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ABSTRACT: The focus of this study is on how to find out the
improvement priorities for customer satisfaction. The identification,
analysis, and evaluation conducted in this study is to the Voice of
Customer (VoC) based on the service attributes of SERVQUAL. To
explore customer satisfaction, the survey distributed is through
questionnaire developed using Kano method and Likert scale
to the customers of event organizer in Selangor, especially the
customers who are using their services for wedding events. While
to find out what the attributes of service delivered as the elements
for improvement required, the analysis conducted is through the
integration of ranking level, customer satisfaction-dissatisfaction
(CS-DS) values and graph, and their correlation. In this study,
the statistical analysis conducted using SPSS is to construct the
comparison between Kano method results against the quality
attributes based on pairwise of Functional and Dysfunctional
condition to find out the correlation and the relationship among the
service elements identified. This study found that “The electronic
service to communicate with customer (K1)” of the service attributes
of “Responsiveness” is as the first priority improvement required by
customer.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

To understand the customer’s expectation is not solely depend on
the fulfilment of customer’s need and the existence of the product
or services performance delivered to them [1]. Based on this point of
view, what the challenges and competitions faced by the companies
in the market are, however, not only on how they can identify what
the customer satisfaction and requirements. This due to the customer
satisfaction is, in facts, an ambiguous and abstract concept since the
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real manifestation of the state of satisfactions varies from person to
person, also against products or services [2].

In addressing this issue, firstly, Tse and Wilton [3] argued that the
company should also need to consider the customer response to the
mismatches (disconfirmation) perceived between prior expectations
and actual performance of a product. They saw that the perceived
performance is as a comparison form against the expectations in
the picture of customer feelings level [4]. Secondly, Wilkie [5] stated
that since the customer satisfaction has a strong relation towards an
emotional challenge of the experience based on the consumption of a
product/service, there are the purchase evaluations required against the
customer's expectations and dissatisfaction of the selected alternatives.
This is especially if the expectations results (outcome) were not met [6].
Related to both views, scholars articulated it on

J how the process in creating and delivering the value to
customers in the marketplace as the combination formed of
customer satisfaction and price [7],

J how to create service values with the aim of satisfying
customer (how the company must create service values that
must correctly attribute the related factors related of the
identified quality) [8],

J the assumption that a customer will learn from experience in
which the decreasing levels of expectations disconfirmation
against goods and services should affect customer
satisfaction [9],

J the using of satisfaction ratings as the performance indicator
of products and services delivered, beside the indicator of
the company’s future [10].

On realities, to understand customer requirements are much more
technically complex than in consumer market [11], especially in
service sector. Even though, there are several of companies have been
or might be successfully in implementing their strategy related to
customer satisfaction through the quality improvement of products.
However, the approaches of product quality measurement are still
in scientific debate on superiority of one method over another; where
the methods are then usually not treated as complementary, rather as
alternative tools [12]. Specifically, Grigoroudis et al., [13] underlined
about a number of the measurable parameters that directly linked to
several aspects of company’s products/services or else that remain
as an abstract and intangible notion. Also, to a commonly problem
occurred while analyzing data from customer satisfaction surveys due

44 ISSN: 1985-3157 Vol.7 No.2 July - December 2013



An Analysis of Quality Criteria to Determine the Improvement Priority Attributes

to the comparison of the stated and derived of importance for a set of
satisfaction dimension [13,14].

Based on this reason, this study carried out as follows:

1.  To identify and analyze the customer requirement as the
Voice of Customer (VOC) through Functional Deployment.
2. To identify and find out what the priorities improvement

required by using several methods such as ranking level,
graph, and statistical calculation based on functional
deployment of customer satisfaction related to service
product characteristics through Kano and SERVQUAL
method (Service Quality).

I1. LITERATURE REVIEW

The “Voice of the Customer” (VOC) is a process used to capture the
requirements or feedback from the customer in order to provide best-
in-class service or product quality. The using of VOC is to describe the
stated and unstated needs or requirements of the customer in a variety
of ways, such as direct discussion or interviews, surveys, focus groups,
customer specifications, observation, warranty data, field reports, and
complaint logs. The tools used to interpret VOC are as follows:

A. Kano Method

The Kano model offers some insight into the product attributes
perceived to be important to customers. Kano’s model is employed as
a starting point of the proposed quantitative analysis that involves the
conducting of preliminary study, developing, and administrating the
Kano questionnaire. On this method, the most frequent observations of
the sample set of responses are considered as the final Kano category
for CR (customer requirements) [15], where

a)  Quantitative analysis conducted to the customer satisfaction
based on Kano’s model is through by calculating two values
which are “better” and “worse”. Here, in order to reflect the
average impact of a CR on customer satisfaction (CS) or
dissatisfaction (DS) of all customers [16] as follows:

i) Coefficient of cause of satisfaction (CS):
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A+0O 1
A+M+O+1
ii.) Coefficient of cause of dissatisfaction (DS):
O+M 5
A+M+O+1 )
b)  the decisions made for product developments related to
the improvement required towards the products are on the
features that has the greatest influence on the perceived
product quality [17,18], where their evaluation rule as
follows :

M>0>A>1 3)

In this formula, M stands for ‘Must-be’ requirements, O for ‘One-
dimensional’ requirements, A for ‘Attractive’ requirement and I stands
for ‘Indifferent’” requirements. The range of ‘Must-be’ attribute has
the largest range than the other attribute based on the evaluation rule
about the first taking requirements into consideration for satisfaction
condition. This is meant that by disregarding the requirement of
category M based on Kano’s method as the basic elements of products
will creates dissatisfaction [19]. The ‘Indifferent’ attribute (or I) has
only minor influence to the employee’s satisfaction since the employees
will doesn’t feel dissatisfy even though this attribute was not fulfilled.
Kano et al., [15] stated the quality attributes to the requirements for
satisfaction as follows:

o Must-be Requirements (Threshold / Basic attributes). If these
requirements are not fulfilled, the customer will be extremely
dissatisfied. The must-be requirements are basic criteria of a
product. Fulfilling the must-be requirements will only lead
to a state of “not dissatisfied”. Must-be requirements are in
any case a decisive competitive factor, and if they are not
tulfilled, the customer will not be interested in the product
at all.

o One-dimensional Requirements (Performance / Linear).
With regard to these requirements, customer satisfaction is
proportional to the level of fulfillment — the higher the level
of fulfillment, the higher the customer’s satisfaction and vice
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versa. One-dimensional requirements are usually explicitly
demanded by the customer.

J Attractive Requirements (Exciters / Delighters). These
requirements are the product criteria which have the
greatest influence on how satisfied a customer will be
with a given product. Attractive requirements are neither
explicitly expressed nor expected by the customer. Fulfilling
these requirements leads to more than proportional
satisfaction. If they are not met, however, there is no feeling
of dissatisfaction.

J Indifferent Attributes. The customer does not care about
this feature. Means that the customer is not concerned with
this product attribute and is not very interested whether it is
present or not.

o Questionable Attributes. It is unclear whether the customer
expects this attribute. This situation occurs if there is a
contradiction in the customers’ answers to the paired
questions. A questionable rating indicates incorrectly
phrased question, misunderstanding of a question, or an
incorrect response.

J Reverse Attributes: Means that some of the respondents’
satisfaction decreases with the existence of this requirement,
but they also expect the reverse of it.

Table 1 shows the six categories quality attributes influenced to the
customer satisfaction.

Table 1: Kano’s evaluation table.

DYSFUNCTIONAL

el 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
% Like | Must-be | Neutral |Live with |Dislike
Q [ 1. Like Q A A A 0
3 2. Must-be | R 1 I 1 M
Z | 3. Neutral | R 1 1 1 M
& [ 4. Live with R I I I M

5. Dislike | R R R R Q
A = Attractive ; M = Must- be; R = Reverse; O = One- dimensional ; I = Indifferent;
Q = Questionable

c)  Category Strength (CA) Value. This category strength (CAT)
method is a suitable method to determine the priorities
within a requirements category. Based on the value of CAT
for the ranking order is to know which categories have to be
first priority. The maximum value of CAT is at the first place
as the priority among the other requirement. The lower
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percentage of the CAT value means that the requirements
are satisfy the customer or employee feeling. The CAT index
as formula below:

CAT = the first most frequently-given nomination (%) — the second
most frequently nomination (%) 4)

B. Five Generic Service Quality Dimensions

Servqual model is the method used to measure the quality of service.
Parasuraman et al., [20] defined the 5 attributes dimensions of service
quality (SERVQUAL) as follows:

J Reliability: ability to perform the promised service,
dependably and accurately.

J Responsiveness: willingness to help customers and provide
prompt service.

J Assurance: knowledge and courtesy of employees as well as
their ability to inspire trust and confidence.

J Empathy: caring, individualized attention the firm provides
its customers.

J Tangibles: appearance of physical facilities, equipment,

personnel, and communication materials.

III. METHODOLOGY

This study conducted the analysis towards the service provider
through the Voice of Customer (VOC) identification. The data and
information of the Voice of Customer (VOC) related to Event Organizer
or Event Planning Management (EO) performance is categorized into
the important level of service specification based on ranking level.
Here, the ranking level used is to generate the importance level of
service products based on the customer needs, while Kano model is to
determine what the factors that satisfy the customer. In this study, the
customer needs as the articulation of 5 dimensions of SERVQUAL that
assess 30 items of services required by customer where Kano method
and Likert scale is the satisfaction measurement related to the customer
responses through the questionnaire developed.

Specifically, in Kano method, each product feature a pair of questions
is formulated to which the customer can answer in one of five different
ways. The first question concerns to the reaction of the customer if the
product has the feature (functional form of the question), while for the
second question concerns to the reaction if the service does not have
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the feature (dysfunctional form of the question). The wording of the
alternatives is the most critical choice made in the Kano methodology
(thatis, “Ilike it that way,” “It must be that way,” “I am neutral,” “I can
live with it that way,” “I dislike it that way”). While, in Likert scale, the
questionnaire is developed based on “Strongly Like”, “Like”, “Nor Like
or Dislike”, “Dislike”, and “Strongly Dislike”. In this approach, the
questionnaire developed refers to SERVQUAL instrument as customer
evaluation tools towards service quality that were subsequently
included into five generic Parasuraman’s service quality dimensions,
such as tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance , and empathy.
Fig.1 shows how to categorize the quality attributes which requires
improvement priorities.

Identification of Importance
the Quality Attributes

A4

A 4 A 4

Customer PEY [Gap Analysis] P Customer
Perception & Expectation
KANO Method [Ranking Level] LIKERT Scale
| Categorizing the Importance Attributes Correlation |

Analyze and Find the Attributes for
Improvement Priorities Required

Continuous Improvement ~ [€———

Fig. 1: Flows to Map the Attributes Required for Improvement
Priorities.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 2 shows the results of quality attributes based on Kano method
and the mean value of Likert scale towards each questions developed
refer to SERVQUAL attributes.

A. Based on Kano Method

Based on Sauerwein category (see part II.A), the most important of
service attributes are related to K15, K1, and K14. This is due to they are
only having the ‘Must-be” (M) attributes as the highest values (46.7%;
67%; 40% respectively). These questions are then followed by K16,
K2, K3, K29, K12, and K13 since their percentages are close to ‘One
—dimensional” (O). The others, since they are in ‘One-dimensional” ,
‘Attractive’ and ‘Indifferent” attributes, the priorities given as the last.
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However, based on CS-DS classification [16] (see II part A.a), the
priorities given should be to the service attributes which having the
highest of negative values. Table 2 shows that the biggest 5 (the negative
values) are K1, K15, K4, K14, and K2 (-0.667; -0.464; -0.367;-0.357; -0.333
respectively). This is meant that the first priorities for improvement
should be given to K1 instead K15 (the opposite sequence if we use
“M>A>0>]", where the first priorities given to K15 and then K1). While
to find the priorities for improvement based on the lowest values using
CAT, the service attributes for improvement are on K28, K27, K23, K22,
K12, K9, and K3 where all of their CAT values are 0.033. These service
attributes have ranking no 1 to 7. In this case, where the priorities are
different, Sihombing et al., [21] proposed the ranking system based
on the pairwise value using the reverse values (the functional value is
reverse of the dysfunctional value and vice versa) as follows:

F=—=DF or DF= —F
< F=DF or DF= F

Therefore, since Kano attribute is a pairwise of functional and
dysfunctional value, then the ranking values as shown in column K of
Table 2 determined by formula as follows:

(FxDF')2+(DExF')? N (ExDF')% +(DFxF")?
(F+F") (DF+DF")

2

K=Ln

The results show that K3, K4, K15, K1, and K5 as the biggest 5, where
the values are 2.99, 2.999, 3.001, 3.028, and 3.105 respectively. By using
this approach, the ranking values are closed enough against CS-DS
and “M>0>A>]" method. Based on the calculation results (Table 2), we
can consider that CAT value for ranking is not exactly correct since
the service attributes for improvement priorities is totally different
compared to CS-DS and “M>O>A>]" method.

B. Based on Likert Scale

Based on the mean value which represent the customer expectation,
the biggest 5 are on service elements L16, L15, L14, L17, and L22 where
the values are 1.80 [4.20], 1.97 [4.03], 2.5 [3.50], 2.73 [3.27], and 2.87
[3.13]. Those service elements based on Likert scale parallel to the Kano
method based on functional and dysfunctional questions such as K14,
K15, K16, K12 and K6 respectively. Hence, the service attributes of K14,
K15, and K16 is the most importance of the service attributes that close
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enough to the ranking system for improvement priorities as suggested
by Sauerwein [17,18]. Based on Likert scales, K1 or L 21 is on ranking 6.

C. Based on Cartesian Graph

Figure 2 shows the Cartesian graph between functional values against
dysfunctional values. In this figure, the service attributes of K1, K15,
K16, and K29 in the area DST, while K14 in the area DS{ and K3 in the
middle between DST and DS{. Hence, since the decreasing levels of
expectations disconfirmation against goods and services should affect
customer satisfaction [9], then the priorities for improvement should be
given to area DST where the service attributes are K1, K2, K3, K4, K7,
K8, K15, K16, K17, K18, K20, K27,K28, and K29.

CSLDST g3 KI5 CS5T DST LoKS

#* Ki KB

K KD K

wookze |, s
Kis Kb .

- K20 + K27 K15

4,25 A i - - i K17

C5T DS4 C5T DS

3,50 |+ Kig
143 183 2.23

Fig 2: Graph of CS vs. DS.

D. Based on Significant Correlation (Pearson Correlation)

To find out the customer satisfaction based on the Kano correlation,
Sihombing et al., [21] proposed the formula as follows:

{KFunc[z'onal } ﬂ {KDysfunctianal }: FKlmo
A {KFunctional }ﬂ {KDysfuncfianal }_ FKano =0
< KPunctiunul N KKano = _{KDysfucntional N FKano}

e _{KFunctional ﬂ FKHHO } = KDysfuncfional ﬂ FKam)

This formula represents Table 3a & 3b , where almost of Kano criteria
are correlated to functional characteristic. This is due to the total
numbers of items which having significant correlations (p<0.05) among
the elements of Servqual (e.g. Tangible in Functional = 44 items, while
in Dysfunctional =8). Therefore, we compare Table 3a & 3b to Table
3c to find out which the improvement priorities required in which the
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“Responsiveness” elements of Servqual are having 5 items of service
required by customer as the biggest one compared to Tangibles,
Reliability, Assurance and Empathy (Table 3c). Based on this result,
the priorities improvements should be considered on what the items
inside the “Responsiveness” criteria. Using the priority criteria based
on “M>0O>I>A" [17], the focus for improvement affect to the items of K1
and K29 (Must-be’ attributes). Hence, since the improvement required
is related to DST and/or CS{, then the priorities for improvement is as
follows:

“M>0>A>]" n Ranking Level of CS-DS Ranking Level of CAT n
Ranking Level of K n Ranking Level of Expectation n Graph “DST vs.
CS{” n “Correlation Kano vs. Functional” n “Correlation Kano vs.
Dysfunctional” n “Correlation Kano vs. Kano” =K1.

In this point of views, elements of K1 which are having “Must-be” of
Responsiveness attributes should be given priorities for improvement.

V. CONCLUSIONS

There are many methods to identify and analyze the customer
requirements related to Voice of Customer (VOC). However, they are
resulting with different answer, especially when it is used to find out
what the priorities of improvement required to satisfy the customer.
This study propose the Functional Deployment through the integration
of quality attributes using Kano attributes with ranking level, graph,
mean value and their items correlation between functional and
dysfunctional.”.

Based on the integration result, it is found that the “Must-be” attribute
as the first priority required for improvement. This is consistent
to Sauerwein et al., [17] who propose “M>0O>A>I". However, if the
service elements having more than 1 “Must-be” attribute, to determine
the priorities should also consider others method such as the ranking
levels, graph, and the correlation mapping as the justification. In this
study, through the case of service provided by Event Organizer or
Event Planning Management (EO), the priority of quality improvement
required is on K1 “The electronic service to communicate with customer
(K1)” of the service attributes of “Responsiveness

This study proves that the ranking level proposed by Sihombing et al.,

[21] is close enough to the ranking level using CS-DS method [16, 17].
However, further study is still required in order to depict the priority
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improvement of quality attributes required by customer by integrating
the results based on Kano method and Likert scale, especially about
the combination or mixed between both approaches into the numeric
parameter and graph.
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APPENDIX:

Table 3a: Correlation of Kano vs. Dysfunctional.

KANO vs. DYSFUNCTIONAL

K26 K19 K15 K16 K25 K27 K22 K20 K21 K12[ K7 K8 K9 [ K2 K6 K1 K3 K4 K5 KI8 K17 K29 K28[KI14|K11 K10 K23 K24 K30 Ki13|

A 1 M M A 1 A A 1 A[O 1 O[M I ™M 0O 0 A O O M O[M[T 1T 1 A A W]
KFQ26 [634() 422() 483() 505(") 469(") 585(") 490(") ar4() 403() 366() 404() 538(") 428() 509() 376()
KFQ19 723 a75() 505(") 446(") 403()
KFQ15 423() 4390) 426() 393() 411() 417() 570(") 495(") 479() 512(%) 597(%) 370() 423() 403()
KFQ16 463() A450(") 561(").472(") 415() 420() 492(7) 408()
KFQ25 |536(*) 496(*) 623 651(*).609(") 496() 508(") 4170) 441() 386() 425() 667(")
KFQ27 a78() 725(%) A74() 385() 362() 3730) 400() A78(%) 376()
KFQ22 620(") 525(") 645(") 386() 406() 415()
KFQ20 481(7) 534() 566(").626(") 536(") 419() 392()
KFQ21 543() 508(") 454() T25(") 393() 400() 362() 368()
KFQ12 4280) 413) 505" 386() 526()
KFQ7 405() 398() 417() 504(") 570(){566("*) 414() 537(7) 526(%) 412(") 377() 529(") 533(").501(+) 473(") 502() 432(") 543(7)
KFQ8 431(7) 426(') 555(") 494(" 432() 574(") 428(") .382(") 395(") 524() 505(") 652(") 389() 414()
KFQ9 0.347 560(") 537(7) 4290)
KFQ2 529() 431) 368(")
KFQ6 391() 365() .398(") 621(") 470%) 438()
KFQL 374()
KFQ3 39() 455() 363() 515(") 418() 418()
KFQ4 |391) 568(") 417(") 453(") 483(") .378(") 387() 412() 412()[ 373() 488(") 415() 436() 472(%) 388() 384() 426() 425() 507(")
KFQ5 |365() 368() 459() 413() 367() .379(") 481(1).570(") 406(") 462(") 558("").T44("*).505("").626(") S70(*) 378() 465(") 450() 429()
KFQ18 4440 A497() 4T4(") 526("").554(") A13() 414() 478(") 382(') 444()
KFQ17 390() .362() 361() .395(") 443() 412() 551() 516("*) .400(") 454(") 498(*)
KFQ29 370() 371() 458()
KFQ28 43) 580(") 428() 468() o) an() 364() 399()
KFQ14 |aa7r) 498(") 370() 475() 386() 501(%) 4130
KFQ11 398() 504() an() 401() 432() 428() 504() 550(") 4300)
KFQ10 560(") 390() 476(%) 444() 383() 381() 403()
KFQ23 49() 410() 439() 400() 726(") 363()
KFQ24 |s516() 453() 395() 526(") 598().594(") 588(") 407) 288(") 399() 409() 523().726(")
KFQ30 517(%) 563() 371() 365() .366(") 515(%) 732(") 516(%) ane) 453() 615().565(")
KFQ13 438() 498(") 503() 427() 424() 492(%) )

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 3b: Correlation of Kano vs. Functional.

KANO vs. FUNCTIONAL
K26 K19 K15 K16 K25 K27 K22 K20 K21 K12) K7 K8 K9 | K2 K6 K1 K3 K4 K5 Ki18 K17 K29 K28| Klﬂ K11 K10 K23 K24 K30 K13|
A 1 M M A I A A | A[O I OfM I ™M 0 0O A O O M O[M[1l 1 1 A A WM]

KFQ26 -419() 389() -420() 461() 378()
KFQ19
KFQ15 [410() .556(*) AT4(") 580(**)-424(") -383(") 472(*) 555(*) 498(*) 551(") 499(*)
KFQ16 -381()
KFQ25 519(%) 568() 388(%)-411() 421)
KFQ27
KFQ22
KFQ20
KFQ21 401()
KFQ12 J417() A17(°) 392(")
KFQ7 -370¢) A431() 0292 596() -395(') .509().651(") 492()
KFQ8 [637() -300(") 413() -379(°) 489() 411() 437() 429() 370() 455(%) -423() 380() 531().523()
KFQ9 423() -381() (*).464("*).396(") 370() 387() 401()
KFQ2 -457(") 525(*).398(") 412(") -458(") .389(") 553(") 440(") 432() 405(") 562("*) 368(").538(")
KFQ6 -440(") ~396(") 382(")
KFQL  [63s(*) 719(*) B06(™) BO1(") 842().551(**)-.411(") [568(**).583(*).779(*) 823(*).587(**)-.411(*) .637(**).599(**) 496(*).580() 516(**) B76().677(*)
KFQ3  |r12() 589(*) 583(*) 582(")-444(*) 619(**).392(") [558(**).485(**).701(**) B00(**)-431(*) -.395(*) 475(**) .629(*) 481(*).529(*) 503(**) B05(*).563(**)
KFQ4  [648(=) ATI(™) 616(") 517()-.413(") 471().598(**)| 438(") .519(*) 617(*) 695(**) 532(+)-371(") 668(+) 1408(*) 516(*).431(") (5TA().494(")
KFQ5  |361() 424)
KFQ18 422() 548(*) 467(*).432(")
KFQ17 422(") 483(") 362(*) 383(") 438(%)
KFQ29 530(*) 495(*).482(*)| 395(") .438(") -411(*) 584(") A488(*) 463(")
KFQ28 489()
KF914 444(") ATE(™) 508(*) 415(") -391() |798(*") 425() 577(*)
KFQ1L [s18() 521(*) A04() 480(")
KFQ10 |420() 450(") -439(*) A14() 368(*) .385(") 408(") -395()
KFQ23
KFQ24
KFQ30 |a7s() -304(")
KFQ13 -448(")

* Correlation s significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3c: Correlation of Kano vs. Kano.
KANO vs. KANO

K26 K19 K15 K16 K25 K27 K22 K20 K21 K12| K7 K8 K9 ‘ K2 K6 K1 K3 K4 K5 KI18 K17 K29 K28|K14|K11 K10 K23 K24 K30 K13‘

A I M M A I A A I AJO I O][M I M O O A O O M O[M[IT T 1 A A M
KFQ26 1 4390 665(" 412() .394() 485(" 493(" AT2(" 385(* 444(" 463(" 627(" 389(") 504(*
KFQ19 1 4000 373" 565(" 366(" .467(" 3700 379" 397(°)
KFQ15 | .438(* 1 37" B00(*] .440() .391() 382(* A456(" 408(* 457( B09(* 554(* .508(* 534(* .510(*
KFQ16 1 468(" 419
KFQ25 | 6650 .400(* .371(" 1 364(* .397(" 508("* 586(" 509(" 452(" 7130 496("
KFQ27 1 373 628(" 453(* 456(7)
KFQ22 373 364(* 1 678" 562( 547(** B35(*
KFQ20 565(" 397 678" 1 .607(" 490(" 542 5170 456(") 642("
KFQ21 468" 562 607(% 1 409(* 424( 389(* 380(* 684(" 519
KFQ12 600 1 |.508(** .399(") .399(* 370" .525(™ A26( 4370 386(" 517(** .850(**
KFQ7 412t 440+ 508(" 5081 1 362" A18(° 414(7 521(" AT 4100
KFQ8 394(" 391 399(1 362(* 1 .663( 527( 551" 364(* 4400 417()
KFQ9 399 1 469(* 471(* 455(*
KFQ2 | 485(* 382 586(" 490(* 409() 416(*) 663( 1 616(* 508(" 523( 4B4(" 383(" 364(" 430() 413()
KFQ6 366(* 542( 370() 414() 4691 616(" 1 533" 407( 556(" .538(* 557(* 551(" 4370)
KFQL | 493 467(" .456(* 509(" 373(* 525(* .521("* 527(" 471(] .508(* 533(" 1 .370(* .582(* .509(** .418(* .569(" .563("" 373(" 499" A91(" 445()
KFQ3 419¢ 3¢ 1 462 590(" 388(")
KFQ4 | .472(% 408(* 426() 551( 407¢ .582(% 462(* 1 A4TI(™ 441(* 367( 4480 473(" 4700+
KFQ5 | 385 457 523(* 556( .509(" AT 1 5T2(" 602" 512(] 536(" .646("" .488(" 486(" 384(")
KFQ18 | 444 3700 452(* SI7( 424() 484(" 538( 418(* 572(% 1 4300 425(° 421() 505(
KFQ17 | 463 .379(* .609( 389(') 437() 383(* 569(* AM( 602(* 43¢ 1 .366({ .603(* 462(* STT(** 484(*
KFQ29 | 627 K ATT(" 364(") 455(] 563(" 367(* 425(" 1 456(" 4490
KFQ28 628(* .380() 590(* 512+ .366(* 1 .308() 453()
KFQ14 554(* 386(" 440 364( A48(* .536(" 603(* 1 |.503(* 425( B07(**
KFQ11 508( 453(* 557(* 373(* AT3(* 646(" 482(* 503(1 1 .683(* 516(
KFQ10 551(" .499( 488" 456(* 425(] 683(" 1 486(*
KFQ23 A56(* 547(" 456(") 684(*" A0 398(* 1 .556("
KFQ24 397(* 498(" 635(* 642(** 519(** 430( 388(* 505(* 556(" 1
KFQ30 | .389(" 534(" 517 A7) A3 437 491(" ATO(" 486("" 5T7(" 449(* 453(* .607("| 516( 486(" 1 543"
KFQ13 | 504( 510(" 650(" .410() 4450 384(* 484(" 543" 1

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 2: Results of Kano vs. Likert.

KANO LIKERT
RANKING RANKING
ServQual ] [How do you feel, if company] o
Dimensions [The company provides] Cronbach Cronbach
csps | AT | K Mean |RANK
K26, [] 5t concept service forcustomers event 2 | 16 5. [] provides stal concept o event?
AL | joasn | 1031 |13:126) B
KI9.[] emces (MC) for customers event 23 %6 | 30 L12.1] provide Emcee (VC) for even's?
"% | f020n | 0233 | ) il
KI5.[] e mixed dshes chices menu (Valy, Westem, [ 1 2 15 3 L15. [ provides merely o sngl dishes choices 7 |,
Chinese, Indian, etc) 1674) (oasa | (01 |13.00m attibutes? (Malaya, Westem, Chinese, Indian,etc) | (4.03)*
K16 [] customers'choices 10 e event conceplregardng | M[30%] | 8 9 5 L14. [Jprovides ho snvices merely Uadiional cnoces | 250 |
culture atiributes (Malay, Chinese, Indian, Westem, etc) 01[30%] | [-0.172] | [0.067] |(3.073] event concept? (Malaya, Westem, Chinese, Indian, etc) |(3.50]*
K25. ] fee tea comer for customers event. 28 5 | 2 L. [] povides the tea comer or cuslomer event 7 0.540
Y AUSTH | oasa) | 10233 [13.136) Ol e
g K27. ] dome set 0 serve food or customers’ even. 30w | 18 2 21 L. [] provdes dom set 0 serve the foads? N
2 A7) | (0036] | [0033) |(3.139]
H K2Z.[] fres Karaoke sel and Lve Band for customers event | A(37%)] | 25 0 2 110, [Tprovdes o Karaoke setand Lve Bandfor e | | -
1133% | [0.267] | [0033] |13.155] events provided? -
K20, []fresenferanment equprent o cosomers evemt. | 0| 22 2 | 1 L11.{] provides enteranment equipment or e o |
3%] | jo2e1) | o) |i3a26) customer?
K21.[] the custom rental customers' event, 13 20 24 27
0103 | (02 |3175)
K12 The employees are proper aired o serve customer A | 14 15 L17. The employee is formal, fimiy, and sticly in 231 4 | oss
(smatt, good looking, well ress, o) mi27%) | (0] 3.136] sening the customers i th event a7 -
118, The employee hoss n e eventare alwomen. | 293 | | o
13.071*
K9. The company need fve (5) minutes o take acton onfood | 0 (30%] | 9 6 2 20, The companies need more than fve (5 minutes (0
z issued 1(27%) | (0115] | (0033) 13.176] | F-0.514 | take acion on food issued i the event?
2 K7_The customer senvcs ahays st resporse o atendand | o107 19 2 5 | DF=0.734
E serve the customer 10036 | [0233) i3.03] | [0.262]
2 K. Thecompany response b reques el cusomers emai | oo | 12 1| u | K=0563
one (1) hours 10034] | [0067)_|[3.105]
CZ.The Company have Websis o orm i servce avaale | o oo | g » N L25. The company servce informaton regarding prce,
& ofered (Prce, Exra Service, Locaton, Equipment) i) | o | 0267 o ot s oaton, st s n
6. The company offers and promoes he sevice avalabe | | .~ | 13 1B | 122, The company does ot promoleand provides he | 287 | ¢
Iprovided through newspaper, magazine, banner. (33%] 0] 01 |i3.195) services information (i.¢. newspaper, magazine, banner? | [3.13*
€L Elctoric senvis (Eml, Tel, Far) o commuricatethe | - T 1 30 4 L21.{] response I one (1) hours o answer the AR
senvi offered fo customer 167%) | o7 | 0as7) [i3.o2e) request fom customer (email and fa). B3
K3. [] visiing servicefor face-lo-ace direct mesting with ouma | 1w B N 124, directface-to-face service o meet the
cusiomer o ofers and discusses the senves requied. [t | 0BS5S T customer? a0 | 25
" the customer]
z K4 ] on-site directsenvice fo the cuslomer [servioe for oum | 2 17 2 | 0879
H customer tovisi the company] 10367 | (0.0) |2999) | pr=0.865 0.342
H K5 (] 24 hour free on ne service: oo | 7 19 | 18 | [0.698] | L23{]doss notprovide 24 hour free service ne? s | o | 103981
g 0% | oa29) | 10133 |1z | K=0839
& K18. The company help customer o fnd and booked the oo | B 1 7 113 The company helps youas e customer ofind | , | .
event locations. ® | [0.033 0.1 [3.063) and provide the location for events?
K17. Customers'choices towards event location (Hotel, o | 7 2 6
House, Hal, Gender, olc) “ | roo2n | 0a67) |i3.04s)
K29, The company charges 20% and 50% of paymentfo 12. The company charges you 20% payment for
booking ee for atleast 1 morih and 2 week before the event. M (30%] | 6 0 |13 booking fees? 2o | 10
Whie 100% payment it should be completed in 1 week before | 0 130%] | [0.25] | [0.167) [13.110]
the event
K28[] the creditcard payment system ol | 16 1 15 13, [] e redi cardpayment system beside ecash | | o
127%) | (0.035] | [0.033) |B.a1a) payment system? -
¢
H K14, The employee are good enough o give clearly muowl| 4 6 | 2 L16. The employees lack o explain the services 180 || oo
H explanaton fo customer regarding the senvices (0357 | o1 [3102) provided and offered? (4.20* -
2
K1 [] Suggeston and comment column i e company. T | 2 7| T15. The company websit provdes the column for P
website. ® | 10.107) | [0.233] |[3.161) suggestion/ comment/ complaint
K10 ] Sggesionbo o cusomersuggesion andcampam | | -~ 11 8 | 2
10069] | [0133) |[3.142)
K23.[] Fea VIP setof able, 0 carpel, and equpmentfor | 137%] | 24 3 2% L8. ] the red carpet for VIP o1 | 16
N customers”event A(33%] | 0.233] | [0.033] l3.161] 0.668
H L9. {1 provides VIP seloftable and equpment o i
a7 | 17
H customer.
H K24 ] Fee photogaphy senice forcustomers event (100 | , oo ©[ 30 a1 | 14 17 the photography senvice for customer. P
shoos, exclude photo priter 1781 | 10467) | (01671 |13.113) .
K30. [] and ofers fee design service for card viaton Ao |2 8 10 L1 The company's services incudes e service | =
required by customers. 10321 | [0.067) |i3.095] provided t design the inviaton card?
K13, The employees ae frendly o seve e cusomer (warm, | 1279 | 10 o | 2
taklive, friendship) 0wl | o | ooer |iaam
1[23%] _
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