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Abstract: Today's business environment strongly calls for efficient global trade as this is a must for optimum
utilization of resources and manufacturing potential all over the world. Understanding this critical issue,
governments as well as international trade organizations design and implement various trade promotion
programs to attract various stakeholders of the process. In this research, our goal is to explore different factors
which hinder customer orientation and quality improvement in deign of such promotion programs. In the first
step a comprehensive list of barriers has been developed based on literature and then during a few
brainstorming sessions, it was discussed and modified. In the second step, we have surveyed a pool of
knowledgeable people and experts among all stakeholders with a questionnaire developed from modified list.
Finally by performing factor analysis, main factors negatively affecting trade promotion programs have been
identified and analyzed.
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INTRODUCTION advantages, as we mentioned before, an efficient trade

A major concern of governments across the world, firms are not experienced with foreign trade, they need to
that is also a criterion for assessing performance of their be supported by local trade organizations in many ways.
administration, is changes in the status of welfare in the Even large current exporters need some groups of these
society. Then a major constituent of welfare is per capita supports.
consumption. On the other hand maximizing per capita Export promotion programs can be viewed as a
consumption and thus welfare, necessitates maximizing government-supported “service” to the industry sectors.
total production of goods and services. Focusing on So the general framework of quality improvement and
competitive advantages of the nation and its resources of customer orientation for “service industry” suggested by
all kinds, combined with efficient and optimized trade can quality management gurus well applies here [5, 6]. A
ensure realization of this goal [1]. number of previous researches have suggested and

Above-mentioned discussion is especially relevant assessed elements of such framework [8-11] or have tried
for a country that has very strong competitive advantages to extract necessary success factors for improvement
in rather narrow sectors of industry [2]. Middle East plans in services [12]. In this research, we have tried to
countries and specially Iran with second largest natural identify major quality improvement barriers based on
gas reserves and third largest oil reserves as well as these models, expert judgment and statistical analysis.
significant  market  share  in a few specific groups of Thus the main question of investigation would be: which
products is a good example of such country [3, 4]. elements of quality improvements are more troublesome

A natural result of this status has been a bold focus for promotion programs? And how these elements can be
on certain industry sectors and their needs and related to each other and grouped as factors? Answer to
requirements. For example a rapidly growing number of these questions will cast light on efforts to improve
petrochemical  downstream firms have been established quality of trade promotion services and thus will make
in recent years. But to gain full benefit of competitive such improvement process more smart.

system should be established. Because many of these
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MATERIALS AND METHODS Brainstorming:  Brainstorming  sessions was attended

Our goal is to explore barriers of quality improvement
and customer orientation in trade promotion programs
offered by Iran trade promotion organization. In other
words we want to determine elements and steps in such
improvement which have been troublesome in the past
efforts. To do so, as mentioned before we will build a
comprehensive but not organized list of such steps based
on reviewing relevant literature in the field of service
quality improvement.

The list will be then brought before attention of
experts in brainstorming sessions. The result of these
sessions will be a modified and semi-organized list of
elements of quality improvement plans for trade
promotion services. In the next step a questionnaire will
be developed based on these elements in which with an
FMEA-like prospective, we will ask not only about
presence and type of risks and problems but also about
probability of reoccurrence of them and estimated
negative effects.

A pool Of 63 field experts and knowledgeable
stakeholders have been identified as target group for this
questionnaire. Then we will analyze responses in various
ways including for depicting general pattern of risks and
barriers across elements and also depicting criticality of
each element based on probability of occurrence and
magnitude of negative effects. Then in the third step, we
will perform a factor analysis on data of elements so that
we can group them in proper factors. Factor analysis will
be performed in exploratory mode to identify number of
factors. We will then make necessary changes based on
Scree plot and run a confirmatory factor analysis. As final
step, we will update our effects and criticality analysis
based on extracted factors and will discuss them.

Initial List of Elements: Initial list of elements was
constructed  based  on  literature  review  and contained
39 elements. These elements was not organized or
grouped before being presented in the brainstorming
sessions because the grouping could make biased
responses among reviewers and participants of
brainstorming sessions. But all elements were roughly
related to one of these general issues:

Acquiring stakeholder feedback
Performing environment analysis
Restructuring promotion programs
Assessing performance of program

by 11 experts in the first time and14 in the second. 39
elements was reduced and modified as a list of 8 elements.
Every participant was later presented by the results to
ensure they are satisfied with it and are convinced that
the 8 component set covers all aspects and steps of
quality improvement process.

Questionnaire  Results  1:  General  Patterns:
Questionnaires   were   filled in the presence of authors.
We   whereas   necessary   would   provide  additional
details and explanations and make sure that respondent
have understood meaning of each item. 2 questionnaires
were excluded from analysis as they were oddly
inconsistent with the rest. The consistency was checked
simply by calculating sum of squares of difference
between person’s responses to each question with
average of responses of the pool of experts. By
investigating professional background of respondents
and also asking them about reasons for their specific
responses, we came to conclusion that one of them has
little relevant experience in the field and has “guessed”
what may be the reality and the other has filled out the
form with little attention as he was not able to reproduce
his previous responses.

Table 1 shows the results of first question about each
item, which has been a weight representing presence of
that specific risk. 

As it can be inferred from the table, second, third and
sixth  component  i.e.  receiving  categorized feedback
from all stakeholders, comprehensiveness of each
feedback and interpreting feedback and integrating it in
structure and characteristics of promotion programs
present most troublesome areas.

Questionnaire Results 2: Criticality Patterns: Criticality
is calculated by multiplying weight, probability of
occurrence and magnitude of effects of each component.
In the same configuration as general pattern, Table 2
shows the criticality score.

Figure 1 depicts both data of general pattern and
criticality pattern in a single radar chart. It is worth notion
that  this time first and sixth component i.e. identifying
and classifying stakeholders and interpreting feedback
and integrating it in structure and characteristics of
promotion programs present most troublesome areas. We
will explore the difference between patterns in discussion
section
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Table 1: Weights of Elements of Quality Improvement Process

No Component Weight

1 Identifying and classifying stakeholders 0.595
2 Receiving categorized feedback from all stakeholders 0.767
3 Comprehensiveness of each feedback (constituents of it) 0.752
4 Forming efficient multi-skill teams for quality improvement 0.376
5 Proper environmental analysis 0.419
6 Interpreting feedback and integrating it in structure and characteristics of promotion programs 0.790
7 Optimizing value for money spent on promotion programs 0.510
8 Reliability and applicability of results of quality improvement process 0.462

Average 0.584

Table 2: Criticality of Elements of Quality Improvement Process

No Component Criticality

1 Identifying and classifying stakeholders 0.410
2 Receiving categorized feedback from all stakeholders 0.255
3 Comprehensiveness of each feedback (constituents of it) 0.291
4 Forming efficient multi-skill teams for quality improvement 0.164
5 Proper environmental analysis 0.174
6 Interpreting feedback and integrating it in structure and characteristics of promotion programs 0.485
7 Optimizing value for money spent on promotion programs 0.205
8 Reliability and applicability of results of quality improvement process 0.241

Average 0.278

Table 3: Rotated Component Matrix

Component
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 2 3 4

VAR00001 -.084 .256 .782 .066
VAR00002 -.710 .183 .086 .418
VAR00003 -.138 -.055 -.102 .901
VAR00004 .905 .039 .104 .012
VAR00005 .791 .361 .001 -.136
VAR00006 .022 .844 .106 .116
VAR00007 .265 .636 -.028 -.375
VAR00008 .127 -.138 .821 -.162

Fig. 1: Radar chart for general and criticality scores
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Fig. 2: Scree plot for 8 components

Table 4: Factors and Their Criticality

No Factor Criticality

1 Exploring external and internal environment 0.169
2 Implementation of feedback 0.345
3 Acceptability of results by all stakeholders 0.326
4 characteristics of feedback received from customers 0.273

Average 0.278

Factor Analysis: Data for 8 components was fed into weight of factors then was very close to calculated value.
SPSS software to examine relationships of components. The wording of factors was also a little changed. Table 5
Exploratory factor analysis was then performed. Three shows these new weights and titles of factors.
factors had  Eigen  values  greater  than 1; however Now let's have a look at components and factors.
Figure  2  that is Scree plot for 8 components suggests First factor includes 4th and 5th component which are
that a 4 factor model may be a better choice as the slope “forming efficient multi-skill teams for quality
of the curve levels out after 4 factors rather than 3. improvement” and “proper environmental analysis”. So

So a confirmatory factor analysis with number of factor 1 represents risks and barriers related to exploring
factors set at 4 was then performed. Table 3 shows the external and internal environment and conditioners of the
results in the rotated component matrix. This time, factor TPO and recruiting most suitable experts as quality
loadings are larger. improvement team members so that team members

We will discuss these factors in the next section and together possess an acceptable level of knowledge and
will also address patterns of radar charts. insight about organization, its resources and environment.

RESULT AND DISCUSSIONS are “interpreting feedback and integrating it in structure

Factor analysis revealed that we can rearrange all “optimizing value for money spent on promotion
components of quality improvement process for programs”. In fact we would strongly expect this grouping
promotion programs in 4 factors. Table 4 presents them in because any problem or mistake in interpreting the
a revised  and  reworded format. It also shows criticality stakeholder feedback, in most cases, makes the value
of  each factor calculated as average of criticality scores analysis and optimization of structure of promotion
of its components. programs impossible. This is mainly because amount of

To make sure that wording of factors is compatible value generated by any part of promotion program
with experts’ judgments, we brought this table into depends of weights assigned by customer and these
attention of 14 previously interviewed experts. They were weights are based on analysis and interpretation of
also asked to put new weights for these factors. Average customer/stakeholder feedback.

Second factor consists of 6th and 7th component which

and characteristics of promotion programs” and
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Third   factor    includes   1th    and    8th  component Finally results of this research can be used to assess
which  are  “Identifying  and  classifying  stakeholders” and select quality improvement tools and techniques
and   “reliability    and    applicability    of    results   of which have strongest potential for overcoming major
quality  improvement  process”.  This  factor  can be identified risks and barriers. For example comparing
called  acceptability  of  results  by  majority of characteristics of quality function deployment (QFD)
stakeholders. Such acceptability necessitates both method with our findings we can suggest that QFD may
identifying   all   stakeholders    and   also  ensuring  that be well utilized to overcome risks associated with 3rd and
their   expectations   will   be   satisfied   and   met 6th component.
practically   in   the   resulting   promotion   program;   in
other  words  results  of  quality  improvement  process REFERENCES
are reliable.

Fourth factor includes 2nd and 3rd components 1. Long, N., H. Raff and F. Stähler, 2007. The effects of
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suggestion for firms is to calculate criticality score instead Educational Pub.
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