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Abstract: One of the key elements in development of modern banking is 
attracting profitable customers and building customer loyalty to establish 
lasting relationships. Given the role customers play as an asset in the 
banking industry and given the positive effect of brand loyalty on profit 
margins, building relationship quality is a key factor in customer lifetime 
value and profitability. The purpose of the present research is to examine 
the mediating role of brand equity in the association between relationship 
quality and customer lifetime value in the banking industry. In this 
descriptive study, data are collected using a questionnaire. The population 
consists of the customers of x Bank,of whom 382 are selected using 
stratified random sampling.Data are analyzed using descriptive statistics in 
SPSS and the proposed model is tested using partial least squares structural 
equation modeling in SmartPLS. The results indicate the Perceived value 
affects the satisfaction dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value 
affects the trust dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects the 
ease of use dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects the 
commitment dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects 
relationship quality and brand equity. Relationship quality affects brand 
equity. Relationship quality mediates the association between perceived 
value and brand equity. Brand equity mediates the association between 
relationship quality and CLV. 
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1. Introduction 

Recent studies in various economic sectors provide evidence of the 
precursors of brand equity and relationship quality and their effect on 
customer behavioral intentions and customer lifetime value (Segarra-
Moliner & Moliner-Tena, 2016). Increasing advancement in 
communications technology has revolutionized different aspects of 
human life and organizational performance. With the transition from 
traditional economy and the ever-increasing competition, customers 
have become the centerpiece of all organizational activities, and from 
a competitive perspective, the survival and sustainability of 
organizations depend on identifying, attracting, and retaining 
customers (Ekinci et al., 2014). quality management is known as a 
management strategy for achieving high product quality, customer 
satisfaction and organisational performance and One of the objectives 
in quality management is to reduce variations in the processes to 
ensure consistent and predictable output (Wangwacharakul et al, 
2020). In order to foster the Industrial Revolution 4.0, a great deal of 
effort is being carried out to optimise the abilities of production 
systems that enhance productivity and quality (Mahalakshmi & 
Arokiasamy, 2020). The intense competition in today’s world market 
forces organisations to examine how to improve the quality as they 
seek to enhance their competitiveness (Ashrafi & Bashir, 2011). 

This move towards a customer-centric approach has led to an 
interest in estimating and understanding customer lifetime value 
(CLV), which is defined as the present value of the future cash flows or 
the value of business attributed to the customer during their entire 
relationship with the company. Measuring the CLV of individual 
customers can help improve customer segmentation and marketing 
resource allocation, thus leading to higher customer retention and 
profits for the firm (Benoit & Van Den Poel, 2009). 

Brand equity, i.e. the value derived from the perception of 
consumers of a particular brand, and relationship quality, are crucial 
factors for customer profitability management in the banking 
industry. Also, due to increasing competition and growing customer 
expectations, it is essential for banks to meet these heightened 
expectations, and brand equity and its potential moderating role in the 
association between relationship quality and CLV could be crucial to 
continued profitability and the survival in the banking industry. 

Value equity, brand equity and retention equity have been 
suggested as drivers of customer equity. This three-equity approach 
has been criticized for its purely economic view as it does not take 
into account the importance of consumer perception and behavior 
when it comes to explaining customer equity. Recent studies in 
several countries analyze the drivers of customer equity from the 



point of view of customer perception and suggest expanded drivers 
based on the three equities: customer perceived value, customer-
based brand equity, relationship quality, and loyalty (Segarra-Moliner 
& Moliner-Tena, 2016). Given the intangible nature of services and 
given that satisfied customers become brand advocates, companies 
are encouraged to create positive relationships with their customers. 
Although patterns in the relationship between perceived value, 
relationship quality, and CLV are adopted from Segarra-Moliner & 
Moliner-Tena (2016), Zhang et al. (2016), and Lhoest-Snoeck et al. 
(2014), but according to the available information sources and studies 
conducted by the researchers of this study, At present, there is no 
comprehensive research in Iran that simultaneously examines the 
factors and variables in this study on the Customer Lifetime Value. 
Also, no article in Iran and abroad has examined the mediating role of 
brand equityin the relationship between relationship quality and 
customer lifetime value. Therefore, in relation to the Relationship 
Quality and Customer Lifetime Value in the Banking Industry with 
The Mediating Role of Brand Equityhas not been considered a model 
and considering that no research has been done in this field in this 
industry so far, it is necessary to conduct the present research to 
ensure and help solve this problem. Therefore, in the present study, 
the researcher seeks to answer the question of how the relationship 
between social media marketing activities and customer intentions 
with the mediating role of brand equity? 

2. Theoretical Framework and Literature Review 

The positive association between relationship quality and customer 
equity has been documented in the marketing literature. The ‘three 
equity’ framework has lately been used to explain consumer purchase 
intentions and long-term value across various industries (Dwivedi et 
al., 2012). Ambler et al (2002) provide a theoretical discussion on the 
effect of customer-based brand equity on the customer’s mind-set 
that increases with relationship quality. Bolton and Drew (2004) 
argue that brand equity affects commitment (a key component of 
relationship quality). Similarly, Martenson (2007) states that brand 
equity depends on customers’ perceptions and can generate trust in 
the company (another key component of relationship quality). 
Therefore, a positive customer-based brand equity can have a 
favorable effect on consumer commitment and trust. In other words, 
with high brand equity, customers tend to maintain their relationship 
with the company. 

According to the customer value creation paradigm, generating and 
retaining competitive advantage must go beyond a simple focus on 
service quality or customer. Without a perception of a certain 



minimum value of the product or the service, there is no basis on 
which to form perceptions about the brand and the relationship 
(Segarra-Moliner & Moliner-Tena, 2016). 

Today, companies are increasingly focusing on establishing and 
maintaining good customer relations during each customer’s lifetime 
with the company and subsequently generating higher profitability 
and growth. CLV is one of the tools for identifying the value or 
profitability of customers (Ekinci et al., 2014). 

Companies around the globe increasingly derive revenue from the 
creation and enhancement of long-term relationships with their 
customers. The move towards a customer-centric approach to 
marketing, along with the increasing availability of customer-
transaction data, has led to an interest in estimating and 
understanding CLV (Benoit & Van Den Poel, 2009). CLV allows 
companies to focus their efforts on retaining profitable customers and 
develop the customer equity of this segment (Razmi & Ghanbari, 
2009). 

There is no standard way of measuring CLV, and existing research 
has some limitations concerning the real-world application of the 
proposed methods. As Jain and Singh (2002) emphasize, robust, 
simple, flexible, and empirically valid models are still very scarce in the 
literature (Ekinci et al., 2014). Therefore, it is imperative to provide a 
model for measuring CLV based on brand equity and perceived value 
by drawing from the strengths of the existing methods. The various 
definitions of CLV and the different perspectives in this area suggest 
that a hybrid model could be more effective for supporting 
organizational systems (Tavakkoli et al., 2012). 

Given the behavioral characteristics of bank customers and distinct 
banking services and target customers, the present research tries to 
fill the gap in CLV literature in the banking industry by proposing a 
model for measuring CLV with an emphasis on brand equity and 
relationship quality. 

2.1. Relationship Quality and Customer Lifetime Value 

Relationship quality is considered a meta-construct that consists of 
several components and represents the general nature of 
relationships between an organization and its customers. It can be 
defined as “a bundle of intangible value which augments products or 
services and results in an expected interchange between buyers and 
sellers” (Wong & Sohal, 2002). Relationship quality is the customers’ 
perception of how the overall relationship meets their expectations, 
predictions, objectives, and wishes (Jarvelin & Lehtinen, 1996). 

The key challenge of CLV measurement is the development of a 
model to forecast the future flow of profits that each customer will 
provide to the company (Romero et al., 2013). The present research 



aims to examine the mediating role of brand equity in the association 
between relationship quality and CLV in the banking industry. Given 
that developing customer relationships is the key value creation 
activity in today’s business strategy (Chan et al., 2010), developing a 
customer value model can contribute to remaining competitive in this 
industry. Therefore, the first hypothesis is developed as follows: 

H1. Relationship quality affects brand equity. 

2.2. Brand Equity and Customer Lifetime Value 

Customers wish to receive value in return for the profits they bring 
to an organization. As markets become more and more competitive, 
customers often have several alternatives when purchasing the goods 
and services they need. Therefore, they consider qualitative 
characteristics in addition to physical characteristics when deciding to 
purchase a product. Customers seek clues to help them with their 
choice. Scholars believe that word of mouth is especially important 
for the success of service providers. Service quality is generally 
experiential in nature and thus it is difficult to evaluate prior to 
purchase. When customers cannot easily evaluate the quality and 
value of services and/or the capabilities of service providers, they 
tend to consider the credibility and reputation of the company, mostly 
promoted through word of mouth, as a key indicator of quality 
(Ghafari et al., 2013). 

The value of a customer is the value the customer brings to the firm 
over their lifetime. Recent studies show that past contributions form 
a customer may not always reflect their future worth to the firm. 
Hence, a metric is needed that will be an objective measure of future 
profitability of the customer to the firm (Reinartz & Kumar, 2003). 
Given that conventional methods of customer segmentation and CLV 
modeling cannot respond to changes in a dynamic environment, 
more accurate and practical segmentation methods are necessary 
that account for CLV and enable firms to develop plans to enhance 
their customer value and profitability. The high complexity of CLV 
measurement methods and formulas make them inefficient in 
practice, highlighting the need for simplified and more pragmatic 
models (Safari-Kahreh et al., 2014). Therefore, the second hypothesis 
is developed as follows: 

H2. Brand equity mediates the association between relationship 
quality and customer lifetime value. 

2.3. Literature Review 

To our knowledge, there is no study to examine the association 
between relationship quality and CLV and the mediating role of brand 
equity. However, the following table provides a summary of the 



literature on CLV. 

Table 1. Literature review. 

Author (s) Description 

Zhang et al. 
(2016) 

Examined the relationships among customer value anticipation, product 
innovativeness, and customer lifetime value from the customer’s 
perspective; found that perceived customer value anticipation can 

significantly affect product innovativeness and the relationship is partially 
mediated by product innovativeness. 

Segarra-Moliner & 
Moliner-Tena 

(2016) 

Investigated customer equity and CLV in the Spanish telecommunication 

services and developed a model for CLV drivers; the findings supported the 
importance of customer perceived value in building relationship quality and 
in brand equity. 

Cermak (2015) 

Conducted a portfolio analysis of customer profitability and customer 
lifetime value in a case study; found that the risk profile of customers was 
above the average and that “one-off” customers were more reliable payers 

and more profitable for the company. 
Safari-Kahreh et 
al. (2014) 

Proposed a CLV model for customer segmentation and profitability 
management in the Iranian banking industry. 

Ekinci et al. 
(2014) 

Developed a CLV model for the banking industry as a guide 
to marketing actions. 

Lhoest-Snoeck et 
al. (2014) 

Examined the effect of attractively priced acquisition campaigns on 

retention intention and CLV of existing customers; found that customers 
who are aware of the acquisition campaigns have a significantly higher 
retention intention than those who are unaware of these campaigns. 

Romero et al. 
(2013) 

Proposed a partially hidden Markov model of customer dynamics for CLV 
measurement that would produce more accurate forecasts of future 
customer behavior if the assumptions existing stochastic models were 

violated. 

.4. The Conceptual Model 

The present research integrates the factors that affect customer 
retention in the banking industry into a conceptual CLV model. These 
include perceived value, relationship quality, services (on-site and off-
site), and brand equity. The e related to perceived value, relationship 
quality, and CLV are adopted from Segarra-Moliner & Moliner-Tena 
(2016), Zhang et al. (2016), and Lhoest-Snoeck et al. (2014). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The conceptual model of the research (Segarra-Moliner & Moliner-Tena (2016), Zhang et al. 
(2016), and Lhoest-Snoeck et al. (2014). 

 

3. Methodology 

The population of this research consists of the customers of Refah 
Bank of Iran. Using stratified random sampling, 382 customers are 
selected as the sample. Data are collected using a questionnaire, with 
the items rated on a 5-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 ‘completely 
disagree’ to 5 ‘completely agree’). The e related to perceived value, 
relationship quality, and CLV are adopted from Segarra-Moliner & 
Moliner-Tena (2016), Zhang et al. (2016), and Lhoest-Snoeck et al. 
(2014). The variables, dimensions, and items are provided in Table 2. 

Table 2. Variables, dimensions, and items of the questionnaire. 

Variables Dimensions Items 

Perceived value 

Commitment 1-3 
Ease of use 4-6 

Trust 7-9 
Satisfaction 10-12 

Relationship 
Quality 

Security 13-15 

Service quality 16-19 
Customer retention 20-23 
Employee capability 24-27 

Brand equity  28-30 
Customer 
lifetime value 

 31-34 

Customer lifetime value (CLV): CLV is the present value of the 
future cash flows or the value of business attributed to the customer 
during their entire relationship with the company (Benoit & Van Den 
Poel, 2009). Different factors are used in the measurement of CLV, 
including perceived value, relationship quality, and diversity of 
services. 

Perceived value: Perceived value is the ratio of perceived benefits 
relative to perceived sacrifice. It is also defined as the customer’s 



overall assessment of the utility of a product based on the perception 
of what is received and what is given (Floh et al., 2014). A customer’s 
perceptions may change depending on the circumstances (Prior, 
2013). 

Relationship quality: Relationship quality is defined as a bundle of 
intangible values resulting in an expected long-term relationship 
between related parties. It is also described as the degree of 
appropriateness of a relationship to fulfill the needs of the customer 
associated with the relationship (Rajaobelina & Bergeron, 2011). 
Relationship quality is seen as the customer’s positive feelings 
towards the service provider, their relationship with the provider in 
terms of trust and commitment, and their overall satisfaction with the 
provider (Ng et al., 2011). 
Brand equity: Customer-based brand equity is defined as the 

customers’ subjective and intangible assessment of the brand. It is the 

different effect that customer knowledge about a brand has on their 

response to marketing activities and programs for that brand (Keller 

and Lehmann, 2006). The importance of customer-based brand 

equity has been emphasized in that brand creates specific 

associations in consumers’ minds and indicates a general market 

signal about the credibility of a particular brand (Segarra-Moliner & 

Moliner-Tena, 2016). 

Table 3. Demographic characteristics of the participants. 

Characteristic  Frequency Percentage 

Gender 
Male 290 76 

Female 92 24 

Marital Status 
Married 52 14 

Single 330 86 

Age 

< 30 yrs. 6 2 

31-40 yrs. 157 41 

41-50 yrs. 174 45 

> 51 yrs. 45 12 

Education 

Below high school 11 4 

High school diploma 38 10 

Associate’s degree 63 16 

Bachelor’s degree 116 30 

Master’s degree 108 28 

PhD 46 12 

Income < 2m rials 3 1 



2-5m rials 226 59 

5-10m rials 105 28 

> 10m rials 48 13 

E-banking history 

< 5 yrs. 57 15 

6-10 yrs. 140 37 

11-15 yrs. 111 29 

> 15 yrs. 74 19 

Total  382 100 

 

 

4.2. Inferential Statistics 

The hypotheses are tested using partial least squares structural 
equation modeling (PLS-SEM) in SmartPLS. SEM consists of a 
structural model and a measurement model, and the variables are 
divided into latent and observed groups, with latent variables being 
used at different levels. The measurement model examines the 
relationship between the latent variables and their indicators (items). 
The structural model examines the relationship between the main 
constructs in the conceptual model of the research (Talebi et al., 
2013). Path coefficients, coefficient of determination ( ), predictive 
relevance ( ), goodness-of-fit (GOF), and t-test are used to measure 
how the model fits the data and to test the hypotheses. In addition, the 
average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) of 
the questionnaire are measured in SmartPLS to establish the v. 
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Figures 2 and 3 demonstrate the factor loadings for the proposed 

model. Factor loadings indicate the strength of the relationships 

between latent variables and observed measures and take a value 

between 0 and 1. Factor loadings below 0.4 are considered weak and 

are disregarded, while factor loadings above 0.6 are considered 

acceptable 

 
 

Figure 2. Factor loadings between dimensions of relationship quality and other variables of the 
research. 



 
 

Figure 3. Factor loadings between the variables of the proposed model. 

As these figures show, factor loadings for all the items are above 
0.4, indicating the strength of the relationships between the variables 
and their indicators. 

4.2.1. Evaluating the Structural and Measurement Models 

The coefficient of determination ( ) indicates the percentage of 
the variance in the endogenous (dependent) variable that is explained 
by the exogenous (independent) variable. Chin (1998) describes  
values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 in PLS path models as substantial, 
moderate, and weak, respectively. Predictive relevance ( ) indicates 
the predictive power of the model and  values of 0.02, 0.15, and 
0.35 are the thresholds for low, medium, and high predictive power 
(Stone, 1974; Geisser, 1975; Henseler et al., 2009).  and  values 
for all the variables are provided in Table 4. 

Table 5. Structural model fit based on  and  values. 
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Given that the  values for all the endogenous variables are within 
the acceptable range, it can be concluded that the structural model fit 
is adequate. Moreover, the  values are also within the acceptable 
range, indicating the good predictive power of the model. 

Finally, GOF is used as a measure of the overall model fit. Values of 
0.01, 0.25, and 0.36 are considered small, medium, and large, 
respectively (Wetzels et al., 2009). The GOF for the proposed model is 
0.634, indicating that the overall model fit is acceptable. 

4.2.3. Hypothesis Testing 
After establishing the goodness-of-fit of the measurement model, 

the structural model, and the overall model, the research hypotheses 
are tested using t-test and standardized factor loading or path 
coefficients. The results are provided in Table 5. Moreover, the Sobel 
test is used to test the significance of the mediation effect. The Z-
value for this test can be calculated from the following formula at the 
95% confidence interval (CI). Values above 1.96 indicate the 
significant effect of the mediating variable at 95% CI. 

Hypothesis Path 
Path 
Coefficient 

t-
value 

Result 

H1 
Perceived value affects the satisfaction dimension of 
relationship quality. 

0.864 51.94 True 

H2 
Perceived value affects the trust dimension of 

relationship quality. 
0.548 13.74 True 

H3 
Perceived value affects the ease of use dimension of 
relationship quality. 

0.707 17.23 True 

H4 
Perceived value affects the commitment dimension of 
relationship quality. 

0.792 38.18 True 

H5 Perceived value affects relationship quality. 0.858 59.18 True 

H6 Perceived value affects brand equity. 0.541 7.13 True 
H7 Relationship quality affects brand equity. 0.308 4.004 True 

H8 
Relationship quality mediates the association 

between perceived value and brand equity. 
0.635 3.99 True 

H9 
Brand equity mediates the association between 
relationship quality and CLV. 

0.892 3.97 True 

In addition to the Sobel test, Variance Accounted for (VAF) is 
used to determine the strength of an indirect effect. It takes a 
value between 0 and 1, and the closer the value is to 1, the 
stronger is the effect. In fact, VAF measures the ratio of the 
indirect effect to the total effect. The Z-value for the mediating 
role of brand equity in the association between brand equity and 
CLV is 0.397, which is greater than 1.96 and indicates the 
significance of the mediation effect at the 95% CI. The indirect 
effect is determined as follows: 

a = 0.308 (path coefficient between relationship quality and brand 
equity) 

b = 0.803 (path coefficient between brand equity and CLV) 



c = 0.248 (path coefficient between relationship quality and CLV) 
VAF = (0.308 × 0.803) / ((0.308 × 0.803) + 0.248) = 0.892 
Since the obtained VAF (0.892) is large and greater than 0.80, we 

can argue that brand equity fully mediates the association between 
relationship quality and CLV. 

5. Conclusion 

The purpose of the present research was to explain the mediating 
role of brand equity in the association between relationship quality 
and CLV in Refah Bank. After a review of the literature, a structural 
equations model was extracted and the validity of its constructs was 
established. After examining the goodness-of-fit of the measurement, 
structural, and overall models, the hypotheses were tested to 
determine the significance of the relationships. The results indicate 
the Perceived value affects the satisfaction dimension of relationship 
quality. Perceived value affects the trust dimension of relationship 
quality. Perceived value affects the ease of use dimension of 
relationship quality. Perceived value affects the commitment 
dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects relationship 
quality and brand equity. Relationship quality affects brand equity. 
Relationship quality mediates the association between perceived 
value and brand equity. Brand equity mediates the association 
between relationship quality and CLV. In general, the results suggested 
that brand equity both directly and indirectly affects the CLV of Refah 
Bank customers. Therefore, Given that recent research have 
highlighted the importance of commitment in CLV measurement as a 
precursor of long-term customer relationships, the present research 
examined and confirmed the mediating role of brand equity in the 
association between relationship quality and CLV. In addition, the 
findings indicate the strength of the indirect effect of brand equity 
and its full mediation effect. One of the limitations of this study is in its 
scope, as it focuses on one brand in one sector of a country. 
Therefore, future research can expand this model to other brands, 
sectors, and countries. Another limitation is related to CLV measures. 
The base models from Segarra-Moliner & Moliner-Tena (2016) and 
Zhang et al. (2016) have inspired the conceptual model proposed in 
the present research, and the reason for adopting these models is the 
fact that they are simple and easily applicable to banking services. It 
must be noted that there are other alternatives that could provide 
more accurate measures of CLV, and future studies can identify the 
limitations in the applicability of each of these models. 

5.1. Discussion 

The results indicate the Perceived value affects the satisfaction 



dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects the trust 
dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects the ease of 
use dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects the 
commitment dimension of relationship quality. Perceived value affects 
relationship quality and brand equity. Relationship quality affects 
brand equity. Relationship quality mediates the association between 
perceived value and brand equity. Brand equity mediates the 
association between relationship quality and CLV. This is consistent 
with Segarra-Moliner & Moliner-Tena (2016), who found evidence 
supporting the importance of customer perceived value in building 
relationship quality and in brand equity, with Chan et al. (2010), who 
explained CLV from the perspective of product attractiveness and 
marketing strategy, and Zhang et al. (2016), who found that perceived 
customer value anticipation can significantly influence CLV. This is 
consistent with Jalalzadeh et al. (2018), who showed that brand 
equity affect relationship quality. 
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نقش واسطه ای ارزش ویژه برند 

در رابطه بین ارزش درک شده و 

ارزش عمر مشتری  در صنعت 

 بانکداری
، حسین بوداقی  2، مجتبی رمضانی1بهرام سیدین
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 چکیده

یکی ا ز محورهای اصلی توسعه بانکداری          

ها سنجش ارزش عمر مشتری نوین و سودآوری برای بانک

محسوب میگردد دراین شاخص مشتریان محور اصلی خدمات 

بوده و اهمیت مشتریان در این صنعت به عنوان یک 

دارایی نقش اساسی در پیدایش خدمات جدید و سودآوری 

 آینده وضعیت تخمین و برآورد را ایفا می نماید از طرفی
 و حفظ در تریبیش و توسعه کیفیت ارتباط ، ضرورت مشتریان

از سودآور را  به دنبال می آورد  .   مشتریان جذب

ارائه مدل ارزش عمر مشتری بر اساس ارزش   آنجا که

ویژه برند و شاخصهای بانکداری در حوزه کیفیت ارتباط 

کمتر مورد توجه محققان قرار گرفته است در این پژوهش 

بر  با تأکید رفاه بانک برند ویژه ارزش مدل ارایه

نقش واسطه ای ارزش ویژه برند بین کیفیت ارتباط و 

ارزش عمر مشتری  مورد تاکید است. در این راستا 

جامعه آماری مد نظر  مشتریان خاص بانک رفاه بوده و 

نفر برآورده  382حجم نمونه بر اساس فرمول کوکران 

آوری اطالعات پرسشنامه و آمار شده است. ابزار جمع

-و آزمون فرضیه spssافزار نرم توصیفی با استفاده از
های پژوهش و مدل ارایه شده با استفاده از معادالت 

( plsافزار با روش حداقل مربعات جزیی )نرم ساختاری

-های جمعمورد آزمایش قرار گرفت. نتایج حاصل از داده

حاصل  Z-Valueمقدار  دهدآوری شده از مشتریان نشان می

تر بودن ، به دلیل بیش 97/3از آزمون سوبل برابر با 

، %95توان اظهار داشت که در سطح اطمینان می 96/1از 

ای ارزش ویژه برند در رابطه بین تأثیر متغیر واسطه

 کیفیت ارتباط و ارزش عمر مشتری معنادار است.
ارزش عمر مشتری ، ارزش ویژژه  واژه های کلیدی :

 برند ، کیفیت ارتباط ،بانک رفاه
 hbudaghi54@gmail.com یانامه:ل، رانویسنده مسئو


