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In the study, consumer complaint behaviour (CCB) was represented by 
Public Complaint Soft Action (PCSA) and Public Complaint Extreme Action 
(PCEA) as the independent variable, SATCOM the mediating variable and 
relationship quality the dependent variable. A total of 285 mobile phone 
users consisting of complainers from three selected states in Malaysia were 
chosen as the respondents. Using structural equation modelling (SEM) the 
structural model shows excellent fit with x² = 695.922, x²/df = 2.245, CFI = 
0.932, TLI = 0.923, PNFI = 0.781 and RMSEA = 0.071.  Besides, the AVE, CR 
and Convergent Validity values confirmed the measurement model for 
further analysis. Employing bootstrapping technique to test the mediation 
effect, this study reveals mixed results. SATCOM is found significantly a full 
mediator on the relationship between PCSA and relationship quality (β = 
0.246, p = 0.000, BC 95% CI [0.047, 0.282]), but not a mediator on the 
relationship between PCEA and relationship quality (β = -0.096, p = 0.169, BC 
95% CI [-0.174, 0.031]). This finding implies that the performance of the 
complaint resolution by the service provider will give impact to the 
consumer, as well to the service provider because customer dissatisfaction 
can be speedily recovered through excellent complaints handling. 
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1. Introduction 

*Out of 44 million (NCCC, 2015) mobile phone 
services in Malaysia only 5,868 (MCMC, 2015) filed 
their complaints. The small percentage of 
complainers indicates that there are issues need to 
be identified and solved for the benefits of the 
consumers as well as the service providers. One of 
the important issues is satisfaction with the 
complaint handling (SATCOM). 

Like other types of satisfaction, SATCOM gives a 
great impact to the consumers as well as to the 
organizations. According to Stauss (2002), 
“complaint satisfaction” is the satisfaction of a 
complainer with a company’s response to his or her 
complaint. The results of the evaluation determine 
the satisfaction level of the complainers. SATCOM 
has also served the role of mediator that links 
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perceptions of the justice dimensions to post 
complaint outcomes (Tax et al., 1998; Gelbrich and 
Roschk, 2011). Varela-Neira et al. (2010) said that 
although most researches have hypothesized 
SATCOM as mediator, the results are mixed. Thus, 
this study looks into the effect of SATCOM on the 
relationship between consumer complaint behaviour 
and relationship quality. The finding implies that the 
performance of the complaint resolution by the 
service provider will give impact to the consumer, as 
well to the service provider because customer 
dissatisfaction can be recovered quicker through 
high level of SATCOM. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Consumer complaint behaviour 

Throughout the decades the concept of 
consumer complaint behaviour (CCB) has gone 
through several developments. Initially, CCB has 
been classified as two-level of hierarchical actions 
resulted from dissatisfaction (Day and Landon, 
1977). In the development, a number of authors 
divided CCB as two types of responses namely public 
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and private action (Bearden and Oliver, 1985; 
Ndubisi and Ling, 2006). Public action has been 
described as seeking redress directly, seeking refund 
from the seller, complaining to the media, instigating 
legal action and taking direct complaint action to the 
firm or consumer agency (Heung and Lam, 2003). On 
the other hand, private action has been 
characterized as switching brands and firms, 
boycotting a firm’s products, ceasing to patronize an 
establishment and negative word-of-mouth 
communications to friends and relatives (Kim et al., 
2003; Tronvoll, 2011). Empirical evidence shows 
that the results of dissatisfaction are public action, 
private action and no action (Day and Landon, 1977; 
Crie, 2003; Ndubisi and Ling, 2006), voice, private 
and third party (Singh, 1988), switching, making a 
complaint to the seller and telling the experience to 
others (Richins, 1983) and retaliation, grudge-
holding and avoidance (Hunt and Hunt, 1990). 
Rahman et al. (2015) suggested that consumer 
complaint behaviour consists of public complaint 
soft action (PCSA), public complaint extreme action 
(PCEA), private complaint soft action (PVSA) and 
private complaint extreme action (PVEA) 
complainers. The non-complainer only involves 
private complaint soft action (PVSA) and private 
complaint extreme action (PVEA). Thus, this paper 
aims to highlight the mediating effects of SATCOM on 
the relationship between CCB (PCSA and PCEA) and 
relationship quality. PVSA and PVEA are excluded 
due to the fact that these two actions do not directly 
involve with complaint handling process. 

2.2. Satisfaction with complaint handling 

Several synonyms for satisfaction with 
complaint handling are found in the literature such 
as “secondary satisfaction” (Etzel and Silverman, 
1981; Oliver, 1997), “complaint response 
satisfaction” (Blodgett and Grandbois, 1992), 
“service recovery satisfaction” (De Ruyter et al., 
2001), “satisfaction with complaint resolution” 
(Andreassen, 1999) “satisfaction with service 
recovery” (Maxham and Netemeyer, 2002), “overall 
complaint satisfaction” (Stauss, 2002), “satisfaction 
with the remedy” (Harris et al., 2006) or “recovery 
disconfirmation” (McCollough et al., 2000). Stauss 
(2002) said that complaint satisfaction is the 
satisfaction of a complainer with a company’s 
response to his or her complaint. This study used 
satisfaction with complaint handling adopted from 
Varela-Neira et al. (2010) to indicate complaint 
satisfaction by comparing the actual performance 
and the expectation of the complaint handling 
procedures.  

2.3. Relationship quality 

Relationship quality is a construct that has a 
number of definitions. It has been defined as an 
overall assessment of the strength of a relationship 
(Smith, 1998; De Wulf et al., 2001), involving the 
seller/service provider’s integrity and ability to 

reduce uncertainty (Roloff and Miller, 1987; Crosby 
et al., 1990), salesperson’s integrity with the 
customer’s confidence in the salesperson’s future 
performance (Crosby et al., 1990) and the degree of 
appropriateness of a relationship to fulfil the needs 
of the customer associated with that relationship 
(Hennig-Thurau and Klee, 1997). Evidently, there is 
no consensus on the dimensions that make up 
relationship quality. However, satisfaction, trust and 
commitment have been emphasized as the important 
indicators of relationship quality (Crosby et al., 
1990; Hennig-Thurau and Klee, 1997; De Wulf et al., 
2001). On the other hand, in an industrial context, 
specific dimensions are added from buyer-seller 
relationships. In this study, relationship quality is the 
dependent variable which is adopted from Roberts 
et al., (2003). The dimensions consist of trust in 
partner’s honesty, trust in partner’s benevolence, 
commitment, satisfaction and affective conflict.  The 
reason for adopting Robert’s study is that, the 
dimensions are appropriate in assessing relationship 
quality in a services industry.  

2.4. Consumer complaint behaviour and 
relationship quality  

Study specifically on the relationship between 
consumer compliant behaviour and relationship 
quality is scant. However, previous studies have 
showed significant relationships between behaviour 
and relationship quality (Lagace et al., 1991). In 
another study, ethical behaviour and relational 
selling behaviour were found to have relationship 
with relationship quality (Boles et al., 2000; Lin and 
Ding, 2005). Similarly, complaining is regarded as 
communication in previous studies (Alicke et al., 
1992; Shapiro and Nieman-Gonder, 2006). Ndubisi 
(2007) has included conflict handling, 
communication, trust and commitment as the 
antecedents of relationship quality and the results 
showed that all four antecedents are significantly 
associated with relationship quality. Several 
researchers have employed communication as the 
antecedent to relationship quality (Kim et al., 2006), 
communication barriers (Menon et al., 1996), 
initiating communication (Leuthesser, 1997), 
effective communication (Goodman and Dion, 2001; 
Sanzo et al., 2003) two-way communications 
(Bennett and Barkensjo, 2005) and communication 
quality (Athanasopoulou, 2006).  

Empirically, there is a strong theoretical 
background that complaint behaviour has 
relationship with relationship quality.  

2.5. Consumer complaint behaviour and 
satisfaction with complaint handling 

Bearden and Oliver (1985) have conducted a 
study to identify the effect of public or private 
complaint action on the resolution satisfaction. 
Evidently, resolution satisfaction was positively 
related to public complaining and negatively related 
to private complaining. Resolution satisfaction can 
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be construed as complaint satisfaction that also 
includes “satisfaction with complaint resolution” 
(Andreassen, 1999). Complaint handling can also be 
called as service recovery. Service recovery is a 
process where the organizations eliminate 
customers’ dissatisfaction towards the service 
failure (Grönroos, 1988). Clearly, service recovery 
involves public complaints where the customers 
meet the service provider to lodge their 
dissatisfaction. In this study, the focus is on public 
complaint as in the actual process in order to ensure 
the performance of complaint resolution can be 
assessed.  

2.6. Satisfaction with complaint handling and 
relationship quality 

Study specifically on the relationship between 
complaint satisfaction and relationship quality is 
lacking. However, there are studies on satisfaction 
with complaint or complaint satisfaction which 
evidently show the relationship with overall 
satisfaction (Ambrose et al., 2007; Maxham and 
Netemeyer, 2002) trust (Kau and Loh, 2006; Weun et 
al., 2004) and commitment (Tax et al., 1998; Weun et 
al., 2004). Literary, satisfaction, trust and 
commitment are the dimensions in relationship 
quality. Hence, in this study the relationship between 
complaint satisfaction and overall satisfaction, trust 
or commitment is posited as the relationship 
between SATCOM and relationship quality.  

2.7. Satisfaction with complaint handling as a 
mediator 

Study on the role of complaint satisfaction or 
satisfaction with complaint handling (SATCOM) as 
the mediating variable is inadequate. Most studies 
related to SATCOM used SATCOM as either the 
independent or dependent variable (Tax et al., 1998; 
Stauss, 2002; Weun, et al., 2004; Homburg and Furst, 
2005; Ambrose et al., 2007; Varela-Neira et al., 
2010). However, Orsingher et al., (2010) have 
studied the role of SATCOM as a mediator in their 
study and the results are mixed. Empirically, the 
concept of satisfaction is an important construct to 
play as mediator in other area of studies such as in 
marketing (Caruana, 2002), human resource (Chiu 
and Francesco, 2003; Mount et al., 2006) 
organizational (Lok and Crawford, 2001) and 
communication (Carriere and Bourque, 2009). 
Hence, in this study it is hypothesized that 
satisfaction with complaint handling mediates the 
relationship between CCB and relationship quality.  

3. Methodology 

3.1. Scale and measurement 

The questionnaire comprises of 4 sections to 
obtain data on the demographic profile, complaint 
behaviour, satisfaction with complaint handling and 

relationship quality. All items were adapted from 
previous studies (Liu and McClure, 2001; Roberts et 
al., 2003; Ndubisi and Ling, 2006; Varela-Neira et al., 
2010; Rahman et al., 2015). Satisfaction with 
complaint handling (SATCOM) was assessed by 5 
items adopted from Varela-Neira, et al. (2010) and 
finally relationship quality was assessed by 15 items 
adopted from Roberts et al. (2003). Items to measure 
CCB, SATCOM and relationship quality were rated on 
a 5-point Likert scale, which ranged from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  

3.2. Data collection procedures  

The population for the study was the 
subscribers of mobile phone services from all service 
providers Maxis Berhad (known as Maxis), DiGi 
Telecommunication Sdn. Bhd. (known as DiGi), 
Celcom Axiata Berhad (known as Celcom) and U-
mobile in the state of Selangor, Federal Territory of 
Kuala Lumpur and Putrajaya. Subscribers from these 
three states were chosen based on the fact that the 
total number of subscribers from these states 
represents 28.6% (1,945,143) of the total 
subscribers in Malaysia. Besides, the respondents 
were deemed eligible to represent those from other 
states in terms of culture and values because the 
population in these locations comes from various 
states in Malaysia. This is to ensure the 
representativeness of samples. Using mall-intercept 
approach twelve shopping malls in Selangor, Kuala 
Lumpur and Putrajaya were selected as the centres 
for data collection activity.  

3.3. Confirmatory factor analysis, validity and 
reliability  

In this study unidimensionality assessment was 
performed prior to testing the reliability and validity 
of each construct (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; 
Dunn et al., 1994; Hair et al., 2010). According to 
Hair et al. (2010), unidimensionality is as an 
assumption underlying the calculation of reliability 
and is demonstrated when the indicator of a 
construct has an acceptable fit on a single-factor 
(one-dimensional). Using AMOS version 21, CFA was 
employed to explore statistical relationships among 
the items of each factor as well as to verify the 
unidimensionality. The goodness-of-fit are used to 
verify the model fitness as well as to determine how 
well the model best representing the data reflects 
the underlying theory (Ho, 2006). The fit indices of 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA), 
normed Chi-Square (χ2/df), Tucker-Lewis Index 
(TLI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Parsimony Normed 
Fit Index (PNFI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
were considered in the study (Hair et al., 2010) to 
ensure the multivariate effect.  

The construct validity and convergent validity 
were examined to test the robustness of the model. 
The reliability and validity of the underlying 
constructs were assessed using alpha value of 
Cronbach (1951), construct reliability (CR) and 
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average variance extracted (AVE). Validity was 
assessed using construct, convergent and 
discriminant validity. In using confirmatory factor 
analysis, CR and AVE were calculated from model 
estimates using the formula given by Fornell and 
Larcker (1981). CR should be equal to or greater 
than 0.60, and AVE should be equal to or greater 
than 0.50 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). Construct validity 
exists when the measure is a good representation of 
the variable that the researcher intends to measure, 
and it is a necessary pre requisite for theory testing. 
In this study, the results obtained from goodness-of-
fit indices will confirm the construct validity (Hsieh 
and Hiang, 2004). As for convergent validity, all 
factor loadings for items measuring the same 
construct must be statistically significant (Anderson 
and Gerbing, 1988). The results of AVE provide an 
additional support for convergent validity. 
Discriminant validity was achieved by deleting the 
redundant items, a reason for the high correlation. 
Through the results of pattern structure, coefficients 
show that each factor in each measurement model 
was empirically distinguishable.  

4. Results and discussion 

4.1. Demographic background of respondents 

This study involved 285 mobile phone services 
users identified as complainers from the state of 
Selangor, Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur and 
Putrajaya in Malaysia. Demographic information 
from the sample showed that 141 of the respondents 
were males (49.5%) and 144 were female (50.5%). 
Most of the respondents were in the age range 
between 21 to 30 years old (49.6%). In terms of 
marital status, married respondents were slightly 
higher (53.0%) than the other categories. Although 
majority of the respondents were subscribing to one 
service provider, a substantial percentage of the 
respondents (35.4%) subscribed to two mobile 
phone services.  

4.2. Overall CFA measurement model, validity 
and reliability 

The overall measurement model involved all 
constructs in the study-PCSA, PCEA, PVSA, PVEA, 
SATCOM and relationship quality. The goodness-of-
fit indexes were examined to verify the fitness of the 
overall model. During the re-specification process 
three items, CCB14, RQ1 and RQ4 were deleted from 
the model. The results indicated that the overall 
measurement model was a good-fitting model 
although the value of GFI (0.838) was slightly below 
the threshold value (> 0.90). Other indices showed 
good values where the CFI = 0.936, TLI = 0.927, 
normed chi-square = 2.178 (x² = 668.626, df = 307, p 
= 0.00), RMSEA = 0.069 and RMR 0.076. 
Furthermore, all ß-weights were significant at p < 
0.001 with standardized factor loadings ranging 
from 0.601 to 0.988 (t-values of 7.915 to 50.372). 

The results of the measurement model achieved the 
acceptable model fit criterion and the model is fit for 
further analysis such as structural modelling for 
hypothesis testing.  

The construct validity and convergent validity 
(average variance extracted, AVE) were referred to 
test the robustness of the model. Table 1 shows the 
standardized factor loadings for all the items are 
exceeding the recommended value of 0.5 (Hair et al., 
2010). Composite reliability values that depict the 
degree to which the construct indicators reflect the 
latent construct are in the range of 0.67 to 0.96. The 
results exceeded the recommended value of 0.7 
(Hair et al., 2010), 0.6 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; 
Tseng et al., 2006). The average variance extracted 
(AVE) values that reflect the overall amount of 
variance in the indicators as accounted for by the 
latent construct are in the range of 0.58 to 0.91, 
which exceeded the recommended value of 0.5 
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair, et al., 2010).  

In order to further confirm the reliability of the 
construct, the average variance extracted (AVE) and 
construct reliability (CR) are calculated based on the 
formula by Fornell and Larcker (1981). Construct 
validity testifies how well the results obtained from 
the use of the measure fit the theories around which 
the test is designed (Sekaran and Bougie, 2010). 
Construct validity can be examined through 
convergent and discriminant validity. Discriminant 
validity can be tested by comparing the correlations 
between constructs and the square root of the 
average variance extracted (AVE) for a given 
construct.  

Following Zait and Bertea (2011), it is necessary 
to obtain a matrix where the correlation of each 
construct can be seen. The AVE values were inserted 
on the diagonal in order to compare it with the other 
correlation coefficient and the value of AVE.  

As shown in Table 2, it can easily be seen that 
the AVE values are above 0.5 and are above the 
correlation coefficients for each type of the construct 
showing satisfactory of discriminant validity 
(Sridharan et al., 2011). 

4.3. Structural model and mediating effects of 
satisfaction with complaint handling 

Arbuckle and Wothke (1999) defined structural 
model as the portion of the model that specifies how 
the latent variables are related to each other. The 
goals of the structural model are to specify which 
latent constructs directly or indirectly influence the 
values of other latent constructs in the model (Byrne, 
2010). 

Once all constructs in the measurement model 
(stage one) were validated and satisfactory fit 
achieved (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Kline, 2005; 
Hair et al., 2010), a structural model can then be 
tested and presented as a second and main stage of 
the analysis. Hence, the purpose of the structural 
model in this study is to test the underlying 
hypotheses: 
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H1: SATCOM mediates the relationship between 
consumer complaint behaviour (PCSA) and 
relationship quality. 

H2: SATCOM mediates the relationship between 
consumer complaint behaviour (PCEA) and 
relationship quality. 

 
Table 1: The result of construct reliability and average variance extracted 

Construct Items Standardized Loadings Cronbach’s Alpha (⍺ ) CR AVE 

Public Complaint Soft  Action 
CCB1 0.60 0.72 0.71 0.59 
CCB2 0.87 
CCB3 0.80 

Public Complaint Extreme Action 

 
CCB4 

 
0.86 

 
0.73 

 
0.76 

 
0.58 

CCB5 0.70 
CCB6 0.77 
CCB7 0.71 

SATCOM 

 
SATCOM1 

 
0.89 

SATCOM2 0.92 
SATCOM3 0.87 
SATCOM4 0.82 0.92 0.91 0.77 

 
Trust in Partner’s Honesty 

 
RQ2 

 
0.97 

 
0.89 

 
0.86 

 
0.82 

RQ3 0.84 

 
Trust in Partner’s Benevolence 

 
RQ5 

 
0.92 

 
0.87 

 
0.87 

 
0.80 

RQ6 0.87 

Affective Commitment 

 
RQ7 

 
0.72 

 
0.86 

 
0.82 

 
0.68 

RQ8 0.91 
RQ9 0.84 

Satisfaction 

 
RQ10 

 
0.93 

 
0.97 

 
0.97 

 
0.93 

RQ11 0.99 
RQ12 0.94 

 
Table 2: Discriminant validity of constructs for complainers 

 
1 2 5 6 7 8 9 

1. PCSA 0.586 
      

2. PCEA 0.167 0.582 
     

3. SATCOM 0.234 -0.033 0.767 
    

4. TiPH 0.119 0.014 0.650 0.823 
   

5. TiPB 0.170 0.050 0.586 0.792 0.802 
  

6. AfCM -0.004 0.088 0.515 0.553 0.337 0.684 
 

7. SAT 0.115 -0.006 0.683 0.688 0.598 0.552 0.910 
Note: Diagonals are the square root of the AVE; the off-diagonals are the correlations 

PCSA = Public Complaint Soft Action; PCEA = Public Complaint Extreme Action; SATCOM = Satisfaction with Complaint Handling; TiPH = 
Trust in Partner;s Honesty; TiPB = Trust in Partner’s Benevolence; AfCM = Affective Commitment; SAT = Satisfaction 

 

In evaluating the structural model, the 
goodness-of-fit indices are examined to assess if the 
hypothesized structural model fits the data. Re-
specification needs to be performed if the goodness-
of-fit does not meet the acceptable statistical fit. 
Besides, the model must indicate a theoretically 
meaningful representation of the observed data 
(Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Hair et al., 2010, 
Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007; Kline, 2005). The 
coefficient parameter estimates were examined 
along with the overall model fit indices to test 
hypotheses H1 to H5 once the underlying structural 
equation modelling was met. According to 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), parameter estimates 
are fundamental to SEM analysis because they are 
used to generate the estimated population 
covariance matrix for the model. Coefficient values 
are obtained by dividing the variance estimate by its 
Standard Error (S.E) that is, when the Critical Ratio 
(C.R.) (called z-value) is greater than 1.96 for a 
regression weight (or standardized estimates); the 
parameter is statistically significant at the .05 levels. 

The goodness-of-fit indices indicate that the 
hypothesized model as shown in Fig. 1, fits the data 

adequately with all fit indices showing reasonable 
values of x² = 695.922, df= 310, p = 0.000, CFI = 
0.932, TLI = 0.923, NFI= 0.884, RMSEA = 0.071 and 
PNFI = 0.781. Table 3 presents the results of direct 
effect, indirect effect, total effect and the degree of 
mediation of the hypothesized paths. The results 
show that hypotheses H1 is supported, however 
hypothesis H2 is not supported. This indicates 
SATCOM is a significantly full mediator of the 
relationship between PCSA and relationship quality 
(β = 0.246, p = 0.000, BC 95% CI [0.047, 0.282]), but 
not a mediator of the relationship between PCEA and 
relationship quality (β = -0.096, p = 0.169, BC 95% CI 
[-0.174, 0.031]). Table 4 displays further results of 
the mediation analysis. 

Two hypotheses were posited (H1 and H2) to 
identify the effects of SATCOM on the relationship 
between CCB and relationship quality. Consistent 
with the previous study (Orsingher et al., 2010); the 
results were found to be mixed where SATCOM was 
a full mediator on the relationship between CCB 
(PCSA) and relationship quality. It was not a 
mediator on the relationship between CCB (PCEA) 
and relationship quality. This finding implies that 
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customers who are angry or dissatisfied may opt to 
this action, and they officially write to the service 
provider or any other relevant authorities. The 
performance of the complaint resolution by the 
service provider will give impact to the consumer as 
well to the service provider because customer 

dissatisfaction can be recovered faster through high 
level of SATCOM. Conversely, the low level of 
SATCOM may result in more serious effect (Pei and 
Qiu, 2006) such as low return intention (Ro, 2014) 
and word of mouth (Piaralal et al., 2014). 

 

 
Fig. 1: The hypothesized model 

  
Table 3: The result of mediation test using bootstrapping method 

Predictor  Mediator  Criterion Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect Degree of Mediation 
PCSA  SATCOM  RQ 0.968 0.002 0.065 Full 
PCEA  SATCOM  RQ 0.012 0.177 0.198 No 

 
Table 4: Further result of mediation test using bootstrapping method 

 Bias Corrected 95% Confidence Interval 

Path 
Standardized 

Indirect Estimates 
Standard 

Error 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

p 

PCSA RQ 0.246 0.076 0.047 0.282 0.000 
PCEA RQ -0.096 0.080 -0.174 0.031 0.169 

 

5. Conclusion 

The current study purify and validate the 
complaint behaviour, satisfaction with complaint 
handling and relationship quality scale and provide a 
psychometrically sound scale for future use. After a 
2-stage process of purification and cross-validation, 
the final model show 3 items were removed from the 
original CCB, 1 item from SATCOM and 5 items from 
relationship quality. The results showed that the 28-
item scale is more parsimonious and more stable for 
this model. The confirmatory factor analysis has 
confirmed that the four subscales four relationship 
quality are acceptably unidimensional, which is 
important in scale development and purification 
processes. The results confirm that SATCOM is a 
mediator which mediates the relationship between 
CCB (PCSA) and relationship quality but does not 
mediate the relationship between CCB (PCEA) and 
relationship quality. Thus, parties who are involved 

in providing mobile phone services to consumers 
should take the finding that reckons satisfaction with 
complaint handling as the mediator seriously. This is 
to ensure the relationship between the consumers 
and the service providers is perpetuated for mutual 
benefit and to improve the level of relationship 
quality. 
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