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Abstract
Organizations today are operating in an environment in which little is certain, the tempo is
quicker and the dynamics are more complex. The customer is central to the organization and
assessing customer satisfaction is a vital element in any strategy for business performance
improvement. This makes customer satisfaction a driver for survival, competitiveness and
growth. The key determinant for a sustainable business is customer loyalty as loyal customers
not only increase the value of the business, but they also enable businesses to maintain costs
lower than those associated with attracting new customers. By creating and preserving
customer loyalty, organizations develop a long term, mutually beneficial relationship with the
customers. The purpose of the research is to study the factors that can assist a company to
build a sustainable competitive advantage through the effective enhancement of customer
satisfaction and ultimately customer loyalty. The proposed conceptual model consists of the
different dimensions of product quality as the independent variables with customer
satisfaction. Garvin’s eight dimensions of Product Quality in Performance, Features,
Reliability, Conformance, Durability, Serviceability, Aesthetics and Perceived quality are
dimensions of Product Quality that affect Customer Satisfaction which impacts Loyalty. The
results provide insights to understand the dimensions of Product Quality that affect customer
satisfaction and higher satisfaction leads to higher customer loyalty in the engineering
industry in Malaysia.
Keywords: Product quality, Customer satisfaction, Customer loyalty
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1. Introduction
Competitive advantage is vital for an organization’s survival and development in the market.
Unless the organization develops and adapts its competitive strategy to the prevailing and
changing conditions in the market, let alone to achieve its objectives, its continuous survival
in the market is doubtful. Understanding the anatomy of competitive advantage is therefore of
paramount importance to organizations for a long term survival and success. Organizations
can gain competitive advantage when they are able to create and implement an innovative
strategy that is not implemented by their competitors (Ma, 1999). Galbearth (2009) highlights
positioning approach (Porter, 2008) and the resource-based view (RBV) (Wernerfelt, 1984) as
the two dominant perspectives of competitive advantage for a firm.
Tangible assets alone no longer can provide sustainable competitive advantages (Rodriguez
Perez & Ordóñez de Pablos, 2003). The resource-based theory hinges on the premise that the
source of competitive advantage lies in an organization’s internal resources as opposed to
their positioning in the external environment (Barney, 2001). This theory predicts that
specific types of resources owned and controlled by firms have the impetus to generate
competitive advantage and superior firm. A key to the success of an organization to create a
sustained competitive advantage is their ability to identify and build their distinctive
competencies, in order to produce the greatest value for all stakeholders (Bryson, Ackermann,
& Eden, 2007).
Sustained competitive advantage (SCA) is achieved when other competitors are not able to
duplicate the organization’s developed strategy (Rijamampianina, Abratt, & February, 2003).
SCA is the key differentiator of the organization in making its competition irrelevant.
Competitive advantage is not static; rather, it is extremely dynamic in nature, since it has to
be as flexible as market conditions, especially when customer needs and resources
availability are highly variables time to time.
Change in technology has changed the competition landscape. Traditional way of controlling
the resources simply does not work as small players also can have access to the advance level
of technology with a very affordable cost by using the available open source information or
the leasing facilities. Since sources of competitive advantage become scarcer, potential new
areas of competitive advantage must be explored (Markley & Davis, 2007). Competitive
advantage is created as a firm discovers a new or a more efficient way as compared to its
competitors or as soon as it innovates. Defining the source of innovation is equivalent to
describing the ways to create competitive advantages, possible through five main sources of
innovation: 1) the new technologies; 2) the modification of the demand or a new demand; 3)
the occurrence of a new segment; 4) the changes in the costs or the availability of means of
production; 5) the changes in the regulation (Passemard & Kleiner, 2000).
Clulow et al. (2003) see organizations as sustaining competitive advantage only if they are
able to continuously provide value to their customers. When this happens, customers are
identified and their needs are communicated throughout the entire organization, and every
employee evaluates every process, every task, and every decision by asking one vital
question: “How will this add value for our customers?” (Whiteley & Hessan, 1996).
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Overall an organization should be able to create superior customer value (Day, 1990).
Adopting a customer centric vision enables an organisation understand their customers 1000
years ago, to win without a fight should be the supreme among all strategies. A firm can,
under certain situations, win without fight by carefully positioning itself through innovation
which affords it competitive advantages.
Building a competitive advantage involves understanding the needs of the market (customers)
and devising a strategy to make use of the resources that are available (or can be obtained) to
set the business apart from the competition. The strategy needs to take into account the target
market and the company’s strengths and weaknesses. Despite the high number of researches
that explain and study the significant impact of creating sustainable competitive advantages
of the performance of the company, still there are not many literature that focus on the factors
of competitive advantage from service and product perspective (for example; service quality,
product quality) in business to business (B2B) sector.
Thus, the primary aim of this research is to study the factors that can influence the customer
satisfaction and consequently customer loyalty. The preceding sections of the literature
review have focused on how organizations can achieve competitive advantage. From the
literature review, it has been ascertained that both the internal factors (organization’s human
resource capability) and external factors (business environment) are important in determining
the critical success factors for organizational performance. The focus of this research is on the
internal factors of the organization, namely the product quality of organizations and its effects
on customer satisfaction and loyalty.
2. Literature Review
The following section develops the conceptual framework for the research in seeking to
understand better customer’s needs and expectations to be derived from the following
literature review.
2.1 Product Quality
(Deming, 1982) taught that by adopting appropriate principles of management, organizations
can increase quality and simultaneously reduce costs. The objective of TQM as described by
(Deming, 1982) is to develop and sustain a competitive advantage through achieving utmost
efficiency manifested in cost reduction and improvement of customer satisfaction. Besides
Deming, many have contributed to the growth of quality management with some of them
having become known as quality gurus as follows (Waters & Waters, 2008):
Fiegenbaum (1986) looked at failure costs and developed the idea of total quality involving
everyone in an organization. Taguchi (1982) showed the importance of product design and
process control that results in quality products. Juran (1979) emphasized the role of top
management and customer focus. Crosby (1979) analyzed the total costs of quality and
methods for implementing quality management. Ishikawa (1963) emphasized the contribution
of workers to quality and introduced the concept of quality circles.
Total quality management (TQM) is an approach to improving the competitiveness,
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effectiveness and flexibility of a whole organization. It is essentially a way of planning,
organizing and understanding each activity. TQM involves placing the customer as the focal
point of operations. The aim is to continuously improve process performance in order to
satisfy customer requirements (Zairi & Sinclair, 1995). (Kelsey & Bond, 2001) see TQM as
an integrated management system focused on customer satisfaction and continuous
improvement involving all employees in an organization.
(Guest, 2011) has argued that TQM is inextricably linked to HRM as a commitment to quality
management is one component of the business strategy. Without top management
involvement, commitment and leadership, a quality management program cannot succeed.
(Karia & Hasmi, 2006) in their study of quality management practices in Malaysia found that
they were positively correlated with employees’ work-related attitudes such as job
involvement, job satisfaction, career satisfaction and organizational commitment. (Mehra &
Ranganathan, 2008) found that quality management substantially increases customer
satisfaction across diverse industrial and cultural settings.
There are many different definitions and dimensions of product quality to be found in
academic literature. Quality has been defined in four categories namely excellence, value for
money, conformity to requirements and meeting of customer’s requirements (Reeves &
Bednar, 1994). 8 critical factors for product quality have been developed and utilized by the
researchers concerned - (Saraph et al., 1989, Flynn et al., 1994), (Black & Porter, 1996),
(Zeitz et al., 1997) and (Rao et al., 1999). They are Top Management support, Quality
information availability, Quality information usage, Employee training, Employee
involvement, Product/process design, Supplier quality and customer orientation.
Quality is a complex and multifaceted concept. In its broadest sense, product quality is the
ability of a product to meet or exceed customer’s expectations (Waters & Waters, 2008). The
most common operational definition posits quality as the customer's perception of product
and service excellence. In today’s competitive environment, quality is the key to an
organization’s success and survival. Intense global competition has highlighted the increasing
importance of quality. Superior quality no longer differentiates competitors; instead, it
validates the worthiness of a company to compete (Giffi et al., 1990).
(Garvin, 1987) developed a system of thinking about the quality of products by describing the
basic elements of product quality in eight dimensions. (Garvin, 1987): (Foster, 2001): pointed
out that quality is multidimensional and that each of its dimensions can be used strategically
to gain competitive advantage.
The following is a summary of Garvin’s eight dimensions of Product Quality:
1) Performance refers to a product's primary operating characteristics.
2) Features are additional characteristics that enhance the appeal of the product to the
customer. These are the secondary aspects of performance.
3) Reliability is the likelihood that a product will not fail within a specific time period when
put in use.
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4) Conformance is the precision with which the product or service meets the specified
standards.
5) Durability measures the length of a product’s operating life.
6) Serviceability is the speed, ease and costs with which the product can be put back into
service when it breaks down.
7) Aesthetics refers to how the product looks, feels, sounds etc. It is a matter of personal
judgement and a reflection of individual preference.
8) Perceived quality is the quality attributed by the customer, noting that perception is not
always reality.

Figure 1. The 8 dimensions of product quality (Garvin, 1987)
According to (Garvin, 1987), recognition of these eight dimensions is important for strategic
purposes. An organization that chooses to compete on the basis of quality can do so in several
ways; it need not pursue all eight dimensions at once. Instead, a segmentation strategy can be
followed, with a few dimensions singled out for special attention.
2.2 Customer Satisfaction
Customers today have different needs and increasingly demand for higher quality of products
and services. However, in majority of case customer priorities often differ significantly from
what organizations think they are (Quinn & Humble, 1993). While the needs of customers
has been recognised as being of crucial importance but that understanding has not yet been
fully translated into action in terms of accessing the necessary information.
In general definition “quality” is “satisfying customer’s requirements” (Ghobadian, Speller,
& Jones, 1994). What quality means for the customer today no longer constitutes a
competitive weapon but the basic core offering expected by customers Drucker (2005)
suggests that the sole purpose of any organization is to create value for its customers. To
enjoy superior performance, we need to serve the customer in distinctive ways to attract,
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satisfy and retain them (Hax & Wilde, 2003).
Customer satisfaction goes beyond service experience that a customer went through. It
incorporates value judgment and comparison to initial expectation of what the service quality
should be; oftentimes based it is an overall comparison between the value that customers
perceive and the price that they pays (Rust & Zahorik, 1993). By focusing on customer value
organizations think outwards, toward external customers and about ways in which customers
can achieve greater responsiveness to their needs (Wooduff, 1997). Fulfillment of customer
needs through delivering customer value, in turn increases customer loyalty (Gronholdt,
Martensen, & Kristensen, 2000).
2.3 Customer Loyalty
Lovelock (1983) conceptualized loyalty as the willingness of a customer to maintain a
relationship with the firm, continue to purchase and use its products or services and likely to
recommend the firm to others. Similarly, Gremler and Brown (1996) defined customer
loyalty as those who repeat purchase from the same product and service provider.
Cronin and Taylor (1992) stated that the relationship between service quality and customer
satisfaction has a direct impact on customer’s loyalty as the universal understanding that
keeping a loyal base of customers is much profitable for a company than attracting new
customers. The results of Brown and Chen’s (2001) study supported the contentions that there
is a positive correlation between loyal customers and profitability. Loyal customers are likely
to provide repeat business and were less likely to shop around than non-loyal customers
(Oliver, 2010).
Building customer loyalty is a business strategy to boost loyalty and maximize share of
customers. The pursuit of customer loyalty is a perpetual one. It is more of a journey than a
destination. Customer loyalty yields significant benefits if its pursuit is part of an overall
business strategy (Sower, Duffy, Kilbourne, Kohers, & Jones, 2001). According to Jones
(1996), customer loyalty is a prime determinant of long-term performance of organizations.
Increasing customer satisfaction and customer retention leads to improved profits, positive
word-of-mouth and lower marketing expenditures (Heskett & Sasser Jr, 2010).
The research of McMullan and Gilmore (2008) emphasizes the importance of a differentiated
approach to developing and managing customer loyalty by providing them value in the
products and services offering. By focusing on customer value organizations think outwards,
toward external customers and about ways in which customers can achieve greater
responsiveness to their needs (Wooduff, 1997). Organizations focus on achieving customer
satisfaction and loyalty by delivering superior value, an underlying source of competitive
advantage (Yang & Peterson, 2004).
Customer loyalty is one of the most important customer metrics in marketing due to the profit
impact of maintaining a loyal customer base (Oliver, 2010). The literature points out that
customer loyalty lead to firm profitability because customer loyalty positively influences firm
product-marketplace performance (Anderson & Mittal, 2000) and financial performance
(Gupta & Zeithaml, 2006). Brown and Chen (2001) propose three approaches used to
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measure customer loyalty: 1) Behavioural measurement; 2) Attitudinal measurement; 3)
Composite measurement.
Behavioural measurements consider continuous, repetitious purchase behaviour as an
indicator of loyalty. The attitudinal measurements use attitudinal information to show the
emotional and psychological attachment inherent in loyalty, which include intentions for
re-purchase and the spreading of positive word-of-mouth about a product or service.
Composite measurement of loyalty combines both behavioural and attitudinal dimensions
(Rundle-Thiele & Maio, 2001). It measures loyalty in terms of preferences as a result of trust
in a product or service further explaining that a customer is sincerely loyal only when brand
commitment is present, which in turn is “mediated by a high degree of affective and cognitive
brand conviction and attitude strength.” When a customer is said to have strong resistance to
change brands and have durable conviction over time, there is a high tendency to be
committed to a brand, resulting to measurement of loyalty.

Figure 2. Conceptual framework

Customer-perceived quality represents a key determinant of sustainable business success
(Bartikowski et al., 2010). (Kumar et al., 2009) provides evidence of the positive impact of
quality on company performance regarding the four domains of company performance
studied, in particular employee relations (participation and morale), operating procedures
(improved products and services quality and productivity), customer satisfaction (reduced
number of customer complaints) and performance (increased profitability). Based on the
literature reviewed, it is recommended that Garvin’s framework of the 8 dimensions of
product quality be used in the research survey questionnaires to study and evaluate the
implementation of product quality management in the organization.
Hence, the following hypotheses were developed to test this phenomenon.
Hypotheses
H1 There is a direct relationship between Performance and Customer Satisfaction;
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H2 There is a direct relationship between Features and Customer Satisfaction;
H3 There is a direct relationship between Reliability and Customer Satisfaction;
H4 There is a direct relationship between Conformance and Customer Satisfaction;
H5 There is a direct relationship between Durability and Customer Satisfaction;
H6 There is a direct relationship between Serviceability and Customer Satisfaction;
H7 There is a direct relationship between Aesthetics and Customer Satisfaction;
H8 There is a direct relationship between Perceived quality and Customer Satisfaction;
H9 There is a positive relationship between Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty.
3. Methodology
The selection of an appropriate methodology is fundamental to the success of any research
project. In choosing a methodology for conducting their research, researchers must balance
theoretical ambition with the practical constraints. There is no one best way of conducting
research, rather the method needs to be chosen to suit the specific circumstances of the
research (Babbie, 2015). A descriptive research method’s main purpose is to describe the
characteristics and details of the population such as who, what, when, where and how (Yin,
2013). Therefore, to carry out the study to ascertain customer satisfaction and its relationships
with the variables identified in the conceptual framework, quantitative primary data
collection is proposed to be collected using survey questionnaires via email to be sent to
customers of the different business segments of the industry.
Section A of the survey questionnaire consists of questions on organizational profile while
Section B solicits responses from the respondents representing their respective organizations
on the variables from the model developed for the research. Participants were asked to
consider aspects of the major suppliers of the company that provide parts, service, and/or raw
materials that have high contribution in their business processes and productions. Likert-type
scales are by far the most common survey instrument for attitude measurement based on three
reasons, namely: conformity with current research practice, ease of scale construction and
standards for measurement evaluation that align with test theory (Bartikowski, Kamei, &
Chandon, 2010). A commonly used 5-point Likert scale format is used to measure satisfaction
(McMullan, 2005). For Section B, a 5 point Likert scale measurements were administered,
ranging from 1 (representing strongly disagree) to 5 (representing strongly agree) with 3
indicating neutral.
4. Data Analysis and Discussion
For the purpose of this research a link to the survey questionnaires in Google Docs was sent
by email to 90 authorized personnel from the Procurement Department to respond on behalf
of their respective organization. Strategic Business Units (SBU) within an organization is
considered independently due to the differences in their business focus. 78 responses were
successfully collected from participants and included into the final analysis.
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The research sets out to find the dimensions of service quality that affect customer
satisfaction and the mediating effects of customer satisfaction on customer loyalty in the
electrical engineering industry in Malaysia. The following is the breakdown of the Private /
Public sector profile of the customer organizations. The majority of the customer
organizations (87.2%) represent the Private sector while the remaining 12.8% are from the
Public sector.
Table 1. Organizational profile
Sector
Private
Public
Total
Industry
Construction
Manufacturing
Power
Railway
Water
Total
Size of organization turnover
More than RM 50 Million
RM 10 - 50 Million
Up to RM 10 Million
Total

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

68
10
78

87.2
12.8
100.0

87.2
100.0

7
32
24
10
5
78

9.0
41.0
30.8
12.8
6.4
100.0

9.0
50.0
80.8
93.6
100.0

44
15
19
78

56.4
19.2
24.4
100.0

56.4
75.6
100.0

The following is the breakdown of the Industry the customer organizations are in. The
majority are from the Manufacturing (41%) and Power (30.8%) industry while Railway,
Construction and Water make up the remaining industries.
The size of the customer organizations in terms of turnover is shown below. Majority (56.4%)
has a turnover of more than RM 50 Million with the balance almost evenly split between
those with RM 10-50 Million (19.2%) and those with Up to RM 10 Million turnover (24.4%).
The country of origin of the customer organizations are represented below. Most of the
customer organizations are local (Malaysian) at 67.9% with a sizeable of Japanese origin
(24.4%). French and Korean although small in percentage make up the remaining.
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4.1 Validity and Reliability Test
Table 2. Reliability and validity

Performance
Current supplier’s product performance is important to
my organization
Product performance always meets our requirements
Current supplier’s products performance meet
requirements better than others options in market
Features
Current supplier product features is what we need for
our operation
Current supplier’s product features are desirable &
useful
Current supplier’s product features are more desirable
& useful than other competitors
Reliability
Current supplier’s product reliability can meet my
organization needs
Current supplier’s product is always reliable
Current supplier’s product is more reliable than other
competitors
Conformance
Current supplier’s product conformance can meet my
organization needs
Current supplier’s product always conforms to
requirements
Current supplier’s product is more conformant than
other competitors
Durability
Current supplier’s product durability is important to my
organization
Current supplier’s product is always durable
Current supplier’s product is more durable than other
competitors
Aesthetics
Current supplier’s product aesthetics is important to my
organization
Current supplier’s product is aesthetic
Current supplier’s product is more aesthetic than other
competitors

29

Factor
Loading

AVE

CR

Cronbachs
Alpha

0.790

0.721

0.885

0.807

0.661

0.854

0.742

0.645

0.843

0.715

0.711

0.881

0.796

0.682

0.864

0.765

0.773

0.911

0.853

0.911
0.842

0.797
0.848
0.793

0.654
0.863
0.872

0.803
0.904
0.820

0.683
0.910
0.868

0.863
0.923
0.850
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Serviceability
Current supplier’s product serviceability is important to
my organization
Current supplier’s product has high level of
serviceability
Current supplier’s product is more serviceable than
other competitors
Perceived Quality
Current supplier’s product quality can meet our
standards
Current supplier’s product has high quality
Current supplier product is of better quality than other
suppliers
Satisfaction
Current supplier has a strong focus on its customers
Current supplier’s product design differentiates it from
that of others
Current supplier’s employees are motivated to serve its
customers
Current supplier’s top management are committed to
customer satisfaction
Current supplier engages in continual monitoring of its
customer satisfaction activities
Current supplier engages in a continuous improvement
cycle
Current supplier engages in activities to add value to its
customers
Loyalty
My organization finds that current supplier can be
counted on to do what is right
My organization finds that current supplier has high
integrity
My organization finds that current supplier is
trustworthy
My organization tell others about our experiences with
current supplier
My organization recommends current supplier’s
products and services to others
My organization encourage others to use current
supplier’s products and services
My organization intend to continue the business with
the current supplier
Current supplier is my organization’s first consideration
as product and service provider
My organization will continue to be a loyal customer
30

0.749

0.701

0.875

0.785

0.664

0.854

0.748

0.716

0.946

0.932

0.662

0.946

0.936

0.905
0.850

0.680
0.911
0.836

0.847
0.663
0.836
0.876
0.871
0.914
0.894

0.924
0.968
0.949
0.880
0.958
0.939
0.881
0.931
0.925
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The results from table 2 indicate that all variables have acceptable level of validity level as all
AVEs (more than 0.5) and CRs (more than 0.7) could meet the minimum required threshold.
In addition, the developed construct variables show high level of reliability as the calculated
Cronbach’s Alpha for all variables are above 0.7 minimum threshold.

Table 3. Hypotheses Testing

H1: Performance  Satisfaction
H2: Features  Satisfaction
H3: Reliability  Satisfaction
H4: Conformance  Satisfaction
H5: Durability  Satisfaction
H6: Serviceability  Satisfaction
H7: Aesthetics  Satisfaction
H8: Perceived Quality  Satisfaction
H9: Satisfaction  Loyalty
Satisfaction R2=
Loyalty R2=

Sample
Mean
0.036
0.165
0.063
-0.045
0.260
0.375
0.148
0.357
0.779
0.573
0.604

Standard
Error
0.120
0.088
0.110
0.109
0.109
0.085
0.060
0.116
0.034

T-Value
0.279
1.865
0.578
0.394
2.334
4.300
2.502
3.101
22.817

P-Value
0.7807
0.0651
0.5646
0.6941
0.0216
0.0001
0.0140
0.0025
0.0001

Supported
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

The output results from the bootstrap of 5000 samples show that hypotheses 1,2,3 and 4 are
not supported as the calculated p-values are more than 0.05 (H1: p-value Performance 
Satisfaction = 0.7807, H2: p-value Features  Satisfaction= 0.0651, H3: p-value Reliability
 Satisfaction= 0.5646, H4: p-value Conformance  Satisfaction=0.6941).
In addition, the results indicate that hypotheses 5,6,7,8 and 9 are supported as the calculated
p-value related to these hypotheses is less than 0.05 (H5: p-value Durability  Satisfaction:
0.0216/β=0.261, H6: p-value Service  Satisfaction: 0.000/β=0.375, H7: p-value Aesthetics

Satisfaction:
0.0141/β=0.148,
H8:
p-value
Perceived
Quality

Satisfaction=0.0025/β=0.357, H9: p-value Satisfaction  Loyalty =0.0001/β=0.779).
Overall it can be observed that Serviceability and Perceived Service Quality have highest
impact on Customer Satisfaction followed by Durability and Aesthetics aspect of industry
products. Finally, the current results show that Satisfaction has high and influence on the
level of Loyalty for industry products (H9: p-value Satisfaction  Loyalty=0.001/β=0.78).
4.2 Managerial Discussion
This study seeks to understand the relationships between the variables identified from
literature review that form the conceptual framework affecting companies in the electrical
engineering industry in Malaysia to contribute to the expansion of the scholarship.
For Product Quality, the areas highlighted by the Procurement representatives of customer
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organizations as significant are Durability, Serviceability, Aesthetics and Perceived Quality.
Results indicate that Serviceability and Perceived Quality has the highest impact on Customer
Satisfaction, leading to Loyalty.
The results also indicate that Performance, Features, Reliability have influence on satisfaction
but this relationship is not significant. A possible explanation for this could be due to the
difference in emphasis of the Procurement personnel whom may stress on cost as their main
priority. This is in line with the findings of Saleki and Sayedsaleki (2012): that price
influences purchasing behavior and Jaafar et al. (2012): that perceived value affect
purchasing. Mwikali and Kavale (2012)’s study of suppliers’ selection in the African context
confirms the same.
To improve on Customer Satisfaction, the following has been highlighted by the customers as
the area of importance, namely a product design that differentiates from that of others in
terms of Serviceability, Perceived Quality, Durability and Aesthetics. Companies should seek
to build products based on the concepts of value innovation in order to create value for the
customers by improving on the aspects of the product quality that have been identified by the
customers’ representatives. This may require research and development for the products that a
superior to that of competitors offering that meet the needs of the customers and on the future
needs of the market. The improvements in Product Quality may also require investments in
the organization’s human resources to address the above concerns highlighted by the
customer’s representatives. It is therefore recommended for companies to review its talent
management program from the stages of attraction, training, development and retention of
their employees. Ways to engage and motivate their employees must also be reviewed taking
into consideration best practices in the industry.
5. Limitations and Recommendations for Further Study
A cross sectional study was undertaken to ascertain the customer’s feedback. It may be
difficult to expect a higher response rate as respondents may not fully see the benefit of the
research, thus curtailing their efforts or even limiting their participation. Recommendations
for future research can be made to address the limitations of this research, namely to carry out
a longitudinal study can be conducted as the expectation and requirements of customers can
change over time. As the sample size of 78 is relatively small, further research could be done
to replicate this study with other customer organizations in the industry to further validate its
findings. A qualitative approach using one on one interview or focus groups can be
considered for triangulation of findings to explore more insights and justify the current results
that indicate Performance, Features, Reliability and Conformance are not significant
contributor to the satisfaction of customers for industrial products.
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