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In this study, we investigate: 
 

 The positive effects of a membership program with different 
membership levels (of the Hermitage museum) 

 And how these effects are mediated by the level of perceived 
prestige of the (Amsterdam Hermitage) museum by its members 

 
Positive effects are studied in 4 different ways: 
 
1. Purchasing behavior (at the museum shop and restaurant) 
2. Recommendation behavior (of the museum in social network) 
3. Joint visiting behavior (with non-members to the museum) 
4. Recruiting behavior (new members to the program) 
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Paper in a nut shell 



 Hermitage Amsterdam is a subsidiary of Hermitage St. Petersburg 
 They do not have their own collection  
 They host mostly temporary exhibitions with art from Hermitage St. 

Petersburg 
 Open since 2004 
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About the Hermitage Amsterdam 
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Membership program (with levels)  
of Hermitage Amsterdam 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
the member base secures a yearly income of €146,560.- from membership fees. 
When averages of cross-purchasing, as derived from this study and presented in Section 4, are included, members are found to generate 4.1% of the museum‟s total revenues (from tickets sales, membership fees, the restaurant and the shops). 
This figure could be underestimated due to the lack of data on reduced admission fees by non-members, because of which the regular entrance price of €15,- was used to calculate the revenues from ticket sales for all non-members. 



 Loyalty programs are structured marketing efforts that reward and 
encourage loyal behaviour that ultimately benefit the firm 
 

 Some benefits of loyalty programs:  
 
 Retaining customers cheaper than attracting new ones (Rosenberg, 1984)   
 Higher repurchasing behaviour / switching costs (Sharp & Sharp, 1997) 
 Higher willingness to pay price premiums (Day, 2000; Jain & Singh, 2002)  
 More positive word of mouth (Godes, 2004) 
 More referrals (Biyalogorsky, 2001)  
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Loyalty programs 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Word of Mouth = talking positively about a firm or product
Referrals = consumers actively bringing in new customers (firms contact potential new customers using the name of the referring consumer)



 Differences between loyalty and membership programs:   
 
 One can join most loyalty programs for free, but often have to pay to become a 

member, especially in a non-profit setting (Bhattacharya, Rao & Glynn, 1995) 
 
 Costumers in high tiers of loyalty programs are the heaviest users but this is not 

necessarily the case in membership programs (Glynn, Bhattacharya & Rao, 1996)  
 

 
 Annual membership fees provide museums a stable stream of 

income at a comparatively low cost (Glynn, Bhattacharya & Rao, 1996): 

 

 Roughly 80% of the members do not visit enough times to recover their fee 

 Roughly 80% use their special event benefits infrequently  
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Loyalty vs. membership programs 



 
 Scholars of membership programs have not systematically studied 

positive effects beyond direct financial benefits from its members 
 

 We therefore study whether membership programs are successful in 
terms of cross-purchasing, recommendation, joint visiting and 
recruitment behavior by its members 
 

 In addition, we study the direct effect of perceived prestige and the 
degree to which it mediates the effect of membership levels on 
positive organizational outcomes 
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Gap in current research  



Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relation between membership level and  
 

(a) Cross-purchasing behavior 
(b) Recommendation behavior 
(c) Joint visiting behavior 
(d) Recruitment behavior 

 
Hypothesis 2: The positive relation between membership level and 

 
(a) Cross-purchasing behavior 
(b) Recommendation behavior 
(c) Joint visiting behavior 
(d) Recruitment behavior 
 
…is mediated by members’ perceived prestige of the museum 
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Hypotheses 
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Membership level data 

+ Non-members (sampled on site):  N=122 



 
1. Cross-purchasing behavior (= OLS regression) 

 Expenditures in the restaurant as well as the museum store (in Euros).  

 
2. Recommendation behavior (= Negative Binomial regression) 

 “How many persons did you recommend to visit the Hermitage over the past year?” 

 
3. Joint visiting behavior (= Negative Binomial regression) 

 ”How many people did you bring along on your visits to the Hermitage over the past year?”  

 
4. Recruiting behavior (= Negative Binomial regression) 

 “How many persons have become a member of the Hermitage thanks to you? ”  
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Behavior data and method 



 We use an adaption of the perceived prestige scale  
    (Mael and Ashforth, 1992; Glynn et al.,1996)  

 
 Four item scale (Cronbach alpa .8):  

 
1. “Membership of the Hermitage is highly valued in my community” 

2. “In my community it is considered prestigious to be a member of this museum” 

3. “The Hermitage is an excellent conversation topic on parties and social events” 

4. “Membership of this museum raises my status among friends and other social 

contacts.” 
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Perceived prestige scale 



Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relation between membership level and  
 

(a) Cross-purchasing behavior  (YES) 
(b) Recommendation behavior  (YES) 
(c) Joint visiting behavior   (NO) 
(d) Recruitment behavior   (NO: significant NEGATIVE effect) 

 
Hypothesis 2: The positive relation between membership level and 

 
(a) Cross-purchasing behavior (YES) 
(b) Recommendation behavior  (YES) 
(c) Joint visiting behavior  (NO) 
(d) Recruitment behavior  (NO) 
 
…is mediated by members’ perceived prestige of the museum 
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Revisiting the hypotheses 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Er is een positive relatie tussen member level en prestige dus hoge members perceived meer prestige. Verder is prestige wel goed voor recruitment. Namelijke een positive coefficient van prestige op recruitment. Echter het directe negative effect (relatie) van member level blijft bestaan. 



 Potential positive effects of investors beyond financial 
capital investment in crowdsourcing: 
 Investors (members) spend more than regular customers? 

 Investors (members) act as ambassadors (recommenders)? 

 Investors (members) recruit other investors? 

 Investors (members) introduce more new customers (bars/restaurants)? 

 

 Question: How do different investment sizes (membership 
levels) affect the above mentioned effects? 
 Are bigger investors also bigger spenders / better customers? 

 Are bigger investors also better ambassadors (recommenders)? 

 Are bigger investors also worse recruiters of other investors? 
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Lessons for crowdfunding? 



Thank you for your attention! 

14 


	Crowdfunding Seminar �Amsterdam, June 5, 2014��Dr. Joris Ebbers (co-authors Prof. dr. Mark Leenders and Jonathan Augustijn MSc)�University of Amsterdam Business School�E-mail: j.j.ebbers@uva.nl
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14

