
mahdollisuuksia vertailla omia mittauskäytäntöjään vallalla oleviin käytäntöihin. 
 
Markkinoinnilla on kaksijakoinen luonne. Markkinoinnin tuloksellisuutta määriteltäessä 
tarvitaan sekä taktisia että strategisia mittaustapoja. Tämän tutkielman teoriaosuuden 
perusteella luodaan viitekehys mittaamiselle, joka yhdistää erilaisia mittareita 
yritystoiminnan eri osa-alueilta. Aiempien tutkimusten perusteella asiakkaan elinaika-
arvon mittaaminen osoittautuu keskeiseksi strategisessa markkinoinnin tuloksellisuuden 
mittaamisessa. 
 
Tutkimusaineisto kerättiin sähköisen kyselykaavakkeen avulla. Kysely kohdistettiin 
suomalaisiin yritysmaailman päättäjiin. Lomake lähetettiin 15941 vastaajalle ja 1157 
vastausta hyväksyttiin lopulliseen tutkimusaineistoon. Aineiston avulla selvitettiin 
vastauksia 11 tutkimushypoteesiin, jotka muodostettiin tutkielman teorian ja 
viitekehyksen pohjalta. Keskeisimmät tutkimuksessa käytetyt menetelmät olivat 
varianssianalyysi ja ryhmittely. 
 
Keskeisimmät tulokset osoittivat yhteyden laaja-alaisen mittaamisen ja sen välillä 
kuinka tyytyväinen yritysjohto oli markkinoinnin tuloksellisuuteen. Lisäksi erilaisissa 
markkinatilanteissa, erilaisissa markkina-asemissa ja erilaisilla liiketoimintasektoreilla 
toimivat yritykset käyttävät erilaisia mittareita ja mittauskäytäntöjä. Tutkimuksen 
mukaan yritysten suurimmat esteet markkinoinnin tuloksellisuuden mittaamisessa olivat 
osaamisen ja johdon ajan puute. Lisäksi käy ilmi, että asiakkaan elinaika-arvo ei ole 
kovin käytetty mittari, mutta sitä pidetään kuitenkin keskeisenä.  
 
Tässä työssä tehty laaja-alainen kartoitus markkinoinnin mittareiden tilasta 
suomalaisissa yrityksissä luo pohjan myöhemmälle tutkimukselle. Esiin luodut teemat 
voivat helpottaa seuraavia tutkijoita löytämään mielenkiinnon kohteita, joiden 
tutkimista voisi jatkaa vielä yksityiskohtaisemmin. 
 
AVAINSANAT: Markkinoinnin tuloksellisuus, markkinoinnin tuloksellisuuden 
mittaaminen, asiakkaan elinaika-arvo, markkinoinnin mittarit 
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1. Introduction 
 

This is a study concerning marketing performance measurement and the metrics 

that are used to depict the performance of marketing in firms. This first chapter 

will concentrate on outlining the thesis. Firstly the motivation for this study will 

be gone through. Several issues on why this topic is important will be brought to 

focus. Also the main research question and theoretical and empirical sub-

questions will be formulated to guide the construction of this paper. In the end of 

this chapter the key findings of this study are also laid out to give a large-scale 

picture of the findings of this thesis.  

 

1.1. The Motivation for This Study  

 

The value of marketing to a firm has emerged as an important topic in today’s 

business literature and press. Marketers have been, and continue to be under 

minded in the business world, due to the lack of accountability of marketing’s 

area of business (Srivastava, Shervani & Fahey, 1998). In addition companies are 

making more and more acquisitions, and the value of corporations in these 

acquisitions is based largely on intangible marketing related assets, such as 

customer relationships and brands. The way these assets are measured greatly 

determines the prices paid for acquired organizations.  A recent example of this 

was Danske Bank’s acquisition of Finnish Sampo Bank for 4,1 billion euros. 

Some say that Danske bank paid 4100 euros for each Sampo Bank customer. 

(Rautakorpi-Hannula, 2006) 

 

Measuring the value of marketing actions has puzzled researchers and business 

professionals for decades. Now, with help of ever more extensive data and 

complex modeling systems, information that has been gathered, can be put to 
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work, in the measurement of marketing performance. Despite the abundance of 

information available for analysis, financial executives often remain uncertain 

about the effectiveness of their marketing and for example the return on their 

marketing euro. According to a survey on members of the Financial Executives 

Institute (Financial Executive, 2007), done by Marketing Management Analytics 

an American consulting firm, most respondents reported very low levels of 

understanding, success and satisfaction in terms of assessing return on marketing 

investment, and they tended to view marketing as an expense rather than an 

investment producing income in multiple future periods.  

 

On the up side the survey in question reported that those organizations that 

employed a variety of metrics for marketing performance measurement, and were 

highly satisfied with their efforts, maintained the largest revenue totals, and the 

largest marketing budgets. These firms also reported the best relationships 

between marketing and finance and marketing was viewed as an investment by 

the finance departments of these organizations. According to the survey in 

question the trend for the better integration of marketing and finance, better 

accountability and communication can be seen. 

 

Another study by the CMO Council (2007) indicated that chief marketers face 

intense pressure from bottom-line focused CEOs and demanding corporate boards 

to improve the relevance, accountability and performance of their organizations. 

Measuring marketing performance, quantifying and measuring marketing’s worth, 

and improving marketing’s efficiency and effectiveness were found in this study 

to rank among the top challenges faced by marketers. It was stated that proving 

marketing’s value was even rated as the top challenge above all other challenges 

marketers face.  

 

Top marketing institutions such as the Marketing Science Institute and the 

American Marketing Association have recognized the need within the marketing- 
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and business community for more efficient marketing performance measurement. 

The American Marketing Association names showing the return on marketing 

investment one of the main ”hot topics” in marketing today: 

 

“Demonstrating real returns on your marketing investment is always a 

challenge, and return on marketing investment (ROMI) has become one 

of the most important issues facing businesses in all industries. 

Marketers dread having to justify their budgets when rarely is there 

solid data to back up their claims of benefits gained from the 

investment.” (The American Marketing Association, 2007) 

 

Also the Marketing Science Institute has made assessing marketing productivity 

and marketing metrics the top research priority every other year since 2002. Apart 

from these prestigious marketing associations many projects have been founded 

within the academic society to find solutions to this problem (for example 

StratMark in Helsinki School of Economics).  

 

There is also a large assembly of researchers (e.g. Rust et al., 2004, 2, and Luo 

and Donthu, 2006, Srivastava, Raj and Reibstein, David J, 2004) who are trying to 

make marketing more accountable and credible through financial measurement. 

These researchers, among many others, are concerned with the fact that, due to the 

lack of appropriate marketing measurement tools the credibility of marketers and 

the role of the marketing function as a core capability within the firm has been 

severely compromised. Marketers need metrics that financially oriented people 

can understand to justify their existence in the business community. 

 

In addition to the academia the business world has also recognized the need for 

better measurement tools. In an interview with Tuomas Kohila, the CEO of 

Cidercone, Tuomas clearly stated that he would demand better marketing 

measurement from his managers if marketing measurement was possible. Kohila 
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is not alone with his perceptions of marketing’s immeasurability, but attitudes are 

changing. As can be noted from a quote of Sakari Tamminen, the CEO of Ruukki, 

“We have calculated that the investments we have made in our brand renewal 

campaign will depreciate in 8 years” (StratMark conference 24.1.2008). 

 

1.2. Thesis Outline and the Research Questions 

 

The purpose of this study is to find out what the main research views in marketing 

measurement are and also to map marketing performance measurement processes 

in practice. The goal is to formulate a framework for marketing performance 

measurement that could be used by marketing professionals to help them base 

their decisions on widely accepted metrics, and also make it easier to show 

marketing’s contributions to the ongoing business and shareholder value. Also the 

current state of marketing performance measurement in Finnish companies will be 

explored and the current use of metrics will be mapped 

 

The main research question is phrased as follows: How can marketing 

performance be measured? 

 

An answer to the main question is formulated through the following sub 

questions: 

 
Theoretical:  
 

• What is marketing performance and what are investments? How are these two 

connected?  

• How can marketing performance be measured? 

• What kinds of metrics exist for marketing performance measurement? 
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Empirical: 

• What kind of metrics do companies use in marketing performance measurement  

• What are the effects of the business environment, the market position of the firm 

and the operating sector on metrics used?  

• What is the role of regular measurement practices in marketing performance 

measurement? 

• Does marketing performance measurement have a correlation with business 

performance? 

• What are the main obstacles in marketing performance measurement 

 

Answers to the theoretical sub-questions are sought from various peer-reviewed 

scientific publications, and other academic literature. The purpose is to discover 

what has been written about marketing measurement, and what are the leading 

methods recommended by researchers to conduct marketing measurement. This 

theory is meant to provide a foundation for empirical hypotheses formulation. 

 

The empirical portion of this thesis will be carried out as part of a larger data 

collection questionnaire. HSE’s and Hanken’s StratMark project is attempting to 

collect a uniquely large data with a web based questionnaire targeted at Finnish 

business executives. The goal is to map the current position of marketing in firms 

through various marketing related question groups.  

 

As mentioned above this thesis is divided into the theoretical part and the 

empirical part. The theoretical part constructed as follows: The first portion is 

concentrated on defining the core concepts relevant to marketing and basic 

financial performance measurement. The second section will concentrate on 

different marketing measurement methods proposed in literature. In the final part 

of theory a framework will be offered to clarify the marketing measurement 

process. The second half of the thesis concentrates on the findings from the 
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empirical questionnaire depicted above. Eleven hypotheses are formulated, and 

these are tested.  

 

The main theoretical conclusions are that marketing is ambidextrous by nature 

and many different metrics are needed to for a clear view of performance. 

Different measurement processes are also needed depending on the scope of 

performance measurement; does it have to do with marketing as a source of firm 

value, i.e. a long-term strategic point of view, or marketing as short-term tactical 

actions. 

 

A linkage is found between marketing performance and regular measurement 

practices. Even though most firms use marketing performance metrics regularly, 

companies in different business situations value different metrics. And also the 

main obstacles facing marketing performance measurement are analyzed. Top 

management lack of time and lack of skill are the main things standing in the way 

of marketing performance measurement. The results of this research may give 

firms some insight as to what kind of actions can be taken to improve 

measurement practices in companies today, and it may also give means for firms 

to benchmark their current measurement practices against others or for example 

those in the same types of business situations. 

 

The following chapter begins the theoretical part of this thesis by introducing the 

important concepts having to do with marketing performance measurement. 
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2. Important Concepts in Marketing Performance 
Measurement 
 

Many concepts having to do with marketing are ambiguous and may be found to 

need further explanation. This chapter will concentrate on opening up the key 

concepts related to marketing performance measurement. These definitions 

outline how key concepts are viewed throughout this thesis. First of all the 

ambiguous concept of marketing will be explored. Then the notions of customer-

centricity and the resource-based view (RBV) will be looked at, as they are seen 

as important lines of thought in marketing performance measurement. Finally 

concepts of the firm, investments and traditional return on investment 

measurement will be considered, as they are key concepts in overall business 

performance measurement.  

 

In the following chapter also the communalities between firm objectives and 

marketing objectives will be looked at in detail. The resource based view (RBV) 

gives us some tools to understand what is important from a business point of view 

and customer-centricity underlines the way marketing is viewed in this thesis. The 

resource-based view has many links to marketing mostly through customer-

related connections. This is the reason RBV and customer centricity are seen as 

being connected to each other, and important in marketing performance 

measurement. 

 

The end of this chapter is dedicated to grasping the concept of how a firm is 

understood in financial terms and how investments are traditionally measured. 

Traditional investment calculations of profitability lay a base for broad marketing 

performance measurement. Also many traditional financial metrics are commonly 

used in measuring the performance of marketing. 
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2.1 Marketing as a core business concept  

 

Marketing has been understood in many different ways during past years, and still 

no clear consensus exists to offer a non-disputed definition for everyone to use.  

In 2006 the American Marketing Association (2006) defined marketing as being 

an organizational function and a set of processes for creating, communicating, and 

delivering value to customers and for managing customer relationships in ways 

that benefit the organization and its stakeholders. The UK Chartered Institute of 

Marketing describes marketing as the management process, which identifies, and 

supplies customer requirements efficiently and profitably. Srivastava et al. (1998) 

state that the core objective of marketing is to attract and retain customers. 

Lenskold (2002) defines that the ultimate purpose of marketing is to generate 

profitable sales. In other words marketing is the holistic view of how to 

successfully take products and services to the market (Powell, 2002). To sum it up 

marketing is the only function capable of improving the top line (Phillips, 2006). 

All these various views on marketing demonstrate the importance and scale of 

marketing in a firm, but it also shows that there exist many different ways to 

define marketing. More often than not the definitions have something to do with 

customers. 

 

As can be derived from the fact that even the simple definition of marketing is not 

an easy task, there has been a continuing debate over the role of marketing in a 

firm. A fundamental and growing dichotomy in research and practice is the 

distinction between marketing as an organizational function and the marketing 

process for the firm as a whole (Clark, 2001). The two main postulates in the 

StratMark vision are (Vassinen, 2006):  

 

a) the role and scope of marketing is a continuous core process 

b) focus is on the customer, not the competition  
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It is important to understand that marketing is not a mere side function, but more a 

customer-driven state of mind. As the CEO of Ruukki put it “Marketing is 

knowing what the customer wants and delivering the wanted product to the 

customer” (Stratmark conference January 2008). 

 

Doyle (2000) defines that the starting point for reasserting the role of marketing 

begins with properly defining marketing’s objective. It is not enough to define 

what something is, the purpose for its existence must also be defined. Major 

business firms today almost universally accept that the primary task of 

management is to maximize returns to shareholders. This being the case, the 

large-scale purpose of marketing should also be delivering value to shareholders.  

 

It has been said that in competitive markets, only by creating customer preference 

through lower costs or superior offer, can a company earn profits above the cost 

of capital, and in so doing create value for shareholders.  The key role of 

marketing therefore is building the idea of a superior offering into the mind of the 

customer, and working in cooperation with the other areas in the firm to get the 

most value out of the firm’s processes. Marketers must recognize this importance 

of shareholders, but they must also understand that it is important to be able to 

show the connection between marketing and shareholder value.  

 

Doyle (2000) describes marketing: 

 

Marketing is the management process that seeks to maximize returns to 

shareholders by developing relationships with valued customers and creating a 

competitive advantage. 

 

According to Doyle (2000) the specific contribution of marketing in the business 

lies in the formulation of strategies. This means choosing the right customers, 
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building the right relationships of trust with them and through this building a 

competitive advantage. Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey (1999) share in this view. 

They see marketing to include all activities that work towards the common goal of 

providing superior value to customers. 

 

Sharing Doyle’s and Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey’s’s view, marketing in this 

study is understood to consist of customer relationship related aspects. As stated 

before researchers have always had a hard time in concretizing marketing into 

words. It is a common truth that something cannot be measured if it cannot be 

defined. This is why an examination of what is understood as marketing been 

made. In this study it is understood that all functions that have to do with 

customer acquisition, customer retention and the expansion of the customer 

relationship are considered to be marketing related, and thus all customer related 

efforts are considered to be marketing investments. Figure 1 sums up marketing’s 

purpose, role and objective, as they are understood in this thesis, and it also gives 

an idea of how marketing is connected to firms’ overall performance. 
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Purpose Role  

 
 

The role of marketing 
is building the idea of 

a superior offering 
into the mind of the 

customer, and 
working in 

cooperation with the 
her areas in the firm

to get the most value 
out of the firms’ 

processes 

 Marketing is 
what the 

company does 
to achieve 
customer 

preference, and 
thereby, its own 
goals (Webster, 

1992) 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 Marketing’s purpose, role and objective and connection to firms’ overall 
performance 
 
 

2.2. The Customer Centric Approach 

 

We all know that without customers there is no business. Some 

companies operate under a “customer first” philosophy: satisfy the 

customer and profits will follow.” (Lenskold, 2004) 

 

As stated in the previous chapter customer centricity is one of the main ideas 

behind the StratMark project. Customer centricity is also at the heart of marketing 

Objective

Marketing 
ot  The main 

objective of 
marketing is the 

same as the 
main objective 

of a firm: to 
increase 

shareholder 
value 

To form an entity 
that works in a 
most efficient 
way towards a 
common 
objective 

Accumulate 
profits through 
products and 
services sold 

A Firm 

 13



measurement. The grand scale value of marketing is understood to be the value of 

customers, and through the value of customers can the strategic value of 

marketing be measured.  

 

Kumar, Lemon and Parasuraman (2006) have done research on customer value 

and they point out that even though there is much evidence to support the fact that 

customer centricity is the best path to profitability, many firms still lean on their 

past models of product centricity. This is partly due to the fact that firms are 

unaware or reluctant to accept the benefits of customer-centric behavior. Another 

big problem is the fact that adopting a customer-centric view demands a lot of 

changes in the organization. Change incurs in almost all areas including structure, 

culture, process and strategy.  

 

The concept of customer centricity has been around for decades. Shah et al. 

(2006) quote Peter Drucker (1954): 

 

“It is the customer who determines what business is, what it produces, 

and whether it will prosper.” 

 

Also many other marketing experts (e.g. Kotler) have articulated a customer-

centered viewpoint since the 1960s (Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml, 2001). From that 

time to today many researchers have found that the return on marketing 

investment for customer centric firms is much greater compared to those who 

concentrate on other business aspects. (Shah et al., 2006) The main characteristic 

of customer centricity is the increased focus on long-term relationships (e.g. 

Håkansson 1982). This is largely due to the shift in the economy from the 

dominance of the product sector to the dominance of services (Rust, Lemon and 

Zeithaml, 2001).  
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Customer centricity directs attention to concentrate on the customer. At the heart 

of this paradigm is not how to sell products, but a mutual value creation for both 

the customer and the firm. Below (Table 1) a comparison between the features of 

a product-centric approach and the customer-centric approach (Shah et al. 2006) 

 

Table 1 Comparison of the product-centric approach and the customer-centric approach 
(Shah et al. 2006) 

 Product-Centric Approach Customer-Centric Approach 

Basic philosophy Sell products; we'll sell to 

whoever will buy 

Serve customers; all decisions start 

with the customer and opportunities 

for advantage 

Business orientation Transaction oriented Relationship oriented 

Product positioning Highlight product features and 

advantages 

Highlight product's benefits in terms 

of meeting individual customer 

needs 

Organizational structure Product profit centers, product 

managers, product sales team 

Customer segment centers, customer 

relationship managers, customer 

segment sales team 

Organizational focus Internally focused, new product 

development, new account 

development, market share 

growth: customer relations are 

issues for the marketing 

department 

Externally focused, customer 

relationship development, 

profitability through customer 

loyalty; employees are customer 

advocates 

Performance metrics Number of new products, 

profitability per product, market 

share by product/sub brands 

Share of wallet of customers, 

customer satisfaction, customer 

lifetime value, customer equity 

Management criteria Portfolio of products Portfolio of customers 

Selling approach How many customers can we sell 

this product to? 

How many products can we sell this 

customer 

Customer knowledge Customer data are a control 

mechanism 

Customer knowledge is valuable 

asset 

 

Important aspects in customer-centricity are that employees are considered 

customer advocates and the importance of information sharing is regarded as 

essential so the firm is in a better position to meet customer needs (Shah et al. 
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2006). It is important to develop channels of information sharing within 

companies, so that different departments share the information they have on 

customers. In fast moving and dynamic industries that involve customer 

relationships, products come and go, but customers remain. This suggests that the 

value of a firm’s customers is superior to the value of brands (products) for many 

firms. (Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml, 2001) 

 

Many researchers (e.g. Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml 2001) believe that business 

success is based on customer relationships, but due to the difficulty in measuring 

the worth of customers many firms rely on metrics that focus on product-based 

strategies. The key in getting firms to accept the customer centric approach lies in 

better measurement tools.  

 

2.3. The Resource Based View (RBV) 

 

The resource based view (RBV) of the firm can help with the definition of the role 

of marketing in business and companies thus adding to the message of the 

previous chapters on the concepts of marketing and customer centricity. 

According to Srivastava, Shervani, and Fahey (1999) the RBV of the firm 

provides a way to connect marketing and business processes as a conceptual 

framework. In the RBV a firm’s resources are seen as the ultimate source of 

performance differentials between firms. And not just any resources are in 

question, but in particular resources that are unique or otherwise costly to copy 

(Barney, 1991). According to this view a firm’s performance is based on its 

managers abilities to acquire, develop, combine and deploy valuable, rare and 

inimitable resources that will add value to the firm’s products or lower the firms 

costs. In the view everything adds up the fact that unique combinations of 

different resources are difficult to imitate. (Stoelhorst and van Raaij, 2004) These 

kinds of resources are mostly intangible. 
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Srivastava, Fahey and Christensen (2001) consider the RBV to have several links 

to marketing (Figure 2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Issue in V 

Marketing 
connection 

What is the source 
of value? 

What value is 
perceived, 
experienced and 
understood 

A distinct mean 
by which value 
gets created 

How is value 
created? 

 
Marketing generates 
multiple hard-to-
copy resources 

What is the source 
of resources? 

 
Generating marketing 
actions provides an 
opportunity to learn 

Organizational 
learning RB

 

Figure 2 The RBV and marketing connection (adapted from Srivastava, Fahey and 
Christensen, 2001) 

 

Firstly as stated before customer value creation is at the core of marketing and 

marketing attempts to determine what value is perceived, experienced and 

understood by customers. Secondly it is marketing activities that provide one 

distinct means by which value for customers gets created through determining 

customer needs. Thirdly Srivastava, Fahey and Christensen (2001) mention the 

fact that marketing generates multiple resources (e.g. customer perceptions) that 

can be leveraged in the process of customer value creation. Also they conclude 

that the process of competing (developing new products, innovative channels and 

new ways of supporting customers) provides an opportunity to learn that leads to 

knowledge discovery. 

 

When linking marketing to the RBV it is important to determine what customer 

value is constructed of. This because, as stated previously in this thesis, all 

marketing related investments come back to the creation of customer value. 

Srivastava, Fahey and Christensen (2001) name four core dimensions of customer 

value: 
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 1. Attributes (product features and functional attributes) 

 2. Benefits (experiential benefits) 

 3. Attitudes 

 4. Network effects 

According to these researchers marketing plays an important role in navigating 

the market to identify the configuration of product attributes and benefits sought 

by customers, communicating them to product development teams via the quality 

function deployment process as well as assembling the right set of partners to 

deliver additional value through networked complimentary products or via 

compatibility with more extensive user networks. (Srivastava, Fahey and 

Christensen, 2001) 

 

In other words marketing is an important key resource that can bring about 

performance differentials between companies. The way marketing brings about 

these performance differentials is the way it can influence customer behavior. The 

worth of marketing lies in its capability to hold on to, expand and acquire 

customer relationships. 

 

2.4. The Connection Between a Firm and Its Investments 

 

The foundation behind all investment profitability calculations is the same. It does 

not matter what the investment is consisted of as such, the only importance is its 

capability to produce revenue in future time periods that exceed the initial 

investment. This is also the case for marketing. When euros are spent on 

marketing related ventures, returns are expected from them in the same manner as 

they are expected from all other kinds of investments. 
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In return on investment calculations it is essential to understand the concept of a 

firm, and the linkage between a firm and its investments. In this study a firm is 

understood to be a synonym to a corporation. Brearly and Myers (2003) define a 

corporation as an entity owned by stockholders who hold shares in the business. 

The amount of investors varies substantially between corporations from small 

closely held companies to large public companies that have largely traded stock, 

but the idea behind carrying on with the business remains the same for all 

corporations: 

 

“To carry on with business, corporations need almost endless variety of 

real assets. Many of these assets are tangible, others are intangible. All 

of them need to be paid for.” (Brearly & Myers, 2003, 5) 

 

The value of the firm has traditionally been determined through the discounted 

cash flow of all future dividends. In other words the value of a single stock or the 

whole firm to an investor today, is the sum of all the dividends the stock is worth 

in today’s currency. Dividends on the other hand are considered to be the sum of 

all the free cash the firm can pay out after it has dealt with all investments 

necessary for growth. In other words the idea behind firm valuation is roughly its 

capability to make money in future years. As concluded earlier in this thesis the 

role of marketing in any given business is to make sure the company has an 

expanding number of profitable customers in the future. Customers on the other 

hand generate these cash flows that make up the value of the firm. Through this 

rationalization firm value could be calculated through firms’ customers. 

 

According to Brearly and Myers (2003) corporations face two broad financial 

questions: What investments should the firm make, and how should it pay for 

those investments? The first question involves spending and the second raising the 

money to pay for decided investments. In a capitalist economy, investments in 

real assets such as plant, equipment and know-how are guided in large part by the 
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prices of financial assets (Bodie, Kane & Marcus, 2005). The basic notion behind 

investing, is trying to find real assets that are worth more than they cost and that 

produce a return above one that could be achieved in an alternative investment. 

This is also true with marketing investments. Like other investments, money spent 

on marketing must provide a return that justifies the expenditure. 

 

As noted before the productivity of a firm’s investments is very important to 

firms’ shareholders. The productivity of their investment in the firm is completely 

reliant on the investments made in the company, and how much these investments 

contribute to the amount of free cash flow left to be distributed out as dividends. 

This study is concerned with the valuation of marketing. Like other investments, 

investments in marketing do their part in generating cash flow to investors. The 

problem with marketing investment profitability evaluation is that the relationship 

between marketing investments and financial performance can be quite elusive 

compared to other investments (Phillips, 2006). Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey 

(1999) point out three ways in which marketing processes can contribute to drive 

shareholder value: 

 

1. Accelerating cash flows 

2. Enhancing cash flows 

3. Reducing risk (vulnerability and volatility of cash flows) 

 

All of the drivers mentioned above cumulate companies’ wealth, and in so doing 

the wealth of shareholders by effecting investment valuation principles. Earlier 

cash flows are more highly valued as they are subjected to lower levels of 

discounting (money is more valuable to you if you get it in a few months 

compared to a few years). More money is clearly valued above smaller sums. 

Also the reduction of risk, effects discounting rates that rise in junction with 

estimated risk levels. Investments with moderate risk levels are not subjected to as 

high revenue expectancies as high-risk investments. 
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It is important for marketers to understand their crucial role in the building of firm 

value. In chapter 2.1 marketing was defined to include all actions having to do 

with the customer relationship. In this chapter the value of the firm was seen to be 

built out of the cash flow that customers bring into the company. Thus there is a 

clear relationship between marketing and firm value. 

2.5. Return on Investment (ROI) in General 

 

Return on investment (ROI) is traditionally determined through the discounted 

cash flow revenue divided by the investment made. This method of calculation is 

very close to the method used to determine the value of a firm discussed in the 

previous sub-chapter.  It is called the discounted cash flow method. ROI has 

originally been a tool for financial officers to measure the worth of the firm to 

investors. It is also used to evaluate different investments and how they contribute 

to the financial growth of the firm.  

 

The underlying assumption is that every firm has a so-called hurdle rate to be 

used in the evaluation of different investment opportunities. This is the rate of 

return a corporation demands from all it’s investments that are approved. The 

hurdle rate is usually determined in each company by the finance department. The 

main method used in determining this hurdle rate is the weighted average cost of 

capital (WACC). WACC is the combination of the cost of equity and the cost of 

debt. This determines the level where the firm invests and satisfies the return 

requirement of both investors and financing institutions. 

 

As mentioned in chapter 2.4 a company’s value can be roughly determined 

through the successful investments that it makes. The hurdle rate gives financial 

officers a guideline by which to evaluate the contribution of a single investment. 
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As is the case with all other investment also marketing investments must meet this 

hurdle rate to be worthwhile to the company and its investors.  

 

Srivastava et al (1999) have come to the conclusion that valuing the market value 

created by strategic initiatives (in this case marketing) is best reflected by net 

present value evaluation of all future cash flows that are expected to accrue to the 

firm in result of this investment. 

 

Return on investment measurement is one of the most important tools used by 

finance professionals. This tool should also be clearly understood by marketing 

professionals, and used to depict the importance of marketing investments. The 

usage of common metrics like ROI can help in bringing different areas of business 

closer together, and it can also help in promoting co-operation. 

 

2.6. Marketing’s Contribution to Firm Value and the Wealth of 

Shareholders 

 

In the previous sub-chapters central concepts in the area of marketing 

performance measurement were defined. These definitions are important in 

understanding the nature of marketing, and the contribution that business 

processes have on the total value of the firm.  The key contribution of marketing 

lies in its connection to firms’ customers. In a sense the customers of a company 

are the responsibility of marketing, it is marketing’s key duty to make the voice of 

the customer be heard in the whole firm, and guide the processes within the firm 

to work in a customer centric manner. 

 

The value of marketing to a firm should be defined in the same manner as all 

other investments. The problem with defining the value of marketing and its 
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performance is the fact that the financial contributions of marketing can often be 

quite elusive, and direct connections between marketing inputs and outputs can be 

hard to show. Srivastava et al (1999) pointed out the three ways that marketing 

can contribute to firm value. They also pointed out the four determinants of 

customer value. 

 

Customer centricity and the RBV give marketing the definition that is needed to 

form marketing a value that can be used in return on investment calculations. 

Firstly customer centricity gives marketing its customer-driven nature. Secondly 

the RBV highlights the importance of customer value creation as an important 

resource of performance differentials between firms. The four determinants of 

customer value also form a way to calculate marketing investments. All the 

investments made with these determinants in mind can be seen as marketing 

investments. 

 

In the following chapter the concrete measures used in marketing performance 

measurement will be gone through in detail. The concepts defined in this chapter 

lay a base for the metrics portrayed in the following.  
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3. Measuring Marketing 
 

”You can only improve what you can manage and you can only manage 

what you can measure” (Peter Drucker) 

 

Spending without regard to financial consequence can be disastrous. As with all 

other investments also those made in the field of marketing must be financially 

accountable. If financial marketing inputs are seen as mere expenditures with no 

moneymaking capability, they become easy prey for cost cutters when times get 

bad (Rust et al, 2000, pp 139). As stated before the problems with marketing 

measurability have threatened marketing’s standing in the firm, made the job of 

marketing professionals challenging and their work hard to justify.  

 

Ambler & al (2004) outline, that one of the key reasons for marketing 

performance measurement is to obtain timely feedback, so the right things get 

done, and that correct corrective actions can be taken. By speaking the same 

financial language as the rest of the firm, senior management can obtain a greater 

understanding of marketing initiatives, intervene more quickly when value 

creation is slowing, and take appropriate remedial action.  

 

Marketers have tended to have the perception that they are seen as a somewhat 

“soft” discipline whose investment recommendations have not been taken 

seriously by senior management during resource allocation processes. By 

embracing the tougher accountability standards of financial measures, marketers 

also stand to gain increased legitimacy and credibility with senior management, 

who in the end decide where the money is allocated. (Seggie et al, 2007) This 

usually means that one must have numbers to back up any kind of investment 

recommendation. 
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Within any organization there is abundant information on customers’ buying 

behavior and the performance of the organization. However, in order to make 

decisions in accordance with the principal objectives of marketing, marketers 

need information with respect to the various value creating processes (Helgesen, 

2007). Metrics for marketing performance need to combine both the point of view 

of the customers and the point of view of managers and marketers of a particular 

business unit. Also the combination of information across department boarders is 

crucial.   

 

The many-sided nature of marketing brings along many measurement challenges. 

Ambler et al. (2004) call the major one of these the agency theory. This means 

that specialist marketers are likely to propose metrics that will justify their 

budgets and expenditures. Whilst this is the goal we are after, there is always 

room for manipulation, and this is why metrics interpreters must always be 

vigilante when orientating in the jungle of different metrics.  

 

In the following part of this thesis marketing’s role as an asset is explained, and 

different marketing performance measurement methods will be explored. The goal 

is to map the state of marketing performance measurement in academic literature 

to date. 

 

3.1. Marketing as an asset 

 

As stated previously, the biggest problem contributing to marketing’s lack of 

appreciation has been for years the lack of accountability. As Lehmann (2004) 

points out, in general a free market system success is measured in currency, so 

business actions are naturally evaluated in monetary terms. Marketing has 

traditionally counted on softer measures to depict its performance. These efforts 

have not been taken in well by the rest of the business community.  
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At the core of the problem concerning marketing’s accountability is the question 

of can marketing expenditures be considered as investments. In essence an 

investment is considered to be something that is seen to generate revenue in the 

future in more than one fiscal year i.e. assets. Assets, on the other hand, are 

defined by accountants, to be economic resources, owned by an entity, whose cost 

at the time of acquisition can be objectively measured (Anthony & Pearlman, 

1999, see Doyle, 2000). This definition often leads to the exclusion of intangible 

assets, even though in modern companies intangible assets make up the most part 

of all assets.  

 

In financial statements, accountants recognize the holdover of many years for 

other assets, such as plant assets or R&D expenditures, but not marketing assets. 

It has been shown that many marketing assets have strong evidence of holdover, 

and that these expenditures should be subject to the same appraisal techniques as 

other investments. (Rayburn, 2001) 

 

The fact that marketing expenditures are not included on the balance sheet is 

usually explained by the notion that their value cannot be measured with 

sufficient accuracy (Doyle, 2000). Their lack of physical qualities makes evidence 

of their existence elusive, their value often difficult to estimate and the period in 

which their benefits will be received may be indeterminable. This view is based 

on the conservatist view of accounting, but in reality it greatly impairs the 

usefulness of accounting statements for analysis and comparison purposes. In fact 

conservatism in the current period leads to a lack of conservatism in future 

periods, because of the fact that marketing expenses deducted in the current 

period create sales in future periods thus having an impact on future sales and not 

the ones in the current period. (Rayburn, 2001) Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey 

(1999) point out that in about 25% of a firm’s assets is shown on balance sheets 
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today. The rest 75% is mostly comprised of intangible assets and, in a big part, 

assets having to do with marketing. 

 

Marketing assets are no different from the firm’s tangible assets in that their value 

lies in their contribution to generating future cash flow. Not all intangible assets 

derive from marketing activities, but as the value of customer relationships is the 

primary driver of long-term cash flow in most companies, the value of marketing 

should be seen as considerable. (Doyle, 2000) After all it is worth noting that even 

though other assets depreciate in value, customers and brands are the only assets 

that offer potential for appreciation (Hogan et al. 2002).  

 

Marketing related assets such as brands, customer relationships, and market 

knowledge are important intangible assets. Proponents of the resource based view 

(RBV) of the firm highlight the role of intangible assets in particular as sources of 

competitive advantage. The more intangible asset oriented a firm is the harder it is 

for competitors to imitate its success factors. The down side of intangible assets is 

the fact that they are very difficult to measure. This leads to the problem of 

lacking financial statements as they do not reflect the full potential of the firm’s 

future return on investment since not all intangible assets can be found in a firms 

financial reports. 

 

Whitwell, Lukas and Hill (2007) state that one of the RBV’s key insights is, that 

some intangibles matter more than others. Barney (1995) proposes a four-stage 

test to analyze the extent and nature of a resource’s contribution to competitive 

advantage. This test incorporates four questions that should be considered when 

determining which intangibles contribute most to competitive advantage. The 

questions are the following: 
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1. The question of value: do a firm’s resources and capabilities add value by 

allowing the firm to exploit opportunities and/or neutralize threats? 

2. The question of rareness: how many competing firms possess these valuable 

resources and capabilities? 

3. The question of imitability: how easy or difficult is it for other firms to 

imitate these valuable resources and capabilities. 

4. The question of organization: is the firm organized to exploit the full 

competitive potential of its’ valuable resources and capabilities? 

 

While accountants do not at present measure all intangible assets, the discrepancy 

between market and book values shows that investors do (Doyle, 2000). The 

importance of valuing the net present value of marketing assets lies in the fact that 

net present value is the tool investors’ use to value firms (Doyle, 2000). 

Generally, each firm has a responsibility to measure and report upon the value of 

its tangible assets. If a publicly listed company wants to state the value of its 

intangibles it must be done as a separate item in the annual report or a specific 

document. No guidelines exist for the disclosure of intangible assets. Because of 

the lack of the regulated reporting controls, disclosure by firms of the perceived 

value of intangibles is irregular, subjective and informal. The current unregulated 

environment means that firms may be inclined to understate or overstate, 

deliberately or inadvertently, the true value of their intangible assets whenever 

they feel that the current valuation is either below market expectations or contains 

competitive information. (Whitwell. Lukas and Hill, 2007)  

 

Also stock analysts find intangible asset valuation very problematic. In their 

interviews Whitwell, Lukas and Hill (2007) found that stock analysts do not, or 

cannot, fully comprehend the wealth generation capability of a firm’s intangible 

assets and for various reasons, partially or completely exclude them from their 

assessments and recommendations. These findings are a cause of concern for 

marketers because marketing assets as stated before are to a large degree 
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intangible. Whitwell, Lukas and Hill (2007) research study states that combining 

the disparate marketing information a firm collects into a collective model that 

produces an indicator that could be readily and unambiguously understood by the 

external business world would be very important.  

 

According to the study by Whitwell, Lukas and Hill (2007) stock analysts would 

welcome a regulated and compulsory valuation system of intangible assets. Also 

Gelb (2002) found that the findings in his study support the notion expressed by 

the Special Committee on Financial Reporting of the American Institute of 

Certified Public Accountants (1994) that users of financial information desire 

improved disclosures about firms’ intangible assets. 

 

It is time that marketers start to think alike with financial managers striving to 

display the worth of marketing in the universal language of numbers. As Rust, 

Lemon and Zeithaml (2004b) mention, “Ultimately a firm wants to know the 

financial impact that will result from various marketing actions”. They go on to 

add that knowing the financial value is essential in valuing different marketing 

initiatives against each other. 

 

The biggest problem that marketing valuation brings to most financial 

professionals is the fact that market-oriented companies should begin their 

financial analysis in reverse order. According to the very simplest framework one 

would have a category of marketing expenditures (inputs) and the profits and cash 

flow (out puts). The problem is that marketing related inputs and outputs don’t 

have clear linkages. Intermediate measures are needed to link the consumers’ 

thoughts and actions to financial results. It has become quite clear though that the 

whole valuation process should start with the customer (Figure 3). (Ambler, 

Kokkinaki & Puntoni, 2004) 
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Figure 3 The marketing valuation process 

 
 

3.2 Customers at the Base of Marketing Valuation and 

Performance Measurement 

 

As stated previously the core purpose of marketing is to understand what 

customers want and to bring customer wants and needs to the understanding of the 

firm. Bearing this thought in mind many researchers (e.g. Ambler, Kokkonaki and 

Puntoni and Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml) have based their marketing valuation 

techniques on customers. Hogan & al. (2002) point out that the crash of the 

dot.com marketplace has brought about this pronounced focus on customer assets. 

The inflated values of the dot.com companies where largely due to the 

exaggeration of intangible assets. These researchers identify that there is a 

growing need to better understand the value of intangible assets, such as customer 

value, brands, market networks and intellectual property rights as they make up as 

much as 80% of the value of firms today. Also Gupta & Lehmann (2003) and 

Shah et al. (2006) and many other researchers place great focus on treating 

customers as assets. As consensus of the customer- centricity paradigm expands 

ever greater focus will be given to metrics that demonstrate the importance of 

these intangibles. Rust et al, (2004a) emphasize that the leveraging of intangible 

assets to enhance corporate performance requires managers to move beyond the 
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traditional inputs and outputs of marketing analysis and to incorporate an 

understanding of the financial consequences of marketing decisions, which 

include their impact on cash flows. 

 

According to Barney (1991) assets refer to organizational attributes that an 

organization can acquire, develop, nurture, and leverage for both internal 

(organizational) and external (marketplace) purposes. Market-based assets can be 

divided into relational assets and intellectual assets (Srivastava, Fahey and 

Christensen, 2001). Relational assets take into account all the relationships that a 

company has with its customers and other stakeholders that are based on factors 

such as trust and reputation. Intellectual assets on the other hand refer to the types 

of knowledge that a firm possesses about its competitive environment.  

 

As stated by Rust et al, (2004a) it is important to identify marketing assets in 

which we invest and understand how the assets contribute to profits in the short 

run and provide potential for growth and sustained profits in the long run. This 

means that the focus is on marketing expenditures (i.e. marketing 

communications, promotions, and other activities) and how these expenditures 

influence marketplace performance. 

 

According to Rust et al, (2004a) a firm should have a business model that tracks 

how marketing expenditures influence what customers know, believe and feel, 

and ultimately how they behave. The connection between marketing actions such 

as advertising, service improvements and new product launches aid in the 

building of long-term assets of brand equity and customer equity. These 

researchers have built a conceptual framework that can be used to evaluate 

marketing productivity (Figure 4). This framework also depicts the dualistic 

nature of marketing as both strategic and long term and tactical and short tem. 
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Figure 4 The Chain of Marketing Productivity (Rust et al, 2004a) 
 

 

All marketing begins from a firm’s strategy. These strategies are realized through 

selected marketing actions taken by the firm (i.e. advertising campaigns, service 

improvement efforts, branding initiatives, loyalty programs, etc.). These actions 

influence customer satisfaction, attitudes toward brands, loyalty and other 

customer-centric elements. This customer impact influences marketing assets 

through brand and customer equity. Marketing assets represent the reservoir of 

cash flow that has accumulated from marketing activities, but has not yet 

translated into revenue. They enable the firm to assess the financial impact of 

marketing. 
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The logic behind traditional firm and investment valuation was explained briefly 

in chapter 2. The value of marketing assets described here is based on those 

traditional investment valuation methods. The value of marketing assets is 

estimated roughly to be the discounted accumulated cash flow to the firm that can 

be attributed to marketing actions. It is important for marketers to understand both 

the productivity of their marketing actions and the productivity of marketing as a 

whole and its contribution to the value of the firm. As stated before, this 

framework shows that the nature of marketing is dualistic. There is a broad 

strategic side to marketing, which is closely connected to firm value. There is also 

a tactical side that needs its own evaluative metrics. Some methods for both of 

these sides of marketing will be gone through in the following chapter. 

 

3.2. Marketing Measurement Methods 

 

In this chapter some traditional measurement methods used in marketing will be 

explored, and some more recent prepositions for more strategic marketing 

performance measurement will be brought to focus. On the one hand there is a 

strive to measure the affect of marketing on company value as a whole, and on the 

other hand researchers are trying to understand which marketing metrics 

contribute the most value to marketing professionals every day.  Both of these 

approaches will be explored in the following. 

 

Many researchers (e.g. O’Sullivan and Abela, 2007) argue that the 

implementation of performance measures should result in greater marketing- and 

firm performance. This is an obvious goal; otherwise measurement turns out to be 

futile. Another gain of using metrics is that it attracts greater attention to the 

activities that will be measured. Already this alone will create vigilance toward 

certain operations. There is an old saying that says, “What gets measured gets 
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done”. Ambler, Kokkinaki and Puntoni (2004) call this the control theory. It 

assumes that management has a strategy and known set of intermediary stages 

with which actual performance can be compared. Metrics selection is an 

essentially rational process by which marketing managers can learn to improve 

performance by affecting the performance of the measured variables. 

 

Webster, Malter & Ganasan (2005) state that marketing’s contribution to the 

achievement of strategic goals is underrepresented in firms that do not measure 

marketing performance. The performance of such firms may suffer as a result of 

this. Marketing performance measurement should also lead to learning, which 

should enable improved marketing decisions and, consequently better 

performance.  Control through metrics is both reactive and proactive in 

anticipating problems before they can damage performance (Ambler, Kokkinaki 

and Puntoni, 2004). Another gain that measuring provides is feedback. 

Performance feedback has been found to influence both managerial attitudes and 

behavior. Also feedback relative to goals has been demonstrated to produce strong 

effects. 

 

It has been recognized that marketing has the greatest influence and stature in 

firms in which there are clear measures of marketing’s contribution. It is also 

widely stated that firms should employ both financial and non-financial metrics, 

and these metrics should be evaluated against own goals and the performance of 

competitors. O’Sullivan and Abela (2007) find that the ability to use a 

comprehensive set of metrics is associated with higher CEO satisfaction with 

marketing. 

 

In the following sub-chapters many different approaches to marketing 

measurement will be explored. The purpose is to put together a comprehensive 

understanding of different research approaches that marketing metrics research 

withholds today. 
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3.2.1. Traditional Marketing Measurement 
 

Traditionally benchmarking against competitors, or using the “last year plus” -

method has determined marketing budgets, and marketing resource allocation. 

Benchmarking can provide some useful insights, if strategies in companies are 

alike, but this is usually not the case, even within the same industry. Using the 

“last year plus” –method is not very wise either, as no one can be sure that the 

decisions made last year where based on anything reasonable. (Bradbury and 

Kissel, 2006) 

 

As more firms face the pressure from investors and managers to make marketing 

more accountable, traditional ways to measure marketing such as brand 

awareness, attitudes, or even sales and market share are not enough to 

demonstrate a quantifiable return on marketing investment. In fact it has been 

demonstrated that marketing actions that are aimed at improving sales or share 

may actually harm the long-term profitability of a company (Shah et al, 2006).  

 

Ambler, Kokkinaki and Puntoni (2002) list 38 marketing measurement metrics 

that they have categorized into 6 different categories (Table 2). This collection of 

metrics was collected in 44 in –depth interviews with senior marketing and 

finance managers from 24 UK firms, and a preceding relevant literature review. 

The issues addressed in these interviews included: the type of metric collected, the 

review of these metrics (i.e. who uses) the assessment of the marketing asset, 

planning and benchmarking, practitioners’ satisfaction with their measurement 

process and their take on the measurement aspects that needed improvement. The 

collection of metrics in table 2 was used by Ambler, Kokkinaki and Puntoni 

(2004), and this same collection of metrics, with minor modifications, will be 

used in the empirical part of this thesis in mapping the state of metrics usage in 

Finnish firms. 
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Table 2 Metrics used in marketing (Ambler, Kokkinaki and Puntoni, 2001) 
Metrics Used in Marketing  
Consumer/End User Thoughts and Feelings 
1 Awareness Prompted, unprompted or total 
2 Salience Prominence, stand-out 
3 Perceived quality/esteem How highly rated 
4 Consumer satisfaction Confirmation of expectations 
5 Relevance to consumer "My kind of brand" 
6 Image/personality/identity Strength of individuality 
7 (Perceived) differentiation How distinct from other brands 
8 Commitment/purchase intent Expressed likelihood of buying 
9 Other attitudes e.g. liking May be a variety of indicators 

10 Knowledge Experience with product attributes 
Consumer/End User Behavior 
11 Total number of consumers   
12 Number of new consumers   
13 Loyalty/retention e.g. % buying this year and last 
14 Price sensivity/elasticity Any measure of volume sensitivity 
15 Purchasing on promotion   
16 # of products per consumer The width of range end user buys 
17 # of lead generated/inquiries Number of new prospects 
18 Conversations (leads to sales) % Prospect to sales conversions 
19 # of consumer complaints Level of end user dissatisfaction 
Trade Customer/Retailer 
20 Distribution/availability e.g. number of stores 
21 Customer satisfaction   
22 # of customer complaints   
Relative to Competitor 
23 Market Share % share of market (SOM) by volume 
24 Relative price e.g. SOM value / SOM volume 
25 Loyalty (share) Share of category requirements 
26 Penetration % of total who buy brand in period 
27 Relative customer satisfaction e.g. satisfaction vs.  competitor 
28 Relative perceived quality Perceived quality as % leader 
29 Share of voice brand advertising as % category 
Innovation 
30 # of new products in period New product launches 
31 Revenue of new products Turnover, sales 
32 Margin of new products Gross profit 
Financial 
33 Sales Value (turnover) and / or volume 
34 % discount Allowances as % of sales 
35 Gross margin Gross profit as % sales turnover 
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36 Marketing spend e.g.ads, PR, promotions 
37 Profit/profitability Contribution, trading, or before tax 
38 Shareholder value/EVA/ROI The true financial bottom line 

 

 

Marketing plays various roles in organizational management. Because of these 

various roles many researchers (e.g. Ambler, Kokkinaki and Puntoni) believe that 

many metrics are needed to give a clear picture of market dynamics from various 

perspectives. In addition the use of various metrics, metrics can be used as a check 

on the other metrics. If you come to the same conclusion using multiple different 

metrics it is more likely the metrics are pointing you to the right direction. There 

is of course a down side to using many different metrics. The relations between 

the different metrics must be understood, and also the user must appreciate the 

limitations inherent to each metric. (Farris et al, 2007) 

 

The rise of customer relationship management (CRM) and metrics tied to 

customer information provided by more sophisticated information processing 

systems, have surfaced. CRM metrics have been proposed as a means for firms to 

continuously monitor and manage firms’ future value (Zeithaml et al. 2006). 

Successful CRM focuses on the two business performance outcomes that have 

been outlined throughout this paper: the creation of value for shareholders and the 

creation of value for customers. These metrics will be discussed in the following. 

 

It is important to understand that most of these metrics are quite easy to calculate. 

The problem mostly lies in the understanding of what is actually counted and 

which metric would be most useful in a given situation. Zeithaml et al. (2006) 

also point out that many of the metrics used in companies today largely report the 

past or present, but not really the future. It is important to understand that metrics 

that have forward-looking focus help predict the future by exploiting changes in 

the business environment and anticipating customer behavior. 

 

 37



3.2.2 The duPont Model 
 

The duPont model is a traditional performance measurement tool that was first 

developed in the 1930’s. Understanding this model can help marketers to 

concentrate on the right things, and understand the cause and effect relationship 

between different areas of business calculation.  

 

The model integrates elements of the income statement with those of the balance 

sheet. By managing net margins and asset turnover companies can come up with 

return on assets. The strength of this tool is providing the understanding that 

strong marketing investments and performance will result in higher margins as 

well as turnover as expressed in a revenue premium that is for example brand 

equity. Srivastava (2004) states that most marketers are familiar with the 

consequences of the duPont model, but they choose to ignore them. For example 

many sales people are rewarded on volume and revenue related metrics, so these 

professionals tend to deliver revenue instead of cash flow. The problem here is 

that in so doing margins are cut and asset turnover is reduced. Focus should be 

extended to include the discussion of the impact on margins, working capital and 

cash flow. 
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Figure 5 The duPont model (Srivastava 2004) 
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The idea behind the model is that you have to spend money to make money. It is 

past investments in customer communications, support, superior product quality 

that lead to customer trust and brand and customer equity. The concepts of brand 

and customer equity will be further explained later in this thesis. However the 

duPont model shows us the financial linkages that help us understand the 

importance of marketing related investments to the success of the whole firm. It 

also helps in understanding the linkage between apparently small tactical actions 

and larger scale firm value related issues, which will be dealt with in more detail 

in the following sub-chapters. 
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3.2.3. Return on Marketing Investment, ROMI 
 

Some insist that the return on marketing investment (ROI) on marketing is 

impossible to quantify, while others suggest that ROI on all investments are 

equally calculable or incalculable. This is largely a result of the fact that generally 

all investments depend on future sales as their only significant income/return they 

have. Future earnings are always mere estimates. There is agreement; at least, that 

marketing can and should be measured better than it currently is in most 

organizations. (Woodburn, 2006) 

 

Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml (2004, 2) list several different ways to evaluate 

marketing’s financial performance. Firstly they, alike other researchers, mention 

the analysis of future cash flows. Other financial impact measures they bring up 

are the internal rate of return, which is the discount rate that would make the 

discounted return exactly equal to the discounted expenditure; the net present 

value, which is the discounted return minus the net present value of the 

expenditure; and the economic value added (EVA), which is the net operating 

profit minus the cost of capital. Even though these measures are somewhat 

different, all the measures weigh the return generated by the marketing action 

against the expenditure required to produce that return. All these measures 

mentioned are used by financial professionals all over the world in firm valuation 

and the evaluation of ROI. 

 

Hogan & al. (2002) agree with previous sited researchers (e.g. Srivastava, Fahey 

and Christensen and Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml) on that forecasting the cash flow 

of customers is very important. However they also point out its vulnerability to 

potential bias. The problem lies in not only being able to measure the cash flow 

derived from actual customers, but also including potential customers that are yet 

to be acquired in the equation. 
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Hogan & al. (2002) have drawn up the various ways value can be derived from 

customers in the following table (Table 3), these actions can also be used as 

guidelines in determining marketing actions and the cost related to those actions. 

 

Table 3 Sources of customer value (Hogan et al, 2002) 

 Product Current Customers  New Customers 

 Current category Cell 1 Cell 2 
•Up-sell Ongoing acquisition 

activities  •Upgrade 
•Increased usage  

Related category Cell 4 Cell 3  Cross-selling back 
to core product 
offering 

Cross-selling away 
from core product 
offering  

 Unrelated category Cell 5 Cell 6 
Brand extentions Diversification  

 

 

As stated before marketing is understood in this study to include all customer-

related actions, meaning actions having to do with customer acquisition, retention, 

and the expansion of the customer relationship. Thus all expenses incurred from 

deriving value from customers are considered marketing investments. Rust et al. 

(2004b) also recommend measuring marketing investment through improved 

customer perceptions.  In other words Rust et al (2004b) assume three strategic 

marketing investment categories:  

 

1. Perceived value (the customer’s objective assessment of the utility of a brand, 

based on perceptions of what is given up for what is received (Rust et al, 2001)) 

2. Brand equity (the customer’s subjective and intangible assessment of the brand, 

above and beyond its objectively perceived value (Rust et al, 2001)) 

3. Relationship management ( the incremental tendency of the customer to stick 

with the brand, above and beyond the customer’s objective and subjective 

assessments of the brand arising from relationship management (Rust et al, 2001)) 
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Customer behavior

 

Figure 6 Origins of marketing investments (based on Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml, 2001) 

 

According to these researchers the tree categories (perceived value, brand equity 

and relationship management) span all major marketing expenditures (figure 7). 

Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml’s marketing expenditure categories are similar to 

Srivastava et al’s (2001) core dimensions of customer value introduced in chapter 

2. Perceived value has a connection to Srivastava, Fahey and Christensen’s 

attributes, brand equity is closely related to Srivastava, Fahey and Christensen’s 

benefits and attitudes and relationship management is closely linked to network 
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effects. Both of these groups of researchers agree that these are the main 

determiners of marketing and thus the main determinants of the origins marketing 

investments. 

 

In previous research (e.g. Zeithaml 1988, Gale 1994, see Rust, Lemon and 

Zeithaml, 2001) perceived value is constructed of three key antecedents: quality, 

price and convenience (e.g. time costs, search costs, and effort). These are the 

things that can be noted directly when coming into contact with a given product or 

service. 

 

Brand equity on the other hand is driven by image and personal feeling. It is 

constructed of the following antecedents: brand associations or attitude, brand 

awareness or familiarity, and corporate ethics. Ambler (2000, see Ambler, 

Kokkinaki, Puntoni, 2004) describes brand equity as the reservoir of cash flow 

that has been earned by good marketing, but has yet to materialize as sales of 

profits. According to Rust, Zeithaml and Lemon (2000) the role of the brand is 

threefold. It builds awareness and attracts customers, it builds emotional 

connections with customers, and it reminds customers to repurchase. 

 

For relationship management the key drivers are loyalty programs, special 

recognition and treatment, affinity, community building, and knowledge building. 

The key is strengthening the aspects of the relationship that are important to the 

customer. Customers like feeling special. When emotional ties to the company are 

high, customers are likely to buy more and stay with the same provider. (Rust, 

Zeithaml, and Lemon, 2000) 
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In their research Rust, Lemon, and Zeithaml (2004b) have drawn up the following 

conceptual model in figure 8 for measuring the return on marketing investment: 
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Figure 7 Return on marketing (Rust , Lemon, and Zeithaml, 2004b) 

 

As shown in the model in figure 8, marketing investments are seen to have an 

effect on certain drivers that direct the impact of marketing success. These drivers 

can be divided into the three categories of marketing expenditures mentioned 

above. In their research Rust, Lemon, and Zeithaml (2004b) studied the return on 

marketing in different industries. For the airline industry they found following 

drivers to be the most important that in steering marketing investments:  
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• Value-related drivers: convenience and quality 

• Brand-related drivers: direct mail information and ad awareness 

• Relationship-related drivers: the loyalty program and preferential treatment. 

 

It is very important that the drivers used can be translated into actionable 

expenditures. Only in this way can one move forward into the following phases of 

return on marketing measurement. The categorization of marketing expenditures 

will help in understanding what investments should be considered in further 

calculations. 

 

One important aspect of the customer relationship is missing from Rust, Lemon 

and Zeithaml’s (2004) framework. In addition to increased customer attraction 

and retention the expansion of profitable customer relationships is a very 

important factor in customer lifetime value, and can also be influenced by the 

drivers mentioned before. The expansion of the customer relationship refers to the 

ways value can be derived from current customers (Figure 6, page 42). Customer 

lifetime value calculation will be gone through in detail in the following sub-

chapter. In previous research the most popular means of return on marketing 

investment calculation has been the calculation of customer lifetime value and 

thus customer equity. These methods will be gone through in detail in the 

following. 

 

3.2.4. Customer Lifetime Value (CLV) and Customer Equity (CE) 
 

In this sub-chapter the concepts of customer lifetime value (CLV) and customer 

equity (CE) will be introduced. In this thesis the broad, strategic valuation of 

marketing is based on CLV and CE. Many researchers today consider the CLV 

metric to be the most appropriate measure for measuring marketing’s financial 

contributions to firm value. 
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Many researchers (e.g. Kumar, Gupta, Venkatessan, Hogan, Lenskold) have 

proven customer lifetime value to be an important metric in the measurement of 

return on marketing investment. Kumar, Lemon and Parauraman (2006) describe 

CLV at the individual level to be  

 

The sum of cumulated cash flows - discounted using the weighted 

average cost of capital (WACC) – of a customer over his or her entire 

lifetime with the company. 

 

In other words CLV considers a customer’s contribution to profit (which may or 

may not change over time), the likelihood that the customer is retained from 

period to period, and the firms discount rate (Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml, 2001). 

Kumar, Lemon and Parasuraman (2006) go on to accent the fact that knowing the 

CLV of individual customers helps the company make decisions on customer-

selection, customer segmentation and marketing-resource–allocation. 

 

Companies that thrive today have an intimate understanding of and co-destiny 

relationships with their customers. They place great emphasis on the lifetime 

value of existing customers, and strive to make the voice of the customer heard 

everywhere, from the factory to the boardroom. Marketing’s role should be 

central to the achievement of these outcomes. (Venkatesan & Kumar, 2004) 

 

According to Gupta et al. (2006) CLV models are useful for market segmentation 

and the allocation of marketing resources for acquisition, retention, and cross-

selling. It is one of the most important marketing metrics and a key component in 

measuring the return on marketing investments.  

 

In their research Venkatesan and Kumar (2004) find that managers can 

significantly improve profits by designing marketing communications that 
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maximize CLV. Their research is consistent with previous researchers (e.g. 

Lenskold, 2002) findings that in measuring return on marketing investment the 

calculations are based on CLV. Also Kumar, Lemon and Parasuraman (2006) 

point out that CLV and CE are gaining prominence as preferred marketing 

metrics. In this study CLV is seen as a main component of marketing 

measurement. 

 

Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml (2004b) define customer equity as the total of the 

discounted lifetime values (CLV) summed over al of the firm’s current and 

potential customers. These researchers’ view emphasizes customer centered 

thinking as opposed to product-centered thinking. 

 

Gupta et al (2006) have designed the following framework in Figure 8 for 

modeling customer lifetime value: 

 

Firm Value

Customer Retention Customer ExpansionCustomer Acqusition

CLV & CE

Marketing Programs

CLV=Customer Lifetime Value , CE=Customer Equity

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8 Framework for modeling CLV (Gupta et al, 2006 

 

This framework shows the holistic influence marketing actions have on the whole 

of the firm. The same actions that were discussed before in connection with the 

framework by Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml, can be found here.  In its entity the 

framework portrays what a firm does (marketing programs/actions) influences 
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customer behavior (acquisition, retention, expansion), which in turn affects 

customers’ CLV or their profitability to the firm. 

 

As stated before customers are the single most important intangible asset of any 

commercial company and it is increasingly apparent that the financial value of a 

firm depends on these intangible assets that are not seen on the balance sheet 

(Gupta, Lehmann, and Ames Stuart 2004). 

 

Customer equity is the sum of a company’s customer lifetimes. Gupta, Lehmann, 

and Ames Stuart (2004) have shown that customer equity can be useful tool in 

firm valuation, which can be conducted in a number of different ways. The recent 

trend in accounting has been leaning towards asset based firm valuation (Gupta, 

Lehmann, and Ames Stuart 2004), but whatever the valuation tactic it is clear 

where the company cash flow comes from. It comes from customers.  

 

Rust, Lemon and Zeithaml (2000) see that the following inputs are needed for 

successful CLV calculation: 

• Time period chosen for analysis 

• The company’s discount rate (cost of capital) 

• The company’s planning horizon (how many periods) 

• The customer’s frequency of purchase in each period, in the product category 

• The average contribution from a purchase of a given brand 

• The customer’s most recent brand chosen 

• The customer’s estimated probabilities of choosing each brand on the next 

purchase 

 

This information is generally not known for future periods, but it can be 

approximated by the current frequency and contribution. 
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The following CLV equation (Equation 1) has been used by Vekatesan and 

Kumar (2004, 2006). It combines the three main components of CLV that are 

discussed below. The first part of this equation shows the contribution margin that 

a customer brings to the company, modified through the discount rate of the 

company and the frequency by which the customer makes purchases. The second 

part of the equation shows the costs of the marketing directed to a specific 

customer, which is multiplied by the number of contacts per year. These costs are 

also discounted to present day. 

Equation 1 Customer Lifetime Value 
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CLVi = lifetime value of customer i 

CMi,y = predicted contribution margin from customer in purchase occasion y 

r = discount rate for money 

ci,m,l = unit marketing cost for customer I in channel m in the year l 

xi,m,l = number of contacts to a customer i in channel m in year l 

frequencyi = predicted purchase frequency for customer i 

n = the number of years in the forecast 

Ti = predicted number of purchases made by customer I until the end of the planning period 

 

When estimation the value of marketing through CLV we are first of all interested 

in predicting future customer activity and in financial terms how much each 

customer contributes to our business. In other words the main components of 

CLV are (Kumar, 2006): 

 

1. Purchase frequency 

2. Contribution margin 

3. Marketing cost 
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The purchase frequency and the interpurchase times can vary between customers. 

Some CLV counting methods use a so-called “lost for good” approach where 

customers are discarded after they have terminated their relationship. Other more 

realistic approaches consider the possibility that old customers can return to the 

company after some time. (Venkatesan & Kumar (2004), Rust, Lemon and 

Zeithaml (2001))  Two models of purchase frequency will be gone through in the 

following: 

 

Used models of purchase frequency: 

 

• The Markov switching matrix (Rust et al) is used to model customer 

retention, defection, and possible return. This model can accommodate the 

full range of customer switching behaviors, including the switching away 

from a brand and then back again. Originally Pfeifer and Carraway (2000) 

introduced the concept of Markov Chains to be used in modeling customer 

relationships and CLV. These researchers built on previous work by 

Berger and Nasr (1998) and Blattberg and Deighton (1996). Pfeifer and 

Carraway (200) argue that the major advantage of the Markov chain model 

(MCM) is its flexibility. The MCM can handle both customer migration 

and customer retention situations. It can apply either to a customer or to a 

prospect. The MCM model is a probabilistic one so it explicitly accounts 

for the uncertainty surrounding customer relationships. The MCM model 

works quite nicely with the popular Recency, Frequency, Monetary value 

(RFM) framework, which has been mostly used by direct marketers. Other 

methods used are the generalized gamma model of interpurchase timing by 

Allenby, Leone and Jen (1999) and using an approximation of historical 

customer data 
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• Rust, Zeithaml and Lemon (2000) show a simplified version of the 

switching matrix that shows the probability of choosing a brand the next 

time. The matrix is shown in Figure 9 The top row shows what will 

happen to customers who currently buy Brand A. It is seen that 70 % of 

them will buy Brand A next time, 20% will buy brand B, and 10% will 

buy brand C. This is a fairly typical pattern in many industries, because it 

shows that brand A retains a high percentage of its customers. Likewise 

for brand B’s customers, 10% will switch to brand A, 80% will stay with 

brand B, and 10 % will switch to Brand C. 
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Figure 9 The customer switching matrix (Rust, Zeithaml and Lemon, 2000) 

 

This figure shows that customers can switch form one brand to another 

and then back again. For example, the probability that a Brand A customer 

will switch to Brand B and then back in the next two purchase occasions is 

20 % ( the likelihood of switching from A to B) times 10 % (the likelihood 

of switching from B to A), equaling 2 %.  
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In addition to purchase frequency, it is important to address the issue of modeling 

a contribution margin for each customer. Also variable methods can be applied 

here. For example Kumar et al (2006) use panel-data regression methodologies in 

their study of retail store customers. 

 

Thirdly the marketing cost for each customer should be calculated. This too can 

be done in many different ways. In some firms the total marketing budget may 

serve as an adequate measure for this. In most cases it may be helpful to consider 

the different aspects of marketing (value, brand and relationship) described in 

chapter 3.2 as sources of marketing costs.  

 

The methods described here can be used as guidelines in formulating the 

calculation principles that can be adopted on firm level. Different tactics can be 

chosen, but the principle of the calculation remains the same: Customers bring 

operation profit into the company which then needs to be subtracted of the cost of 

marketing. Also the revenue from customers in future years needs to be 

transferred into present day currency by discounting. 

 

3.4 The Marketing Dashboard 

 

The multivariate nature of marketing demands a lot from its measurement method. 

Many researchers (Srivastava 2004, Clark, Abela & Ambler 2006, Seggie, 

Cavusgil & Phelan 2007) have found that the use of marketing dashboards 

(closely related to the balanced Score Card measure used frequently in 

accounting) is gaining ground in the measurement field. According to a study by 

Seggie et al (2007) there is no one metric at this time that could give a complete 

answer to satisfy measurement needs. A dashboard incorporating more than one 

measure gives a much better picture of marketing performance. These researchers 

suggest that for example a combination of customer equity, relational equity and 
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brand equity cover a wide range of information needed in marketing performance 

measurement.  

 

Dashboards are used as a means to report key metrics from an array of 

information. Usually any one of the metrics do not show anything significant on 

its own, but put together the figures can communicate a clear overview of 

strategic performance. The usage of multiple different metrics has risen as a core 

idea amongst the different models introduced in this thesis. This also lays a 

ground fro the empirical analysis and hypotheses formulation that will be 

conducted in the following chapter. 

 

The multiple metrics introduced in the sub-chapter concentrating on traditional 

marketing performance measurement and also the more current strategic 

measurement practices introduced form a large palette of different metrics that 

can be used according to the situation at hand. The duPont model helps in 

understanding the connections between tactical and strategic initiatives also 

modeled in Rust et al’s chain of marketing productivity (page 33). 

 

3.5. Challenges facing marketing measurement 
 

As we can conclude from the previous part of this chapter many different metrics 

exist for the measurement of marketing. Albeit this vast number of different 

metrics the motivation in many organizations to take use marketing metrics 

varies. Mostly managers are unhappy with their marketing performance 

measurement (Clark, Abela and Ambler, 2005). In a survey conducted by 

Marketing Management Analytics (Financial Executive 2007) they found that 

36% of their executive respondents categorized themselves as metric averse. Even 

in companies that are large, sophisticated organizations with resources to devote 
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to performance measurement managers were found to be generally displeased 

with their marketing measurement.  

 

 Clark et al. (2005) recommend that organizations should try to identify the key 

obstacles that face the measurement processes and broaden the range of metrics 

used. The usage of a vast number of metrics could result in the discovery of a 

working precise set of measurement tools that could be selected and used in the 

future. In the empirical part of this thesis different metrics will be evaluated and 

several recommendations will be made on usage of different metrics for example 

in different competitive situations. 

 

One of the great obstacles to successful measurement of marketing performance is 

the multidimensional nature of the marketing construct itself. Attempting to 

understand the profit impact of marketing activities is a fundamental first step to 

understanding marketing performance. One of the frustrations of marketing 

managers everywhere is that it is often quite difficult to demonstrate a direct 

causal link between marketing activities and sales or profit. The most 

sophisticated of financial measures attempt to look at the long-term cash flow 

generated by marketing strategies, and the net present value of marketing. Even 

though the measuring of the financial impact of marketing activities might not 

give an answer to all problems, it is a necessary step to understanding the value of 

marketing. (Clark, 2001) 

 

Another criticism often facing the measurement of return on marketing investment 

is the time and effort it takes to collect the appropriate sales information and the 

difficulty in tying it directly to every marketing campaign in every product unit, 

geographic territory and division. Many companies are discouraged by the sheer 

effort of ROMI approaches. 
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Rust & al (2004, 1) also list challenges to the measurement of marketing 

productivity. Firstly they point out that it is hard to relate to the long-term effects 

of marketing. Secondly they identify the challenge of separating individual 

marketing actions from other actions. Thirdly they mention that non-financial 

measures are also needed in addition to financial measures.  

 

Most of these challenges could be over come with consistent, widely accepted 

marketing measurement techniques. These would be helpful within organizations 

and could also prove to be beneficial for outside stakeholders’ in general firm 

performance evaluation.  
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4. The Framework 
 

This chapter will concentrate on formulating a framework on the basis of the 

theoretical discussion in the previous chapters. It will attempt to grasp the 

multivariate nature of marketing into a dashboard approach. Both the tactical and 

strategic sides of marketing performance measurement are incorporated into the 

framework. In addition the strategic side is looked into in more detail through a 

separate model. 

 

Throughout my theoretical analysis I have found the problem to be that the 

demand for marketing measurement tools is two fold. There is a demand for broad 

strategic marketing measurement, and the justification of marketing as being in 

the core of each working business. On the other hand I have also found there to be 

a need for basic tactical marketing measurement tools and metrics. The following 

framework (Figure 10) captures the multidimensional nature of everyday 

marketing measurement, and the dashboard approach recommended by many 

researchers quoted in the theoretical part of this thesis. 

 
Figure 10 Framework, the multidimensional nature of marketing measurement 

(adopted from Farris et al, 2007) 
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Due to marketing’s multidimensional nature the right combination of different 

metrics is needed to reach a conclusion on performance measurement. Depending 

on what aspect of marketing needs to be measured the right metrics need to be 

chosen. This of course places a challenge on the person trying to reach a 

conclusion. Marketers must be familiar with measuring tactics from many 

different areas of business. The framework shows that apart from consumer 

related metrics, which are often familiar to most marketers, metrics from finance, 

operations and sales must be mastered to get a full view. 

 
The profit a firm makes is also the equivalent of how it can capture share of 

hearts, minds and markets i.e. acquire and retain customers. Marketing is not an 

easy thing to measure and a combination of different metrics from different areas 

of business is needed to come to the right conclusions. In chapter 3.2.1 a wide 

range of different measurement metrics were introduced. This framework 

combines these different measurement categories to form a guideline for day-to-

day marketing measurement. 

 

As can be perceived from theory, there is no one metric that can give the right 

view of marketing performance. The only way to measure marketing performance 

is to combine different measurement metrics and these together will provide a 

clearer view of the question at hand. What metrics are used depends on the 

situation, and it is often the most challenging task to find the right metrics to use 

in a given situation. 

 

It is important for marketers to be ambidextrous. They need to understand the 

consumers and customers, but they also need to have knowledge of financial and 

operational metrics. The framework shows that no area stands on its own, but that 

they are all intertwined. Marketing needs to have close co-operation with finance, 

operations and sales to get the information needed for a complete overview. 
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Different metrics can serve as indicators of problems, opportunities, and future 

financial performance. 

 

Financial measures focus on the euro and specific time periods and give us 

information on how profits, cash and assets are evolving. In addition to 

understanding the monetary effects of actions marketers also need to understand 

what is happening with consumers, customers, products, prices, channels, 

competitors and brands. This is the reason marketers must master such a wide 

array of different metrics. 

 

In the following empirical part of this thesis the metrics categories incorporated in 

this framework will be researched further through the hypotheses introduced later 

in this chapter. The effect of marketing performance metrics on top executives 

evaluations of marketing performance and also firm performance will be sought 

after. Different combinations of metrics will be introduced and also the key 

categories of metrics in different market situations will be dealt with in detail.  

 

In addition to the framework incorporating the metrics researched in this study the 

calculation of customer lifetime value (CLV) is seen to provide the best basis for 

strategic marketing performance measurement. Figure 11 combines the different 

aspects of strategic marketing performance measurement. This metric is 

incorporated into the previous framework for marketing performance 

measurement (one of the financial metrics). The reason this metric is highlighted 

is the fact that many researchers (e.g. Rust et al, Gupta et al, Kumar et al) feel that 

CLV is the key metric strategic marketing performance measurement. The aspects 

of the model will be gone through in the following. Also two final hypotheses will 

be formulated on the base of CLV. 
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Return on Marketing Investment

 

Figure 11 Model for strategic marketing performance measurement 

 

Marketing has many responsibilities within organizations. Firstly it has a direct 

impact on purchase frequency; in fact marketing’s key role is to ensure future 

purchase activity (Venkatesan & Kumar, 2004). The sources of value derived 

from customers (figure 7) can be found within this box. All these have to do with 

for example selling more and cross-selling products and services. The higher the 

switching costs the more loyal customers will become. The same is true with 

customer involvement. There is a clear correlation between commitment and trust 

(Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Also marketing’s role in enhancing customer perceptions 

(retaining customers, attracting new ones, and expanding existing relationships) 

has a role to play here. 

 

Secondly marketing has an effect on the contribution margin. A firm’s 

contribution margin is a product of how well expenses can be controlled and what 

is the amount of price premium the firm can charge for its products and services. 

The items in the contribution margin box are the core business processes of the 

firm (Srivastava & al. 1999) that are needed for value creation and the 
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enhancement of customer perceptions. They affect the contribution margin by e.g. 

accelerating and enhancing cash flows (Srivastava & al. 1999).  

 

For example cash flows can be accelerated through PDM, which can speed up the 

cycle time for technologies and reduce the time to market of products. On the 

other hand SCM can speed up adoption by channels and original equipment 

manufacturers, they can speed up the adoption of components and supplies, 

reduce order delivery cycle time and reduce time to volume. Thirdly CRM can 

reduce the time for market acceptance and minimize customer solution 

development cycle time.  

 

The three business processes can enhance cash flows in the following ways. PDM 

can enhance product differentiation to enable higher prices and thus margins. It 

can cannibalize existing products by higher price/margin innovations. Designs can 

be simplified to reduce costs. Also customer inputs can eliminate unnecessary 

features and costs. SCM can use just in time methodologies to reduce working 

capital and use market information and forecasts to reduce costs and inventories 

and enhance capacity use for higher-value products. CRM can support higher 

margins with branded products and superior service. Also as mentioned before 

cross-selling parts and complementary services enhances cash flows. Acquiring 

new customers, refining the quality of the customer base and lower product 

launch costs are CRM supported actions. (Srivastava et al. 1999) 

 

The three business processes also reduce risk, which has a direct impact on profit 

as well as the discount rate. PDM can ramp the rate of innovation to be ahead of 

competition. They can make technology and strategic alliances to establish 

market-driven standards, have a continuous focus on differentiation – designing 

hard to copy products and creating unique product/service bundles, having a 

market-driven offering. SCM can increase switching costs for distributors, 

maximize conflict with distributors and designing hard to copy - order delivery 
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processes. Thirdly CRM can promote customer loyalty programs, increase 

customers’ switching costs by bundling products, have leasing programs and 

cross-selling parts consumables and complementary services. (Srivastava & al. 

1999)  

 

The marketing costs in the model consist of the three strategic marketing 

investment categories mentioned earlier in this thesis (Rust et al and Srivastava et 

al). Costs are value, brand or customer related. In this model marketing costs also 

have an affect on the discount rate. It has been proven (Cruz Merino, 2004) that 

marketing related investments reduce the risks companies face, and protect the 

company under unpredictable environments. This has a negative effect on the 

discount rate, as the premium demanded for profits can be lowered in more secure 

market conditions. 

 

The combination of profit minus costs and the effect of the discount rate sums up 

to form the individual customer lifetime value. All of the company’s customer 

lifetime values sum up to form the customer equity of the firm i.e. the total of 

what the customers are worth to the firm. This can also be seen as the return on 

marketing investment. 

 

One important aspect of this model is that it encourages the user to concentrate on 

determining the future situation of the firm. Instead of concentrating on the past 

users are forced to consider different future scenarios and envision probable future 

standings for the firm. By adapting this forward-looking focus marketers are more 

ready to react by using different types of marketing actions (value, brand or 

relationship related) to modify the offering to fit customers needs (Figure 12). 
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Figure 12 Forward-looking focus of the model for strategic marketing performance 
measurement 

 

 

The following chapters in this thesis will concentrate on the empirical research 

conducted on the base of the following hypotheses. The framework in Figure 10 

has lead to hypotheses that will be researched. One of the clear messages that can 

be drawn from theory is that using marketing metrics and marketing performance 

measurement should have a positive effect on firm performance and the 

performance of marketing. Many researchers (e.g. O’Sullivan & Abela, 2007) 

argue that the implementation of performance measures should result in greater 

marketing and firm performance. Also the satisfaction of performance 

measurement interpreters has been a researched matter as this can also be seen as 

an indicator of successful marketing performance measurement.  

 

H1: The regular use of marketing metrics is connected to firm performance 

metrics (Revenue %, ROA and ROI) and top managements’ positive 

perception of the performance of marketing 

 

According to the framework derived from the key in marketing performance 

measurement is the application of metrics from different measurement categories. 

As derived from the theory it is not merely the number of metrics used, but the 

scale of metrics from different categories that is important in marketing 

performance measurement. One of the biggest descriptors of successful 

 62



performance measurement is the satisfaction of the party interpreting the data. 

Also connections between company performance and measurement practices can 

be sought after, but these linkages might be vague, as many other micro and 

macro level factors in addition to marketing performance measurement may also 

influence firm performance.  

 

H2a: The usage of metrics from different categories is connected to firm 

performance (Revenue %, ROA, ROI) and top managements’ positive 

perception of the performance of marketing 

 

H2b: The number of metrics used is connected to firm performance 

(Revenue %, ROA, ROI) and top managements’ positive perception of the 

performance of marketing 

 

The metrics categories and most of the metrics used in this study come from a 

previous study by Ambler, Kokkinaki and Puntoni (2004). They also sought after 

the most popular marketing metrics in use in firms in the UK. In this paper the 

most popular metrics in use in Finland will be sought after. There might be some 

differences to be found depending on the country that is researched. The country 

specific operating environment and different business practices can have an effect 

on metrics used and preferred.  

 

H3: The top 15 metrics used and preferred in Finland are different 

compared to those used in the UK. 

 

The usage of particular metrics can be difficult in some firms, due to for example 

lack of skill. This leads us to believe that there are differences between the metrics 

that are actually used in firms and metrics that are thought of to essential by 

respondents. There might be a desire in firms to use metrics that are not currently 

in use. 
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H4: There are differences between the metrics and categories that are used 

and that are thought of as essential. 

 

The measurement practices may vary depending in the situation a given company 

is in. Also a different set of metrics is needed in different situations, as there does 

not exist one good palette of metrics that would suit all market and business 

situations. Organizations in different situations and markets might find the use of 

different metrics beneficial. Also the sector a given firm operates in might 

influence the use of certain metrics compared to other sectors. 

 

H5a: The measurement practices and the metrics used differ depending on 

the market situation  

 

H5b: The measurement practices and the metrics used differ depending on 

the position of the business unit in the market 

 

H5c: The measurement practices and the metrics used differ depending on 

the sector (manufacturing, sales or services) 

 

Some metrics could have a higher connection with a respondent’s perceived 

ability to measure a certain category. This will also be researched. The metric that 

has the most positive effect on the perception of successful measurement within a 

category will be sought after. 

 

H6: One metric in each category will have the most positive influence on the 

respondents perception of successful measurement of that category. 

 

Using marketing metrics helps the company to understand marketing and 

appreciate it more. Marketing is also appreciated in firms that have their 
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management involved with marketing. Manager involvement and interest in 

marketing will also increase the demand for regular marketing measurement 

 

H7: Marketing performance measurement is consistent in organizations 

where the management is involved in marketing (i.e. the management sees 

marketing as an important overall process in the organization not just a side 

function) 

 

Organizations that have marketing as their flag ship and have most of their 

organization involved in marketing related tasks is seen to have good opportunity 

for consistent marketing performance measurement. It could also be that in these 

types of organizations marketing performance is taken for granted as its position 

is so strong and there s no need for success proving tools. The consistent nature of 

marketing performance measurement in different marketing related firm structures 

will be researched. Also the number of measures used in these kinds of 

organizations could be larger as many people are assumed to take part in the 

measurement process. 

 

H8a: Marketing performance measurement is consistent in organizations 

that have a larger proportion of positions related to marketing 

 

H8b: More different measures are used in organizations that have a larger 

proportion of positions related to marketing 

 

The theoretical part dealt with some of the key challenges facing marketing 

performance measurement. Clark (2005) stated that it would be very important in 

firms to identify the key obstacles in their organization that hold back successful 

marketing performance measurement. Previous research has stated that in many 

organizations the key challenges are the lack of consistent measurement practices 
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and material. Also the lack of good incentives discourages measurement before it 

has even begun. 

 

H9: The biggest obstacles in marketing performance measurement are the 

lack of material and consistent measurement practices. 

 

In the following empirical portion of this thesis also the usability and importance 

of the customer lifetime value metric in Finnish firms will be researched.  This is 

in regard to the model in Figure 11. These final hypotheses take into consideration 

the CLV metric that was highlighted by previous researchers. Unfortunately many 

aspects of this metric and model remain to be investigated in future studies, as the 

data used this thesis leave many points unanswered. 

 

H10: Customer Lifetime value is seen as an important metric in marketing 

performance measurement 

 

H11: The metrics that can be combined to calculate CLV are already in use 

in many firms in Finland today. 

 

Through the investigation of these 11 hypotheses the current state of marketing 

performance measurement will be mapped. Finding answers to these questions 

will help further researchers in guiding them, and helping them concentrate on 

more specific aspects of the field of marketing performance measurement. Even 

though most of the hypotheses formulated here are quite broad by nature, this 

kind of large-scale mapping is needed before more specific research can be 

conducted. 
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5. The Empirical Research 
 

The following chapter describes the empirical research done in this thesis to 

research the hypotheses formulated in the previous chapter. The methods used 

will be outlined. Also the data collection phase will be looked into. The research 

findings will be specified. The findings that are most relevant in terms of the 

hypothesis will be grouped into tables and charts. All of the reported findings and 

statistics can be found in more detail in the appendix. 

 

5.1. Research Methodology 

 

This sub-chapter examines the data used in this research. The dependant and 

independent variables derived from the questionnaire are described.  It also 

specifies the statistical tests used to test the hypotheses. 

 

The data used in this thesis was collected by StratMark, a strategically oriented 

marketing project organized by the Helsinki School of Economics and Hanken 

Helsinki’s Swedish School of Economics. Electronic surveys were sent by e-

mail to 15941 potential respondents. The respondents were chosen to be in 

various executive and managing positions in the business community. They 

were promised first hand results of the information derived from the data 

collected, but no other initiative apart from a few encouragement emails were 

offered. The survey was conducted in Finnish, so the respondents were mostly 

from corporations with functions in Finland. 

 

The broad purpose of this questionnaire was the mapping of the state of marketing 

in Finnish companies. Questions were divided into 8 sub groups addressing the 

business environment and the respondent company’s position in it, the role of 
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marketing, marketing impact and productivity, business processes and marketing, 

business processes and managerial challenges, the process of learning and 

development, marketing investments and background information. In total there 

were 50 questions in this survey, of which 13 were used in this thesis. The whole 

questionnaire and the questions used in this thesis can be found in the appendix.  

 

A total of 1157 surveys were accepted into the final sample. This comes to a 

response rate of 7%, which is quite acceptable for an on-line query. The questions 

used in the questionnaire were all from previous scientific peer reviewed journal 

articles. The questionnaire was tested on the participants in the annual StratMark 

seminar in January 2008. Most of the items included in the questionnaire were 

directly adopted from previous research – primarily based on studies and 

questionnaires by Ambler et al. (2002), Srivastava et al. (1999), Vorhies and 

Morgan (2005), O’Sullivan et Abela (2007), Kazanjian 1988, Narver and Slater 

(1990), Clark et al. (2005), Neill and Rose (2006) and MC21. A few 

modifications were made to make the questionnaire shorter and easier to answer. 

A test version of the questionnaire was sent to 114 managing directors, of which 

34 completed the questionnaire. In response to comments gathered during the test-

phase, a couple of misspellings were corrected and a few clarifications in the 

wording of the questionnaire were made. As the analysis of the responses for the 

pilot-test did not elicit a need for any particular contentual improvements, the 

questionnaire was considered adequate for the final data collection as such. 

 

The final target sample consisted of potential respondents in a data set provided 

by Micromedia, a Finnish sales and marketing organization with a specialization 

in decision-maker-databaseing.  All Finnish CEOs from companies with more 

than 5 people, all sales- and marketing executives and other business executives in 

their database were included in the sample. This amounted to the 15914 targets 

that received the on-line query by e-mail. Of the respondents 77% were top 

executives (figure 14). Some management level respondents and some other 
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respondents with various job titles were also included in the sample. Figure 15 

shows the distribution of respondents by business sector. 

 

Respondents by title
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Figure 13 Questionnaire respondents by title 
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Figure 14 Questionnaire respondents divided by sector 

 

The data used in this thesis was prepared into a single database that could be 

analyzed using Excel and SAS software. Duplicates and unfinished questionnaires 
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were deleted. Some of the questions were grouped to form categories that were 

helpful in the analysis. Also groups were formed to better describe the sample. 

 

In estimating the differences between two populations (i.e. the regular marketing 

performance measurers and the non-regular followers) t-test-analysis is used.  In 

this method the means of the populations are compared, to see if the two 

populations differ statistically in their behavior. The means of the two populations 

are compared against each other. Also the standard deviation between the 

populations is and important indicator of the consistency within the group.  A t-

test involves a single, binary independent variable (i.e. consistent measurer, non-

consistent measurer) and interval-scaled independent variables. The one-tailed test 

was used, because we wanted to see if one group was more satisfied or successful 

than the other. (Malhotra & Birks, 2007) The significance of the test done depicts 

the statistical relevance of the test. 

 

In estimating differences between numerous groups the analysis of variances 

(ANOVA) method as used. This method was used in differentiating for example 

the different types of metrics users and their satisfaction and financial 

performance. In ANOVA the differences between more than two means can be 

compared. ANOVA is used for examining the differences in the mean values of 

the dependant variable associated with the effect of the controlled independent 

variables. The null hypothesis is typically that the means are equal and that the 

different groups (here for example the users of a different number of metrics) do 

not differ from each other. The independent variables used in ANOVA must be 

categorical and the independent variable used must be metric. (Malhotra & Birks, 

2007) In ANOVA comparisons tests are used to pairwise compare all the different 

groups. This way we can find out which groups differ from each other 

statistically. The Fisher’s Least Significant-Difference Test was used in the 

ANOVAs of this thesis to find out the differences between specific groups. The 
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confidence level used in all the analysis was 95%. This is a common confidence 

level used in marketing research.  

 

5.2. Hypotheses Testing 
 

Hypotheses 1 predicted that regular measurement practices could have an effect 

on performance. As shown by table 3 management’s take on the overall marketing 

performance is better when measurement practices are regular compared to 

irregular or nonexistent measurement practices. No statistically significant 

differences could be reported between the overall financial performance metrics 

and regular marketing performance measurement compared to irregular 

measurement practices. This confirms hypotheses 1 in terms of the management’s 

take on the performance of marketing being better when regular marketing 

measurement practices are in place. The link to overall firm performance could 

not be supported. 

Table 4 H1 regular marketing performance measurement and performance 

  

No regular 
measurement 
practices in use    

Regular marketing 
measurement 
practices in use     

  Mean SD Mean SD Significance 
Earnings margin 7,98 2,07 7,89 2,24 0,523 
ROI 6,87 2,59 6,66 2,59 0,332 
ROA 6,33 2,56 6,03 2,46 0,233 
Management 
satisfaction 3 0,77 2,55 0,69 0,000 

 

Hypotheses 2 a and b predicted that the number of metric categories used and the 

number if metrics used could have an effect on performance. In table 4 the 

differences between different measurement categories and management’s take on 

marketing performance can be seen. The differences are statistically relevant on a 

95% confidence level. All of the other categories, except for category 1 (metrics 

in use from one category) were statistically inferior to the category using metrics 
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from all of the 6 different categories (Appendix 1, Fisher’s least significant 

difference test). The comparisons between the use of measurement categories and 

overall firm performance metrics showed no statistical differences in the 95% 

confidence level. 

Table 5 H2a the number of metrics categories in use and management satisfaction 

 

Number of 
measurement 
categories in use Mean SD 

0 2,98 0,90 
1 2,74 0,93 
2 3,00 0,63 
3 2,80 0,71 
4 2,81 0,82 
5 2,73 0,76 
6 2,56 0,65 

   
Total 2,69 0,74 

   
F 5,99  
Significance 0,000   

 

The number of categories used and their connection to total firm performance 

metrics was also investigated through bivariate regression analysis. No 

dependence and correlation between these variables could be reported. 

 

The effect of the total number of metrics used was also investigated (H2b). Here 

the responses were categorized into 4 groups depending on the number of metrics 

used. The first category had 0-10 metrics the second 11-20 the third 21-30 and the 

fourth more than 31 metrics in use. As can be seen from table 5 the mean and 

standard deviation for the group with the most metrics in use are quite low. The 

results showed that all of the categories except 1 and 2 were statistically different 

from each other on a 95% confidence level (Appendix 1).  
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Once again no correlation could be reported between the categories when 

comparing them against overall firm performance measures (Earning%, ROI and 

ROA). A bivariate regression analysis was also performed here to find a 

correlation and dependence. 

Table 6 H2b number of metrics in use and management satisfaction 
Number of 
metrics in use 
(categorized) Mean SD 

1 2,96 0,81 
2 2,87 0,74 
3 2,63 0,69 
4 2,40 0,64 

Total 2,69 0,74 
   
F 30,29  
Significance 0,000   

 

Taking into consideration the single metrics, the top 15 metrics in use and the top 

15 metrics named as essential can be seen from table 7. The most frequently used 

metrics measure mostly financial performance and the thoughts and attitudes of 

the end-user. Also the metrics named most essential put weight on these 

categories, even though the metrics preferred differ somewhat. The total rankings 

of all metrics can be found in the Appendix. It is worth mentioning here that the 

customer lifetime metric is the least used of all metrics. Despite this low usage of 

this particular metric, it can be found in the top 15 table of metrics (Table 8) 

marked as essential (metric number 13). Compared with a study done by Ambler, 

Kokkinaki and Puntoni (2004) with UK senior business practitioners 11 out of the 

15 most frequently used metrics were the same in both Finland and the UK. Both 

of the countries put weight on financial metrics, but where Finnish executives are 

more interested in the end user, UK practitioners are more concerned with metrics 

that are retailer and competitor performance related (H3, Table 9). Of the 5 

metrics that the UK practitioners name most important 5 are also on the most 

frequently used top 10 metrics list of Finnish respondents. This result gives 

support to hypotheses 4, there are many similarities, but also differences in the 
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metrics preferred can be reported. All of the metrics used in this research were the 

same as the ones Ambler, Kokkinaki and Puntoni used. In addition the CLV 

metric was added onto the list, as it was considered to be a key metric based on 

previous research. The top 15 metrics for the UK can be found in the appendix. 
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Table 7 H3 and H4 top 15 marketing performance measurement metrics 
            

  
Top 
15   Metric in use 

% of total 
population   

  f1 * Sales (value and/or volume 1045 90%   
  f5 * Earnings/EBIT 1023 88%   
  f3 * Contribution margin 939 81%   
  a3* Percieved quality 900 78%   
  b1 * Total number of customers 845 73%   
  a4 * Consumer satisfaction 836 72%   
  d1 * Marketshare 790 68%   
  a1 * Awareness 779 67%   
  f4 * Marketing spend 768 66%   
  b9 * Number of end-user complaints 756 65%   
  b2 Number of new users 746 64%   
  b3 * Customer loyalty 730 63%   
  f8 Return on investment 727 63%   

  c2 
Trade customer/retailer 
satisfaction 727 63%   

  a10 Knowledge 695 60%   
  * Can be found in the UK top 15     
        

  
Top 
15   

Metric 
essential 

% of total 
population   

  f2 
Discount % as proportion of 
sales 995 86%   

  f6 Owner value 984 85%   
  f4 Marketing spend 906 78%   
  a4 Consumer satisfaction 843 73%   
  a5 Relevance to consumer 785 68%   
  a2 Salience 729 63%   
  c3 Number of customer complaints 726 63%   
  d2 Relative price 722 62%   
  b4 Price elasticity 717 62%   
  b2 Number of new users 694 60%   
  b3 Loyalty 678 59%   
  c1 Distribution 663 57%   
  f9 Customer lifetime value 624 54%   
  f1 Sales (value and/or volume 605 52%   
  d6 Percieved quality 603 52%   
            

 

 

 

 

 

 75



Table 8 H3 and H4 the top metrics by category 
        
  Metric in use in Finland   

  Category 
% of metrics in top 
15   

  a 40%   
  b 44%   
  c 33%   
  d 14%   
  e 0%   
  f 44%   
      
  Metric marked as essential in Finland   

  Category 
% of metrics in top 
15   

  a 30%   
  b 33%   
  c 67%   
  d 29%   
  e 0%   
  f 56%   
      

  
Metric in use in UK (Rust, Zeithaml 
and Lemon, 2004)   

  Category 
% of metrics in top 
15   

  a 30%   
  b 33%   
  c 67%   
  d 43%   
  e 0%   
  f 44%   
        

 

 

Table 8 and 9 specify the most frequently used and most frequently marked as 

essential metrics. The weight given to different categories are different between 

the metrics that are actually in use and those that are seen as essential. Also all of 

the specific metrics are different, leading to the impression that different metrics 

might be more popular if their usability were easier (H4). The weight given to 

different categories were counted by the proportion of all of the metrics in that 

group that were in the top 15. For example 4 of the 9 possible finance metrics 

were in the top 15, giving finance the percentage of 44%. 
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Table 9 H4 Mostly used and prefered metrics in given categories 
            

  Most used metric in the given category Metric in use 
% of total 
population   

  a3 Perceived quality 900 78%   
  b1 Total number of users 845 73%   
  c2 Customer satisfaction 727 63%   
  d1 Market share 790 68%   

  e3 
Contribution margin of new 
products 625 54%   

  f1 Sales (value and/or volume 1045 90%   
        

  
Most essential metric in the given 
category 

Metric 
essential 

% of total 
population   

  a4 Consumer satisfaction 843 73%   
  b4 Price elasticity 717 62%   
  c3 Number of customer complaints 726 63%   
  d2 Relative price 722 62%   

  e3 
Contribution margin of new 
products 577 50%   

  f2 Discount % as proportion of sales 995 86%   
            

 

Hypotheses 5 a and b predicted that the metrics preferred by practitioners differ 

depending on the market situation (H5a) and the position of a given business in 

the market (H5b). There were differences found between the emphasis of different 

metric categories depending on a given firm’s position in the market and the 

overall situation of the market the firm is in (Table 11). The situation of the 

market (new developing markets, stable but growing markets, mature markets and 

declining markets) affected both the categories used and preferred. When both 

those operating in developing and declining markets use mostly end-user behavior 

and retailer related metrics, those operating in stable growing or mature markets 

concentrate on retailer and innovation related metrics. Compared to the metrics 

used, those preferred also differed among different situations in the market. Those 

operating in growing, but stable and mature markets preferred end-user related 

and financial metrics as the most important categories. New and developing 

markets considered innovation and end-user behavior related metrics as very 
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important. Those operating in mature markets considered metrics portraying the 

behavior of the end user and retailer related metrics as the most important. 

 

In contrast to the situation of the market, the position of a given firm in the market 

did not affect the metrics categories used. All of the firms used mostly end-user 

related and financial metrics. When considering the metrics preferred, differences 

can be seen. Those operating as the only firms in the market prefer end-user 

attitudes and feelings related metrics and retailer related metrics. Market leaders 

and challengers prefer end-user behavior related and financial metrics, and those 

in a follower position think of end-user thoughts and feelings and behavior as the 

most important metrics. A specific list of the top 15 metrics by market situation 

and the position of a given firm in the market can be found in the Appendix. Also 

here the percentages were counted as a proportion of the total number of potential 

metric in a given category, compared to the number of metrics from a given 

category in the top 15. 

 

Here the categories in use differ from the categories preferred and thought of as 

important. This gives also more support to hypothesis 4 which was gone through 

earlier in this chapter. 
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Table 10 H5 a and b emphasis on metrics categories in different market and firm 
positions 

                          
  Metric in use     Metric essential      
               

  
Position in the 

market  
Situation of the 

market  
Position in the 

market  
Situation of the 

market   
               

  
Only firm in the 

market  
New developing 

markets  
Only firm in the 

market  
New developing 

markets   
  a 60%  a 30%  a 60%  a 30%   
  b 44%  b 44%  b 44%  b 56%   
  c 33%  c 100%  c 67%  c 33%   
  d 0%  d 14%  d 0%  d 14%   
  e 0%  e 33%  e 0%  e 67%   
  f 44%  f 22%  f 33%  f 33%   
               

  

Market leader, 
largest market 

share  

Growing markets, 
markets are stable, 

but growing 
steadily  

Market leader, 
largest market 

share  

Growing markets, 
markets are stable, 

but growing 
steadily   

  a 40%  a 30%  a 30%  a 40%   
  b 44%  b 33%  b 44%  b 44%   
  c 33%  c 100%  c 33%  c 33%   
  d 14%  d 14%  d 43%  d 14%   
  e 0%  e 67%  e 0%  e 33%   
  f 56%  f 22%  f 44%  f 44%   
               

  

Challenger, 
second or third in 

the market  

Mature markets, 
markets are stable 
no great changes 

happen  

Challenger, 
second or third in 

the market  

Mature markets, 
markets are stable 
no great changes 

happen   
  a 40%  a 40%  a 30%  a 30%   
  b 44%  b 22%  b 44%  b 44%   
  c 33%  c 100%  c 33%  c 67%   
  d 14%  d 14%  d 29%  d 29%   
  e 0%  e 67%  e 33%  e 0%   
  f 56%  f 33%  f 44%  f 44%   
               

  

Follower, a 
smaller market 

share  

Declining 
markets, market 

growth has 
inverted  

Follower, a 
smaller market 

share  

Declining 
markets, market 

growth has 
inverted   

  a 40%  a 40%  a 60%  a 50%   
  b 44%  b 44%  b 56%  b 33%   
  c 33%  c 67%  c 33%  c 67%   
  d 0%  d 14%  d 0%  d 29%   
  e 0%  e 33%  e 0%  e 0%   
  f 56%  f 33%  f 33%  f 33%   
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Also differences between the measurement practices (number of metrics 

categories in use and number of metrics in use) of firms in different competitive 

positions in the market place can be documented. Firms that are market leaders or 

challengers have more categories and more metrics in use compared to firms that 

are the only players in the market, or in a follower position (Table 12). The 

situation of the market it self did not show any statistical differences in these areas 

between the different groups when compared with the number of categories in use 

and the number of metrics in use. 

 

Table 11 H5b measurement categories and the number of metrics in different 
competitive positions 

Number of 
measurement 
categories in use 
in different 
competitive 
situation Mean K8 SD 

1 3,97 2,20 
2 5,02 1,44 
3 4,92 1,50 
4 4,42 1,68 

Total 4,79 1,57 
   
F 13,32  
Significance 0,000   
   
   
Number of 
metrics in use in 
different 
competitive 
situations Mean K8 SD 

1 2,15 1,09 
2 2,85 0,98 
3 2,72 0,98 
4 2,39 0,99 

Total 2,66 1,01 
   
F 15,95  
Significance 0,000   
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The metrics and categories used and marked as essential varied also by business 

sector (manufacturing, sales and services) (Table 13, H5c). Firms specializing in 

manufacturing and sales use retailer related and financial metrics; where as firms 

specializing in services use metrics that depict end-user related issues. Here the 

metrics mostly used were also the ones that were mostly preferred. The only 

exception was manufacturing where innovation related metrics were preferred, 

even though usage concentrated more on financial metrics. The top 15 metrics for 

each sector can be found in the appendix. 

 

Table 12 H5c differences in metric-categories between sectors 
                    
   Metric in use         
   Manufacturing   Sales   Services   
            
  a 40%  a 50%  a 50%   
  b 22%  b 22%  b 56%   
  c 67%  c 67%  c 0%   
  d 14%  d 14%  d 14%   
  e 33%  e 0%  e 0%   
  f 56%  f 56%  f 44%   
            

   
Metric 
essential         

   Manufacturing   Sales   Services   
            
  a 30%  a 30%  a 40%   
  b 22%  b 33%  b 67%   
  c 67%  c 67%  c 33%   
  d 29%  d 14%  d 14%   
  e 67%  e 0%  e 0%   
  f 44%  f 67%  f 33%   
                    

 

Also the number of metrics categories used (the 6 categories of the framework) 

and the number of metrics used varies by operating sector (Table 14). Firms 

operating in sales use a larger palette of metrics compared to manufacturing and 

services. Also the total number of metrics used differs by sector. Those in sales 
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use the most metrics, then comes those operating in manufacturing, and those in 

services use the lowest number of metrics. 

Table 13 H5c measurement categories and the number of metrics in different sectors  
Number of 
measurement 
categories in use 
in different 
sectors 

Mean K5 
categorized SD 

1 4,97 1,55 
2 5,02 1,47 
3 4,61 1,58 

Total 4,79 1,57 
   
F 8,24  
Significance 0,000   
   
   
Number of 
metrics in use in 
different sectors 

Mean K5 
categorized SD 

1 2,71 1,01 
2 2,93 0,99 
3 2,56 1,00 

Total 2,66 1,01 
   
F 8,45  
Significance 0,000   

 

The effect of single measures on a business unit’s ability to measure marketing 

performance was also investigated (H6, Table 15). Respondents ranked their 

ability to measure the given different categories that the metrics are grouped into 

(consumer thoughts and feelings, consumer behavior, trade customer retailer 

related, competitor related, innovation related, financial measures). The 

differences between the measurement ability of those using a given metric, was 

compared to those not using the metric. All of the metrics gave a better result for 

those who used the metric compared to those who did not use it on a 95% 

confidence level. The total list can be found in the appendix. Table 9 shows the 

metrics that had the most positive measurement ability among users in a given 
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category. These metrics also had the lowest standard deviations inside their own 

categories which points to communality among respondents’ perceptions. 

Table 14 H6 differences in metric users and non-users measurement ability 

                  

      
Metric not in 
use   

Metric in 
use       

  Metric Mean SD Mean SD Sig.   

  a7 
Perceived 
differentiation 2,86 0,75 2,52 0,69 0,000   

  b4 Price elasticity 3,45 1,33 2,88 1,09 0,000   
  c1 Distribution/availability 3,41 1,25 2,80 1,12 0,000   
  d7 Share of voice 2,92 1,26 2,32 0,95 0,000   

  e3 
Margin of new 
products 3,69 1,37 3,01 1,27 0,000   

  f7 Economic value added 2,39 1,25 2,13 1,11 0,001   
                  

 

Hypotheses 7 predicted that firm structure could have an effect on the regularity 

of marketing measurement practices. In Table 17 the regularity of marketing 

performance measurement practices was evaluated against marketing related firm 

structural issues. Regular marketing measurement practices were statistically 

more in use in firms in which top management had a more major role in 

marketing compared to firms that do not have regular marketing performance 

measurement. It is also worth noting that in both groups marketing had a strong or 

very strong strategic role in top management. Also firms that measure marketing 

on a regular basis had a larger proportion of their personnel in marketing and sales 

planning or implementation (H8a). Here there was also a statistical difference 

between the groups on a 95% confidence level.  
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Table 15 H7 and H8a regular marketing measurement practices and firm structure 

  

No regular 
measurement 
practices in use    

Regular marketing 
measurement 
practices in use     

  Mean SD Mean SD Significance 

The role of 
marketing in top 
management 2,31 1,04 1,74 0,8 0,000 

Portion of 
personnel taking 
part in marketing 
and sales 
planning or 
implementation 1,79 1,31 2,15 1,4 0,000 

 

When comparing the number of personnel taking part in marketing and sales 

planning or implementation to the number of metrics used (H8b) no statistically 

relevant differences between the numbers of measures used could be found 

between the different levels of personnel working with marketing related duties.  

 

Hypotheses 9 predicted that the biggest challenges facing marketing performance 

measurement to be the lack of material and the lack of consistency. Figure 15 

shows the challenges facing marketing performance measurement derived from 

the data. The respondents were free to choose as many of the choices as the 

wanted. The challenges given as options were derived from the research by 

O‘Sullivan and Abela (2007). The greatest challenges facing marketing 

performance measurement were asked. Clearly the top management lack of time 

and overall lack of skill in the measurement are the greatest challenges. Also the 

lack of material and consistency play a large role in preventing measurement. 
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Challenges facing marketing performance measurement
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Figure 15 H9 challenges facing marketing performance measurement 

 

When comparing those respondents that measure marketing performance on a 

regular basis and those that do not we find that the lack of material and the lack of 

consistency become major challenges when regular measurement processes are in 

place. It seems that the support from other functions and the lack of initiatives are 

the smallest problems in both cases not depending on the regularity of 

measurement practices (figures 16 and 17). 

Challenges facing marketing performance measurement when measurement is not regular
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Figure 16 H9 challenges facing irregular measurers 
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Challenges facing marketing performance measurement when measurement is regular
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Figure 17 H9 challenges facing regular measurers 

 
The final hypotheses (H10 and H11) concentrated on the marketing performance 

metric preferred by previous researchers customer lifetime value. This metrics 

was introduced in detail in chapter 3. Albeit the previous research that lifted this 

metric up as a preferred metric it is not widely used in the business community. 

Only 23% of respondent reported to use this metric in their company. It is the 

least used of all the metrics on our list. The reason for this might be that firms at 

this time lack the skill to use this metric. 39% of respondents market customer 

lifetime value as an essential metric. This leads to believe that more companies 

would like to use this metric if guidance was available in its use. 

 

In Table 17 the elements of CLV are shown. More than 60% of firms use one or 

more of these metrics that are needed in CLV calculation. 40% of respondents 

used all of the 4 metrics. The information needed in CLV calculation were 

purchase frequency, contribution margin and marketing cost. Purchase frequency, 

as a metric was not included in the metrics researched in this study. Nevertheless 

a pattern for future purchase frequency for customers can be calculated through 

the purchases made in different time periods, for example how many customers 

made a purchase this year and last year. From this information the estimation for 
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the probability of purchases in given time periods, can be made. The adoption of 

this metric might not require much additional data collection in many of the firms 

researched. Of course these metrics would need to be adapted to be used in CLV 

calculations, and this a quite rough simplification of many CLV calculation 

models described in previous scientific research.  

 

Table 16 H11 the elements of customer lifetime value 

CLV 
Number of 
users 

% of total 
population 

b1 
Total number of users 
(customers) 845 73% 

b3 

Loyalty/retention (i.e. how many 
customers made a purchase this 
year and last year) 730 63% 

f3 Contribution margin 939 81% 
f4 Marketing spend 768 66% 

 

5.2 Reliability & Validity 
 

Reliability usually refers to the degree to which the findings in this study are 

independent of accidental circumstances and that multiple researchers should 

reach the same conclusion if the research was repeated (Silverman, 2006).  This 

means that the data and methods used should produce consistent results if 

repeated measurements were made. The methods used are described in detail and 

the questions and total analysis results can be found in the appendix. In addition to 

this no test were done on the reliability. It was seen that tests such as measuring 

the same respondents at two different times would be too time consuming 

considering the contribution of this thesis to scientific discussion. 

 

Validity withholds two kinds of error. The first type is believing a statement to be 

true when it is not and the second type is rejecting a statement which in fact is 

true. Validity can be assessed in three different ways; content validity, criterion 
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validity or construct validity can be assessed. If research is valid it is also reliable. 

Reliable research may not be perfectly valid, because systematic error may still be 

present. Validity has to do with a question of to what extent the differences 

observed reflect the true differences between respondents. 

 

The respondents were in most part top executives, which leads us to believe, that 

the query has reached the aspired group of respondents with the right information. 

The questions used were all taken from peer reviewed journal articles so the 

issues investigated have scientific relevance. The questionnaire was also pre-

tested before it was sent onto the field. All the inconsistencies that could be noted 

were corrected at this time. The researched group consisted of all the potential 

targets, so all of the targets in the sample had a chance to answer. There may be 

some bias due to the fact that some respondents might have had a larger initiative 

to answer depending on their own interests. 
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6. Conclusions 
 

In this chapter the key elements of this thesis will be brought together. The 

connections between the theoretical portion of this thesis and the research findings 

will be outlined. Also the most important managerial issues will be gone through. 

Finally the limitations of the research and also future research topics that could 

not be incorporated into this thesis will be looked into. 

 

6.1. Summary 
 

The measurement of marketing performance has been a central research topic in 

marketing for quite a while. The ambiguous nature of marketing gives great 

challenge to those attempting to model its performance. The mere fact that 

different people understand the definition of marketing in different ways 

heightens the measurement challenge. 

 

Understanding the concept of customer centricity and the resource based view 

help in modeling the importance and scope of marketing to firm performance. 

This gives an idea of how important marketing is to a firm and why its 

performance should be closely monitored. Also the investment evaluation 

techniques used in firms today need to be familiar to marketers, so that the 

language spoken within the firm in relation to investment decisions could be 

consistent. 

 

As is with marketing in general, marketing performance measurement can be 

understood in many ways. The framework introduced in chapter 4 depicted that 

information for marketing performance measurement is gathered on a number of 

different areas. Consumers, customers and competitors are evaluated, different 

financial measures are calculated, and also the innovation side is looked into. All 

of these different calculations help marketers evaluate the success of their actions. 
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Most firms use many different metrics on a regular basis. What metrics are 

preferred and the number of different metrics used depends on for example the 

competitive situation the company is in and the measurement skills of those 

producing the metrics and the time top executives have to devote to the 

measurement process. Also the sector of the business has effect on the metrics 

preferred. 

 

The regularity of marketing performance measurement has an effect on top 

executives’ perception of marketing’s performance. Also the use of metrics from 

all the 6 different categories and also a larger number of metrics used has the top 

executives give a better evaluation of their marketing performance. 

 

The palette of measures used varies between companies and different metrics are 

better suited for different situations. The results of this research can help firms 

benchmark their own measurement tactics against those of other companies. Also 

the different weights given to different categories can help in considering what 

should be thought of in different competitive and market situations. 

 

It was clearly stated that top management lack of time and lack of skill are the 

greatest obstacles facing marketing performance measurement today. These 

obstacles can be over come with the right prioritizing. 

 

The final part of chapter 4 introduced a model for strategic marketing 

performance measurement. This model has close linkages to general return on 

investment calculations. It takes into consideration the value of customers to the 

firm, and the value of marketing is calculated through the value of customers. As 

marketing’s purpose is to achieve customer preference and the role of marketing 

is building the idea of superior offering into the mind of the customer, customers 

are a logical place to begin when trying to map the worth of marketing to a given 

company. 
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In evaluating the worth of customers previous research put weight on customer 

lifetime value evaluation which produces customer equity as a combined worth of 

all the firms’ customers.  This metrics was introduced in chapter 3. Albeit the 

previous research that lifted this metric up as an important metric it is not widely 

used in the business community. Only 23% of respondent reported to use this 

metric in their company. The reason for this might be that firms at this time lack 

the skill to use this metric. 39% of respondents market customer lifetime value as 

an essential metric. A total of above 60% of respondents reported using one or 

more of the metrics needed in CLV calculation. 40% of respondents use all of the 

4 metrics needed in CLV calculation. The elements of CLV were purchase 

frequency, contribution margin and marketing cost. Purchase frequency, as a 

single metric was not included in the list of potential metrics to use in the survey. 

However the calculation of purchase frequency can be conducted with the help of 

loyalty and retention related metrics.  

 

The hypotheses and findings have been put together in the following Table 17. 
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Table 17 The support for hypotheses 
Hypothesis 

number Description Support 

H1 Regular measurement practices are 
connected to positive performance 

Partial support, connection found with regular measurement and top 
management's positive perception, but not with total firm 
performance indicators 

H2a 
Usage of metrics from different 
categories is connected to positive 
performance 

Partial support, connection found with the use of multiple categories 
and top management's positive perception, but not with total firm 
performance indicators 

H2b Usage of a larger number of metrics is 
connected to positive performance 

Partial support, connection found with the use of multiple metrics 
and top management's positive perception, but not with total firm 
performance indicators 

H3 There are differences in metric use 
between Finland and the UK 

Supported, there are many similarities (e.g. 10 out of 15 most used 
metrics are the same), but where UK measurers put weight on 
retailer and competitor related metrics, Finnish measurers 
concentrate on the end-user. Both countries highlight the use of 
financial metrics. 

H4 There are differences between used 
metrics and those considered essential 

Supported, this was supported on total firm level as well as market 
situation and position in the market level. 

H5a 
Measurement practices and the metrics 
used differ depending on the market 
situation 

No support, the same categories where used despite the market 
situation and the measurement practices did not differ statistically 
between those in different market situations 

H5b 
Measurement practices and the metrics 
used differ depending on the position 
of the business in the market 

Supported, categories used and preferred differed depending on the 
position of the firm in the market. Also measurement practices 
differed. 

H5c 
Measurement practices and the metrics 
used differ depending on the operating 
sector 

Supported, those in manufacturing and sales use different metrics 
compared to those operating in sales. Also the measurement 
practices differ, those in sale use more metrics categories and more 
metrics compared to those operating in manufacturing and services. 

H6 

One metric in each category will have 
the most positive influence on the 
respondents perception of successful 
measurement of that category 

Supported 

H7 

Marketing performance measurement 
is more regular in organizations where 
the top executives are involved in 
marketing 

Supported 

H8a 

Marketing performance measurement 
is more regular in organizations that 
have a larger proportion of positions 
related to marketing 

Supported 

H8b 

More different measures are used in 
organizations that have a larger 
proportion of positions related to 
marketing 

No support 

H9 

The biggest obstacles in marketing 
performance measurement are the lack 
of material and consistent 
measurement practices 

Partial support, the biggest obstacles are the lack of skill and the top 
management lack of time, but among regular measurers these 
obstacles hypotheses are the biggest obstacles 

H10 CLV is seen as an important metric in 
marketing performance measurement 

Supported, even though this is the least used of all the metrics, it 
was in the top 15 of metrics thought of as essential 

H11 
The metrics that can be combined to 
formulate CLV are already in use in 
many firms today 

Supported, 40 % of firms use all of the 4 metrics that can be 
combined to model CLV 

 92



6.2. Managerial Implications 
 

Most of the hypotheses proposed were totally or partly supported by the research 

conducted. There seems to be a link between perceived marketing performance 

and regular measurement practices. No linkage could be reported between regular 

measurement practices and general financial performance measures. In this case 

the managements’ own perceptions of measurement are considered to be a better 

indicator of marketing measurement performance, because many other things 

influence broad financial measures apart from intra firm matters. It was also found 

that the top executives’ perceptions of the financial performance of marketing 

were better when a wider array and number of metrics was used. 

 

These findings support the theory proposed in the framework, where the different 

categories of measures are grouped together to form a base for successful 

marketing performance measurement. Also the regularity of measurement 

practices is highlighted. Generally most firms do measure marketing on a regular 

basis. 69 percent of respondents reported that they measure marketing regularly. 

Most of these regular measurers reported that they monitor performance on a 

monthly basis. Top executives’ perception of their marketing practices was also 

found to be better in situations where regular marketing measurement practices 

were in place as opposed to firms that do not measure marketing regularly. 

 

Various groupings of different measures were introduced, groupings by frequency 

of use and implied essential nature of metrics. Also a list of metrics that rated 

highest among the successful measurement of a given category was made. These 

can be used as a guideline in the development of company specific measurement 

palettes that help in determining marketing performance. 

 

A given market situation had effect on the preferred metrics used most frequently 

by firms in the same kind of competitive situation. Also the state of the market 
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that businesses operate in had an effect on the metrics that were preferred and 

used most commonly. The competitive situation the firm is in had an effect on the 

number of metrics used and the number of metrics used from different categories. 

This suggests that firms in an attack or defense position needs to monitor closely 

all aspects of marketing to get an advantage in the given situation. Also these 

firms consider financial metrics to be very essential. On the other hand firms that 

have more peaceful competitive situations use less metrics and put more value on 

metrics that are customer and consumer related.  

 

Also the sector a given firm operates in had an effect on the metric categories and 

single metrics preferred. Those operating in manufacturing and sales had a higher 

interest in financial and retailer related metrics where as those involved in services 

preferred end-used related metrics. Manufacturers where the only ones 

particularly interested in innovation-related metrics. 

 

The greatest obstacles to regular marketing performance measurement seemed to 

be top management lack of time and lack of skill. These results show that the 

initiative to set up measurement processes needs to come from the top, and also 

necessary training should be made available to those needed in implementing and 

interpreting the measurement and results. 

 

When regular measurement practices are in place the major obstacles also include 

lack of material and lack of consistency. Sometimes more efficient data analysis 

applications could be helpful, but more often than not the material exists, but it is 

not processed into a usable form. The lack of consistency is improved with time 

and firm specific, cross-functional measurement practices. 

 

As noted before the calculation of customer lifetime value is not very popular in 

firms today, even though researchers value this metric. The concept and 

calculation of this metric was gone through in detail in chapter 3. It could be 
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beneficial to firms to investigate the possibility of incorporating this metric into 

their metric palette. Already almost 40% of respondents marked CLV as an 

essential metric, even though it was the least used of all the metrics at this time.  

Also 40% of firm report using all of the metrics needed in CLV calculation. The 

adoption of this metric could help in marketing performance evaluation and in 

better investment prioritization. It could also help the financial side of the firm in 

understanding the central role marketing has in accumulating the wealth of 

shareholders. Also the adoption of this metric could prove helpful to outside firm 

evaluators (e.g. stock analysts) who struggle with the valuation of intangible 

assets today.  

   

6.3. Limitations and Future Research 
 

The data for this research was collected as part of a larger marketing related 

questionnaire. The number of questions and question specificity had to limited in 

order to come up with a questionnaire that did not demand too much effort from 

respondents. For this reason specific metric related questions had to be limited. 

Also the lack of responses in the questions that mapped the financial performance 

metrics of companies made the utilization of these questions difficult. 

 

Even though the response rate for the query can be thought of as very acceptable 

for an e-mail survey, in terms of statistical research the response rate can be 

considered quite poor. According to Malhotra & Birks (2007) response rates 

below 15% in mail surveys can lead to serious bias. This is because whether a 

person responds to a mail survey can for example be related to how meaningful 

the subject is to the respondent. This can be considered a problem in this query, 

because those interested in marketing are thought to have had higher incentive to 

answer compared to those who are not. This on the other hand might have an 

influence on research results. 
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Also the sector distribution between respondents compared with the total target 

population was some what distorted. The services sector and the manufacturing 

sector were slightly over weighted, and the sales sector was under weighted 

compared with the total population. Variations between specific sector sub-groups 

like B2B-services and building differed quite markedly between the total 

population and the respondents. This might have some effect on research results. 

In future research the differences in measurement practices between different 

business sectors could be sought after in more detail, this might also help in the 

interpretation of the results of this thesis. 

 

The marketing performance metrics used in this thesis and the questionnaire were 

in large part taken from previous research conducted in the UK. It is assumed that 

the collection of metrics used here incorporates all the metrics that are widely 

used in firms for marketing performance measurement. No preliminary research 

was done here in Finland to conclude if this collection withholds all the metrics or 

the most important metrics used in the Finnish business community. Mapping the 

marketing performance metrics used in Finnish businesses in more depth might 

also be an interesting topic for future research. 

 

In future research it would also be interesting to explore the use of customer 

lifetime value as metric in more detail. This metric has been used in previous 

research as a means of company value calculation. A more through investigation 

with the help of more extensive company data could give additional information 

on the usability of customer lifetime value as key strategic performance metric.  

Also the usability of this metric in companies, and the actual calculation of this 

metric could be interesting topics for further research. This study has leaned on a 

few previous researchers’ for the methods of calculation, and there are also many 

different calculation techniques available. In this research some simplifications to 

the calculation of this metric were made. More research is needed to investigate 
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the actual calculation of this metric using the information derived from the metrics 

that were seen in this thesis to contribute the information need in CLV 

calculation. It would also be interesting to research further the possibility of the 

adoption of this metric in firms today. 

 

Previous research shows that the demand for better intangible asset valuation 

techniques is growing. The generalization of CLV, or some other strategic 

marketing performance metric within the business community could help in 

making intangible assets more transparent and easier to use also in outside firm 

performance evaluation. The valuation of intangible assets, of which marketing 

can account for a large part of in firms today (Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey, 

1999), could also prove to be a very interesting topic in future research. 
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H2a     

Comparison 
Difference between 

means 95% confidence limits  
2-0 0,02 -0,3 0,34  
2-4 0,2 -0,07 0,46  
2-3 0,2 -0,11 0,51  
2-1 0,26 -0,14 0,67  
2-5 0,27 0,02 0,2 *** 
2-6 0,44 0,19 0,69 *** 
0-2 -0,02 0,34 0,3  
0-4 0,17 -0,06 0,41  
0-3 0,18 -0,1 0,47  
0-1 0,24 -0,15 0,63  
0-5 0,25 0,02 0,47 *** 
0-6 0,42 0,2 0,64 *** 
4-2 -0,2 -0,46 0,07  
4-0 -0,17 -0,41 0,06  
4-3 0,01 -0,22 0,23  
4-1 0,07 -0,28 0,41  
4-5 0,07 -0,06 0,21  
4-6 0,24 0,12 0,37 *** 
3-2 -0,2 -0,51 0,11  
3-0 -0,18 -0,47 0,1  
3-4 -0,01 -0,23 0,22  
3-1 0,06 -0,32 0,44  
3-5 0,07 -0,15 0,28  
3-6 0,24 0,03 0,44 *** 
1-2 -0,26 -0,67 0,14  
1-0 -0,24 -0,63 0,15  
1-4 -0,07 -0,41 0,28  
1-3 -0,06 -0,44 0,32  
1-5 0,01 -0,33 0,35  
1-6 0,18 -0,16 0,51  
5-2 -0,27 -0,52 -0,02 *** 
5-0 -0,25 -0,47 -0,02 *** 
5-4 -0,07 -0,21 0,06  
5-3 -0,07 -0,28 0,15  
5-1 -0,01 -0,35 0,33  
5-6 0,17 0,07 0,28 *** 
6-2 -0,44 0,69 -0,19 *** 
6-0 -0,42 -0,64 -0,2 *** 
6-4 -0,24 -0,37 -0,12 *** 
6-3 -0,24 0,44 -0,03 *** 
6-1 -0,18 -0,51 0,16  
6-5 -0,17 -0,28 0,07 *** 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 117



H2b     
Number of metrics in use (categorized)    
     

Comparison 
Difference between 
means 95% confidence limits  

1-2 0,09 -0,05 0,22  
1-3 0,33 0,2 0,46 *** 
1-4 0,55 0,41 0,69 *** 
2-1 -0,09 -0,22 0,05  
2-3 0,24 0,14 0,35 *** 
2-4 0,47 0,35 0,58 *** 
3-1 -0,33 -0,46 -0,2 *** 
3-2 -0,24 -0,35 -0,14 *** 
3-4 0,22 0,11 0,34 *** 
4-1 -0,55 -0,69 -0,41 *** 
4-2 -0,47 -0,58 -0,35 *** 
4-3 -0,22 -0,34 -0,11 *** 

 
H5b     
Number of categories in use in different competitive positions  
     

Comparison 
Difference between 
means 95% confidence limits  

2-3 0,1 -0,11 0,31  
2-4 0,61 0,38 0,83 *** 
2-1 1,05 0,5 1,6 *** 
3-2 -0,1 -0,31 0,11  
3-4 0,51 0,28 0,72 *** 
3-1 0,95 0,41 1,5 *** 
4-2 -0,61 -0,83 -0,38 *** 
4-3 -0,51 0,73 -0,28 *** 
4-1 0,45 -0,1 1  
1-2 -1,05 -1,6 -0,5 *** 
1-3 -0,95 -1,5 -0,41 *** 
1-4 -0,45 -1 0,1  

 
H5b     
Number of metrics in use in different competitive positions  
     

Comparison 
Difference between 

means 95% confidence limits  
2-3 0,13 -0,01 0,26  
2-4 0,46 0,31 0,6 *** 
2-1 0,7 0,35 1,05 *** 
3-2 -0,13 -0,26 0,01  
3-4 0,33 0,19 0,47 *** 
3-1 0,57 0,22 0,92 *** 
4-2 -0,46 -0,6 -0,31 *** 
4-3 -0,33 -0,47 -0,19 *** 
4-1 0,24 -0,11 0,6  
1-2 -0,7 -1,05 -0,35 *** 
1-3 -0,57 -0,92 -0,22 *** 
1-4 -0,24 -0,6 0,11  
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H5c     
Number of categories in use in different sectors   
     

Comparison 
Difference between 
means 95% confidence limits  

2-1 0,05 -0,25 0,35  
2-3 0,41 0,12 0,7 *** 
1-2 -0,05 -0,35 0,25  
1-3 0,35 0,16 0,56 *** 
3-2 -0,41 -0,7 -0,12 *** 
3-1 -3,36 -0,56 -0,16 *** 

     
H5c     
Number of metrics in use in different sectors   
     

Comparison 
Difference between 

means 95% confidence limits  
2-1 0,22 0,03 0,41 *** 
2-3 0,37 0,18 0,55 *** 
1-2 -0,22 -0,41 -0,03 *** 
1-3 0,15 0,02 0,27 *** 
3-2 -0,37 -0,55 -0,18 *** 
3-1 -0,15 -0,27 -0,02 *** 
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H3    
    
Ranking of all metrics in use     

Metric   Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

f1 Sales 1045 90% 
f5 Profit/profitabiliy 1023 88% 
f3 Gross margins 939 81% 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 900 78% 
b1 Total number f consumers 845 73% 
a4 Relevance to customer 836 72% 
d1 Market share 790 68% 
a1 Awareness 779 67% 
f4 Marketing spend 768 66% 
b9 number of customer complaints 756 65% 
b2 Number of new consumers 746 64% 
b3 Loyalty/retention 730 63% 
f8 ROI 727 63% 
c2 Customer satisfaction 727 63% 
a10 Knowledge 695 60% 
a6 Image/personality/identity 673 58% 
c3 Number of customer complaints 636 55% 
e3 Margin on new products 625 54% 
a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 624 54% 
e2 Revenue on new products 620 54% 
d5 Relative consumer satisfaction 594 51% 
a2 Salience 588 51% 
a7 (perceived) differentiation 579 50% 
d2 Relative price 578 50% 
f6 Shareholder value 577 50% 
b7 Number of leads generated/inquiries 572 49% 
d6 Relative perceived quality 567 49% 
a5 relevance to customer 544 47% 
a9 Other attitudes e.g. liking 509 44% 
f2 % discount 508 44% 
b4 price sensitivity/elasticity 504 44% 
d3 Loyalty (share) 480 41% 
e1 Number of new products in period 473 41% 
b8 Conversions (leads to sales) % 463 40% 
d4 Penetration 453 39% 
b6 Number of products per customer 437 38% 
c1 Distribution/availability 436 38% 
b5 Purchasing on promotion 434 38% 
f7 EVA 399 34% 
d7 Share of voice 292 25% 
f9 CLV 270 23% 
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Ranking of all metrics thought of as essential     

Metric   Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

f2 % discount 995 86% 
f6 Shareholder value 984 85% 
f4 Marketing spend 906 78% 
a4 Relevance to customer 843 73% 
a5 relevance to customer 785 68% 
a2 Salience 729 63% 
c3 Number of customer complaints 726 63% 
d2 Relative price 722 62% 
b4 price sensitivity/elasticity 717 62% 
b2 Number of new consumers 694 60% 
b3 Loyalty/retention 678 59% 
c1 Distribution/availability 663 57% 
f9 CLV 624 54% 
f1 Sales 605 52% 
d6 Relative perceived quality 603 52% 
a7 (perceived) differentiation 600 52% 
d7 Share of voice 597 52% 
d1 Market share 582 50% 
e3 Margin on new products 577 50% 
a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 566 49% 
a9 Other attitudes e.g. liking 564 49% 
b8 Conversions (leads to sales) % 561 48% 
f7 EVA 556 48% 
b1 total number of consumers 553 48% 
f5 Profit/profitability 551 48% 
b9 Number of customer complaints 522 45% 
a3 Percieved quality/esteem 508 44% 
a6 Image/personality/identity 496 43% 
b5 Purchasing on promotion 493 43% 
d4 Penetration 488 42% 
d3 Loyalty (share) 470 41% 
e2 Revenue on new products 456 39% 
a1 Awareness 452 39% 
f3 Gross margins 447 39% 
d5 Relative consumer satisfaction 442 38% 
b7 Number of leads generated/inquiries 432 37% 
b6 Number of products per customer 428 37% 
c2 Customer satisfaction 422 36% 
f8 ROI 422 36% 

a10 Knowledge 377 33% 
e1 Number of new products in period 334 29% 
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Top 15 
(Ambler 
et al. 
2004)   % of all respondents 

f5* Profit/Profitability 92% 
f1* Sales, value and/or volume 91% 
f3* Gross margin 81% 
a1* Awareness 78% 
d1* Market share 78% 
e1 Number of new products 73% 
d2 Relative price 70% 
b9* Number of customer complaints 69% 
a4* Consumer satisfaction 68% 
c1 Distribution/Availability 66% 

b1* Total number of customers 66% 
f4* Marketing spend 65% 
a3* Perceived quality /esteem 64% 
b3* Loyalty/retention 64% 
d5 Relative perceived quality 63% 

* also in the top 15 in Finnish firms  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
H5c   
   
Manufacturing Top 15  
   

Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

f1 Sales 92% 
f5 Profit/profitabiliy 91% 
f3 Gross margins 87% 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 82% 
a4 Relevance to customer 74% 
f8 ROI 73% 
b9 number of customer complaints 73% 
d1 Market share 73% 
c2 Customer satisfaction 72% 
c3 Number of customer complaints 70% 
a1 Awareness 65% 
f4 Marketing spend 65% 
b1 Total number f consumers 64% 
a10 Knowledge 63% 
e3 Margin on new products 61% 
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Sales Top 15  
   

Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

f1 Sales 94% 
f3 Gross margins 94% 
f5 Profit/profitabiliy 91% 
d1 Market share 80% 
f4 Marketing spend 80% 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 78% 
b1 Total number f consumers 75% 
a1 Awareness 73% 
a4 Relevance to customer 73% 
f8 ROI 72% 
c2 Customer satisfaction 71% 
a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 69% 
c3 Number of customer complaints 68% 
a6 Image/personality/identity 67% 
b3 Loyalty/retention 67% 

   
Services Top 15  
   

Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

f1 Sales 89% 
f5 Profit/profitabiliy 87% 
b1 Total number f consumers 79% 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 75% 
f3 Gross margins 75% 
a4 Relevance to customer 71% 
b2 Number of new consumers 71% 
a1 Awareness 68% 
b3 Loyalty/retention 66% 
f4 Marketing spend 65% 
d1 Market share 63% 
b9 number of customer complaints 62% 
a10 Knowledge 58% 
a6 Image/personality/identity 58% 
b7 Number of leads generated/inquiries 57% 
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H5c   
   
Manufacturing Top 15  
   

Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

f1 Sales 89% 
f5 Profit/profitability 88% 
f3 Gross margins 85% 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 75% 
c2 Customer satisfaction 72% 
a4 Relevance to customer 69% 
d1 Market share 66% 
b4 price sensitivity/elasticity 62% 
c3 Number of customer complaints 62% 
f8 ROI 60% 
a1 Awareness 60% 
e3 Margin on new products 59% 
d6 Relative perceived quality 59% 
b3 Loyalty/retention 58% 
e2 Revenue on new products 56% 

   
Sales Top 15  
   

Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

f3 Gross margins 91% 
f5 Profit/profitability 91% 
f1 Sales 89% 
c2 Customer satisfaction 73% 
d1 Market share 70% 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 68% 
b3 Loyalty/retention 68% 
a4 Relevance to customer 67% 
a1 Awareness 65% 
f8 ROI 65% 
b1 total number of consumers 63% 
f4 Marketing spend 63% 
c1 Distribution/availability 60% 
b2 Number of new consumers 59% 
f2 % discount 59% 
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Services Top 15  
   

Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

f1 Sales 84% 
f5 Profit/profitability 82% 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 73% 
f3 Gross margins 71% 
a4 Relevance to customer 68% 
a1 Awareness 65% 
b1 total number of consumers 65% 
b3 Loyalty/retention 64% 
b2 Number of new consumers 63% 
d1 Market share 58% 
b9 Number of customer complaints 55% 
c2 Customer satisfaction 55% 
b7 Number of leads generated/inquiries 53% 
a6 Image/personality/identity 53% 
b8 Conversions (leads to sales) % 51% 

    

H5  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

Only firm in the market  b1 total number of consumers 67% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 64% 
  f1 Sales 64% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 61% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 58% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 58% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 58% 
  f3 Gross margins 52% 
  f8 ROI 52% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 48% 
  a1 Awareness 45% 
  a6 Image/personality/identity 45% 
  a10 Knowledge 45% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 45% 
  a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 42% 
     

Market leader  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 93% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 90% 
  f3 Gross margins 85% 
  d1 Market share 82% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 81% 
  b1 total number of consumers 77% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 76% 
  a1 Awareness 73% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 71% 
  f4 Marketing spend 70% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 68% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 66% 
  f8 ROI 66% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 66% 
  a1 Awareness 65% 
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Challenger  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 92% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 91% 
  f3 Gross margins 83% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 80% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 73% 
  b1 total number of consumers 72% 
  d1 Market share 71% 
  a1 Awareness 69% 
  f4 Marketing spend 68% 
  f8 ROI 68% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 68% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 67% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 67% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 65% 
  a10 Knowledge 62% 
     

Follower  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 87% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 86% 
  f3 Gross margins 77% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 74% 
  b1 total number of consumers 70% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 67% 
  f4 Marketing spend 62% 
  a1 Awareness 61% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 60% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 57% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 57% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 55% 
  a10 Knowledge 54% 
  f8 ROI 54% 
  a6 Image/personality/identity 54% 

 

New developing markets  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

  b6 Number of products per customer 89% 
  d3 Loyalty (share) 87% 
  c1 Distribution/availability 80% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 78% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 77% 
  f3 Gross margins 75% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 69% 
  c3 Number of customer complaints 68% 
  e1 Number of new products in period 64% 
  a10 Knowledge 64% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 63% 
  f1 Sales 61% 
  a5 relevance to customer 61% 
  a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 60% 
  b4 price sensitivity/elasticity 60% 
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Stable growth markets  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

  d3 Loyalty (share) 90% 
  b6 Number of products per customer 88% 
  c1 Distribution/availability 81% 
  f3 Gross margins 78% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 73% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 71% 
  f1 Sales 68% 
  e3 Margin on new products 68% 
  e1 Number of new products in period 67% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 66% 
  a10 Knowledge 64% 
  c3 Number of customer complaints 64% 
  f9 CLV 63% 
  a5 relevance to customer 62% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 61% 
     

Mature markets  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

  d3 Loyalty (share) 93% 
  b6 Number of products per customer 89% 
  c1 Distribution/availability 82% 
  f3 Gross margins 79% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 72% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 72% 
  e2 Revenue on new products 72% 
  f1 Sales 68% 
  e1 Number of new products in period 67% 
  c3 Number of customer complaints 66% 
  f9 CLV 65% 
  a5 relevance to customer 64% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 63% 
  a10 Knowledge 61% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 60% 
     

Declining markets  Metric in use 
% of 
respondents 

  d3 Loyalty (share) 82% 
  b6 Number of products per customer 82% 
  c1 Distribution/availability 79% 
  f3 Gross margins 71% 
  e3 Margin on new products 68% 
  f1 Sales 64% 
  c3 Number of customer complaints 64% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 61% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 61% 
  a10 Knowledge 61% 
  a5 relevance to customer 61% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 57% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 57% 
  f6 Shareholder value 57% 
  b4 price sensitivity/elasticity 57% 

 

 127



 

Only firm in the market  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  b1 total number of consumers 61% 
  f1 Sales 58% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 58% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 55% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 52% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 52% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 52% 
  c3 Number of customer complaints 52% 
  f3 Gross margins 52% 
  a1 Awareness 48% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 48% 
  a5 relevance to customer 45% 
  a6 Image/personality/identity 45% 
  b8 Conversions (leads to sales) % 45% 
  a10 Knowledge 42% 
     

Market leader  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 89% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 89% 
  f3 Gross margins 80% 
  d1 Market share 76% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 75% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 69% 
  b1 total number of consumers 65% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 62% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 62% 
  f8 ROI 62% 
  a1 Awareness 62% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 61% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 60% 
  d5 Relative consumer satisfaction 57% 
  d6 Relative perceived quality 57% 
     

Challenger  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 89% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 87% 
  f3 Gross margins 81% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 74% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 71% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 66% 
  a1 Awareness 66% 
  d1 Market share 64% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 63% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 58% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 58% 
  b1 total number of consumers 58% 
  f8 ROI 57% 
  d5 Relative consumer satisfaction 56% 
  e3 Margin on new products 55% 
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Follower  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 81% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 81% 
  f3 Gross margins 74% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 72% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 64% 
  a1 Awareness 63% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 62% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 61% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 58% 
  b1 total number of consumers 58% 
  a7 (perceived) differentiation 54% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 52% 
  a6 Image/personality/identity 51% 
  a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 50% 
  b7 Number of leads generated/inquiries 47% 

 

New developing markets  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 84% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 84% 
  f3 Gross margins 77% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 73% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 73% 
  a1 Awareness 65% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 63% 
  b1 total number of consumers 62% 
  e3 Margin on new products 62% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 61% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 61% 
  e2 Revenue on new products 60% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 57% 
  b7 Number of leads generated/inquiries 55% 
  d1 Market share 55% 
     

Stable growth markets  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  f5 Profit/profitability 86% 
  f1 Sales 85% 
  f3 Gross margins 78% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 74% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 69% 
  a1 Awareness 64% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 64% 
  d1 Market share 63% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 61% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 60% 
  b1 total number of consumers 59% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 59% 
  f8 ROI 55% 
  a6 Image/personality/identity 55% 
  e3 Margin on new products 54% 
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Mature markets  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 88% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 85% 
  f3 Gross margins 80% 
  a3 Percieved quality/esteem 71% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 65% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 65% 
  d1 Market share 64% 
  a1 Awareness 61% 
  b1 total number of consumers 61% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 60% 
  b2 Number of new consumers 57% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 55% 
  f8 ROI 54% 
  c3 Number of customer complaints 53% 
  d5 Relative consumer satisfaction 50% 
     

Declining markets  Metric essential 
% of 
respondents 

  f1 Sales 75% 
  f5 Profit/profitability 75% 
  a4 Relevance to customer 68% 
  f3 Gross margins 68% 
  a3 Perceived quality/esteem 64% 
  c2 Customer satisfaction 64% 
  d1 Market share 64% 
  b9 Number of customer complaints 61% 
  d5 Relative consumer satisfaction 61% 
  b3 Loyalty/retention 57% 
  c3 Number of customer complaints 57% 
  a10 Knowledge 54% 
  b1 total number of consumers 54% 
  a1 Awareness 50% 
  a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 50% 
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H6       
Metrics ranked by best perception of measurement in a given category    
Smallest mean in given category highlighted      
       
    Metric not in use Metric in use   
Metric  Mean SD Mean SD Sig. 

f7 EVA 2,39 1,25 2,13 1,11 0,0006 
f2 % discount 2,41 1,25 2,16 1,14 0,0005 
f6 Shareholder value 2,42 1,25 2,17 1,16 0,0005 
f8 ROI 2,50 1,29 2,19 1,15 0,0001 
f9 CLV 2,33 1,23 2,20 1,14 0,1019 
f4 Marketing spend 2,51 1,31 2,20 1,15 0,0001 
f3 Gross margins 2,60 1,27 2,23 1,19 0,0001 
f5 Profit/profitabiliy 2,66 1,28 2,26 1,20 0,0004 
f1 Sales 2,75 1,31 2,26 1,20 0,0001 
d7 Share of voice 2,92 1,26 2,32 0,95 0,0001 
d4 Penetration 3,00 1,30 2,40 0,97 0,0001 
d6 Relative percieved quality 3,09 1,31 2,43 1,01 0,0001 
d3 Loyalty (share) 3,00 1,29 2,44 1,02 0,0001 
d5 Relative consumer satisfaction 3,11 1,31 2,44 1,02 0,0001 
d2 Relative price 3,08 1,32 2,46 1,01 0,0001 
a7 (perceived) differentiation 2,86 0,75 2,52 0,69 0,0001 
d1 Market share 3,19 1,36 2,57 1,09 0,0001 
a9 Other attitudes e.g. liking 3,39 1,42 2,64 1,06 0,0001 
a5 relevance to customer 3,39 1,44 2,69 1,08 0,0001 
a2 Salience 3,41 1,42 2,72 1,14 0,0001 
a8 Commitment/ purchase intent 3,46 1,48 2,73 1,08 0,0001 
a6 Image/personality/identity 3,48 1,45 2,77 1,15 0,0001 
a1 Awareness 3,64 1,49 2,79 1,10 0,0001 
c1 Distribution/availability 3,41 1,25 2,80 1,12 0,0001 

a10 Knowledge 3,47 1,47 2,80 1,15 0,0001 
a4 Relevance to customer 3,67 1,53 2,84 1,17 0,0001 
b4 price sensitivity/elasticity 3,45 1,33 2,88 1,09 0,0001 
a3 Perceived quality/esteem 3,70 1,62 2,89 1,18 0,0001 
b6 Number of products per customer 3,38 1,31 2,89 1,12 0,0001 
b5 Purchasing on promotion 3,37 1,30 2,90 1,13 0,0001 
c3 Number of customer complaints 3,50 1,31 2,92 1,13 0,0001 
b8 Conversions (leads to sales) % 3,38 1,31 2,92 1,46 0,0001 
c2 Customer satisfaction 3,59 1,39 2,95 1,12 0,0001 
b3 Loyalty/retention 3,63 1,33 2,95 1,16 0,0001 
b2 Number of new consumers 3,63 1,34 2,97 1,16 0,0001 
e1 Number of new products in period 3,56 1,35 2,98 1,39 0,0001 
e3 Margin on new products 3,69 1,37 3,01 1,27 0,0001 
b7 Number of leads generated/inquiries 3,38 1,33 3,01 1,17 0,0001 
b9 Number of customer complaints 3,53 1,37 3,03 1,17 0,0001 
b1 total number of consumers 3,68 1,36 3,03 1,19 0,0001 
e2 Revenue on new products 3,65 1,36 3,04 1,30 0,0001 
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