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This study examines how social media technology usage and customer-centric management systems contribute
to a firm-level capability of social customer relationship management (CRM). Drawing from the literature in
marketing, information systems, and strategic management, the first contribution of this study is the conceptu-
alization and measurement of social CRM capability. The second key contribution is the examination of how
social CRM capability is influenced by both customer-centric management systems and social media technolo-
gies. These two resources are found to have an interactive effect on the formation of a firm-level capability
that is shown to positively relate to customer relationship performance. The study analyzes data from 308
organizations using a structural equation modeling approach.

© 2013 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Much like marketing managers in the late 1990s through early
2000s, who participated in the widespread deployment of customer
relationship management (CRM) technologies, today's managers are
charged with integrating nascent technologies – namely, social media
applications – with existing systems and processes to develop new
capabilities that foster stronger relationshipswith customers. Thismerg-
er of existing CRM systems with social media technology has given way
to a new concept of CRM that incorporates a more collaborative and
network-focused approach to managing customer relationships. The
term social CRM has recently emerged to describe this new way of
developing and maintaining customer relationships (Greenberg,
2010). Marketing scholars have defined social CRM as the integra-
tion of customer-facing activities, including processes, systems, and
technologies, with emergent social media applications to engage
customers in collaborative conversations and enhance customer rela-
tionships (Greenberg, 2010; Trainor, 2012). Organizations are recogniz-
ing the potential of social CRM andhavemade considerable investments
in social CRM technology over the past two years. According to Sarner et
al. (2011), spending in social CRM technology increased by more than
40% in 2010 and is expected to exceed $1 billion by 2013.
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Despite the current hype surrounding social media applications,
the efficacy of social CRM technology remains largely unknown and
underexplored. Several questions remain unanswered, such as: 1) Can
social CRM increase customer retention and loyalty? 2) How do social
CRM technologies contribute to firm outcomes? 3) What role is played
by CRM processes and technologies? As a result, companies are largely
left to experiment with their social application implementations
(Sarner et al., 2011), and they do so without a clear picture of how
these new technologies can be used to develop new, performance-
enhancing capabilities.

Researchers have demonstrated that CRM technologies alone rarely
provide direct value to firms, and, instead, these technologies are most
effective when combined with other firm resources and processes
(e.g., Chang, Park, & Chaiy, 2010; Jayachandran, Sharma, Kaufman, &
Raman, 2005; Srinivasan & Moorman, 2005). While extant literature
provides a firm footing upon which to base social CRM research, little
research has yet examined how social media technologies interact
with CRM systems and processes to enhance customer relationships.

The contributions of this research are the following: first, this
research conceptualizes and measures social CRM capabilities. While
the interest in social CRM continues to grow among technology vendors
and the popular press, the CRM literature has only recently begun
exploring the concept and how to measure it. Second, this research
demonstrates how social CRM capability is influenced by customer-
centric management systems and social media technologies. Third, this
research examines the interactive effects of organizational resources
and social media technology resources. These types of interactive effects
usage and customer relationship performance: A capabilities-based
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have received little attention in the IT literature in general (Nevo &
Wade, 2010;Wade & Hulland, 2004) andwithin themarketing technol-
ogy context specifically (Trainor, Rapp, Beitelspacher, & Schillewaert,
2011). Finally, this research establishes a link between social CRM capa-
bilities and customer relationship performance and examines organiza-
tional influences on this relationship.
2. Theoretical background and conceptual model

The resource-based view (RBV) and the capabilities-based perspec-
tive serve as the theoretical foundation of this research. Both perspec-
tives suggest that performance is determined by a firm's resource
endowment and the firm's effectiveness at converting these resources
into capabilities (Barney, 1991; Day, 1994). Resources represent a firm's
assets, knowledge, and business processes used to implement a strate-
gy. Capabilities, on the other hand, are defined as an organization's
ability to assemble, integrate, and deploy resources in combination to
achieve a competitive advantage (Day, 1994; Eisenhardt & Martin,
2000; Rapp, Trainor, & Agnihotri, 2010; Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997).

Scholars inmarketing (e.g., Day &Wensley, 1988; Hooley, Greenley,
Cadogan, & Fahy, 2005; Roberts & Grover, 2012; Vorhies & Morgan,
2005) and in IT (Bharadwaj, 2000; Borges, Hoppen, & Luce, 2009;
Chang et al., 2010; Melville, Kraemer, & Gurbaxani, 2004) find that
resources alone are not always sufficient to provide significant perfor-
mance gains and, instead, must be transformed into distinctive capabil-
ities. Such findings suggest that investments in hardware and software
to support CRM initiatives will not necessarily yield performance im-
provements. Instead, improved performance occurs when distinctive
capabilities are created by deploying technological resources in combi-
nation with other complementary organizational resources. Building
from this logic, therefore, socialmedia technologies need to be integrat-
ed with CRM processes to form a firm-level capability that influences
performance. Further, the extent to which these technologies are inte-
grated throughout the organization will facilitate capability develop-
ment and will moderate the capability–performance relationship (e.g.
Nevo & Wade, 2010).

Based onprior research anddrawing theoretical support fromMelville
et al.'s (2004) integrative IT business valuemodel, this study's conceptual
model is depicted in Fig. 1. Two central tenets of the integrativemodel put
forward by Melville et al. (2004) are specifically incorporated here. First,
Melville and colleagues argued that “IT business value is generated
by the deployment of IT and complementary organizational resources”
(p. 293). This notion is represented in Fig. 1 by the inclusion of both IT
(i.e., Social Media Technology Use) and complementary organizational
resources (i.e., customer-centric management systems). Second, the inte-
grative model suggests that IT and complementary resources “ultimately
may impact organizational performance” by enabling new or improving
existing business processes or capabilities (Melville et al., 2004; p. 293).
Hence, the intermediate capability of Social CRM capability is examined
here to explain the social media technology-performance chain.
Socia
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Fig. 1. Hypothesize
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As shown in Fig. 1, social media technology use and customer-
centric management systems will have both direct and interactive
relationships with social CRM capabilities. Further, the development
and outcome of this distinctive capability will be influenced by facili-
tating conditions that indicate how well social media technology
usage is integrated and supported throughout the organization.

2.1. Social CRM capabilities

Customers have begun adopting social media applications (e.g.,
Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter, etc.) to connectwith peers and nowexpect,
if not demand, the same level of interactivity with their business coun-
terparts (Berthon, Pitt, Plangger, & Shapiro, 2012; Hanna, Rohm, &
Crittenden, 2011; Rainie, Purcell, & Smith, 2011). This shift in expec-
tations is challenging businesses to facilitatemore customer–firm inter-
action by deploying new technologies and capabilities (Andzulis,
Panagopoulos, & Rapp, 2012; Trainor, 2012). The emergence of a “social
customer” is also challenging practitioners and researchers to rethink
what it means to manage customer relationships (Greenberg, 2010).
Thus, the concept of CRM is giving way to an extended perspective
that recognizes new capabilities enabled by the technological and social
shifts brought about by social media applications (Trainor, 2012).

Recognizing the important role played by CRM systems and emer-
gent socialmedia applications, this research uses the following definition
of social CRM capability: “the integration of traditional customer-facing
activities, including processes, systems, and technologies with emergent
socialmedia applications to engage customers in collaborative conversa-
tions and enhance customer relationships” (Trainor, 2012, p. 321).

Although few researchers have specifically examined how social
media technologies relate to firm performance, past RBV research
provides evidence as to how investments in marketing resources
and information technology are integrated to form performance-
enhancing capabilities (Mithas, Ramasubbu, & Sambamurthy, 2011;
Nath, Nachiappan, & Ramanathan, 2010; Rapp et al., 2010; Wade &
Hulland, 2004). Rapp et al. (2010) demonstrate that the capability
to develop durable customer relationships, or customer-linking capability,
is established via the combination of CRM technology investments and
strategic organizational resources. Similarly, “e-marketing capability”
(Trainor et al., 2011) and “CRM capability” (Coltman, 2007; Srinivasan
& Moorman, 2005) – recognized as the combination and integration
of information technology and human and business resources – are
shown to positively affect customer relationships and organizational
performance.

Based on these findings, this study views social CRM capability as a
unique combination of emerging technological resources and customer-
centricmanagement systems that can lead to customer satisfaction, loy-
alty, and retention. Similar to the concept of relational information pro-
cesses found in CRM literature (Jayachandran et al., 2005), social CRM
capability refers to a firm's competency in generating, integrating, and
responding to information obtained from customer interactions that
are facilitated by social media technologies.
l CRM
ilities

Customer
Relationship
Performance
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Training
Management Support
Organization Size
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2.2. Customer-centric management system

The degree to which firms tailor their business processes and sys-
tems toward serving customers is referred to as customer-centric man-
agement systems (Jayachandran et al., 2005). Extant CRM literature
suggests that such systems are important factors in supporting a firm's
customer-oriented culture and consist of structural and technological
elements that ensure organizational actions are driven by customer
needs (Hillebrand, Nijholt, & Nijssen, 2011; Kim, Park, Dubinsky, &
Chaiy, 2012; Reimann, Schilke, & Thomas, 2010). Customer-centric
management systems augment an organization's ability to focus on
customer interactions, influence the development of information
processes, and are likely to influence the success of CRM initiatives
(Jayachandran et al., 2005).

Implementing management systems and configuring an organiza-
tion around customer-centric processes can enable social CRM capabili-
ties in severalways. First, these systems andprocesses have been shown
to reflect a firm's customer orientation – the organization-wide gather-
ing, sharing, and use of intelligence about customers – and coordinated
actions based on that intelligence (Deshpandé, Farley, &Webster, 1993)
—which is shown to lead to capability development (Rapp et al., 2010).
Second, customer-centric systems and processes support the coordina-
tion of activities with customers, enabling a firm to better understand
its customers, collaborate with them, and develop timely responses to
their needs (Day, 1994). Finally, these systems facilitate the implemen-
tation of information technologies and provide incentives for employees
to break down functional barriers and encourage enterprise-wide infor-
mation sharing (Chen & Popovich, 2003; Cooper, Gwin, & Wakefield,
2008; Day, 2003). Thus, customer-centric management systems will
influence the development of social CRM capabilities that are built
from customer-related information obtained through social media
applications.

H1. Customer-centricmanagement systems have a positive association
with social CRM capabilities.

2.3. Social media technology use

Information technology has long been recognized as an important
component of CRM (e.g. Chang et al., 2010; Jayachandran et al., 2005;
Rapp et al., 2010). Most of the technology described in extant CRM
literature, however, tends to relate to the automation of information
processing among employees internally and between salespeople and
their customers externally (e.g., IT such as e-mail, interactive voice
response systems, sales force automation, and systems for customer
analytics and database marketing). In other words, CRM technology is
typically viewed as a sales or marketing-centric tool that increases em-
ployee efficiency and effectiveness (Ahearne, Hughes, & Schillewaert,
2007; Crittenden, Peterson, & Albaum, 2010), and CRM technology
has been broadly defined as “the degree to which firms use supporting
information technology to manage customer relationships” (Chang
et al., 2010, p. 850). While this definition remains relevant, past studies
relying on it have not examined the role played by new technologies
that facilitate social interactions because these technologies have,
until fairly recently, largely only been deployed tactically or experimen-
tally in organizational settings (Sarner et al., 2011; Trainor, 2012).

Social media applications have introduced new customer-centric
tools that enable customers to interact with others in their social net-
works and with businesses that become network members (Kietzmann,
Hermkens, McCarthy, & Silvestre, 2011). Examples include blogs, discus-
sion forums, user-created communities, and user-generated content
sites. More specifically, applications like LinkedIn, Facebook and Twitter
have transformed from completely customer-specific (i.e., originally
developed as a peer-to-peer communication tool) to customer-centric
tools that allow organizations to take part in the interactions between
networkmembers (Trainor, 2012). These technologies have the potential
Please cite this article as: Trainor, K.J., et al., Social media technology
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to provide greater access to customer information either directly through
firm–customer interactions or indirectly through customer–customer
interactions (Agnihotri, Kothandaraman, Kashyap, & Singh, 2012). This
research focuses on four functional blocks enabled by social media tech-
nology that are particularly relevant in a CRM context: sharing, conversa-
tions, relationships, and groups (Kietzmann et al., 2011).

Sharing refers to technologies that support howusers exchange, dis-
tribute, and receive digital content (e.g., coupons, texts, videos, images,
“pins” on Pinterest, etc.). This is similar to the concept of information
reciprocity – the activities and processes that encourage customers to
interact and share information – which has been shown to positively
influence a firm's ability to manage relationships (Jayachandran et al.,
2005).

Conversations represents technologies that facilitate a firm's inter-
active dialog with and between customers (e.g., blogs, status updates
on Facebook and Twitter, discussion forums, etc.) and capture the
information from these dialogs.

Relationships represents the set of technologies that enables cus-
tomers (and businesses) to build networks of associations with other
users (e.g. Facebook, LinkedIn, Ning, Yammer, etc.) and allows organiza-
tions to utilize this network information.

Finally, groups represents the set of technologies that support the
development of online user communities centered on specific topics,
brands, or products. Examples include SalesForce.com's Ideaforce and
Igloo's Customer Community application software.

Firms that use the technologies described above will have access to
valuable information related to customer requirements, complaints,
and experiences, which are discussed among customers on social net-
working applications, blogs, online communities, and/or discussion
forums (Trainor, 2012). Further, online support communities can
enable organizations to interact with networks of customers to solve
problemsduring service and support encounters and create anddissem-
inate knowledge from these interactions throughout the organization
(Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006; Trainor, 2012). Social media technologies
can also increase the effectiveness of a firm's sales force by 1) providing
a better understanding of the underlying social networks between cus-
tomers and prospects (Üstüner & Godes, 2006) and 2) enabling internal
and external collaborations that lead to better customer solutions
(Trainor, 2012). To summarize, social media technology use will influ-
ence an organization's social CRM capability of engaging customers in
collaborative conversations and enhancing customer relationships.

H2. Social media technology use has a positive association with social
CRM capabilities.

2.4. Interactive effects of customer-centric management systems and
social media technology use

RBV researchers have argued that examining the interactive effects
of business resources is important yet largely underexplored (e.g.,
Nevo & Wade, 2010; Rapp et al., 2010; Song, Droge, Hanvanich, &
Calantone, 2005; Wade & Hulland, 2004). Resource complementarity
– defined as the ability of one resource or capability to reinforce the
impact of another capability – has been argued to have enhancing
effects on the relationships between resources and outcomes (Amit &
Schoemaker, 1993; Teece et al., 1997). In the marketing literature,
Song et al. (2005) provide empirical evidence of such interactive effects
between technology and marketing resources. Similarly, Rapp et al.
(2010) find that CRM technology resources have a positive, interactive
effect when coupled with a complementary organizational culture.
These findings suggest that CRM technologies are more deeply em-
bedded and have a greater impact when deployed by firms with
customer-oriented organizational cultures.

Along these same lines of logic, customer-centric management
systems should enable employees across the organization to have
greater access to information from customer interactions generated
usage and customer relationship performance: A capabilities-based
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from social media applications. Similarly, the deployment of customer-
centric management systems is shown to influence the implementation
of CRM and “break down functional barriers to customer-centered
actions” (Jayachandran et al., 2005, p. 180). Firms with more effective
CRM implementations are likely to facilitate more effective customer-
firm interactions and make greater use of the information generated
from social media technologies. In other words, the technology-enabled
IT resources of social media applications will exhibit resource comple-
mentarity when coupled with customer-centric management systems
resulting in greater social CRM capabilities.

H3. Customer-centric management systems and social media tech-
nology use will interact to positively affect social CRM capabilities.
2.5. Performance outcome of social CRM capabilities

Social CRM capabilities, which place emphasis on a firm's ability to
engage customers in collaborative conversations and enhance customer
relationships, suggest that the relational outcomes of customer satisfac-
tion, loyalty, and retention should be included in this study's research
model. This conclusion is supported by Hooley et al. (2005) and Rapp
et al. (2010) who find that marketing capabilities lead to the develop-
ment of strong customer relationships that positively influence custom-
er satisfaction and loyalty. From a technology-based perspective, the
literature suggests that technologies have enabled organizations to
interact more effectively and efficiently with customers (Ahearne,
Jelinek, & Rapp, 2005; Ahearne et al., 2007; Coviello, Milley, &
Marcolin, 2001) and coordinate the capture and use of customer infor-
mation leading to more effective customer responses (Jayachandran et
al., 2005). Marketing technologies have also been shown to positively
influence customer satisfaction and relationship development via
improved internal communications and information sharing (Wu,
Mahajan, & Balasubramanian, 2003).

H4. Social CRM capabilities have a positive association with customer
relationship performance.
3. Methods

3.1. Sample

The data for this research were acquired by surveying members of
top-management teams in a random sample of 1200 firms across a
broad spectrum of industries located in the United States. Survey
respondents were offered an aggregated summary of the research
results and an executive summary of the study findings in return for
providing their responses. The respondents were representative of a
wide range of sizes and types of businesses serving both the business
and consumermarkets. The survey assured respondents that individual
responses would remain confidential and that only aggregate results
Table 1
Means, standard deviations, and latent construct correlations.

Mean SD 1

1 Customer-centric mgmt system 5.27 1.25 1
2 Social media technology use 5.21 3.66 0.297⁎⁎

3 Social CRM capabilities 4.92 1.44 0.245⁎⁎

4 Customer relationship perf 5.57 1.07 0.536⁎⁎

5 Training 4.68 1.54 0.369⁎⁎

6 Management support 5.03 1.57 0.450⁎⁎

7 Organization size 3.85 1.02 0.111⁎

⁎ Significant at p b .05.
⁎⁎ Significant at p b .01.

Please cite this article as: Trainor, K.J., et al., Social media technology
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would be reported. Responses were received over a six-week time
frame. Of the firms contacted, 330 – or 27.5% – provided complete data.

For greater accuracy in reporting organizational policies and pro-
grams, any respondents who did not identify themselves as being a
member of their company's top-management team (e.g., business unit
or operational vice president who worked as a chief decision-maker,
CEO, etc.) were eliminated from the survey, which left a sample of
308 respondents. The reason for this decision is based on past research
in the area of strategic management (Hambrick & Mason, 1984), which
suggests that members of top-management teams are typically familiar
with the ideas and values within an organization and therefore are the
most appropriate sample to survey to collect information on strategic
initiatives and outcomes.

Tests were conducted to rule out any potential nonresponse bias by
comparing early to late responders on all study variables and demo-
graphics. Organizational respondents represented a wide array of in-
dustries and size, which included industrial, technological, financial,
and media organizations, among others. The majority of the companies
were business-to-business (60.7%), the average firm size was between
100 and 500 employees (38.2%), and the average of the respondents'
ages was between 35 and 54 years (64.9%).
3.2. Measures

All multi-item scales used within this research were developed and
adapted from scales used in past survey research studies. The means,
standard deviations, and correlations for the latent constructs are
detailed in Table 1, and individual scale items and loadings are provided
in the Appendix A.

Following Jayachandran et al. (2005), an index for the social media
technology use measure was developed. Respondents were presented
with a list of 15 social media technologies and were asked to indicate
if their organizations used these technologies by marking a check box
next to each item. The marked items were aggregated to determine a
single score that captures how many different social media technolo-
gies are used by each organization. The resulting score was treated as
an observed measure in the research analyses. This approach of using
a single score to capture technology use is similar to that of past
research (e.g., Ahearne, Jones, Rapp, & Mathieu, 2008; Jayachandran
et al., 2005).

Social CRM capabilities were operationalized using an adapted
scale from Srinivasan and Moorman (2005), which represents an
organization-wide system for acquiring, disseminating, and responding
to customer information. The three latent factorsmentioned abovewere
assessed usingmulti-item scales. Three items were used to assess infor-
mation generation (α = .94), four items were used to assess informa-
tion dissemination (α = .92), and six items were used to assess
responsiveness (α = .93). The scale itemsweremodified to specifically
refer to customer information generated from social media applications.
These three subdimensions were then aggregated into single-scale
2 3 4 5 6 7

1
0.415⁎⁎ 1
0.274⁎⁎ 0.317⁎⁎ 1
0.242⁎⁎ 0.189⁎⁎ 0.272⁎⁎ 1
0.306⁎⁎ 0.305⁎⁎ 0.380⁎⁎ 0.670⁎⁎ 1
.045 .047 .105 − .034 .013 1
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Table 2a
Structural equation modeling results.

Independent variable Dependent
variable

Dependent variable

Social CRM
capabilities

Customer relationship
performance

H1 Customer-centric management system .122⁎

H2 Social media technology use .348⁎⁎

C1 Training − .059
C2 Management support .204⁎⁎

C3 Organization size .013
H4 Social CRM capabilities .352⁎⁎

C3 Organization size .085

⁎ Significant at p b .05.
⁎⁎ Significant at p b .01.

Fig. 2. Social media usage by customer-centric management system interaction.
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scores and were used as individual indicators for the capabilities
construct, which demonstrated adequate reliability (α = .93).

Customer-centric management system was measured using six
items from the Jayachandran et al. (2005) measurement instrument.
This scale captures the extent to which customers are a focal point
of evaluation and was found to be reliable (α = .92).

Customer relationship performancewas measured using scale items
developed by Rapp et al. (2010). The scale consists of five items that
assess the extent to which firms are successful at satisfying and
retaining loyal customers. The scale was found to be reliable (α = .89).

To account for effects of extraneous variables, the study included
measures of organization size and facilitating conditions. To assess
potential facilitating conditions, two variables (training and organiza-
tional support) were operationalized using the user training and sup-
port scales adapted from Ahearne et al. (2005).

3.3. Analytical strategy

In order to take advantage of the benefits offered from the use of
structural equation modeling (SEM), a covariance-based SEM program
was used to test the measurement properties of the research model
and the linear effects hypothesized. SEM modeling generally follows a
two-stage process. In the first stage, a measurement model is specified
and fit. In the second stage, the structural model is fit to the data (see
Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). To test the proposed relationships, the
study fit a linear effects model that amounts to the hypothesized
model depicted in Fig. 1, minus the interaction (i.e., H3). Below is a re-
port of the fit indices and properties for both models and a discussion
of the parameter estimates.

3.4. Evaluation of structural model

The analysis fits a CFA model to the research data, and this pro-
cess yielded an acceptable fit [χ2 = 191.3 (85), p b .01; CFI = .97;
RMSEA = .06]. Fornell and Larcker (1981) tests for discriminant
validity were all found to be acceptable, all factor loadings were signif-
icant (p b .01), and composite reliabilities exceeded the .60 benchmark
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).

3.5. Results of hypotheses tests

3.5.1. Direct effects
To begin the structural equation analysis, the linear effects present

in the research model were examined. This direct-effect model
exhibited acceptable fit indices [χ2 = 368.4(135), p b .01; CFI = .94;
RMSEA = .07]. The positive relationships between a firm's customer-
centric management system (H1: β = .122, p b .05) and social media
technology use (H2: β = .348, p b .01) on its social CRM capabilities
were both supported. Moreover, social CRM capabilities (H4: β =
.352, p b .01) were found to have a positive influence on a firm's
customer relationship performance, and the management support
covariate was shown to significantly influence social CRM capabilities
(β = .204, p b .01). Table 2a presents a summary of the model param-
eter estimates.

3.5.2. Interactive effects
The final stage in the analysis was to examine the interactive effects

hypothesized in the research model. As there are challenges associated
with testing interaction effects within a SEM framework (Marsh, Kit-Tai,
&Wen, 2004; Ping, 1995), the analysis used hierarchical regression anal-
ysis in SPSS, which is among themost frequently usedmethods for inter-
action effects (Gounaris, Koritos, & Vassilikopoulou, 2010). To test the
interaction effects, social media technology use and customer-centric
management systemswere bothmean-centered. Next, themultiplicative
interactive termbetween the variableswas calculated and placed into the
hierarchical regression analysis to determine the effects of the interaction.
Please cite this article as: Trainor, K.J., et al., Social media technology
examination of social CRM, Journal of Business Research (2013), http://dx.d
The regression equation used social CRM capabilities as the dependent
variable and both customer-centric management systems and social
media technology use as independent variables. All covariates outlined
previously were included in the model.

The data supported the interactive effect within the research model.
Socialmedia technology use and customer-centricmanagement systems
were found to interact and have a significant effect on social CRM
capabilities (H3: β = .320, p b .01). Using standard practices frommod-
erated regression analyses (Aiken & West, 1991), the interaction was
plotted to interpret its form. Specifically, using the information from
the hypothesized model analyses, the analysis plotted the relationship
between the customer-centric management system and social CRM
capabilities that correspond to the low (one SD below the mean) and
high (one SD above the mean) values of the social media technology
use moderator. As shown in Fig. 2, as social media technology use is
present within an organization, the greatest impact on social CRM capa-
bilities comes when a customer-centric management system is more
prevalent.

The proportions of variance of the endogenous variables accounted
for by the hypothesized influences are as follows: R2 social CRMcapabil-
ities = .26; R2 customer relationship performance = .15.
3.5.3. Post hoc analyses
In addition to analyzing the hypotheses in the study, other non-

hypothesized relationships that could be present in the research model
were also explored, such as whether any differential effects exist across
business-to-business (B2B) or business-to-consumer (B2C) firms. Divid-
ing the research sample into two subsamples (121 B2C firms and 187
usage and customer relationship performance: A capabilities-based
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B2B firms); a similar hierarchical analysis to that outlined above was
conducted wherein one significantly different path across the relation-
ships of interestwas uncovered. As seen in Table 2b, all hypothesized ef-
fects are the same except for the relationship between customer-centric
management system and social CRM capabilities. Specifically, in B2B or-
ganizations (β = .152, p b .05) the relationship is significant; however,
in B2C firms, the relationship is not significant (β = − .053). Although
these linear effects need to be interpreted cautiously with the
higher-order interaction present, the direct effects suggest that in B2B
firms customer-centric management systems are an important driver
of capabilities in and of themselves, but this is not the samewith respect
to B2C firms. This finding would suggest that as B2C firms are typically
more transactional in nature, customer centricity is not as important as
social media tools.

Last, the study fit a third model that included other potential
effects not hypothesized in the conceptual framework. By including
the exogenous linear effects and interactive effect to customer relation-
ship performance, the respecifiedmodelwas a significant improvement
over the hypothesized model, and one additional significant effect was
uncovered. Specifically, a customer-centric management system had a
significant effect on customer relationship performance (β = .585,
p b .01). There was no evidence, however, of a direct relationship
between social media technology use and customer relationship
performance.
4. Discussion and implications

This study offers several contributions to the CRM literature and
provides managerial insight related to the efficacy of social media
technology use. This research is the first empirical study of social CRM
as a firm-level capability. The theoretically grounded conceptualization
and measurement of social CRM capability provides support for the ar-
gument that social media technology use, when viewed as a resource,
positively influences customer relationship performance via firm-level
capabilities. This finding is consistent with extant IT literature, which
suggests that technology alone may not be sufficient to gain a compet-
itive advantage. Instead, social media technologies merely facilitate
capabilities that allow firms to better meet the needs of customers.

Another important contribution of this study is the examination of
the interactive effects of customer-centric management systems and
social media technology use on social CRM capabilities. The findings
in this study lend support for the notion that complementarity exists
between CRM systems and emerging technologies like social media
applications. As shown in Fig. 2, firms that have high social media
technology use in conjunction with customer-centric management
systems have developed greater social CRM capabilities than their
Table 2b
Hierarchical regression results.

Independent variable Dependent variable

Social CRM capabilities

Business-to-consumer

H1 Customer-centric management system − .053
H2 Social media technology use .256⁎⁎

H3 Cust-centric mgt system × SM tech use .267⁎⁎

C1 Training .053
C2 Management support .345⁎⁎

C3 Organization size − .065
H4 Social CRM capabilities
C3 Organization size

Business-to-consumer (n = 121).
Business-to-business (n = 187).
⁎ Significant at p b .05.

⁎⁎ Significant at p b .01.
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counterparts with low social media technology use. Given the positive
effect of the interaction, it is possible that firms adopting social media
technology without coupling such technology with customer-centric
management systems are missing an opportunity to further enhance
performance.

An interesting, and somewhat unexpected, finding is represented
by the negative interaction slope for firms with low social media
use. It is somewhat counterintuitive that firms with low customer-
centric management systems exhibit higher social CRM capabilities
than firms with high levels of customer-centric systems. Drawing
from the IT-alignment literature it can be argued that the interaction
slopes are indicators that firm resources (i.e., technology deployment)
have a greater effect when coupled with strategic capabilities. Based
on this logic, it appears that social CRM capabilities are not considered
strategic for low social media use firms in general. For firms that are
low social media use/high customer-centric management systems in
particular, it is plausible that customer-centric business processes and
supporting activities are deeply entrenched within these organizations
and, as a result, developing new capabilities that alter these processes
may be particularly challenging. Such firms would, therefore, likely
exhibit lower social CRM capability than their low customer-centric
management systems counterparts.

The differences between B2B and B2C firms revealed in the post-hoc
analysis represent another contribution of this study. The findings sug-
gest that the direct influence of customer-centric management systems
on social CRMcapabilities is significant only for B2Bfirms. Thisfinding is
arguably a result of the transactional nature of B2C relationships and
reflects a diminished importance placed by such firms on customer-
centricmanagement systems and the capabilities they enable. It is likely
that other such contingent factors that fall outside the scope of this
study will influence both IT resource deployments and the correspond-
ing development of social CRM capabilities.
4.1. Implications for practice

This study provides evidence that investment in social media tech-
nology can provide firms with substantial relationship management
benefits. On the surface, this finding seems to support claims made by
technology vendors that social media technology is a panacea for effec-
tively managing customer relationships. To the contrary, the results in
this study suggest that social media technology use alone does not
have a direct effect on these relationship performance outcomes.
Instead, the results show that firms use these technologies to develop
capabilities that allow them to better serve their customers. Not only
do social media technology investments enhance a firm's social CRM
capabilities, but firms with customer-centric management systems are
Dependent variable

Customer relationship performance

Business-to-business Business-to-consumer Business-to-business

.152⁎

.393⁎⁎

.205⁎⁎

− .161
.145
.071

.394⁎⁎ .290⁎⁎

.266⁎⁎ − .015
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Social media technology use

Which of the following functions are the social media technologies
used by your organization capable of doing? Please check all that
apply
Sharing support
□ Photo sharing/storage (e.g. Flickr. Twitpic)
□Video hosting/sharing/storage (i.e. Twitvid, UStream, YouTube)
□ Presentation sharing/storage (e.g. SlideShare)
□ News/live feeds (e.g. RSS)

Conversation Support
□ Blogging (e.g. Blogger, Wordpress, TypePad)
□ Instant messaging (e.g. Google Instant Messenger, ooVoo,

MSN, Yahoo)
□ Micro-blogging (e.g. Twitter, Tumblr)
□ Online conferencing/webinar (e.g. Adobe Connect, Go-to-

Meeting, ooVoo, Yugma)
□ Live interactive Broadcasting (e.g. UStream.tv)

Relationship support
□ Social and professional network presence (e.g. FaceBook,

LinkedIn, MySpace, Ning)
□ Social analytics (Omniture, sproutsocial, SAS, IBM Analytics)
□ Social collaboration (e.g. Chatter, hootsuite, Groupsite)

Groups/community support
□ Moderated web community (e.g. IdeaForce, Igloo, Jive)
□ Unmoderated web community (e.g. Ning, Jive,

LeverageSoftware,)
□ Social support community (e.g. Lithium, Telligent, getsatisfaction,

Zoho)
Customer-centric management system

We focus on customer needswhile designing business processes. 0.757
In our organization, employees receive incentives based on

customer satisfaction measures.
0.793

A key criterion used to evaluate our customer contact employees
is the quality of their customer relationships.

0.845

In our organization, business processes are designed to enhance
the quality of customer interactions.

0.847

We organize our company around customer-based groups
rather than product or function-based groups.

0.798

In our organization, various functional areas coordinate their
activities to enhance the quality of customer experience.

0.828

Social CRM capability
Information generation 0.889
In this business, we use SOCIALMEDIA to conductmarket research. 0.899
We use SOCIALMEDIA to detect changes in our customers' prod-

uct preferences.
0.930

Weuse SOCIALMEDIA to detect fundamental shifts in our industry
(e.g., competition).

0.883

Information dissemination 0.905
We have frequent interdepartmental meetings to discuss

market trends identified via SOCIAL MEDIA.
0.867

Marketing personnel spend time discussing customers' future
needs identified on SOCIAL MEDIA applications with other
departments.

0.881

Data collected using SOCIAL MEDIA on customer satisfaction
are disseminated at all levels on a regular basis.

0.863

When one department finds out something important about
competitors using SOCIAL MEDIA, it is quick to alert other
departments.

0.818
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also well-positioned to take advantage of the rich information afforded
through social media technologies. In this instance, when firms couple
customer-centric management systems with nascent technologies, the
impact on social CRM capabilities is magnified, which subsequently en-
hances customer relationship performance.

This study suggests that managers considering social media tech-
nology investments should focus on how these technologies integrate
with existing systems to support their firm's capabilities. While many
firms might be able to implement a CRM system or create a social
media presence, turning such resource investments into productive
capabilities will likely necessitate that the technological investment
supports and complements company strategies. According to the
post hoc analyses of this study, management support plays a role in
enhancing social CRM capabilities for B2C firms. For such firms,
which may be more transactional in nature, managers may need to
provide more support and guidance related to social media usage
than in B2B firms, where the interaction is typically more relational
in nature and the employee may be more cognizant of the value of
social media applications.

4.2. Limitations and future research

The study does have limitations, many of which highlight exciting
opportunities for future research. The study sample, for example, was
very broad and diverse. It is possible that although the research
results are generally true across industries, the relationships may be
less applicable to specific industries that may not see as much potential
or customer demand for social media use. Speaking to this issue, differ-
ences were found between B2B and B2C firms, particularly in the direct
relationship between customer-centric management systems and
social CRM capabilities. While an explanation for this result is outside
the purview of this study and we can only offer speculation on what
might be driving this result, this is certainly an interesting avenue for
future work.

Future research exploring the applicability of these findings to
different industries, contexts, and settings is certainly warranted and
encouraged. For example, the study did not consider other contingent
factors such as the competitive environment or the position of the
firm in its industry. It is conceivable that this study is capturing an effect
that is only applicable to firms that have aggressively undertaken initia-
tives in support of their customer orientation strategy. The findings
might, therefore, be less applicable to firms that are just beginning to
adopt social media or has a top management team that is less knowl-
edgeable on social media initiatives.

An additional possible limitation of this study involves the survey
sample of top-management team executives who, although knowl-
edgeable about, and representatives of, the beliefs, values, and ideas
espoused by the firm, may have inflated their characterization of
their firms' levels of customer-centric management systems, social
media technology use, social CRM capabilities or even customer rela-
tionship performance. It is possible that relationships may be less
pronounced than they might otherwise be had data been collected
from individuals who were not part of the top-management team
and who are more directly involved with day-to-day operations.
Future research might collect responses from middle management
and link that information to archival performance data for the firm.

Finally, the index used to measure social media technology usage
captures only the number of social media applications deployed by
a firm. While this type of index has been used in past research, this
measurement approach is not without its limitations. Some of the
items captured by the index may be more applicable for B2B firms
than they are for B2C companies. Developing a technology usage
measure that is more specific and appropriate for either B2B or B2C
contexts could be a worthwhile endeavor for future research. Also,
as noted by Ahearne et al. (2008), self-reported technology can be
different than actual technology use (i.e., when measured using
Please cite this article as: Trainor, K.J., et al., Social media technology
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archived IT usage records). For example, with the currentmeasurement
approach, respondents may report that they use a particular social
media technology but the actual use of the technologymay beminimal.
Future studies could plausibly capture the actual usage activity within
social media applications for a more accurate and complete picture of
technology use across the firm. Another measurement approach for
consideration is to employ a perceptual measure that not only captures
the technologies used by the firm but also the usage intensity, or the
extent to which the technologies are used within an organization
(e.g., Wu et al., 2003). A more robust measure of technology use could
provide a clearer picture of how social media technologies relate to
different firm capabilities and performance outcomes.
Appendix A. Scale items and loadings
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(continued)

Social media technology use

Responsiveness 0.915
We use SOCIAL MEDIA to respond to our competitor's price

changes.
0.841

We pay attention to changes in our customers' products or
service needs using SOCIAL MEDIA.

0.876

If a major competitor launched an intensive campaign targeting
our customers, we would respond immediately using SOCIAL
MEDIA.

0.873

The SOCIAL MEDIA activities of the different departments are
well coordinated.

0.819

Customer complaints can be filed and tracked using SOCIAL
MEDIA in our firm.

0.768

When our customers want us to modify a product or service,
we announce that change using SOCIAL MEDIA.

0.799

Customer relationship performance
Relative to your competitors …

…our customers work with our firm for a long time. 0.797
…once we get new customers, they tend to stay with our

company.
0.866

…our customers are very loyal to our firm. 0.836
…our customers are satisfied with our company. 0.749
…customer retention is very important to our firm. 0.760

Appendix A (continued)
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