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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship marketing between the
life insurance industry and its customer. It is believed that the relationship commitment
and trust is the main variables to a successful relationship marketing. The precursors of
relationship commitment and trust will influence the member’s acquiescence,
propensity to leave, cooperation, functional conflict and uncertainty via intervening
variable of relationship commitment and trust.

The researcher first adapted and modified the Key Mediating Variables (KMV)
Model presented by Morgan and Hunt (1994) and raised hypotheses afterwards. The
study subjects are the customers of two insurance corporations. And collected 321 valid
samples. The data were analyzed mainly by analysis of reliability, smple mean analysis,
analysis of variance ( ANOVA ), analysis of correlation, and stepwise regression
analysis.

The major findings are

1. Thereisapositive relationship between relationship termination costs and
relationship commitment.

2. Thereisapositive relationship between relationship benefits and relationship
commitment.

3. Thereisapositive relationship between shared values and trust.

4. Thereisapositive relationship between communication and trust.

5. Thereisapositive relationship between relationship commitment and
acquiescence.

6. Thereisapositive relationship between relationship commitment and
cooperation.

7. Thereisapositive relationship between trust and relationship commitment

8. Thereisapositive relationship between trust and functional conflict.

9. Thereis anegative relationship between trust and uncertainty.
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