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(Anderson et al. 1994, Mittal et al. 1998, Szymanski
and Henard 2001) 5 B &= 2] A} B o2} SLufjsy
&, 57 = (Dholakia and Morwitz 2002, Kamakura
et al. 2002, Keiningham et al. 2003) 5 524 dx}
THA] FIA A 4= Aol 8 HE ek wiZofl &
2 719B0] 1Mo Axe] nANE 4
H7\ek 1, ol A&H o R Ryt 5, 14
BES 94 AT ek Y Agolrt

(Mittal and Kamakura 2001; Simester et al. 2000). =

A, 1950 Beke 2o 2 Q18] mATSo] A

T3] T2 LR FFE AR, Al vls|
/}J' az

SFo] FAF w2E AL Qs o2t A 7Y
7t 55 2pol i Zol &1 Q17| wEo]th(Rust et al.
1995, Fornell et al. 1996, Ngobo 1999). 72} =2

£ 2o Hls) DA o

At
Y
ok
o,
i
A

14
Stal gl Al ol = ]lsl 7| E2 &

K
=2

ko o
ol
ol
SO CU R = RV

I
o
o
noH

10] B]-§ Hiv] =7}

rg
=2
o)
fol
o

rr

= 29I

i)
H
!
rhu
i
Y,
=2
e
.|
il
B

JTHHo et al.

)

S
W g
o =~

I
ofb iy
ox o 1
>

[0y %

4 o
0, rd
N
o
My
Tlo
R )
1B ofN
ARl
_IINI mlo
=)

lo =
k]
rg
o
)
o

o
=
= ol o
N,
ool B
N
ME
ok,
B[\
i,
2,
>,
=

o LL
e

oL 12
=L

o,
o
= et
Y,
)
o

ox L 2
4 rit
g

>
s
0 iz
Mr -
o
9,
k]
[ = )

x L

rlr

=
lo
Htl
N
r
1o
o3l
i)
O
o
HL

ol
=
o
=2,
P
)
. Mo
M
A yE
N
2 o
30 1 o
ol N
o X
N, oy
=‘|3L_"
o]

oF T fLomx L 2

i
2

=

o J
T
o
0y
s
Y,
)
i
ne
il
o

>

N

N

i)

)

 r
_>|~l_l‘

gk 2
il i 5

i

e WA a5
I
of
ol
rr

~”n§—l~léll_‘%rlréﬁuﬁoﬁ

N

N
By
Mg T
T

I

>

rlr

Im

e

K

K

;Y

(o

o

N
I M

o\ rok

gk 2
b ke
B ">

oL
ox T flo @ AN Jm ook orr oot mi N

O >{>l_‘
o Mo
30,
rr
ja)

T
[
i)

lo ol

>
A,

Ao, A9 Aulay Wide idstast
Esie Aol B v ek =& IKEAE ©]
23 FHEE S5 AT 5 e Aotk 5

719l Bt Ade o Zofl HFshe Ao
Ao digt A= A A M=, BlE
21 MY A gl 22] 359 3712 2okl T4
Ao & o] oA girh. WA F Y A Foke] 2k
7]9F ¥ (Resource-based View)oll T2, 7]¢0]
OhE 7199 A== 7S A Al
o ¢S 7HE 5 le, ol2el 7HA = 719
of ZxAor H A At om Qs WAL
FAFSHCHRumelt 1984; Wernerfelt 1984; Barney

1986; Dierickx and Cool 1989). o] ¥Hgof u}p=H,
1] FRL9E 271 SIAE B Aol
7FA] 213l (valuable), 3]4d 0] 2] O H(rare), HHFO|
S (difficult to imitate), A E7}F53Hnon
substitutable) E4-= Z3 QlojoF Sti(Barney
1991).

FH Keller, Apéria and Georgson (2008)< AFA}
O HHEE Aol aatA o g Z2| - sH7] 9
SiA = Bl = ofo|dIE E] & F-=5kal T1of Fetst



= BRE o|n|X] & FEdfoF of=t], o]= HHE
7t 2 RS EA] AEHE(POD: points of
difference)?} -F-AHd(POP: points of parity)2t $17|
Slo] 9k o] 7Rtk 243 WA A

[e) T o

SHoA, 7ol AR $91E St 1170] 7]
dol B E Fdsfiof & o]-{E AlEstr] flsh
Ao the BEe} e 553 B4 45
= Zo] Fasotrh ¥ A2 RS HiE
7hZ¥5 2 QL kel B A9 o] Al oA
oAl AAAA 750l 2 7|24 5 9
o]ttt SFH| Keller et al. (2008)2 45291 ]
S A= olg EAAE= HF A o= HAS)
= o] TSR, At Aol A 85 7]
el S48 22 BRI} g AP B
o AA o R QAEE Aol urt Aol
FAFsitt, AAZ Iyer and Muncy(2005)= -F-AH
29 FASE 1AN4E 4R fa A7
E49 vARE] G0l ANThT 2

npz|9k © 2 Cooperrider and Whitney(2005)+= =
2] Y 5-o] T ol A <A & (Appreciate Inquiry)’
olehe F1E-2 AR, TGl Axzo] 7
AL ZANES FERS W} ok 9L 5
2w Bjs) 2= WskE o] Fol W % 9
7w, 24 A5e Qe Juel 22
qavon, BAE dEsts A9 PHe Bt
o4 220l of] 217 Gl A7) AS it Y
ettt fAFSE W20 2 Whitney and Trosten-

Bloom(2003)= P|=9] 2 2F 48] AH[A GA|Q]
‘British Petroleum’s Procare’ 2] A& &3, B9H=
et 70 2HE] 25t of o] HFoh= AR
Aot 17 0 2 BLE] 9t 7 of] HF5h= Aol
antzolgtyl  FAIc $FH  Drucker(2008),
Buckingham and Clifton(2001) & A] 7i9lo] AF5

7] felAE i oz Fde Aed A =4

g

sha glek. 2 opge BAH 0= WM s

d

ot

o o wHAA o] el AFA R BHG
1= 719] QU= Agolch. 2t oFd S v 44
o2 AEshs 24 7Mel SWOT £49] %<
T, 2EAQ BAe 3RS Hrjstshs SAl
Ao A4l Were mEsier] A, 24
dhster b 248 5 S Aesheg] X
o}, Thet 71l 25 Bg sk olAra A

Ao

o=

IPA (Importance-Performance Analysis)2] &

HPe o, 7= Aol dit A Fd2

Fg gAsHe W ool e Al
r

Aol okl F=Hr} [PA= T}
=

(Performance)= 2709] £ ° 2 St mjEE]A

Sk Z1%olk. oo }2W a5} B2 5

& A S22 fAGE 212
A 2 53 Qi 9ol HTHs F|oFgt Fofo]
787 Th-gaflof ek B 9l Aolch

9 7] Q5L o ol el P4 XS A
7h WA $7 0] B o] ARl whel, ARAE
o 247 B £ Aakgre
g ojolel Hla) 7l RH £4E 2EA] B
o 24 77 B Bolol& o 27| A4l5he 9 2
o] Qe RO 2 $23 4 glrh e ARl %
Gol mjet A s XIS} ol ETA, A2 9]
s met A3H02 AR Ee s o

=
>
T

(o]
K3

74 7HsA T QT Moon(2011)2 7]



fot

82 | gEAT 24 4

bogARAE olEd

homogeneity)E ©F7|317] wf-Zoltal =434t

A TH(performance) 2}
&off n ATl 4

—_‘_L“,
ju
=)
Mo
H—‘
1%
ilo
N,
o
2
11— ;kg
T
P
ol
N
— r
e
-

ox 10 &
M
ne
2
~
e
w2
(@]
S
S
=
=
8
8
=
=
R
il

2 Wkth(Oliver 1981, Churchill et al. 1982, Tse and
Wilton 1988). 0] ¢ WS- A 4= Q=4

A2 ARl o= o] 2|4t o] &

2
=
o)

o)
1o
i

HE3lE]o] grho]-gA), 2H4dol 2003; Pal and
Choushury 2009; Nwabueze and Mileski 2008;
Dagger and Sweeney 2006; Collier and Bienstock

2006; Chen and Ting 2002; Jamal and Naser 2002).
olgel A= 54 Zokt Aol £ 714

- 1

Eo] olH AH|A @l HFote Aol Aty
A7l gt AA S AlEs] ok 2By T
gt AFl £ 719l 7190l ATt A=l
wet ol Qs FiHor © Fdtefof sk
A9} o], MANE-S AFAQl SHolA H
g A4 AR FES Aot ok ]
2oz A 710 AANZ] AT FAS
I Qo HEMEE 9] 2010), ol Aol o
FoATE AA=Re] A pEo] mESd
nAgEEC] gt BAE o] t(Ngobo 1999;
Ho et al. 2006), 714 E+= % 5 2 0Ag &

Sol Mo} B EAE she o] HhEsiohs

A= AA A= 2012).

m 7Hgdy Y PEd

1 7p4 2%

(8
N
)
o
i
rok
o
)
2
=
I
az)
bs)
N,
o

N
lo
ku
flo o
)
oyl
ol
HL
o
™ rlo
=2
1o BN
o o

o

i
N )
=

o
o
R
(2
N e fo
e H 2
H ) il
Mo
N,

m 2 lo

o, o filo

_|_,
o
i _lm
ruft
oX,
oo Nk g ox MR o

(o]
— L
l‘ﬁ i:b[(

o g
of o o
Kuf
o8,

N
N

ol
-
rr

PR
Ao
o
k3

e

ooy 1o
T
_>|4_“

A
ﬂ';

%0,
&
iy
i)
2
o
tu o,
)

> oo
ol

_lOl' H

=
X
=

_H
olt
el
N
rZ orlo

B2 ool 4 2 2 v
ofN o

ol

P>

ox,

s
o
o
2]
it >y

K
oL

0
2
ot
P-{o

-

o
1o R
~
N
)
)
o o
o

__)&‘

I

2,
ko
=y
N
A
1o
o3l
o
=

Slestt
1986; 1991;
ZAAY 2
EEE ORI

=7Hs/d2
(Rumelt 1984; Wernerfelt 198
Dierickx and Cool 1989). TE3F
ol A 7] 2 0 2 7} o

B
Iz w

2
[

arne

<

>

ilo



5= A9lo] @

7] mEolt.

=

1

o]

5 Hopo] 7] u}
M 7] ]

=] X tH(Buckingham and

1
=]

O
(e}

oFA]

=

|

sl

Ch(Iyer and Muncy 2005; Keller et al.

T

Qr
Aol

4

o)

1
—

olet

Clifton 2001; Whitney and Trosten-Bloom 2003;
Cooperrider and Whitney 2005; Drucker 2008).

2008). WpAEto 2 2]

sfefar
2

o

W T TR THER FEERETTEMY b s
FEE oAy TR oW o 8 &
—_ ~ O 0 — A m] N Il e,m.ﬁ =
~3 ~ )y <X N — T = 1 B '« & i
s o X ) o NN o m o
o ub oF 2 i T A ® MW m Gt Mo L K0
ol ! ~ | ,Dl_.l o=
B g I G T, R A e N
bR = o = e SF EO o om0 9 RO
:.I EE 1_ KO O o = Lf ~ = o E_E _II_ ~X o0 3N
ol = Ul g w0 R — o N o 2 = Tt ) o 1 = KO
N (AN~ A o Ny ar g o™ RO &r
FEHE XX 5HMDd R ooy oy
& 3 2 = o oH o o0~ o W T om oo W
o O o Ib X m = n H op M - o 2o N <F
ko OF T O ﬂo_ﬂ‘_q_wx o_emaﬁuﬂ7xmammﬂplﬂ olu TT
—_— = : — o
P Bl Frd mlpgmfuPod Xs
oW R X By N wm How oo 2o 3
R HA % X S 3
o .ok o R gy NO T OB 0% iy oF S
T B o X Wagr =Fxe4 MEDT 28
D™ g s 3 mﬂqawﬂm;.mammmemﬂ._gw oHT_Lm
won ol o Lo o Ko 5 = K
T g Boyao g Ty wd
- I~ I . = N A KO
G - P S I S T S
Lol Wy Em KN AR T AR I Ny T 7
TERET T Ve a XN H s g R T g T e W
RN R T W B N W T o T 5 o) H oo D
S T R o PR MR R T R o T Ho
ﬂuL T e B o T N~ R o 2 I
P e® o T g Mo W &
o 7w B o H op R %mai_ua,ﬁma%ﬂo_u L. B oo
Exgy™®T S5 AW THREg Tz ow
N X R e ol MW Mo &N 5 o sx I
T R o X Ko - e <IN RO o 1
en W5 N orv T W o oop X o ®E X or mu ~ B0
W e o or el T — o) 0 No o ) [
T o %a M ol W =u 3 Jmo g N c__a WH = B =ur ,m__m
ol = — o~ 0 o
B Mg XS w2 Em o g X owd
e o @ B O gkl = ot N T o o BN B
TeT o By pRapze,TE T 4T
[ 0 N NO®myY T s w P [
N B E]a R m_u_w_ e . o_E&.ﬁ - Al ur = 0 % 0 H._ <F m&ﬂ DZ._ w
TR Xen i Bg oD S wd
N LT s R e Mgy R W
a oo A : o T 9w : =N
N oo o R A C qﬂ,:icﬂ._]io_ﬂooﬂc._ N oy
:,_o or T B a o T o ~F B
X P ® o omNom X Tl FOBe %o . o R N R
RO o D or e fe i RO or wmo D B



of
7
8l

o
OF

,_H”

)
—_
1|0
Jﬁmo

N[
i

Y 27t BE o
10| 9140] &2 7|

mr

o] B O

oFF 74 Mo| BHE L of
| gereto] 9jato] &2 7|

o
—

HATHE 24 SHAE AR TR).

F71el 7+

Ife]

od
o
mjn

e e 2

5]

o
T

o]

A 997 B = 307 BE-S 23] AA ZA}

5,940711 9]

&
s}
—

o =M,
3

5)
hm
o

)

o

d|o|El(raw data)E TH

2]

golHE 5
tj o2 25

t
A ASHTA 97N, BIHTA 470 B A H] 2 1271)

7}¢

b

TN A" &5 S45S

XO

FolM EA R o] Al

oa

T o
==

o] 2H]7}

£ 98 o

|

o

o

R

—

&

o,
S B o] A

ol 5

o

u g

5

997 BEAE=(FEE 2~67H)] o

o

r

19870(997H ERHE x 2

stAw F
2 AA =AUt

A

<2

oF o] ]

3 o

h
ot

o

o

B7rgtell o

= 30714 2]

"I
Mo
3
o|]

tes 7

S = HA s

11 9]

o

.
TE=4



e
(2) Change of Weaknessy,

6~871] 8 vt

L

—

Al 7]

&

’601:/\

ks

9l

Min[Attributey;1] - Min[Attributey;]

i

s
__OO

~y
el
ﬂo

go

ﬂmo

T
of

)AL A7t 23

5

o 7Hgefl o

g
Aol

B

R o] Z|gk, th4| A © 2 Fornell(1992)°] A

=
=

A
Al

N+
ol

4

_z_ﬂ_
K

i

g, o]

=S

As

104 A2 XA

TollA = ol ZA

i
5

.
,_OE
—_

!

o2

T

b 542

o

o7

Al

e
ar

ENE R

1%

N

171 2ol 741 ' 71H =

)

)

o) 5 Q14

el
Hip

7AO

T

1

3
T

o}, olol A 27} ZApell A

Fol Ei ol

A

L
—

Sh

[e)
Westbrook and Oliver 1991). & ¢1Loj| A= 1177k

Aot

ol

9]

A} 2ol A
1048 A2 XA}

| Fornell et al.(1996)°] ACSI

1] 915

o)

7}
(American Customer Satisfaction Index)

Zz0
’iTE"g

=

Jﬁmo

o

125

7
37}%2 ol

I

} oje) 27} 2412

A

Elem, 1

B 7hpzol

& by

7]

Ol
AR

37}

Max[Attributeyj+1] - Max[Attributey;]

(1) Change of Strengthy,

= O
i

H
T
J_Auo
wjr

17 Hiel

<

iy
K
el
KH
O

ot
A
R

=/Q

o

), AE UL

s
T

)
-

S @), clsAsetes

55457

g &

17 2ol A 5709] F2 w7



86 | REMT 224 45

Financial Statistics Information System) 2 Z2}-5
A A AEN(DART: Data Analysis, Retrieval and
Transfer System)©l| 4] A|-5-6t= FA| AF=E &85}
St AEH 02 HAE ] AT IS BeE
12919 BAES] 9 8, 39 ols} HU=E
g0 sl

25 SHH=

251 A|E HEE

2 AP DARE ] G 012 7P5 4ol
e A% WFES BAC FRE FAUSE
EFSEE. WA A AFE7h o} 12749 B
Eoh ARE FESE 9FL the] BALI 3
ot Al Hls) #E SEo] e HsAol 9]
oh AFEsE 2 Aol SEs] DTS 3
4 w2 7120l ok, TAo] ol HsA
o] jH 0.5 H7] Rt B AN AL A
WEEE S5 99, w3 PRt E

A| o] AL 3] (Federal Reserve Board of Governors)©]|
QT ALY T 7| E0 2 LRI A
Q1 o] W-5] 4%k Z|4~(HHI: Herfindahl-Hirschman

Index)& 2-&3tt. S|PL-3|4T A= A W

0.

3
(3) HHI3i= Y Market Shareb2
b=1

252 HsiEo| {4

S BAC O] FRE 2 DA S 3
T2 012 7HsAo] Gk, R 2 BAEE &
o B s BAs AFgo] wot 4z oz
52 59 4 gl of o] 917] o]tk £ a7
AL BACY FRE 245 SIS B
S Qs AT 1 Foke] iz ol Bagon,
B goldi FEUEAY FEEAREA LY
3} AAFAA 2T A AT BAREE AL
Pt HEA o BRE O] Fui thElo] A

%

o I
re,

-

1o

ko

i)

rlo

N

re

L

o

fru

()

Y

rE 1o
I

L)

I

jz,

oyl

-

==

o)

P k)R FAd = o] Qlet. & Aol A
Aot A AR I AT S

= AESHITE HA 1Rkl Al

2 3l Cronbach's alpha, 7§d 4= % (CR:
Composite Reliability), Hv 24t FZ3L(AVE:
Average Variance Extracted)= €Q19F A1t B 5 Al
=] 5]-8-=(Cronbach’s alpha > .7, CR > .7, AVE
> 5y Aglste Aoz UehdthTable 1 317;
Nunnally 1978, Fornell and Larcker 1981, Bagozzi
and Yi2012).

0]o 4] Fornell and Lacker(1981)7} A A]
= &-8oto] 1AL A & of T B
AR AT}, AT WY o] Pt
=akol 27119 S M pete] - FATE T

Jo &

)

e & o N H o

1

s

ks

3

ofl
lo v o o

ru Ae
2

o)



e
re
-
=
>
rr
>,
4
-3
N,
2
il
o
4o
ool
ol
E
o el

=
ol
1o
s
Jo
Jiu
0%
=
i)
o,

o

L=y
4 o
ot
el
rr
fin)
ny

0,
ol
S8
N
—_

re 2
[

o fle o

NI

N

e

-

R

ox [ Lo
o
u
M wo re

L
O ¥0 o o

fo & x N TLogo o
N A

o

o[N

=2
ol
et
jar}
=
%0,
L osm

o ko m

=‘?L_"

=)

o r
2 BN
>,

L

o,

N

N,

o

)

alt

>
=

o

o
julo

H

7

2

s

2

s

N
(-7
ot

i)
TN
> U
i)
OFI'EU
re
-~
2
>,
—_ T
= ox
ol 2 BN oofl e

>
it
2 ot gy =
o
e

é oloh ﬁ/

z =

ol

|

=

|

o I

o rf

gondt oy
S
0
32
ui
re
2L

BN
>
2

> =

ol 2
o
ol
o
(e
S
w
ol
el
)
T
o2l
Mo -~
(]
N
W
w

-

o}
s A 7

sl
o
i
<
RUWEEY)
oW
)

0.

3P (44.2%)

J 7141°(76.0%)°1, “°FH 512 (24.0%)

512h(55.8%)0] Tl B H]-&-2 217

FRIE QI o= 7[g5o] AARE Z
| =

T

L 2 ox o 2 o fr N o of LU
T o O
N

_d
D
o

&ll
ol
et

ol
—_

b orr

)
o U

19 lo
il
=

2,

ol
rlr
fn)
n
=)

(o]

ot
=L

oY N W g
o
ol
o,
OM\N
>,
562
e '3
=)
=
ki
o
o
HL

1T

Y

rr =

ol
ol
oM

4.3 =g 1H(Main Effects)

el 7Hd 137428 AF57) 919, WA deld
£ 71714 A%l Bad o) Aoz 7Ry

oFd MR > 0), 7H 29] A4F HolE(N = 50)
L A B ool st duoz 4
ek Ei b WEHAE <)

oglL wd A

8% et o R TEEUTOM 10 x2 =
28.947(d.f=8), GFI = .910, CFI = .907, NFI = .882,
RMSEA = .089, SRMR = .003; 7} 2: x2 =
14.446(d.£=8), GFI = .922, CFI = .918, NFI = .856,
RMSEA = .087, SRMR = .002).
WA 7HA 16141 733 o] 743t 9-S w7t oF
o] WA= S wjoll vl FHErt o IA FEE
T A A e oFd WSkt ol
ol A, D ATS §istol m)2]= JF A3
HOK( B =.443,p=.001)2} oF] HASH( B =.199,p=
015) 5 FAAC &2 §olgt Ao = vetyrt. ¢
o 7 WshE BESE £(.601)7F oF WRK(213)
of val 2 & ot 2}, T A 2] t-value 2}°](3.379)
T B Atolo] fo 71E(> 1.96, = .05)Hct 7, 11
gt wstol] et gFeo] o & Ao R ZRlE]
Aot (7 1 2] A).
gt 71 20 A= o] sherE w7t oF o]
steslS el vlo) 7t o A ofe Ao
2t AAI R 2 B oFd Wyt ol ok 2H

oty FAH

ru

T

<E 1> $140| M2|E U 4B

(s fruy)
B CA CR AVE 1 2 3

1. D2HOL= HEIH .994 956 .879 1

2. 4 HEAE .670 1

3. kM S 456 364 1

CA: Cronbach's a, CR: Composite Reliability, AVE: Average Variance Extracted



88 | a9 224 45

<B2>F 20 7MEEY 22
B (p-value) HZ3I8 HZ22z} t-value t-value 20| 2|2 &
7tE 1 2||
A BT -
o0 o
DHOIZ B HE 443 (.001) 601 076 5.816
3.379
ok HGIAHE
i B == o
DHOIE HiE G 199 (.015) 213 082 2437
AMEESE -394 (.002) -261 130 -3.034
Halco| po -.050 (.158) -114 035 -1.413
ool A5k ¥’=28.947(d.f=8), GFI=.910, CFI=.907, NFI=.882, RMSEA=069, SRMR=.003
7td2 2|2
2 HEHE
oo o
DHOLE HEH T A74(.001) 534 133 3.556
2326
oM HEIAHE —
i B == . o
DHOIE B G 073 (215) 148 039 1.240
N e -372(.002) -435 120 -3.109
Halco| R 028 (.366) 105 031 905
ool A5y ’=14.446(d.£=8), GFI=.922, CFI=.918, NFI=.856, RMSEA=.067, SRMR=.002

Z) t-value X0t 1.96 2 CH 3H a=.05 ==0fl A

gof| A 114w
SHB =474, p
215)2 LR, 7

FoRt AR &
Zpol(2.326)7F BAA 71 & 43

= lek A=

2| 2] E] T} (Table 2 ZHX).

44 =387

737 3 oFg o) §ghr} a1 ZfuhE o] WBto] m] 2
Bl it B E O] A U] 9/ mE A4S
BIHE A5 , = Ao E e
A (multi-group analysis)= A5}t o]5 ¢
2 Qo= a7 EA4] 284 HolHE

1}({Interaction Effects)

Ay

> 9 fr X

FEWIN EHECZ RolE
o, 74 B $9ee S, Rl me 2o Ao 2
=.073,p= et
W SAH S HA, 7Hd HIlH ot 1A e o] v
2 9] t-value A= JEF2SAF W el =2 (B =.272,p=

001)9F 2+ (8 = 682, p=.001) 25 5|3t 7
© g e SEA|T & o] B R A 2ol
AHE T4 &2 29 (unconstrained model)}
AEAG7 A2 Zokal AlREel 2 El(equal model)
9,] chi-square ;‘(]-O]E B3] 7331]- /\]11— q] _?4/\1—01

2 e e B daelol 2 202
e} 7h 3.1 AR ETH (4 2 = 8.585). T,

o S o] 18 el 2w
PO FF= FA %= ¥ (B = 071, p =
300)3 == [[Hoﬂ% a = e



A3
el 27t

19
20

=

OFA
o}

39.505
(8.585)
47312
(778)
48.090

olo
N

e

ok

6.834
1.902
4.932

.100
.092

a

745
.206

1 Aol e9f

682
(.001)
175
(.057)

olo
HH

i

o+

3.357
1.037
2.320

.081
.068

557
117

0| =5 Uet $& Ho| = Z=2H|50|

I

A
(=]

o
e

(p-value)
272
071

(.:300)

A A E AT (4 x* =.778). ATHH

1

1

2
2) 22107} 3.84(d.f=1)2Ct 3

HE2H 4 At-value
Aot 2

o] o]
&of, 714 3-2
%It} (Table 3 &%)

=
=

I Boreh 7 A Sl L A (4

o

N

t-value = 2.320)7} 22 Aot (At-value = 4.932) =L

o]2 H|i

o)
o

==

2}

b 7+ 735l oF A AjA o vle 1L

o, S1gel e o)

o]

O 2 LER T ot Z14E F t-value 2Fo] 4

al

7

A
Al 2.602 (4.932 — 2.320)2 F2]

T A2AG tvalue 2H0)7F BAH SR {23,

=
T

<
ol
el
oH
G

=
__Q"_

SIT} (Table 3 FX).



1of
o
Bl

o
OF

oA U A2

}

le)

U S QdolE o

utAge}
7} 8% A

a

B} o FEe7)7)
o791

&

5]

ANME ofn e

A

o

H

3|
B
__Qh_

o)
o

o4
il

T

El
9

EEL
of et o}

A0

2 A
2 A

Z o]
< H
}_C])j]

o

. «

AR

3H

o]

O/\‘l_

o] A9

al

s

OfE1 9l & Aol A B ofnlt glet. 2o

AAES ASL B7F BEF ¢

2

@A) dcizel 7]
ohet, 1 2%

HH
L

1

—

[e]

A=

b 9

°

x4 B

St g

o

)

o

o o9 TR A o]0l 4 g olE, A

s

—

21 0| 2% Al
SEE!
o]

2. AJAPE
2] o of

glolgef 7]

A
o)

o

—

H AIASEL

9

o

AAHE

gl

KM
o
<

17

o= 1~27}]

o
ﬁo

g]

by

o, AA 7]

Sh=1H]

[¢)

o

il

S

3

K

7 A 2o 24 1 A3te] 9] et

St
=

o] Mgt

s



FAn7}
Sol B2} 3

2HETE WA, 2

ot

15AT

5}

191

2 opt} =

al

A4
7

L
A

}

il

2}

1
—

il oHA

°

oA tpA ]

571 91

A5

shejeE 2L 7

<]

=s

217 Moon(2011)©]

7 ARl ol A 9]

=

T
S

1o

olo}

-

=]

foF
j00
oK

Jol

3. A9

sheetE nA o) A4S T

L 97 £40] 15

foba

©°

7t 8

J o

A

)

17t 71k A 7373

A

7t 2 A8 7]

T 2

5}

S

[¢]

7}

1 st @

=

29190 W ohuat,

©°

o

T

9

nhAd At

1
—

A ol o]z, o)

Aol A

Sk

=

Hot HAE 7R 27 o
A,

=

SRERS

-

A]
o]

—

=
=
=

EREEE

f, oj® @4
4

5

o 22 opAH

7k 29 g

s
=)
=

[

571 4l

ol
fu

5

SfjoF

s

A]

B} 4ES§
715

A

g

w7



92 | g 23 43

71910) B A7HE Bobshe Rek Aol

2349 AwSo| et

ARA] ek 2, 74 % H2o] et griste]
2 Qo)A FEEE AR 2.919 A% S
AR AT, AR AT 5 OheFe 4%, B 49
o gt #7122l FES} Fastet. ol 4% A
T o, v 3 AF A PR 4]
289 5 b, o W AR o 4 AF A
o b3 ARy Foll ol FHT 4+ ek
sl golze Ao AgH

=B2H4A:2017. 05. 16.
Z=21:2017. 09. 04.
ARZAL: 2017. 09. 12.

o
>
o
e
i)

ko]
Aaker, David A., Erich Joachimsthaler (2000), Brand
Leadership, New York: The Free Press.
Anderson, E. W., Claes Fornel and Lehmann, D. R.
(1994), “Customer satisfaction, market share,
and profitability: Findings from Sweden,”
Journal of Marketing, 58, 53—66.
, and Ronald T. Rust (1997),

“Customer Satisfaction, Productivity, and

Profitability: Differences between Goods and

Services,” Marketing Science, 16(2),
129-145.

Bagozzi and Yi (2012), “Specification, Evaluation,
and Interpretation of Structural Equation
Models” Journal of the Academy of

Marketing Science, 40 (1), 8-34.

Barney (1991), “Firm Resources and Sustained

Competitive ~ Advantage,” Journal of
Management, 17(1) 99-120.

Buckingham, Marcus and Donald O. Clifton (2001),
Now, Discover Your Strengths, New York:
The Free Press.

Chen, Chen-Nan and Shueh-Chin Ting (2002), “A
Study Using the Grey System Theory to
Evaluate the Importance of Various Service
Quality Factors,” The International Journal
of Quality & Reliability Management,
19(6-7), 838-861.

Churchill, Jr., Gilbert, A, and Surprenant, C. (1982),
“An Investigation into the Determinants of
Consumer  Satisfaction,”  Journal  of
Marketing Research, 19(4), 491-504.

Collier, Joel E. and Carol C. Bienstock (2006),
“Measuring Service Quality in E-Retailing,”
Journal of Service Research, 8(3), 260-275.

Cooperrider, L. David and Diana Whitney (2005),
Appreciative Inquiry: A Positive Revolution
in Change, California: Berrett-Koehller
Publishers, Inc.

Dagger, Tracey S. and Jillian C. Sweeney (2006),
“The Effect of Service Evaluations on
Behavioral Intentions and Quality of Life,”
Journal of Service Research, 9(1), 3-18.

Dholakia, Utpal M. and Vicki G. Morwitz (2002),
“The Scope and Persistence of Mere-
Measurement Effects: Evidence from a Field
Study of Customer Satisfaction Measurement,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 29(2), 159.

Drucker, F. Peter (2008), Management Cases, New
York: HarperCollins.

Fornell, C. (1992), “A National Customer



MR DADHE Ba|wotol 2ek o1 | 93

[y}

Satisfaction =~ Barometer: The Swedish
Experience,” Journal of Marketing, 56(1), 1—
21.

and D. F. Lacker (1981), “Evaluating

Structural Equation Models with
Unobservable Variables and Measurement
Error,” Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39
-50.

, Michael D. Johnson, Eugene W.
Anderson, Jaesung Cha, and Barbara Everitt
Bryant (1996), “The American Customer
Satisfaction Index: Nature, Purpose, and
Findings,” Journal of Marketing, 60(4), 7-18.

Ho, Teck-Hua, Yong-Hoon Park and Yong-Pin Zhou
(2006), “Incorporating Satisfaction into
Customer  Value  Analysis:  Optimal
Investment in Lifetime Value,” Marketing
Science, 25(3), 260-277.

Homburg, Christian, Nicole Koschate, and Wayne D.
Hoyer (2005), “Do Satisfied Customers
Really Pay More? A Study of the
Relationship between Customer Satisfaction
and Willingness to Pay,” Journal of
Marketing, 69(2), 84-96.

Jamal, Ahmad and Kamal Naser (2002), “Customer
Satisfaction and Retail Banking: An
Assessment of Some of the Key Antecedents
of Customer Satisfaction in Retail Banking,”
The International Journal of Banking
Marketing, 20(4-5), 146-160.

Kamakura, W. A., Vikas Mittal, F. de Rosa and J. A.
Mazzon (2002), “Assessing the Service Profit
Chain,” Marketing Science, 21(3), 294-317.

Keiningham, Timothy L, Bruce Cooil, Lerzan

Aksoy, Tor W. Andreassen and Jay Weiner

(2007), “The Value of Different Customer
Satisfaction and Loyalty Metrics in Predicting
Customer Retention, Recommendation, and
Share-of-wallet,” Managing Service Quality,
17(4), 361-384.

Keller, Kevin Lane (2003), Strategic Brand
Management: Building, Measuring, and
Managing Brand Equity-2nd Edition, New
Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Luo, Xueming (2007), “Consumer Negative Voice
and Firm Idiosyncratic Stock Returns,”
Journal of Marketing, 71(3), 75-88.

Meyers-Levy, Joan (1991), “Elaborating on
Elaboration: ~The Distinction between
Relational and Item-specific Elaboration,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 18(4),
358-367.

Mittal, Vikas, William T. Ross Jr. and Patrick M.
Baldasare (1998), “The Asymmetric Impact
of Negative and Positive Attribute-Level
Performance on Overall Satisfaction and
Repurchase  Intentions,”  Journal  of

Marketing, 62(1), 33-47.
and Wagner A. Kamakura (2001),

“Satisfaction, Repurchase Intent, and

Repurchase Behavior: Investigating the

Moderating Effect of Customer
Characteristics,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 38(1), 131-42.

Moon, Young Me (2011), Different: Escaping the
Competitive Herd, New York: Crown
Publishing Group.

Ngobo, Paul-Valentin (1999), “Decreasing Returns
in Customer Loyalty: Does it Really Matter to

Delight the Customers?” Advances in



94 | RE8AT 227 4z

Consumer Research, 26(1), 469-476.

Nunnally, Jum C. (1978), Psychometric Theory, New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Nwabueze, Uche and Joan P. Mileski (2008), “The
Three Dimensions of Quality Service: The
Case of Service Quality Gaps in the U.K.
National Health Service?,” Journal of Public
Administration, 31, 1328-1353.

Oliver, Richard L. (1981) “Measurement and
Evaluation of Satisfaction Process in
Retailing Setting,” Journal of Retailing,
57(3), 25-48.

(2010), Satisfaction: A Behavioral
Perspective on the Consumer 2ndedition,
New York: Routledge.

Pal, Manabendra N. and Koushiki Choushury
(2009), “Exploring the Dimensionality of
Service Quality: An Application of TOPSIS
in the Indian Banking Industry,” Asia-Pacific
Journal of Operational Research, 26(1),
115-133.

Parasuraman, A., V. A. Zeithaml, and L. L. Berry
(1985), “A Conceptual Model of Service
Quality and Its Implications for Future
Research,” Journal of Marketing, 49(4),
41-50.

Porter, Michael. E. (1985), Competitive Advantage:
Creating and Sustaining Superior
Performance, New York: The Free Press.

Rust, Roland T., Anthony J. Zahorik, and Timothy L.
Keiningham (1995), “Return on Quality
(ROQ): Making Service Quality Financially
Accountable,” Journal of Marketing, 59(2),
58-70.

Sang June Park, You Jae Yi, Cheong Lim Lee

(2010), “Dynamic Analysis of Customer
Satisfaction Index,” Journal of Korean
Marketing Association, 25(3), 97-117

Sang June Park (2012), “A Theoretical Study for
Efficient Investing Marketing Resources
under Saturation of Customer Satisfaction,”
Journal of Korean Marketing Association,
27(3), 35-49.

Simester, Duncan, John R. Hauser, Birger
Wemerfelt, and Ronald T. Rust (2000),

Quality

Programs Designed to Enhance Customer

“Implementing Improvement
Satisfaction: Quasi-Experiments in the
United States and Spain,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 37(1), 102-112.

Stock, Ruth Maria (2005), “Can Customer
Satisfaction Decrease Price Sensitivity in
Business-to-Business Markets?” Journal of
Business-to-Business Marketing, 12(3), 59—
87.

Szymanski, David M. and David H. Henard (2001),
“Customer Satisfaction: A Meta-Analysis of
the Empirical Evidence,” Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 29(1), 16-35.

Westbrook, Robert A. and Richard L. Oliver (1991),
“The Dimensionality of Consumption Emotion
Patterns and Consumer Satisfaction,” Journal
of Consumer Research, 18(1), 84-91.

Yi You Jae, La Sun A (2003), “The Relative Effects
of Three Dimensions of Service Quality on
CS -A Comparative Study of Existing vs.
Potential Customers-,” Journal of Korean
Marketing Association, 18(4), 67-97.



iofr|a [xléfm (%s€) (%8°51) (%1'10) %0 €060 | ¢ 2ots
‘BB ke E8h RSle Bl RST &l e
RO T’ ©%+9) (%92) (%l'6) (%6°62) (%48'8¢) y —
‘ol Il e ald E8Ih The 27 §Slc % °
Bo TR %S9 (%9°) (%9L) (%S61) (%679 . s
ik xlel IR s =ESH ke 28 2B h =
. (%g01) (%501) (%8°€D) ©%€'LD) (%€1¢)
SV Rl 87 SRS P8k B Rl Rieb | £ | #RRA
fetthln
2k 8y (%T9) (%t €T) (%8%1) %¥81) (%20 b =g
SV ‘Flolklz2lo i g ICE REV =% fak Bich 2l =310V
NET [2hHA ©19) (%8'L) (% 11) Cot'LD) ©41's€) ) =,
‘B 8y sV rZlc Sl ik ICE REY jolrla =l I% 2k a
Sl ek (%09 (%19) (%6'€D) (%8751) (%t ih) y lollo
SV Rlem &y rth rlc 1ozl =l FEE |¢hlo S5
SV ‘B¢ (%e€D) (%#01) (%C'1D) (%611 (%S 07) ¢ Iy
Sk jofzha =l §E8E Ixhlo Fth FleE &y S5
Sfa SV %T6) (%€6) (%s°0D) (%€'81) (%0°5€) ¢ oo
‘Bl ‘Rh Rlei Sl RET Irhlo idlvla i Birh 215 S8 e
(rewg/(Te) (%601) (%L'TD) (%L'TD) €D (%0%h) . A
Sl ek SV rlc ICE REY jolrla =l Tl
SV ‘waEm (%ETD (%L'€D) (%9%1) (%8°61) (%8°61) ¢ -
wivio = jofxha =215 NE8E Tk 2[4 Blals S5 o
SV ‘wazm %1'8) %611 (%091 Cot81) Gwed |, ee
TET T Blalvd a4 il 72 SRS Re =14 =
SV ‘wEEm L) (%18) (%9°61) %s'10 (%L'60) i e
BT TR BlAlvs =al4 ol i2ls ivio = S5 o
bt
Talc s v € v E ¥ on
(@52 BRY Ry SE Rldo SwE |
ketthla 7a et :&% Rkl & ~ loShker RER =& N



10f
g
Bl

o
OF

_ (%6€D) %6 % I .
23op 66 EL Qanmm ] Am%mmw (©60°61) (%€'80) =
RTR =8 RE Nz FY ek vlab kT =
«wm@ _ﬁm (%¢£9) ©etL) (%SL) (%¢€'L0) (%8'1€) e
AYYES lolelio &Ho RCET €l oY lzi 8lo Ny 2R NTR el
«_A_u#u _xmm Jﬁai (%081 (%670 %1%0) (%5°50) oo
Rizhe vl Re=E IvleRlo SRl T 25 RlER ke
@Wﬂ Mr_o_wum (%L6) (%901 %e€D) (%$'LD) ©%1°0€) e
¢ R bl Sloly R84 BR RlzR =Rz QAR R SIERaiGe
_ FTR (%61) (%T'8) LD (%9'81) %9P) —
2Ivldh Ro=E Rk 2o 4o Y P’ S =il
¥ __#wn K.n_m_. B §le %1 (©%g61) (%£'97) (%597) oo
R Ro=s 25 =%ER Ak RE fo8 RBh 27 S Si0
Y @MMM (%6'S) %611 (%0'81) (%C'90) (%078 L
Rl <Ak T RCET &l RTR ke RE 4% o=
o : : :
Qe Tl @) BUYER B (% w _ J§r~ wv 4L TE) (%6'5) g
NO=T Nz WR rZlc N =5 ISt
RT¥ER (%9'8) (%¥°6) (%L6) (%T'80) 6L LE) -
= = _ — — T = — v I
RSN ViRl R Wi REEE ki RBh 2R BRI
HmTE B Aﬁo_m:v (%8°TD) %TsD (%5°81) (%9°€¢) —
Sl T RER Rizhe o i RE 2R PSR
«__#w mlw §r~.: (%5°9) (%6'81) (%€°62) (%L°5¢) i om
IAleR VA T Yl ke IxleRiovsion il 3R 5B o SHESh
Amummm B %) (%T1D (%rTD (%€00) (%0°0¢) -
2I¥lch nosE vk T RTR Efrlo Ridh 28 e
~laky
falc $ 14 € I L
Y ln.vl_._un_v
— — =
I8 BVY) = falko Sk=R
~laky ‘& Rl ® ~ Io Sk =a i



Strategic Customer Satisfaction Management :
Does Focusing on Weakness Really Work?

Hyeon MI Yoo*, Jae Wook Kim**

ABSTRACT

Customer satisfaction has seen few recent improvements despite customer-oriented efforts by companies, and
methods to improve customer satisfaction are causing concern. Many consulting firms blindly suggest the
allocation of resources and a focus on weak factors of marketing activities although limited resources prevent
firms from easily improving all factors for superior customer service. This study provides insights as to which
strategy—strength enhancements or weakness improvements—is more effective for corporate performance, and
more specifically, to increase customer satisfaction.

This study hypotheses that it could be more effective to reinforce the strengths than improve the weakness on
the customer satisfaction level. More specifically, we suggest 2 main effects about strength-focused strategies.
First, the increase margin of satisfaction is bigger when enhancing the strengths than when improving the
weaknesses. Meanwhile, it is hard for any companies to always aim at the improvement of customer
satisfaction. When facing a recession, an unforeseen state of crisis, etc., realistically, rather than improving
customer satisfaction, maintaining the satisfaction level could be the best. In such conditions, the corporations
will naturally show the tendency to shrink the input of resources through a retrenchment policy, comparing to
the existing things. Thus, in the situation where the change of strength or weakness is less than ‘zero’, we
hypotheses that the decrease margin of satisfaction is bigger when the strengths dropped, than when the
weaknesses dropped.

This effectiveness of the strength-focused strategies could be altered depending on the company’s status level
in a market. In the case of a market leader, it could satisfy the customers of various segments relatively based
on many resources, while followers have a limitation on the customer segments which they could satisfy
because of a lack of the holding resources. Therefore, the segments where the followers manifest the strength
have already been composed of the customers having the relatively unified characteristics, if reinforcing the
firm’s own strength, through the strength, the satisfaction level of the existing customers who have bought the

products could be more increased. Thus, this study hypotheses the lower status in market is, the more improve

* Adjunct Professor of IT Business, Han Shin University, First Author.
** Professor of Marketing, Korea University, Corresponding Author.
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the effect of strategy focusing on strengths.

To investigate where the sources should be focused is more effective for the customer satisfaction
improvement, we collected and produced the data through 2 steps. The first step was aiming at collecting raw
data, gathering evaluated data on the satisfaction level and the marketing activity properties on the research
subject brands targeting customers, the subject of whose case was the customers. The next step was
summarizing the raw data, calculating the average value by each brand, the case of which was individual
brands. To collect the raw data, we investigated the level of satisfaction and marketing activities on 25
Industries (9 durables, 4 nondurables and services 12), and 99 Brands (2 to 6 by individual industry) with
Korean consumers, collecting 30 samples per one brand to secure the statistical significance. In addition, to
measure the alteration degree on each evaluation level, as a result of collecting the two-year data in the same
way.

The result significantly shows that the increase margin of satisfaction is bigger when enhancing the strengths

than when improving the weaknesses. It appeared that strength change ( 5 =.443,p = .001) and weakness change

<Table 1> Results of Hypotheses Testing for Main Effects

B (p-value) StandErdlzed S.E. t-value D::ft\"]:rlel:lrfce Support
HI1 Yes
glagi:n‘; it;egith 443 (.001) 601 076 5816
3.379
%agiznzi \(’)erilj(gess 199 (.015) 213 082 2437
Market Concentration -394 (.002) -261 130 -3.034
Brand’s Size ~050 (.158) _114 035 1413
Model Fit 12=28.947(d.£=8), GFI=.910, CFI=.907, NFI=.882, RMSEA=.069, SRMR=.003
H2 Yes
%agiznzi itfregith 474 (001) 534 133 3.556
2.326
glagiznzi zeackgess 073 (215) 148 059 1.240
Market Concentration -.372 (.002) -435 120 -3.109
Brand’s Size 028 (.366) 105 031 905
Model Fit 12=14.446(d.£=8), GFI=.922, CFI=918, NFI=.856, RMSEA=.067, SRMR=002

Notes: If t-value difference is larger than 1.96, the main effect is significant at = .05
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(B =.199, p =.015) both are statistically significant. In particular, Standardized S of strength change (.601) is
bigger than the weakness change (.213). The Critical Ratio(t-value) Difference (3.379) is also bigger than
significance level (> 1.96, =.05) of [ value difference, so that the effectiveness of Strength change on the
satisfaction change is bigger was verified. On the other hand, we argued that the decrease margin of satisfaction
is bigger when the strengths dropped, than when the weaknesses dropped. The result shows that the influence of
strength change ( 5=.474,p = .002) and weaknesses change (5 = .073, p = .215) on satisfaction change with
only the strength change significant. For critical ration Difference (2.326) of two path could not exceed the
criteria (See Table 1).

To analyze the situational effectiveness based on the status of brands in the market on the effect that the
changes of strengths and weaknesses have on the change of CS, we carried out multi-group analysis. As a result
of the analysis in the conditions where the change of strength is bigger than 0, CR Difference between
unconstrained model and equal model is 8.585 which showed that it is statistically significant. Moreover, where
the change of weakness is bigger than 0, CR Difference between 2 model is .778 which showed that it is
statistically not significant (See Table 2).

<Table 2> Results of Hypotheses Testing for Interaction Effects

Status: High Status: Low "
Support
B B @0)

o) St.3 SE. t-value (p-value) St.3 S.E. t-value
H3 Yes
Unconstrained Model 19
Change of Strength 272 682 39.505
— Change of CS (001) 557 .081 3.357 (001) 745 .100 6.834 (8.585)
Change of Weakness .071 175 47312
> Change of CS (300) 117 .068 1.037 057) 206 .092 1.902 778)
Path At-value 2.320 4932
Equal Model 48.090 20

Notes: If %2 difference is larger than 3.84(d.f.=1), the difference of path coefficient is significant each other (Status High vs. Status Low)

Finally, if group t-value difference is larger than 1.96, the interaction effect is significant at = .05

This study provide several implications in terms of theoretical aspect. This research is the first study
empirically having analyzed on that which strategies (reinforce the strengths vs. improve the weaknesses) the
firms should focus on to improve the performance with the limited resources. Presently, not only are most firms
frequently facing a decision making problem on which one should be concentrated, strengths or weaknesses,

but also they could be led to a very different result by the decision making. However, the empirical study
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related to this has never been carried out so far. Starting with this study, we expect that extended researches are
progressed such as ‘the studies on the strategic utilization of the internal resources’ in various conditions.

In addition, in terms of satisfaction, this study presents meaningful results. The existing studies have not
taken much note of ‘strategic direction’ of satisfaction management. This study suggested that ‘strategic
direction’ is necessary as showing that different solutions are presented depending on the characteristics of the
firms. These results are more meaningful, at the present time, when the satisfaction effectiveness, comparing to
input, is gradually decreasing. Our findings suggest the way to improve satisfaction level itself more efficiently
and effectively, getting out of the present sight that increasing satisfaction level became more difficult, so it is
the best way to minimize the resource input, aiming at keeping up of satisfaction.

This research provides managers planning and implementing the marketing strategies with very simple, but
powerful insights. Whatever situation the firm’s brand may be located in the market, focusing on the
management on strengths rather than on weaknesses would be desirable. Firstly, it is desirable that satisfaction
managers should focus on reinforcing the strengths more their brand has. In other words, even though, any
property is rather deficient, it is more advantageous on the satisfaction advancement to make a great effort to
reinforce the strength, rather than to spend the marketing expense to improve it. Although we did not revealed
the reason on this phenomenon in this study, as claimed by Moon (2011), when concentrating on the strengths
of the firm, there is a possibility that customers will perceive that brand is more discriminatory than the other
brands. That is, despite the deficient of several properties, rather than becoming one of the numerous
average-brands, having a prominent advantage to attract the customers’ eyes could be beneficial to survive.

These results could be applied equally even when market conditions are bad. During the situation where the
economic downturn period is prolonged, or the competition strength is heated, maintaining the present level,
rather than improving marketing performance aggressively, could be an end. In these conditions, through the
austerity management, many firms would sometimes cut marketing budgets more than those of usual day and
execute a minimum cost. Then, in order to maintain the marketing performance level, what factors do managers
have to keep up or give up? Our research says that focusing on the strength should be necessary even in those
circumstances. If a firm has to keep any current elements inevitably, however worse the awareness of the
customers on the present weaknesses might be, never give up the strengths of the firm to the end.

Finally, the strategy to focus on firm’s strengths could be affected by firm’s status in the market. It was
verified that reinforcing the strengths is more effective on the marketing performance management than

improving the weaknesses especially for followers.

Keywords: Customer satisfaction, Strengths enhancement, Weakness improvement, Comparative advantage,

Differentiation



