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Abstract

The prioritization of cultural influencing factors on creativity in distributed product development teams is the aim of this contribution. Utilizing
the KANO model, success factors and barriers are classified and prioritized through expert discussions and KANO questionnaires in two test
groups. Results indicate that while all cultural factors are relevant, their prioritization is highly individual and context-dependent. The findings
suggest that tailored support for creative problem-solving in distributed teams should consider the unique cultural dynamics of each team.
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1. Introduction

Intercultural team settings pose challenges but can also have
specific opportunities [1,2]. To ensure that opportunities can be
used and the challenges overcome, it is necessary to understand
the cultural influences. Especially when it comes to creative
problem-solving, cultural differences can play a major role [3].
Communication differences and difficulties in understanding
why somebody is behaving a certain way can hinder creative
processes. If the creative processes, then additionally take place
in a distributed setting and need to be supported by
technological tools, it can get even more difficult [4,5].

Since a multitude of development teams are working in a
distributed setting [6,7] with the need to solve their
development tasks creatively, understanding the -cultural
influences on these creative processes can help shed light on
how to appropriately support this aspect. Different cultural
influences have been found [8,9] and finding out how to
evaluate and prioritize them, is the goal of this contribution.

1.1. Creativity in Distributed Product Development

Distributed Product Development in this contribution is
understood as the form of product development in which the
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collaboration is characterized by a team in which at least one
individual is spatially separated from the other individuals [ 10—
12].

Creativity and collaboration are essential for teams to
successfully reach their goals [13]. This importance extends
beyond teams working in a distributed setting, as collaboration
and creativity pose unique challenges for distributed teams.
Research indicates that collaboration tends to be more seamless
when teams are in the same location compared to when they
are distributed [5]. In particular, creative processes may be
perceived as more challenging in virtual teams [14]. [4]
examined how different modes of communication (virtual or
face-to-face) influence creativity. The conclusion is that face-
to-face communication leads to better idea generation,
highlighting the significant influence of communication and
human interaction on creativity. However, the quality of the
ideas and the decision of which idea to pursue may be
independent of the mode of collaboration [4]. This finding is
attributed to differences in the amount of information conveyed
through screens compared to face-to-face communication and
a narrowed visual focus that makes branching out and
generating new ideas more challenging in a virtual setting. The
need to support creativity is further confirmed by Diihr, who
emphasizes that creative teamwork, an integral part of the
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product development process, requires specific support in a
distributed setting [15].

One way to support creativity is through the use of creativity
techniques also called creativity methods. Previous research
suggests that employing these techniques in a virtual
environment can lead to different results than in person. The
outcomes vary depending on the suitability of the chosen
creativity method for a virtual environment [16].

Transferring creativity methods to virtual environments
requires more than merely imitating local team workshops, as
virtuality introduces new challenges and opportunities [17].
While these methods serve as valuable references for fostering
creativity in (distributed) teams, there remains an opportunity
to adopt a method explicitly focused on enhancing creativity in
distributed contexts. To adopt a support method aimed at
enhancing creativity while considering influencing factors, it is
necessary to analyze and evaluate the success factors and
barriers to creativity in distributed product development, as
these aspects influence creativity in distributed teams.

The literature identifies 72 success factors, which are
grouped into seven categories: Team, Individual, Organization,
Technology, Culture, Leadership, and Time [9]. Additionally,
47 barriers have been identified, most of which fall into the
Team and Individual categories [8].

1.2. Cultural Influences on Creativity in Distributed Product
Development

Since the focus of this contribution is understanding the
cultural influencing factors in the category culture better, they
are listed in this chapter.

Success Factors:

e Heterogeneity
Diversity
Organizational culture
Geographical distance
Cultural difference
Different background
Social dispersion
Psychological dispersion

The detailed explanation, which also part of the KANO
questionnaire can be found in [9], as well as the literature in
which each success factor was found.

Barriers:

e  Cultural Differences

e Language Differences
e Different Expectations
e  Conflict Solving

The detailed explanation as well as the literature in which
each barrier is mentioned was also part of the KANO
questionnaire and can be found in [8].

The collection of cultural influencing factors was done
based on two systematic literature reviews, based on product
development experience additional factors might be found.
Some of the influencing factors are quite broad and include a
lot of different aspects to them. Heterogeneity is one of these
factors. Cultural differences can be seen as success factors and
as a barrier to creativity in distributed product development

depending on the expression. Therefore, this factor is part of
both lists. Both of the lists are not in a specific order and are
not sorted by relevance.

Cultural influences on creativity are also relevant in non-
distributed teams. The focus on distributed teams is due to these
settings increasing popularity and relevance.

2. Research profile
2.1. Research aim and questions

The objective of this study is to prioritize the influencing
factors based on their relevance, thereby identifying where
support can most effectively enhance the creative problem-
solving abilities of distributed product development teams.
Given the diversity of these factors, a systematic organization
of the various influences may serve as a basis to supporting
intercultural teams.

e RQI: How can the relevance of cultural influencing
factors on creativity in distributed product development
teams be evaluated?

e RQ2: How can cultural influencing factors on creativity
in distributed product development teams be prioritized?

2.2. Research approach

The success factors and barriers to creativity were initially
validated and discussed with the goal of prioritizing them, to be
able to later on, build targeted support for creative problem-
solving in intercultural distributed development teams. Here,
an expert discussion was conducted with 14 experts for design
methods in product development using a Miro tool [18]. As a
basis for the discussion on the relevance of the different
influencing factors, the categories of the KANO model [19]:
Basic, Performance and Excitement Requirement were given
as assistance for evaluating the relevance.

The expert discussion resulted in the wish for a structured
approach to facilitate the prioritization of the influencing
factors. Therefore, a questionnaire with precise descriptions of
all the influencing factors was designed, including an
explanation of the connotation within the Kano Model
categories. Taking the advice of the experts into consideration
that a structured KANO questionnaire would lead to clearer
results, the second iteration was carried out with a Kano
questionnaire instead of an expert discussion. The
questionnaire was improved after this second iteration and the
Kano questionnaire was sent to a second test group. This group
consisted of 37 people experienced in working in a distributed
and multicultural setting.

The KANO questionnaire consists of two main sections.
The first section evaluates both cultural success factors and
cultural barriers that impact creativity. These factors are
individually assessed through functional and dysfunctional
questions. Respondents are presented with five distinct
response choices: ‘I like that,” “This must/needs to be so,” ‘I
don’t care,” ‘I can live with it,” and ‘I don’t like that.” The
second section of the questionnaire presents a prioritization



28 Annika Bastian et al. / Procedia CIRP 136 (2025) 26-31

table for a comprehensive assessment. Each cultural
influencing factor is described briefly, and respondents rate its
importance on a scale from 1 (indicating complete
unimportance) to 7 (indicating utmost importance). In the
revised version of the Kano Questionnaire, demographic
details such as country of origin and field of study/profession
are included at the beginning to enhance the analysis.

The Kano Model’s categories—Basic, Excitement, and
Performance Requirements—serve as a framework for
classifying cultural influencing factors. Basic requirements
represent fundamental necessities, performance requirements
enhance satisfaction, and excitement requirements encompass
unexpected features that contribute to high satisfaction.
Additional categories can be derived from specific
combinations of responses, as outlined by [19] p. 121:
Indifference indicates that the characteristic is perceived as
irrelevant by the respondent. Questionable arises when the
question was either asked incorrectly, misunderstood by the
respondent, or the wrong answer was marked by mistake.
Reverse signifies that the criterion is undesired, and the
opposite is expected by the respondent.

The evaluation process involves analyzing responses based
on their frequencies and classifying the cultural influencing
factors under basic requirements (M), excitement requirements
(O), performance requirements (A), or indifferent requirements
(D). If individual requirements cannot be clearly assigned to the
different categories, the evaluation rule “M > O > A > I”
(Bailom et al., 1996, p. 123) is applied.

The responses to the prioritization table are evaluated by
computing the median. The median for each cultural
influencing factor is determined by organizing and sorting the
data from smallest to largest. To find the midpoint, the number
of datasets collected is divided by two and the value lying at
the midpoint is the median. In the first iteration, there was an
even number of datasets therefore two values lying in the
middle of the dataset were taken, added and divided by two. In
the second iteration, the number of datasets was even, so the
value in the middle of the dataset was taken directly.

3. Results

A critical aspect of developing a culture-based support
method that assists with creative problem-solving is the
comprehensive evaluation of the cultural influencing factors
existing in the literature [8,9]. Special attention is to be paid
since the support method is supposed to assist distributed
product development teams. This section explores the
methodology employed, explicitly using the KANO
classification to examine the influence of diverse cultural
factors on creativity within a distributed and multicultural
setting.

KANO is the method of choice since it provides an approach
that is supposed to make classification and prioritization
possible. The KANO model has been adapted to suit the
question in the following way: Customer satisfaction is not
considered, but the satisfaction of each team member. In the
Kano Model, product characteristics are categorized into three
distinct groups: Basic, Performance, and Excitement [20,21].
These categories provide a clear framework for understanding

the classification system. According to [19] p. 118, basic
requirements are mandatory criteria. Failure to meet these
requirements results in extreme dissatisfaction, whereas their
fulfilment is assumed by team members and does not enhance
satisfaction. The fulfilment of a basic requirement merely
achieves a state of “non-satisfaction.” Basic requirements are
inherently assumed by team members, taken for granted and
not explicitly demanded. In contrast, performance
requirements exhibit a proportional relationship between
satisfaction and the degree of fulfilment: the higher the degree
of fulfilment, the greater the satisfaction, and vice versa.
Performance requirements are typically explicitly requested by
team members [19]. Lastly, excitement requirements are the
criteria that most significantly influence satisfaction. These
requirements are not explicitly articulated by team members
and are not anticipated. Meeting these requirements results in
disproportionately high satisfaction, while their absence does
not lead to dissatisfaction [19].

Utilizing this model, the discussion aims to differentiate
between cultural influencing factors that are essential
prerequisites (basic requirements), those that bring joy or
exceed expectations (excitement requirements), and those that
directly  impact  performance levels (performance
requirements).

3.1. Expert discussion based on KANO

Given the multinational composition of the teams, product
developers individually assessed the cultural success factors
and cultural barriers using Miro [18]. These factors were then
categorized into the Kano Model categories previously
mentioned. The classification relied on the expertise of the
product developers. For a more precise understanding, the
following instruction was provided: barriers deemed
imperative to overcome at any cost should be categorized as
basic requirements. This initial assessment primarily focused
on extremes, such as homogeneous versus diverse team
composition.

However, the discussion underscores a critical challenge in
aligning the categories of the Kano Model with cultural success
factors and cultural barriers. Significant differences of opinion
emerged regarding the appropriate classification of these
influencing factors, illustrating the complexity of the issue even
within an expert group of product developers.

As a result of the discussion, a structured approach for
improved prioritization and classification is recommended.
This approach would involve formulating a questionnaire with
concise descriptions of the cultural success factors and cultural
barriers, along with explicit clarification of the connotations
within the Kano Model categories. The questionnaire aims to
enhance precision and clarity in assessing cultural elements
that influence creativity in distributed teams.

Based on the discussion with product development experts,
it is concluded that a conventional Kano Questionnaire would
be preferable. This questionnaire would allow experts to rate
the cultural success factors and cultural barriers to creativity on
a graduated scale.
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3.2. Kano Questionnaire first Iteration

The first iteration of the KANO questionnaire was sent to
the 14 experts, resulting in 10 fully completed answers which
are evaluated in the following section. Furthermore, their
feedback to the questionnaire was collected, to refine it and sent
a second iteration to the second test group of experts for
working in intercultural distributed settings.

Fig. 1 shows the results of the first section, the classification of
the influencing factors in the KANO categories.

Classification of the Results of the

Experts
Conflict-Solving 5 4 1
Cultural Differences 3 2 5
Cultural Differences (Barrier) 1 1 7 1
Different Background 4 1 4 1
Different Expectations 1 4 4 1
Diversity 5 1 4
Geographical Distance 2 2 4 1 1
Heterogeneity 2 3 2 3
Language Differences 1 4 5
Organizational Culture 2 2 5 1
Psychological Dispersion 5 1 1 3
Social Dispersion 5 1 2 2
0 2 4 6 8 10

Excitement Basic  Performance Reverse Questionable ' Indifferent

Fig. 1. Individual classification of results by participant of the first iteration of
the KANO questionnaire

The second section of the questionnaire includes a
prioritization table. Participants rate each cultural influencing
factor on a scale from 1 (indicating minimal importance) to 7
(indicating maximal importance). The results are evaluated
using the median. The findings show that there is no
influencing factor with a median below 4. Different
Backgrounds has the highest median of 7. Diversity and
Geographical Distance with a median of 4 and Cultural
Differences with a median of 4,5 are the ones rated lowest. All
other influencing factors have a median between 5 and 6,5. The
results of the second section can be seen in Fig. 2.

Requirement Total Median Abbreviation

Different 1 ol 1 EXI Performance Requirement o
Backgrounds

Heterogeneity 1 6,5 Performance Requirement O |
Conflict-Solving 6.0 Basic Requirement M
Social X 2 2 6,0 Excitement Requirement A
Dispersion

Organizational 1 1 18 2 10 “ Performance Requirement 0
Culture

Different i i

Bl S0 1 1 1 2 2 10 Basic Requirement M
Language .

Cforon e 1 10 Performance Requirement o
Psychological 2 2 10 Excitement Requirement A
Dispersion

Cultural 1 1 10 45 Performance Requirement o
Differences

Diversitt 10 4.0 Excitement Requirement A
Geographical T 10 40 Performance Requirement o]
Distance

Fig. 2. Results of the prioritization table in the first iteration with the experts

3.3. KANO Questionnaire second Iteration

The questionnaire in the second iteration, adapted to the
feedback from the experts in the first iteration, was
administered to highly experienced individuals in distributed
and intercultural settings. The results present a perception shift.
None of the factors is classified as a basic requirement as seen
in Fig. 3.

Classification of the Results of the Second Group

Conflict-Solving 1 5 5 21 13
Cultural Differences 24 1 6 6
Cultural Differences (Barrier) 18 1 9 9
Different Backgrounds 15 5 14 102
Different Expectations S 1 5 12 2 14
Diversity 14 4 14 5
Geographical Distance 13 5 13 1 5
Heterogeneity 14 6 T 2 4 4
Language Differences 19 2 lN2u1 12
Organizational Culture 4 6 25 2
Psychological Dispersion 15 | 4 2 15
Social Dispersion 19 3 10 5
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Basic Per Reverse Questionable Indifferent

Fig. 3. Individual classification of results by participant of the second
iteration of the KANO questionnaire

The results in the second section are evaluated just like in
the first iteration. The findings show that all influencing factors
either have a median of six (Heterogeneity, Different
Backgrounds, Organizational Culture, Language Differences,
Diversity and Conflict-Solving) or a median of five (all other
factors) see Fig. 4.

Abbreviation
Excitement Requirement

Excitement Requirement

Performance Requirement
Excitement Requirement
Performance Requirement
Solvin Indifferent Requirement
Social % A
Dispersion 37 50 Excitement Requirement A
Cutiural 1 37 50 Excitement Requirement A
Differences
Different " N
Expectations 37 50 Indifferent Requirement |
Psychological 37 50 Excitement Requirement A
Dispersion
Geographical 2 37 50 Performance Requirement (o]
Distance

Fig. 4. Results of the prioritization table in the second iteration with the
experienced individuals in intercultural settings

4. Discussion

The results of the KANO questionnaire for the first iteration
show that a categorization in the categories of basic
requirements, performance requirements, and excitement
requirements is possible for the influencing factors but also that
quite some factors are seen as reverse requirements by some
respondents. Furthermore, for only having ten datasets the
number of answers indicating indifferent and questionable
requirements seems quite high. The answers stating this are
spread across all factors. The number of answers indicating
reverse requirements makes it visible, that even more factors
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than literature states can be seen as success factors and as
barriers at the same time.

The results of the second iteration of the KANO
questionnaire show a similar picture. The factors can be
allocated to the categories but not without quite some answers
indicating indifferent as well as reverse requirements.

When comparing the results, only four out of ten influencing
factors are categorized as the same kind of requirement within
both iterations. Some factors that were seen as basic factors in
the first iteration, the second iteration shows the indifference of
the participants towards this factor. Here it becomes very clear,
that these factors and how important an expert sees them, is not
only dependent on the definition of each factor but very much
on the personal assessment and experience. When looking at
the individual results it seems to be a falsely accurate
evaluation to even consider the categorization of factors that
have been categorized the same in both iterations generally
valid.

When looking at the median values in group one there was
some variation in the answers with medians between 4 and 7.
These were the results obtained by the group of experts in
product development with a sample size of only ten
participants. When looking at the results from the second group
which is composed of 37 individuals working in multicultural
team settings regularly, all factors either have a median of 5 or
6. In none of the groups, an influencing factor has received a
result below 4. All of the factors seem relevant for both groups
of experts answering the questionnaire.

Alternative ways of systematically analyzing possibilities to
prioritize cultural influencing factors should be discussed as
well. One alternative would have been to hold a panel
discussion with experts to come to a shared conclusion on a
prioritized list. We decided against this option due to the fact
that communicating about these factors in discussions is
difficult. Since this prioritization is very personal participants
might not be willing to share their true opinions in a face-to-
face discussion and only state what they consider to be socially
acceptable. This can happen in questionnaires like our KANO
questionnaire as well but is less likely since the results are
treated anonymously.

A different style of questionnaire is another alternative that
has been taken into consideration. More open questions asking
for the cultural influencing factors have been used in prior
contributions. Difficulties faced with questions focused on the
individual factors led to difficulties in systematically analyzing
the results which brought the author team to decide on the
KANO questionnaire style.

After the results have been generated, the question if cultural
influencing factors on creativity can be prioritized has also
been raised in the special interested group for design creativity
of the design society. The intercultural experts see a personal
ranking as possible but dependent on the team, situation and
organization. Also, the personal ranking can change and is
influenced by more than just the cultural influencing factors.
Furthermore, the interrelations between factors in the category
culture and factors in other categories have been highlighted,

stating that these interrelations also influence a potential
prioritization.

The try to prioritize the cultural influencing factors can be a
hint but should not be rated very highly. With the experience
of the questionnaire, the results are too individual to not be
ranked differently by different groups of experts. The factors
might even be ranked differently when asking the same experts
again, just after they had different experiences. The
categorization of cultural influencing factors is too personal
and individual to be generalized. Therefore, the author team
answers the research questions as follows:

RQ1: How can the relevance of cultural influencing factors
on creativity in distributed product development teams be
evaluated?

An evaluation of the results from Chapter 3 can be found in
Chapter 4 but since the results are very divergent on the one
side but consider all factors to be relevant on the other side, all
cultural influencing factors can be considered relevant and
should be taken into consideration.

RQ2: How can cultural influencing factors on creativity in
distributed product development teams be prioritized?

A prioritization was made in Chapter 3 but the author team
themselves recommended to not prioritize cultural influencing
factors strictly. The relevance of cultural influencing factors is
very much dependent on personal experience and should
therefore be considered individually for a team instead of in
general. It is to be made clear, that all factors are relevant and
dependent on the team’s situation some might need to be
prioritized. This is the take that the author team would
recommend after this study.

5. Conclusion and Outlook

The expert discussion with 14 experts for design methods in
product development quickly resulted in the wish for a more
structured KANO questionnaire, to be able to classify the
cultural influencing factors on creativity in distributed product
development appropriately. The KANO questionnaire was
designed systematically and answered by 10 of the fourteen
experts. They additionally gave feedback for optimizing the
questionnaire. In the second iteration, the questionnaire was
distributed to and answered by 37 individuals with experience
in multicultural distributed team settings. The questionnaire
contained two sections, in the second iteration a section on
demographic details was added additionally.

The results of the two iterations with different experts on the
topic were evaluated following the procedure shown in Chapter
2.2.

The results were unexpected but made one conclusion clear:

a universally valid prioritization of cultural influencing factors
is not possible since the evaluation of the relevance is very
personal and depends on each individual’s experiences.
It is important to know and consider the different cultural
influencing factors, but which ones are most important should
be decided individually for each team. The reevaluation of the
relevance might also be done regularly since the relevance
might change with the experiences of the individuals and the
team as such.



Annika Bastian et al. / Procedia CIRP 136 (2025) 26-31 31

Acknowledgements

The research documented in this manuscript/presentation
has been funded by the European Health and Digital Executive
Agency (HADEA), project number 101135297, within the
HORIZON-CL4-2023-HUMAN-01 project “EU.FFICIENT”.
The support by the FEuropean Union is gratefully
acknowledged.

References

[1] Landes, M., Steiner, E., Utz, T. (Eds.), 2022. Kreativitét
und Innovation in Organisationen. Springer Berlin
Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg.

[2] Werner, C., Steiner, E., 2022. Einfluss von Kultur auf
Kreativitit, in: Landes, M., Steiner, E., Utz, T. (Eds.),
Kreativitdt und Innovation in Organisationen. Springer
Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, pp. 201-223.

[3] Taras, V., Baack, D., Caprar, D., Jiménez, A., Froese, F.,
2021. Research: How Cultural Differences Can Impact
Global Teams. Harvard Business Review.

[4] Brucks, M.S., Levav, J., 2022. Virtual communication
curbs creative idea generation. Nature 605 (7908), 108—
112.

[5] Silvia, R.-D., Iryna, B., 2012. The Influence of Online
Communication and Web-Based Collaboration
Environments on Group Collaboration and Performance.
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 46, 935-943.

[6] Gaul, H.-D., 2001. Verteilte Produktentwicklung -
Perspektiven und Modell zur Optimierung. Dissertation.

[7] Zukunftsinstitut GmbH, 2023. Die Megatrends.
https://www.zukunftsinstitut.de/dossier/megatrends/#12-
megatrends.

[8] Bastian, A., Kassem, Y., Kempf, C., Albers, A., 2023.
Barriers to Creativity in Distributed Product
Development, in: Proceedings of the International
Conference on Industrial Engineering and Operations
Management. The 2st Australian Conference on Industrial
Engineering and Operations Management in Sydney,
Melbourne, Australia. 14.11.2023 - 16.11.2023. IEOM
Society International, Michigan, USA.

[9] Bastian, A., Wasserbiach, M., Albers, A., 2023.
INFLUENCING FACTORS ON CREATIVITY IN
DISTRIBUTED TEAMS — SYSTEMATIC
LITERATURE REVIEW. Int. J. Innov. Mgt. 27 (5).

[10]Duehr, K., 2019. Einflussfaktoren in der

standortverteilten Produktgenerationsentwicklung — Eine
literaturbasierte Momentaufnahme. In ENTWERFEN
ENTWICKELN ERLEBEN in Produktentwicklung und
Design 2019, pp. 309-326.

[11]Kern, E.-M., 2016. Verteilte Produktentwicklung,
in: Lindemann, U. (Ed.), Handbuch Produktentwicklung.
Hanser, Miinchen, pp. 455-481.

[12]Lipnack, J., Stamps, J., 1998. Virtuelle Teams: Projekte
ohne Grenzen; Teambildung, virtuelle Orte, intelligentes
Arbeiten, Vertrauen in Teams. Ueberreuter, Wien.

[13]Stempfle, J., Badke-Schaub, P., 2002. Thinking in design
teams - an analysis of team communication. Design
Studies 23 (5), 473-496.

[14]Alahuhta, P., Nordback, E., Sivunen, A., Surakka, T.,
2014. Fostering Team Creativity in Virtual Worlds.
Journal For Virtual Worlds Research 7 (3), 1-22.

[15]Duehr, K., 2022. EDiT - Enabling Distributed Teams:
Eine Methode zur Identifikation und Erschliefung von
Verbesserungspotenzialen in der standortverteilten
Produktentwicklung. Doctoral dissertation, Karlsruhe.

[16]Birkhofer, H., Jaensch, J., Kloberdanz, H., 2005. An
extensive and detailed view of the application of design
methods and methodology in industry, in: DS 35:
Proceedings ICED 05, the 15th International Conference
on Engineering Design.

[17]Walter, B., Rapp, S., Albers, A. THE APPLICATION OF
CREATIVITY METHODS IN VIRTUAL TEAMS IN
PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT. DS84: Proceedings of the
DESIGN 2016 14th International Design Conference,
749-758.

[18]Miro, 2024. https://miro.com/app/.
https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVNrDcqpc=/#tpicker-
content. Accessed 4 June 2024.

[19]Bailom, F., Hinterhuber, H.H., Matzler, K., Sauerwein,
E., 1996. Das Kano-Modell der Kundenzufriedenheit.
Marketing ZFP 18 (2), 117-126.

[20]Dalton, J., 2019. Great Big Agile: An OS for Agile
Leaders. Apress, Berkeley, CA.

[21]Prasad, S., 2015. Kano Model of Customer Satisfaction
and its Importance. International School of Management
Excellence (ISME). https://www.isme.in/kano-model-of-
customer-satisfaction-and-its-
importance/#: :text=The%20Kano%20Model%200{%20C
ustomer%?20Satisfaction%20classifies%20product%?20attr
ibutes%20based,and%20when%20more%20is%20better.
Accessed 29 September 2023.



