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Abstract 

Today, the increasing awareness among customers of their rights, changing demands and high 
competition requires constant progress in quality from the manufacturing firms. Thus, this study 
assessed the correlate between quality and price, profitability, market share and customer loyalty 
respectively of manufacturing firms in Rivers State, Nigeria. The study takes on the survey research 
process with the application of questionnaire to elicit data. The data from the questionnaire were 
analysed using mean scores, standard deviation and Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient 
was used to ascertain the level of relationship between the research variables and structural equation 
model. The result showed that quality has strong positive influence on price, profitability, market 
share and customer loyalty respectively. Thus, we recommend that manufacturing firms should 
regularly review quality procedures and manufacturing processes of their products to adapt to 
customer’s changing requirements as to remain competitive in today’s dynamic business 
environment. 

Keywords: customer loyalty, market share, price, profitability, quality. 

Introduction  

Manufacturing firms in Nigeria are facing challenges in regards to the preference given to foreign products as against 
domestic products in this era of globalization. Quality has become a central theme for manufacturing organizations in 
competing with one another so as to offer tangible products that meets the taste and preferences of consumers’ 
expectations. Many manufacturing organizations have pushed quality beyond product quality to service quality in a bid to 
retain and satisfy their customers and attract new ones. Thus, understanding and meeting customer expectations in terms 
of the price and strategy employed are key to surviving in today’s globalised world. The application of appropriate 
strategic orientation options is vital for sustainable performance of profitability, appropriate pricing, market share and 
customers satisfaction. 

Furthermore, delivering high product quality as well as being able to meet customers’ needs help the organization in 
retaining customers which prevent them from switching to other brands of products. The quality of product is imperative 
to customers’ satisfaction resulting to competitive advantage in a firm’s competitiveness in the marketplace. The quality 
of a product is defined as a product’s ability to fulfil the customer’s needs and expectations but this is not the case given 
the Nigerian experience as manufacturers in Nigeria are constantly plaque with customers’ complaint, high reject rate due 
to poor quality, cost of advertisement and stringent competition from their foreign rivalry (Hassan, Hamid, Muhammad & 
Rahman, 2010). 

Again, Bagshaw (2017) observed that another issue facing Nigerian manufacturers is the reality that consumers perceive 
home-made products as inferior to imported ones; this makes it difficult in convincing customers to buy such product. A 
lot of awareness has to be formed to shape the perception of consumers in accepting that products of the same quality are 
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seen to be as valuable as their imported counterparts. Furthermore, for a locally made product to be accepted in the 
international market, the product should meet specific standards and quality. It is on this premise that the study seeks to 
ascertain how quality influences price, profitability, market share and customer loyalty of manufacturing organizations in 
Rivers State, Nigeria. 

Literature Review 

Product Quality  

The basis of product quality as a provider of competitive edge in gaining market leadership cannot be overemphasized. In 
particular, manufacturing organizations has come to identify the necessity to attract customers with acceptable product 
quality as well as maintain long-term relationship with them in order to create a competitive edge in the competitive 
marketplace (Nigel, 2009). Building a stable long term relationship with customers in today’s competitive business 
environment is essential to the survival of manufacturing organizations as customers are currently more concerned with 
the level of quality they derive from a product. Quality is a multidimensional concept, and is defined as “the perception of 
the overall superiority of a product or service with respect to its intended purpose, relative to alternatives” (Aaker & 
Jacobson, 1994). It is the inherent ingredients in the product that gives satisfaction to the consumer. Stevenson (2005) 
stated that quality is the primary determinant to which a product or service successfully satisfies its intended purpose. 
Ayandibu (2010) observed that the quality of a product or services must pass through four major stages which includes- 
inspection, quality control, quality assurance and total quality management.  

Furthermore, Garvin (2007) explained that product quality is seen as a steady conformance to customer’s expectations. 
The term Conformance as used by Garvin (2007) refers that there is a need to meet clear specification; ensuring a product 
or service conforms to specification is a key operations task.  More so, in the aspect of customer view of quality, 
individual customers’ expectations differ from one another. Past experiences, individual knowledge and history plays 
major roles in customers’ view of quality. The assessment of quality of a particular product or service by the customer 
depends on his or her perception. If the customer of a product perceives a product to be of good quality, despite long 
queues at check-in or paying counters, the customer will be willing to wait because of the perceived quality he or she has 
on the product (Brady & Chronin, 2001). 

Thus, quality can be defined as the degree of fit between customer’s expectations and customer perception of the product 
or service (Bodek, 2010). Using this idea, the customers view of quality of the product or service is as a result of the 
customers comparing their expectations of the product or service with their perception of how it performs. If the product 
quality is more than expected by the consumer, then the consumer is satisfied and the product quality perceived to be 
high, again if the product quality is less than expected, then quality is low and the customer likely to be dissatisfied. If the 
product quality matches the expectations of the consumer, then the perceived quality of the product is seen to be 
acceptable (Nigel, 2009). Furthermore, other variables of the study are discussed below viz-a-viz: price, profitability, 
market share and customer loyalty. 

Price  

Price is the amount a customer pays for a product or services rendered in exchange for the benefits of using the product or 
service. It can be expressed as the sum of the values derivable from the consumption of the product (Bearden, Ingram, & 
Larfforge, 2004). Value is the sole justification for price, many times customers lack an understanding of the cost of 
materials and other costs that go into the making of a product but can understand what the product does for them in terms 
of value the product will provide. It is on this basis that customers make decisions about the purchase of a product (David, 
Aquilano & Chase, 1999). 

To have effective pricing, manufacturers need to understand that not all consumers want to pay the same price for a 
product, just as they do not all want the same product, the same distribution outlets, or the same promotional messages 
(Munroe, 2003). This require segmenting the product market with varying product pricing among various market 
segments. Again, Hinterhuber (2008) stated that manufacturing firms need to know their customers and price their 
products according to their needs, if customers must purchase their product.  
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Price placed on products remains the primary source of revenue for manufacturing firms, and making the pricing decision 
is usually a marketing decision and making it correctly requires an understanding of both the customer and consumers’ 
view of price as well (Agwu, 2013). Price setting is the most important decision made by manufacturers, as price set too 
low result in low revenues and the failure of such organization; when set too high result in poor response from customers, 
leading to failure of such organization too.  

There are insinuations that high prices are signals of high quality. Empirical studies on the relationship between quality 
and prices had conflicting results. Monroe & Krishman (1985) found a positive relationship between quality and price. 
However, in the study of Kirchlel, Fisher & Holzl (2010), they posited that price is a poor indicator of quality; and 
Peterson (1970); Peterson & Jolibat (1976) found a nonlinear relationship between quality and price. Hence, we state that: 
there is no significant relationship between quality and price (HO1). 

Profitability 

Profitability means ability to earn income as revenue in excess of cost of production/sales from activities of an 
organization. It shows how management of such organization can make profit by using all the resources available 
efficiently in the market. According to Harward & Upton (2007) profitability is the ability of a given investment to earn a 
return from its use. However, profitability is not completely the same with efficiency, although profitability can be 
accepted as an index of efficiency. It can be regarded as a measure of efficiency and also guide management to maintain 
quality. Though, profitability is an important benchmark for measuring performance, the extent of profitability cannot be 
taken as a final proof of efficiency (Caruana, 2002). In fact, there are situations where satisfactory profits can mark 
inefficiency and conversely, a proper degree of quality can be accompanied by an absence of profit. From the accounting 
point of view, the net profit figure simply reveals a satisfactory balance between the values received and value given. 
Therefore any change in operational quality is merely one of the factors on which profitability of an organization largely 
depends. Hence, we state that: there is no significant relationship between quality and profitability (HO2). 

Market share  

Market share is a key indicator of market competitiveness, that is, how well a manufacturing firm’s products compete 
against its competitors as it helps managers evaluate market demand. Kotler (2006) stated that market share is one 
profitability indicator for businesses; hence many firms place market share maximization as their competition strategy. 
The more organizations use the strategy of persuasion to attract customers in buying their product, the more customers 
respond in their buying behaviour towards the product for repurchase. Again, Hellofs & Robert (1999) observed that 
market share enables firms to evaluate not only total market growth or decline but also preference of customers’ choice 
among competitors. 

Losses in market share can signal severe problems that require strategic adjustments such as improvement in product 
quality (Farris, Bendle, Pfeifer & Reibstein, 2010). Within a firm’s product line, market share leaning for individual 
products are considered early indicators of future opportunities or threats to the manufacturing firm. Armstrong & Greene 
(2007) stated that the use of market share as a basis for measuring the performance of manufacturing competing firms has 
advanced a system in which manufacturing firms make decisions with regard to their operation. And that care should be 
taken to consider the effect of each decision on the market share of their competitors. Hence, we state that: there is no 
significant relationship between quality and market share (HO3). 

Customer loyalty  

Loyalty is developed over a period of time from a consistent record of meeting, and sometimes even exceeding customer 
expectations (Teich, 1997). Earlier, Gremler & Brown (1996) stated that customer loyalty is the degree to which a 
customer exhibits repeats purchasing behaviours of a product or service, possesses a positive attitudinal disposition 
toward the provider, and considers using only this provider when a need for this product exists. Again, Bloemer & Kasper 
(1995) observed customer loyalty as true loyalty rather than repeat purchasing behaviours, which is the actual re-buying 
of a brand, regardless of commitment. The quality of product has been considered as the determinants of buying 
behaviour and loyalty to a brand.  Furthermore, customer loyalty comprises customers  attitudes and behaviours and this 
attitudinal component represents notions like purchasing additional products or services from the same firm, also 
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willingness of recommending the firms products or services to others, demonstration of such commitment to the firms by 
exhibiting a resistance to switching to other competing brand is quality driven (Narayandas, 1996).  

Previous studies had established a link between quality and customer loyalty in the manufacturing sector and found that 
quality is a key determinant of overall satisfaction, which in turn leads to customer retention and loyalty (Fullerton, 2005; 
Ennew & Binks, 1999). For example, Foreester Research Poll of 8600 on-line households found out that customers revisit 
a particular product because of high quality. Wall Street Journal, (2001) asserted that quality is the major marketing 
variable that spur customers to repeat purchases of a particular product. Also, Olivera (2007) affirmed a strong positive 
significant relationship between quality and e-banking service in Portugal. Hence, we state that: there is no significant 
relationship between quality and customer loyalty (HO4). 

Methodology  

The survey research design was adopted for the study with the research questionnaire sent to all the 53 (fifty three) 
manufacturing firms listed in the 2017 Directory of the Manufacturers’ Association of Nigeria (MAN) in Rivers State, 
Nigeria. However, out of the 53 copies of questionnaire sent out, fifty two (52) copies of the questionnaire were retrieved 
and useful for data analysis. The data were analysed to determine correlation coefficient through use of Pearson’s product 
moment correlation coefficient and structural equation model (SEM). The use of SEM makes this work to be more robust 
since it takes care of potential measurement errors which the traditional regression analysis neglects. It is more suitable for 
this study because SEM can measure direct, indirect and mediating variables effects of an explanatory variables on a 
dependent variable (Dimitrious and Hall, 2007). 

Model Specification 

The study built a multiple regression model to capture the variables of interest in this study. The econometric model is as 
follows: 

Quality = f (Price, Profit, Market Share, Customer Loyalty) 
Quality = α0 + β0 + β1Price + β2Profit + β3 Mktshare + β4Custlo +ε 
Where ε = Error term. 

Presentation and Discussion of Results 

The results shows the effect of the explanatory variables of price, profit, market share and customer loyalty on quality. As 
shown in table A, price had a positive effect of 0.32, profit a positive effect of 0.12, market share a positive effect of 0.34 
and customer loyalty a positive effect of 1.3 

Table A: SEM Diagram 

 

Structural Equation Model Results 

The structural equation model results in table B provides the details of the estimation. The overall test results shows that 
the model built is valid and significant at 1 % level, since the chi-value is 116.93 with probablity of 0.0000. 

quality 2.1  1 .081

price.43 
 3.6 

profit 
.87
3.9

   mkt  
   share 1.0 

13.7

 
Cus loy -1.6

 2 .31

..32

.12 

.34
1.3



Singaporean Journal of BuSineSS economicS, and management StudieS 

   52  

Table C: Correlation Analysis showing the relationship between quality and price 
 Quality Price 

Quality 
Pearson Correlation 1 .955** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 52 52 

Price 
Pearson Correlation .955** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 52 52 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Source: Field survey, 2018.  

Table C above revealed that the correlation coefficient (r) = 0.955. This shows a very strong positive relationship between 
quality and price. This implies that improvement in quality will bring about price increase of products. The probability 
value (PV) = 0.000 < 0.05 (level of significance) therefore a significant relationship exists between quality and price. 

Test of Hypothesis 1 

HO1: There is no significant relationship between quality and price 

Table D: Summary of regression analysis result showing the effects of quality on price 

Variable Coef. t-cal 
t-tab  
(0.05, 50) R R2 F-cal 

F-tab  
(0.05, 1, 51) sig f 

Constant 8.001 9.514 1.68 0.955 0.912 519.054 4.08 0.000 
Quality 0.912 22.783 
Dependent Variable; Price 

Source: Field survey, 2018. 

Price         =    ao+ a1Q + U1                                                          
Price         =    8.001 + 0.912Q 
T-values   =    (9.514) (22.783)    

Table D above showed that the coefficient of correlation is 0.955. This shows that a very strong positive relationship 
exists between quality and price. Table 7 shows that quality had a calculated t-value of 22.738. Conventionally, the 
decision criterion is to accept the null hypothesis, if the critical t-value is greater than the t- calculated value. Since, t-
calculated = 22,738 > t-tabulated =1.68 (0.05, 50); null hypothesis is rejected. Also, the F-calculated is 519.954 and since the 
F-Cal = 519.954 > F-tab (0.05, 1, 51) = 4.08; again showing that the null hypothesis is rejected and concludes that a significant 
relationship exists between quality and price. 

The findings of this study indicating that quality positively correlates with price confirms with existing principle that in a 
competitive situation a higher price reflects the higher unit cost of production which affects the price of produced product. 
Also, customers appear to use product quality as a measure of the product's price because most times when customers are 
uncertain concerning a product's quality, they often assume that a higher price indicates a higher level of quality. From the 
finding in Table D quality has significant and positive in influence on price with a correlation co-efficient (r) = 0.955 
which agrees with Lapowsky (2014) and Bodek (2010) affirming that quality affects pricing. However, one cannot 
overlook the fact that price must be sufficient to align with production cost including satisfying stakeholders as price 
charged remains the primary source of revenue from product sales. Ideally, customers would like to pay as little as 
possible to satisfy their needs; given that price is the primary determinant of demand for products. Also, customers appear 
to use product quality as a measure of the product's price because when customers are uncertain concerning a product's 
quality, they often assume that a higher price indicates a higher level of quality. 
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Table E: Correlation Analysis showing the relationship between quality and Profitability 
 Quality Profitability 

Quality 
Pearson Correlation 1 .903** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 52 52 

 Profitability 
Pearson Correlation .903** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 52 52 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Source: Field survey, 2018. 

Table E above revealed that the correlation coefficient (r) = 0.903. This shows a very high positive relationship between 
quality and profitability. This implies that improvement in quality will bring about increased in profitability of the studied 
firms. The probability (PV) = 0.000 < 0.05 (level of significance) therefore a significant relationship exists between 
quality and profitability. 

Test of Hypothesis 2 

HO2: There is no significant relationship between quality and profitability. 

Table F: Summary of regression analysis result showing the effects of quality on profitability 

Variable Coef. t-cal sig. t 
t-tab  
(0.05, 50) R r2 F-cal 

F-tab (0.05, 1, 
51) sig f 

Constant 3.384 3.254 .002 1.68 0.903 0.815 220.363 4.08 0.000 

Quality 0.735 14.845 .000 
Dependent Variable; Profitability 

Source: Field survey, 2018. 

Profitability    =    bo+ b1Q + U1                                                          
Profitability    =    3.384 + 0.735Q 
T-values          =    (3.254) (14.845)    

Table F above showed that the coefficient of correlation is 0.903. This shows that a very strong positive relationship exist 
between quality of a product and firm’s profitability. Table 9 shows that profitability had a calculated t-value of 14.845. 
Since, t-calculated = 14.845 > t-tabulated =1.68 (0.05, 50); null hypothesis is rejected. Also, the F-calculated is 220.363 and 
since the F-Cal = 220.363 > F-tab (0.05, 1, 51) = 4.08; again showing that the null hypothesis is rejected and concludes that a 
significant relationship exists between quality and profitability. 

The F-calculated of 220.363 had a corresponding significant t-value of 0.000; therefore conclude it is a good and useful 
model. Conventionally F-Cal = 220.363> F-tab (0.05, 1, 51) = 4.08, hence the decision of a useful model is upheld. 

In the global market, competition is very fierce and customer’s expectations are evolving on a constant basis, it is 
therefore essential for manufacturing organizations to have a complete understanding of their customers’ needs, both 
existing and future customers and to meet them so as to remain profitable.  Processes and strategies must be put in place to 
help organizations predict and even influence the future needs of their customers. Again, customers want quality and high 
performing products that will not be replaced quickly. This requirement of quality mandates manufacturers to produce 
products that live up to the customer’s quality expectation. More so, Harward & Upton (2007) stated that quality 
products/services is the engine that drive an organization processes towards achieving a high profit margin. Given the 
analysis in Table 9 it was found that quality has significant and positive in influence on profitability with a correlation co-
efficient (r) =  0.903. This supports Coy (2000) who also observed that quality products and services lead to greater 
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profits. When customers are satisfied, they tend to purchase more products or services, which make a firm more 
profitable. More so, the ability of an organization to deliver quality product is directly tied to organizations’ profitability 
and a decrease in quality negatively affect customer’s perception and the overall market value of its offerings, hence, 
organization’s profitability. 

Table G: Correlation Analysis showing the relationship between quality and market share 
 Quality Market Share 

Quality 
Pearson Correlation 1 .960** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 52 52 

Market Share 
Pearson Correlation .960** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 52 52 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Source: Field survey, 2018.   

Table G showed that the correlation coefficient (r) = 0.960. This shows a very strong positive relationship between quality 
and market share. This implies that improvement in quality will bring about increased in market share in the studied firms. 
The probability (PV) = 0.000 < 0.05 (level of significance) therefore a significant relationship exists between quality and 
market share. 

Test of Hypothesis 3 

HO3: There is no significant relationship between quality and market share 

Table H: Summary of regression analysis result showing the effects of quality on market share 

Variable Coef. t-cal sig. t 
t-tab  (0.05, 
50) R R2 F-cal 

F-tab (0.05, 1, 
51) sig f 

Constant 7.090 9.232 .000 1.68 0.960 0.921 583.369 4.08 0.000 Quality 0.883 24.153 .000 
Dependent Variable; Market Share 

Source: Field survey, 2018. 

Market Share    =    co+ c1Q + U1                                                          
Market Share    =    7.090 + 0.883Q 
T-values            =   (9.232) (24.153)    

Table H above showed that the coefficient of correlation is 0.960. This shows that a very strong positive relationship 
exists between quality of a product and market share. Table 11 shows that market share had a calculated t-value of 24.153. 
Since, t-calculated = 24.153 > t-tabulated =1.68 (0.05, 50); null hypothesis is rejected. Also, the F-calculated is 583.153 and 
since the F-Cal = 583.153 > F-tab (0.05, 1, 51) = 4.08; again showing that the null hypothesis is rejected and concludes that a 
significant relationship exists between quality and market share. 

The F-calculated of 583.369 had a corresponding significant t-value of 0.000. We therefore conclude it is a good and 
useful model. Conventionally F-Cal = 583.369> F-tab (0.05, 1, 51) = 4.08 hence the decision of a useful model is upheld. 

Today’s business organizations are intensively fighting to attract and keep their customers, whose attention is increasingly 
difficult to capture and hold on to. As poor-quality products and services have negative impact on markets, given that such 
products and services can cause an organization to lose customers faster than they can gain new ones. In a customer 
driven market, meeting customer expectations and needs is vital to maintaining and improving market share. Superior 
quality products and services bear a positive effect on market share as satisfied customers will continue to patronize an 
organization’s products or services and recommend them to other prospective customers. Again, consumers these days are 
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faced with an overwhelming choice between similar products/ services and quality is now the new battlefield on which 
successful organizations can differentiate and thus triumph over their failing counterparts.  

From the analysis in Table H, it was found that quality has significant and positive in influence on market share with a 
correlation co-efficient (r) = 0.960. This supports the view of Becker (1991) who asserted that product quality plays 
significant role in enhancing an organization’s market share in the sense that oftentimes customers repurchase a product at 
the influence of others’ purchase, because their expectations were satisfied by the product quality. When there is no other 
information, organizations are susceptible to market share in determining the quality of a product, hence, market share is a 
frequently used indicator for organizations to tell the quality of a product in given market situation (Caruana, 2002). 
Again, Bendle, Pfeifer and Reibstein (2010) posited that market share is the basis to determine whether a product have a 
high quality or not.  

Table I: Correlations analysis showing the relationship between quality and customer loyalty 
 Quality Customer Loyalty 

Quality 
Pearson Correlation 1 .950** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 52 52 

Customer Loyalty 
Pearson Correlation .950** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 52 52 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Source: Field survey, 2018. 

Table I revealed that the correlation coefficient (r) = 0.950.This shows a very high positive relationship between quality 
and customer loyalty. This implies that improvement in quality will bring about increased in customer loyalty in the 
studied firms. The probability (PV) = 0.000 < 0.05 (level of significance); therefore a significant relationship exists 
between quality and customer loyalty. 

Test of Hypothesis 4 

HO4: There is no significant relationship between quality and customer loyalty. 

Table J: Summary of regression analysis result showing the effects of quality on customer loyalty. 

Variable Coef. t-cal sig. t 
t-tab  
(0.05, 50) R R2 F-cal 

F-tab 
(0.05,1, 51) sig f 

Constant 3.920 5.368 .000 1.68 0.950 0.902 460.32
5 4.08 0.000 

Quality .746 21.455 .000 
Dependent Variable; Customer loyalty 

Source: Field survey, 2018.  

Customer Loyalty    =    co+ c1Q + U1                                                          
Customer Loyalty    =    3.920 + 0.746Q 
T-values                   =    (5.368) (21.455)    

The Table J above showed that the coefficient of correlation is 0.950. This shows that a very strong and significant 
relationship exists between quality of a product and customer loyalty. Table 13 shows that customer loyalty had a 
calculated t-value of 21.455. Since, t-calculated = 21.455 > t-tabulated =1.68 (0.05, 50); null hypothesis is rejected. Also, the 
F-calculated is 460.325 and since the F-Cal = 460.325 > F-tab (0.05, 1, 51) = 4.08; again showing that the null hypothesis is 
rejected and concludes that a significant relationship exists between quality and customer loyalty.  

From the analysis in Table J, it was found that quality has significant positive influence on customer loyalty with a 
correlation co-efficient (r) = 0.950 which supports the views of Ehigie (2006) and Olivera (2007) that excellence in 
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quality is a key to achieve customer loyalty which is the primary goal of business organizations, due to the advantages of 
customer retention.  

The implication of these findings manufacturing organizations should develop strategies that will differentiate them from 
their competitors, through the delivery of high quality products and services, as quality has been proven to lead to 
customer loyalty.  

Also, Becker (1991) asserted that product quality plays significant role in enhancing an organization’s market share in that 
oftentimes customers repurchase of a given product is because their expectations were satisfied by the product quality. 
When there is no other information, organizations are susceptible to market share in determining the quality of a product, 
hence, market share is also used as indicator for organizations to tell the quality of a product in given market situation 
(Caruana, 2002). Again, Bendle, Pfeifer and Reibstein (2010) posited that market share is the basis to determine whether a 
product have a high quality or not.  

Finally, the relationship between quality and customer loyalty reports a high positive relationship that is statistically 
significant at 1 %. This finding supports the works of Olivera (2007). The implication of this finding is that manufacturing 
organizations should have to develop strategies that will differentiate them from their competitors, through the delivery of 
high quality products and services, as quality has been proven to lead to customer loyalty.  

Conclusion 

Quality is a manufacturing point of reference that focuses on giving customer value through product/service offering. 
From the findings of this study, quality positively correlates with price, profitability, market share and customer loyalty. 
The study conclude that, the price of a product reflect the level of the product quality and the higher the quality the more 
profitable the organisation will be, the larger the market share, the more customer will be loyal to the organization. Due to 
high competition in this era, the only way to enjoy competitive advantage is to ensure that the right quality of product is 
produced at the right time, right place and at right price. It is imperative that manufacturers monitor and measure quality, 
price and loyalty with the intention of influencing the behaviour of their customers. Manufacturing organisations should 
regularly review the quality procedures of manufacturing processes of their products and services in as to adapt to 
customer’s changing requirements to stay competitive. Also, in today’s business environment, customers are becoming 
more aware of their rights and more quality oriented; therefore, manufacturing firms must ensure that there is constant 
progress in providing quality products in order to achieve higher profit, increase market share and gain more customers 
loyalty. 
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