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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this work is to examine the perforoeaof five alternative measures of
service quality in the high education sector — SERML (Service Quality), Importance-
weighted SERVQUAL, SERVPERF (Service Performancdmportance-weighted
SERVPERF and HedPERF (Higher Education PerformaMe)aim at determining which
instrument has the superior measurement capabiliita were collected by means of a
structured questionnaire containing perception steenhanced from the SERVPERF and
HEJPERF scales and expectation items from the SEHRAM(scale, both modified to fit into
the higher education sector. The first draft of guestionnaire was subject to a pilot testing
through a focus group and an expert evaluationa Dare gathered from a 360 students’
sample of a Portuguese university in Lisbon. Scalere compared in terms of
unidimensionality, reliability, validity and expled variance. Managerial conclusions were
also drawn.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The role of service quality in higher education JHts received increasing attention during
the last two decades. HE institutions should enthatall services encounters are managed to
enhance consumer perceived quality. While theeedsnsensus on the importance of service
quality issues in HE, the identification and impkartation of the right measurement
instrument is a challenge that practitioners who & gain a better understanding of the
guality issues with an impact on students’ expeesnface. In fact, the use of the most
appropriate measurement tool would help manageasdess service quality provided by their
institutions, thus having the ability to use theules to better design service delivery. A
review of the literature reveals that the most papacales used to measure service quality
are SERVQUAL — Service Quality (Parasuranmenal, 1988) and SERVPERF — Service
Performance (Cronin & Taylor, 1992). However, aiddial dimensions that emanate from the
HE could be included, as in the case of HedFERPighdf Education Performance scale
(Firdaus, 2006a). Nevertheless, despite the fraquea of instruments to assess service
guality, few studies have been conducted in orde@ompare its measurement capabilities in
the context of HE. The only exception in this scagpa study that compared the performance
of SERVPERF, HedPERF and a merged SERVPERF-HEDRERE Firdaus, 2006b).

The objective of this work is to compare empirigdiive alternative measures of service
quality in HE, in terms of unidimensionality, rdiéity, validity and explained variance. This
article is organised as follows. It starts by presg the service quality concept in HE and
identifying the available scales designed to meashe service quality construct. Then, it
describes the methodology adopted. Afterwardsssesses and compares the validity and
reliability of the five scales and presents somenagarial implications. Finally, some
research conclusions are presented, including tlemtification of some implications,
limitations and direction for future research. Tasrg out our study we gathered information
from a sample of 360 students of a Portuguese Uhityen Lisbon.



2 BACKGROUND
2.1 ServiceQuality in HE

The subject of service quality in HE has becomeufpin the literature. As students were
considered to be the “primary customers” of a Ursitg (Hill, 1995), being the direct
recipients of the service provided, student peerxtiservice quality has turned out to be an

extremely important issue for universities andrtiheanagement.

Services are behavioural rather than physicaliestiand have been described as deeds, acts
or performances (Berry, 1980). If one is to consttat HE is a service, then it should exhibit
all the classical features of services, which nmileemeasurement of quality a complex issue
(Hill, 1995). In fact, services are intangible ahdterogeneous. Services also satisfy the
perishability criterion since it is impossible tmi® them, despite the appearance of the video
technology. Another distinctive aspect of servigesthe simultaneous production and
consumption, requiring the participation of the tonser (i.e., the student) in the delivery
process. Consequently, the customer contributesttirto the quality of service deliveredy,
and to his/her (dis)satisfaction. This idea that ¢#f be classified as a service motivated
some authors (e.g. Mazzarol, 1998) to discuss thmdwork to research into services
marketing from an educational perspective (Loveldd83). In the services context, quality
could be defined as a ‘measure of how well theisertevel delivered matches the customer’s
expectations’ (Lewis & Booms, 1983). Other authalso state that perceived service quality
reflects the opinion of the customer regardingdimgeriority or global excellence of a product

or service (Zeithaml, 1988).

Service quality literature suggests the importaioceeducational institutions to monitor the
quality of the services they provide in order tomeoit themselves to continuous
improvements. However, there is a considerable tdedfaout the best way to define service
quality in HE (Becket & Brookes, 2006). It is paadt out that the “education quality is a
rather vague and controversial concept” (Cheng &n,Td997) Nevertheless, it is well

recognized that “universities are increasingly iimgdthemselves in an environment that is

conductive to understanding the role and importaricervice quality” (Shankt al, 1995).



As a result of the difficulty in defining qualityts measurement has also turned to be a
controversial issue. In terms of measurement metlbgees, some authors suggested that the
service quality concept results from the comparisinperformance perceptions with
expectations (Parasurameial, 1988), while others argue that it is derived frpenceptions

of performance alone (Cronin & Taylor, 1992), ahdttthe expectations are irrelevant and
even provide misleading information for a modelended to evaluate perceived service
quality. Thus, the inclusion or not of the expeotas as a determinant of the service has led
to two distinct paradigms: the disconfirmation pigan and the perception paradigm,

respectively.
2.2 Service Quality Measurement in HE

A survey of the services marketing literature révéao main approaches to measure service
quality: SERVQUAL (Parasuramaat al, 1988) and SERVPERF (Cronin & Taylor, 1992).
One of the most popular methods, called SERVQUAdS tis theoretical foundations in the
gaps model and defines service quality in termsthef difference between customer
expectations and performance perceptions on a nuoili2? items. Customer expectations
are “beliefs about service delivery that serve tasdards or reference points against which
performance is judged”, whereas customer perceptima “subjective assessments of actual
services experiments” through interaction with greviders (Zeithamkt al, 2006). These
authors identify some factors that can influencepeexations, as word of mouth
communications, personal needs, past experientteedfervice and external communications
from the service provider. The SERVQUAL scale cqoalizes service quality as
containing five dimensions measured thought theit@éhs, namely tangibles, reliability,
responsiveness, assurance, and empathy. In thextaitHE these dimensions include the
appearance of the university’s physical facilitiequipment, personnel, and communication
materials (tangibles), the ability of the univeysiv perform the promised service dependably
and accurately (reliability), the willingness ofetluniversity to help students and provide
prompt service (responsiveness) the knowledge andesy of teachers and their ability to
convey trust and confidence (assurance) and thegcandividualized attention the university
provides its students with (empathy). The SERVQUAs&trument, “despite criticisms by a
variety of authors, still seems to be the most trakcmodel for the measurement of service

quality available in the literature” and thus exdions should be considered when assessing



service quality in HE (Cuthbert, 1996b). Regarditige stability of expectations and
perceptions of service quality over time, in theeof HE, it was empirically concluded that
student’s perceptions of service experienced prdess stable over time than expectations
(Hill, 1995).

Due to the perceived shortcomings in the SERVQUApraach both at the conceptual and
operational levels (see Butle, 1996, for a reviawgerformance-based approach to measure
service quality called SERVPERF was introduced. ¥EBRF is a variant of the
SERVQUAL scale, being based on the perception compo alone. Other study also
concluded that SERVPERF explained more of the madgdn an overall measure of service
quality than SERVQUAL (Cronin & Taylor, 1994).

There are a lot of empirical applications of theRMQUAL paradigm to measure service
quality in HE [e. g. see (Hill, 1995), (Andersor@95b), (Cuthbert, 1996a & b), (Oldfield &
Baron, 1998), (Kwan & Ng, 1999), (Sohail & ShaikkQ04), (O'Neil & Wright, 2002),
(Sahneyet al, 2004) and (Ho & Wearn, 1995)]. The SERVPERF gigra is less popular
than the SERVQUAL in the context of HE (one exoaptis those by Oldfield & Baron,
2000).

More recently, a new industry-scale, called HedPERigher Education PERFormance) it
was developed comprising a set of 41 items (Fird@@6a). This instrument aims at
considering not only the academic components, Wst aspects of the total service
environment as experienced by the student. Theoautlentified five dimensions of the
service quality concep{i) Non-academic aspects: items that are essenta&iadble students
to fulfil their study obligations, and relate totehs$ carried out by non-academic stdfi)
Academic aspects: responsibilities of academ(dy, Reputation: importance of higher
learning institutions in projecting a professionalage; (iv) Access: includes issues as
approachability, ease of contact, availability aocdnvenience;(v) Programme issues:
importance of offering a wide ranging and reputadd@demic programmes/specializations
with flexible structure and health services. TheRSPERF and HedPERF scales were
compared in terms of reliability and validity andncluded for the superiority of the new

purposed measurement instrument (Firdaus, 2006b).



An alternative model based on the importance-perémce paradigm (Martilla & James,
1977, Hermmaset al, 1994 and Hawes & Rao, 1985) assumes that stdalhtise different
criteria on making their evaluation, which are ik vary in importance. The importance is
defined as “a reflection by consumers of the redatialue of the various qualities attributes”
(O’'Neil & Palmer, 2004). It requires gathering datathe level of importance students assign
to each factor and then obtaining customer peroeptof the actual performance for each
item (Joseph & Joseph, 1997; Fatdal, 1999, O’Neil & Palmer, 2004 and Joseph, Yakhou
& Stone, 2005).

As SERVQUAL and SERVPERF scales do not take intmat the relative importance that
students attach to the five dimensions, importameigthted scores could be computed for
theses scales. For that reason, some studies slismisonvenience of including information
about the relative importance of the five dimensitom the customer, yielding a composite,
weighted score of the perceived service qualitysueafor each dimension and of the overall

service quality according to the gap model (Passanet al, 1991).

The CEQ (Course Experience Questionnaire) is adsp popular tool in the scope of HE that
evaluates the students’ perception regarding tegcand learning performance (Ramsden,
1991; Wilsoret al, 1997 and Ginnet d., 2007).

3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 TheCompared Scales

In this study we aim at comparing the performanicéve operationalizations of the service
qguality concept such as SERVQUAL, SERVPERF, ImpuataWeighted SERVQUAL,
Importance-Weighted SERVQUAL, Importance-Weight&RYPERF and HedPERF.

3.2 TheQuestionnaire

Data were gathered by means of a structured quesii@ comprising the following
components. The first section contained questi@garding student profile. The second
section consisted of 51 perception items extraftech the SERVPERF/SERVQUAL and
HEJPERF scales. The third section required studenstlocate a total of 100 points across
the five dimensions according to how important tlensidered each to be. For each

dimension we provided a descriptive definition with naming them. Then students were



asked to provide an evaluation of service qualitypeetations extracted from the
SERVQUAL scale. Students were also asked to prothég overall rating of the service
quality, satisfaction, future visit intention andopability to recommend the department to a
friend in the future. Finally, the questionnairentains two open-ended questions, allowing
students to give their personal views of how th&ise provided by the university could be

improved and about the best service componentsassgyciate with the institution.

Students’ responses were obtained on a 7-pointriLikeale (where 1 means Strongly
Disagree and 7 Strongly Agree) and were comparedriove at (P-E) gap scores, i.e.,
disconfirmation model. This method of defining tbenstruct provides a continuum, upon
which to access the SQ rating that possesses fdslgnostic value. This continuum ranges
from -6 to +6 (using a 7 point scale). A negatiagng represents unfulfilled expectations and
a positive rating represents a state in which eghens have been exceeded. SERVQUAL
has 22 pairs of Likert-Type scales with the fir& @ems designed to reflect customer
expectations and the second 22 to indicate custemerceptions of the service. A higher
perceived performance implies higher service qudhr the SERVPERF and HedPERF

scales.

The items of the questionnaire were extracted ftenoriginal scales, with minimum word
adaptations to fit the HE context and the firstftdo& the questionnaire was subject to a pilot

testing through a focus group and an expert evialuat
3.3 Sample Size and Profile

The student’ survey was performed on June 2007a vare gathered from a 360 students’
sample of a Portuguese university in Lisbon. Thelestits belong to the same faculty, which
is a technology school and is located on the Lidtstorical city centre. The average age of
the students surveyed was 21 and most were male)(68ost of the students (65%) intend
to get a Master Degree (M.Sc.) and 14% and 15%tplget a doctorate degree (Ph.D.).

3.4 Scale Evaluation M ethodology

As the five considered scales are multi-item scahesy should be evaluated for accuracy and
applicability, which involves an assessment (9f unidimensionality,(ii) reliability, (iii)

validity and(iv) explained variance. Next section will presentrésults obtained.



4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS
4.1 Comparative Test of Unidimensionality

In order to conduct a comparative test of unimemaity, confirmatory factor analysis was
performed by means of the structural equation miodelithin the LISREL framework. We
intend to determine if the number of dimensionsfaon to what is expected on the basis of
pre-established theory. Table 1 presents the nfadelr the five scales. Two indicators are
considered to evaluate the goodness-of-fit of tloglels such as the chi-square tests and the
Mean Root Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEAh éxact fit of the model is indicated
when the p-value for chi-square is above 0,05. RMSEA is a measure of the discrepancy
per degree of freedom. Values of the RMSEA lowantB,05 indicate a close fit, from 0,05
to 0,08 a fair fit and from 0,08 to 1 a poor fithél chi-square tests reveal that all scales
provide a good model fit. According to the RMSEAditator, Importance-Weighted
SERVQUAL, Importance-Weighted SERVPERF, SERVPERERSQUAL, HEdJPERF
show a fair fit. The results achieved differ froh$e obtained in other studies (Firdaus,
2006b), who concluded that HedPERF showed a fa{(RMSEA=0,07), while SERVPERV
showed a poor fit (RMSEA=0,08).

Table 1. Confirmatory factor analysis results

Weighted Weighted
SERVPERF SERVPERE SERVQUAL SERVQUAL HEdJPERF
Chi-square
(p<0,01) 1109 770 962 712 1006
RMSEA 0,069 0,062 0,080 0,056 0,078

4.2 Comparative Test of Reliability

Reliability refers to the property of a measuremastrument to produce consistent results if
repeated measurements are made (Mathotra, 200d)melasurement of the reliability of a
summated scale, where several items are summatdoro a total score, is frequently
accomplished through the internal consistent rétiglzoncept. In this study, we measure the
reliability of the five dimensions of the five se&® quality scales with the Coefficient Alpha
(Cronbach, 1951). This coefficient, which is a é&wound for the true reliability of the



survey, varies from 0 to 1 and a value of 0,7 es lgenerally indicates unsatisfactory internal
consistency reliability. The computation of Cronvacalpha is based on the number of items

on the survey and the ratio of the average inamitovariance to the average item variance.

As shown by table 2, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficieamged from 0,719 (Responsiveness) to
0,819 (Reliability) for SERVPERF dimensions, from9®4 (Responsiveness) to 0,958
(Reliability) for the Importance-Weighted SERVPERgale, from 0,758 (Tangibles) to 0,827
(Empathy) for the SERVQUAL dimensions, from 0,8 Bksgurance) to 0,902 (Empathy) for
the Importance-Weighted SERVQUAL scale, from 0,7@Responsiveness) to 0,902
(Empathy) and from 0,800 (Programme Issues) to8)(Blbn-academic aspects) for HedPerf
dimensions. The results indicated high internahststency among items within each
dimension for the five scales, indicating that sdlales provide good results in terms of

reliability.

Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient

. . Weighted Weighted . .
Dimension SERVPERF SERVPERF SERVQUAL SERVQUAL Dimension HEdJPERF
Tangibles 0,782 0,934 0,758 0,886 Non-academic g4
aspects
Reliability 0,819 0,958 0,807 0,843 Academic 0,858
aspects
Responsiveness 0,719 0,924 0,718 0,792  Reputation 0,829
Assurance 0,764 0,954 0,771 0,811  Access 0,882
Empathy 0,804 0,947 0,827 0,902 Pr‘i’g‘gme 0,800

Nevertheless, Importance-Weighted SERVPERF provitiesbest results, followed by the
HedPERF scale. The weighted versions of SERVQUAH &ERVPERF scales provide
superior results in terms of reliability than thegmal scales. The results also reveal that
SERVPEREF is comparatively superior relatively toRMEQUAL has highlighted in Table 2.
The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients obtained for thHedPERF scale were consistent with
those provided by other studies (Firdaus, 2006@)wever, our results for the SERVERF

scale reveal higher internal consistency thansrstudy.



4.3 Comparative Test of Validity

Validity is the extent to which a measure or setmafasures correctly represents the concept
of study. In order to evaluate the validity of tfige scales, three validity tests were

considered, respectively the content validity,¢hterion validity and the construct validity.

Content validity, which is also called face valdirefers to the subjective but systematic
evaluation of the representativeness of the cordkatscale for the measuring task at hand.
As the five considered scales were designed based extensive literature review and as the
guestionnaire was subject to expert feedback amtest’s evaluation through focus groups,
we conclude that scale items adequately cover titgeedomain of the service quality

construct.

Criterion validity reflects “whether a scale perfr as expected in relation to other variables
selected as meaningful criteria (criterion variallgMalhotra, 2004) and when the data of
the scale being evaluated and the criterion vaegahble collected at the same time concurrent
validity is assessed.

The validity of the five scales was further assddse examining whether the average scores
of each scale were associated empirically with messof conceptually related variables.
The criterion variables used to compare the fivaescare(i) the overall satisfactior{ji) the
intention of future visits and (iii) the intentida recommend the university to a friend. Notice
that some authors attempt to clarify the conceptenvice quality and customer satisfaction
and developed a model to study the relationshiwdset customer satisfaction and perceived
quality in the context of HE (Athiyaman, 1997). Acding to the study referred, “perceived
service quality is defined as an overall evaluatbthe goodness and badness of a product or
service. In other words, it is an attitude. Consusaisfaction is similar to attitude, but is

short term and results from the evaluation of ajgeconsumer experience”.

Figure 1 provides the box-plots for each of thee¢hsingle-item variables and Table 3
provides the Spearman correlations between eatérion variable and each of the five

alternative measures of the service quality.
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Overall satisfaction Behavioural Word of mouth
intentions

Figure 1. Box-Plot with single-item variables

Table 3. Correlation among service quality global scores$ the criteria

Overall satisfaction Behav[oral Word of mouth
intentions

SERVPERF 0,69 0,31 0,54
Weighted

SERVPERF 0,68 0,30 0,53

SERVQUAL 0,56 0,23 0,36
Weighted

SERVQUAL 0,56 0,22 0,36
HEdJPERF 0,69 0,35 0,55

All correlations are sifigant at the 0.01 level

The results indicate that all the scales have fsogmit positive correlations with the overall
satisfaction, future visits and intentions to reooemd to a friend. SERVPERF overall score
is strongly correlated with the overall satisfaotigariable, intentions of future visits and
intentions to recommend to a friend. HedPERF olesabre presents a high correlation
degree with overall satisfaction, future visits amtention to recommend to a friend.
SERVPERF and HedPERF perform better in terms téroon validity relatively to the other
three alternative scales.
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Construct validity assesses “the question of wioaistruct or characteristic the scale is, in
fact, measuring” (Malhotra, 2004). We access tHalisa of the five scales considering the

convergent validity approach, which could be defires the extent to which the scale
correlates positively with other measures of th@élessame construcgnd was assessed by
computing the pairwise correlation coefficients fibve five scales. As we observe the
presence of a high pairwise correlation indicagvigdence of convergence between the five
alternative measures of service quality, theseescakrify the convergent validity. This

situation is highlighted in table 4. NevertheleSRVPERF scale presented the high

correlation relatively to the other scales, thusagting the greater construct validity.

Table 4. Correlation among alternative service quality ssal

Weighted Weighted
SERVPERF  otbrmr  SERVQUAL  rutiin)

SERVPERF

Weighted

SERVPERF 0,98

SERVQUAL 0,83 0,82

Weighted

SERVOQUAL 0,85 0,84 0,97

HEJPERF 0,95 0,94 0,79 0,79

All correlations are sifigant at the 0.01 level

4.4 Explanatory Power of Alternative M easurement Scales

The ability of a scale to explain the variatiortlie overall service quality (measured directly
through a single-item scale) was assessed by mggesespondent’s perceptions of overall
service quality on service quality dimensions facte scale. Rvalues reported in Table 5
point to the superiority of the SERVPERF scalelp¥eed by the HedPERF and Importance-
Weighted SERVPERF (46%) scales for being able pdeéx greater proportion of variance in
the overall service quality than in the case of SERIAL (34%) and Importance-Weighted
SERVQUAL (33%) scales. We also observe that thétiaddof importance weights does not
result in a higher explanatory power of the unweedhfSERVPERF and SERVQUAL scales.

12



Our results reveal higher predictive capabilitidsboth SERVPERF and HEdPERF scales

compared with other studies, but similar for thelFERF scale (Firdaus, 2006Db).

Tableb5. Relative importance of the individual dimensions

Quality Weighted Weighted Quality
Dimension SERVPERF SERVPERF SERVQUAL SERVQUAL Dimension HedPERF
1,23 1,37 5,99 5,97 0,93
Inter cept Intercept
0.30* 0.27* 0.14* 0.14* 0.37**
0,19 0,79 -0,03 0,54 Non- 0,25
Tangibles academic
0.07* 0.13* 0,07 0.2* aspects 0.11**
Reliability 0,14 0,76 0,27 0,39 Academic 0,21
0,07* 0.11* 0.09* 0.24%% aspects 0.13%
0,29 0,82 0,20 0,82 _ 0,39
Responsiveness Reputation
0.10* 0.13* 0.10%* 0.25* 0.11*
0,12 0,76 0,14 0,36 -0,03
Assurance Access
0,07** 0.13* 0,07* 0,19** 0,09
0,07 0,73 0,02 0,69 Programme 0,03
Empathy .
0,07 0.13* 0,08 0.19* ISsues 0,10
R? 48% 46% 34% 33% R 46%
F 35,28 35,02 19,95 18,60 F 26,70
P 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 P 0,00

The obtained output also allows for the identifiatof the relative influence of each service

quality dimensions. Tangibles, Reliability, Respwasess and Assurance are statistically

significant dimensions of the SERVPERF overall smrvquality measure. For the

Importance-Weighted SERVPERF scale all dimensioestatistically significant. Tangibles

and Empathy are not statistical significant dimensi for SERVQUAL scale, and all

dimensions are statistically significant for the plontance-Weighted SERVQUAL scale.

Relatively to HEdPERF, the only dimension that ist rstatistically significant is the

programme issues. Table 5 shows the relative irapoet of the individual dimensions.
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5 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

All five scales, being multiple-items scales, pdw/information about the attributes where a
given HE institution is unsatisfactory in providisgrvice quality and thus needs to involve
strategies to remove such quality shortfalls. Tésults show that the major area requiring
managerial intervention according to SERVPERF, Ingwe-Weighted SERVPERF,
SERVQUAL and Importance-Weighted SERVQUAL in th&se is the Tangibles dimension.
According to HEAPERF the most deficient dimensielates to Non-academic aspects. Table
6 displays the results. The ranking of the dimemsim which the institution performs better
is the same for the SERVQUAL and SERVPERF scalesvéier, due to the inclusion of the
importance-weights, the rankings are different fritte unweighted and weighted scales. In
this study the most important dimensions were Reiig and Responsiveness, followed by
Assurance, Empathy and Tangibles. This resultmsistent with previous studies (Banwet &
Datta, 2003, Hillet al, 2003 and Douglast al, 2006) who stated that the most important
aspects for students were the academic ones, atdthtb physical aspects of the HE

institution were considered less important by them.

Table 6. Average dimension scores

i - Weighted Weighted . .
Dimension  SERVPERF  o-oypere  SERVQUAL  opuQuAL Dimension HEJPERF
Tangibles 3,93 0,73 2,44 -0.45 Non-academic 414
aspects
Reliability 4,47 1,01 2,06 0,37 Academic 476
aspects
Responsiveness 4,51 0,98 -2,03 -0,43 Reputation 4,71
Assurance 4,98 0,99 -1,61 -0,31 Access 4,45
Empathy 4,14 0,77 -2,20 0,41 Programme 483
issues

Table 7 shows that the individual items identifiecbe taken for quality improvement as well
as the order in which they are identified vary &ach scale. Nevertheless “the visually
appealing physical facilities” is pointed out by thive scales.

14



Table 7. Areas suggested for quality improvement by altiveaservice quality scales

Weighted

Weighted
SERVPERF, SERVQUAL

SERVPER HEJPERF

FSERVQUAL

The institution's physical facilities are visually

i 1 [0} 10 1 [0} 40 40
appealing ' ' ' ' '

The appearance of the physical facilities is in

o o Is) o
the line with the type of service provided 3. 2. 3. 1.

When you have problems, the institution is

[0} o o
sympathetic and reassuring 4. 4. 2.

You receive prompt service from the institution

2° 2° 1.° 3.0
employees ' ‘ ' '

Employees of the institution give you

— . 30
individual attention )

The institution have operating hours conven

. 4 [o]
to all their customers )

When the institution promises to do something

o]
by certain time, it does so 3.

Administrative staff provide caring and

. . 2.0
individual attention )

6 CONCLUDING REMARKS

The educational literature suggests how imperatiefor HE institutions to actively monitor
the quality of the services they offer and to comtimemselves to continuous improvements.
Therefore, it is important to use a reliable ingtemt to measure service quality. This study
compared the performance of five alternative messof service quality by gathering data
from Portuguese students belonging to a technasodypol in Lisbon. The alternative scales
considered, respectively, SERVPERF, SERVQUAL, Ingnoce-Weighted SERVPERF,
Importance-Weighted SERVQUAL and HedPERF were cosgpain terms of
unidimensionality, reliability, validity and expted variance of five instruments. In general,
all five scale present good results in terms of sneament capabilities. However,
Importance-Weighted SERVPERF and Importance-WeigBteRVQUAL presented the best
model fitting according to the RMSEA indicator. terms of reliability, the HedPERF and
Importance-Weighted SERVPERF presented the higéegld of internal consistency. In

15



terms of criterion validity, convergent validity c&arexplained variance the best results are
observed both for SERVPERF and HEJPERF scales.aWeanclude that SERVPERF and
HeDPERF present the best measurement capabilityif kg1not possible to identify which

one is the best.

REFERENCES

Anderson, E. (1995), “High tech v. high touch: seatudy of TQM implementation in
higher educationManaging Service Qualifyb(2): 48-56.

Athiyaman, A. (1997), “Linking student satisfactiand service quality perceptions: the case
of university educationEuropean Journal of Marketin@®1(7): 528-540.

Banwet, D. K. and Datta, B. (2003), “A study of teHect of perceived lecture quality on
post-lecture intentionsWork Study52(5): 234-43.

Becket, N. and Brookes, M. (2006), “Evaluating dyalmanagement in university
departments"Quality Assurance in Educatipt4(2): 123-42.

BERRY, L. L. (1980),"Service quality is different’"Business30: 24-29.

Butle, F. (1996), “SERVQUAL.: review, critique resela agenda”’,European Journal of
Marketing 30(1): 8-32.

Cheng, Y. C. and Tam, M. M. (1997), “Multi-model$ quality in education”,Quality
Assurance in Educatioi(1): 22-31.

Cronbach, L. J. (1951), “Coefficient alpha and ititernal structure of testsPsychometrika
6: 297-334.

Cronin, J. J. and Taylor, S.A. (1992), “Measuringrvgce quality: re-examination and
extension” Journal of Marketing56(3): 56-68.

Cronin, J. J. and Taylor, S. A. (1994), “SERVPERé&rsus SERVQUAL: Reconciling

performance-based and perceptions-minus-expecsateasurement of service quality”,

Journal of marketing58(1): 125-131.

Cuthbert, P. F. (1996a), “Managing Service quadlityhigher education: is SERVQUAL the
answer? Part 1'Managing Service Qualify6(2): 11-16.

Cuthbert, P. F. (1996b), “Managing service quaimyhigher education: is SERVQUAL the
Answer? Part 2"Managing service quality6(3): 31-35.

16



Douglas, J., Douglas, A. and Barnes, B. (2006), d&Meing student satisfaction at a UK
university,Quality Assurance in Educatigrnl4(3): 251-267.

Firdaus, A. (2006a), “The development of HEAPERRew measuring instrument of service
quality for the higher education sectoitfiternational Journal of Consumer Studies
30(6): 569-581.

Firdaus, A. (2006b), “Measuring service quality migher education: three instruments
compared”nternational Journal of Research & Method in Edtion, 29(1): 71-89.

Ford, J. B., Joseph, M. and Joseph, B. (1999), 6mamce-performance analysis as a
strategic tool for service marketers: the caseeo¥vise quality perceptions of business
students in New Zealand and the USAhe Journal of Services Marketint3(2): 171-
186.

Ginns, P, Prosser, M. and Barrie, E. (2007), “Stisleperceptions of teaching quality in
higher education: the perspective of currently Bedostudents”,Studies in Higher
Education 32(5), 603-615.

Hawes, J. M. and Rao, C. P. (1985), “Using impartaperformance analysis to develop
health-care marketing strategieddurnal of Health Care Marketind(4): 19-25.

Hermmasi, M., Strong, K. and Taylor, S. (1994), ‘&daring service quality for planning and
analysis in service firmsJournal of Applied Business Researt(4): 24-34.

Hill, F. M. (1995), “Managing service quality indher education: the role of student as

primary consumer™Quality Assurance in EducatipB(3): 10-21.

Hill, Y., Lomas, L. and MacGregor, J. (2003), “Séantls perceptions of quality in higher
education”,Quality Assurance in Educatipti1(1): 15-20.

Ho, S. & Wearn, K. (1995), “A TQM model in educatiand training”,Training for Quality
Journal 3(2): 25-33.

Joseph, M., Yakhou, M. and Stone, G. (2005), “Ancadional institution’s quest for service
quality: customers’ perspectiveQuality Assurance in Educatipf3(1): 66-82.

Kwan, P. and Ng, P. (1999), “Quality indicatorshigher education - comparing Hong Kong
and China’s studentsiManagerial Auditing Journall4(1): 20-27.

Lewis, R. C. and Booms, B.H. (1983), “The marketaspects of service quality”, In Berry,
L., Shostack, G., Upah, G. (Edskmerging Perspectives on Services Marketing,
American Marketing Associatip&hicago, IL: 99-107.

17



Lovelock, C. (1983), “Classifying services to gainategic marketing insightsJournal of
Marketing 47(3): 9-20.

Malhotra, N. K. (2004)Marketing Research. An Applied Orientatiétrentice Hall.

Martilla, J. A. and James, J. C. (1977), “Imporesperformance analysis'Journal of
Marketing 41(1): 77-79.

Mazzarol, T. (1998), “Critical success factors foternational education marketingThe
International Journal of Educational Managemgeh?(4), 163-175.

O’Neil, M. and Palmer, A. (2004), “Importance-parftance analysis: a useful tool for
directing continuous quality improvements in higleelucation”,Quality Assurance in
Education 12(1): 39-52.

O'Neill, M. and Wright, C. (2002), “Service qualigvaluation in the higher education sector:
an empirical investigation of student perceptiondigher Education Research and
Development21(1): 23-40.

Oldfield, M. S. and Baron, S. (2000), “Student pgtoons of service quality in a UK
university business and management facul@tality Assurance in educatipB(2): 85-
95.

Parasuraman, A, Zeithaml, V. A. and Berry, L. L9§8), “"SERVQUAL: a multiple-item
scale for measuring consumer perceptions of servigelity”, Journal of Retailing,
64(1): 12-40.

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A. and Berry, L. 1991), “Refinement and reassessment of
the SERVQUAL scale”Journal of Retailing67(4): 420-450.

Ramsden, P. (1991), “A performance indicator oti@ag quality in higher education: the
course experience questionnair8tudies in Higher Educatioi6(2): 420-450.

Sahney, S., Banwet, D. K. and Karunes, S. (2004)SERVQUAL and QFD approach to
total quality education: A student perspectivaternational Journal of Productivity and
Performance Measuremeri3(2): 143-166.

Shank, M. D., Walker, M. and Hayes, T. (1995), “dratanding professional service
expectations: do you know what our students exjpeatquality education?’Journal of
Professional Service Marketing3(1): 71-89.

Sohail, M. S. and Shaikh, N.M. (2004), “Quest fac&lence in business education: a study
of service quality” The International Journal of Educational Managemédr@(1): 58-65.

18



Wilson, K. L, Lizzio, A. and Ramsden, P. (1997), h€l development validation and
application of the course experience questionnaidies in Higher Educatior22(1):
33-53.

Zeithaml, V. A. (1988), “Consumer perceptions ofcer quality and value: a means-end
model and synthesis of evidenc@burnal of Marketing, 52(32-22.

Zeithaml, V. A., Bitner, M. and Gremler, D. (2006)Services marketing: integrating

customer focus across the firpicGraw-Hill Irwin.

19



No 257

N© 256

N© 255

NO 254

N© 253

NO 252
N© 251
N© 250

NO 249

NO 248

N© 247

N© 246

NO 245

No 244

NO 243

NO 242

NO 241

N© 240

N© 239

NO 238

NO 237

N© 236

NO 235

NO 234
N© 233

Recent FEP Working Papers

Sara C. Santos Cruz and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, "A new look into the evolution of
clusters literature. A bibliometric exercise”, December 2007

Aurora A.C. Teixeira, "Entrepreneurial potential in Business and Engineering
courses ... why worry now?”, December 2007

Alexandre Almeida and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, "Does Patenting negatively impact
on R&D investment?An international panel data assessment”, December 2007
Argentino Pessoa, "Innovation and Economic Growth: What is the actual
importance of R&D?”, November 2007

Gabriel Leite Mota, "Why Should Happiness Have a Role in Welfare Economics?
Happiness versus Orthodoxy and Capabilities”, November 2007

Manuel Mota Freitas Martins, "Terd a politica monetaria do Banco Central
Europeu sido adequada para Portugal (1999-2007)?”, November 2007
Argentino Pessoa, "FDI and Host Country Productivity: A Review”, October 2007
Jorge M. S. Valente, "Beam search heuristics for the single machine scheduling
problem with linear earliness and guadratic tardiness costs”, October 2007

T. Andrade, G. Faria, V. Leite, F. Verona, M. Viegas, O.Afonso and P.B.
Vasconcelos, "Numerical solution of linear models in economics: The SP-DG
model revisited”, October 2007

Mario Alexandre P. M. Silva, "Aghion And Howitt’s Basic Schumpeterian Model
Of Growth Through Creative Destruction: A Geometric Interpretation”, October
2007

Octavio Figueiredo, Paulo Guimardes and Douglas Woodward, "Localization
Economies and Establishment Scale: A Dartboard Approach”, September 2007
Dalila B. M. M. Fontes, Luis Camdes and Fernando A. C. C. Fontes, "Real
Options using Markov Chains: an application to Production Capacity Decisions”,
July 2007

Fernando A. C. C. Fontes and Dalila B. M. M. Fontes, "Optimal investment
timing using Markov jump price processes”, July 2007

Rui Henrique Alves and Oscar Afonso, “Fiscal Federalism in the European Union:
How Far Are We?”, July 2007

Dalila B. M. M. Fontes, "Computational results for Constrained Minimum
Spanning Trees in Flow Networks”, June 2007

Alvaro Aguiar and Inés Drumond, "Business Cycle and Bank Capital: Monetary
Policy Transmission under the Basel Accords”, June 2007

Sandra T. Silva, Jorge M. S. Valente and Aurora A. C. Teixeira, "An evolutionary
model of industry dynamics and firms' institutional behavior with job search,
bargaining and matching”, April 2007

Antdnio Miguel Martins and Ana Paula Serra, "Market Impact of International
Sporting and Cultural Events”, April 2007

Patricia Teixeira Lopes and Lucia Lima Rodrigues, “Accounting for financial
instruments: A comparison of European companies’ practices with IAS 32 and
IAS 39”7, March 2007

Jorge M. S. Valente, "An exact approach for single machine scheduling with
quadratic earliness and tardiness penalties”, February 2007

Alvaro Aguiar and Ana Paula Ribeiro, "Monetary Policy and the Political Support
for a Labor Market Reform”, February 2007

Jorge M. S. Valente and Rui A. F. S. Alves, "Heuristics for the single machine
scheduling problem with quadratic earliness and tardiness penalties”, February
2007

Manuela Magalhdes and Ana Paula Africano, "A Panel Analysis of the FDI Impact
on International Trade”, January 2007

Jorge M. S. Valente, "Heuristics for the single machine scheduling problem with
early and quadratic tardy penalties”, December 2006

Pedro Cosme Vieira and Aurora A. C. Teixeira, "Are Finance, Management, and




Ne 232

NO 231

N© 230

No 229

Ne 228

NO 227

NO 226

No 225

NO 224

Ne 223

NO 222

No 221

N© 220

No 219

NO 218

No 217

Marketing Autonomous Fields of Scientific Research? An Analysis Based on
Journal Citations”, December 2006

Ester Gomes da Silva and Aurora A. C. Teixeira, "Surveying structural change:
seminal contributions and a bibliometric account”, November 2006

Carlos Alves and Cristina Barbot, "Do low cost carriers have different corporate
governance models?”, November 2006

Ana Paula Delgado and Isabel Maria Godinho, "Long term evolution of the size
distribution of Portuguese cities”, September 2006

Sandra Tavares Silva and Aurora A. C. Teixeira, "On the divergence of
evolutionary research paths in the past fifty years: a comprehensive
bibliometric account”, September 2006

Argentino Pessoa, "Public-Private Sector Partnerships in Developing Countries:
Prospects and Drawbacks”, September 2006

Sandra Tavares Silva and Aurora A. C. Teixeira, "An_evolutionary model of
firms' institutional behavior focusing on labor decisions”, August 2006

Aurora A. C. Teixeira and Natércia Fortuna, "Human capital, trade and long-run
productivity. Testing the technological absorption hypothesis for the Portuguese
economy, 1960-2001”, August 2006

Catarina Monteiro and Aurora A. C. Teixeira, "Local sustainable mobility
management. Are Portuguese municipalities aware?”, August 2006

Filipe J. Sousa and Luis M. de Castro, "Of the significance of business
relationships”, July 2006

Pedro Cosme da Costa Vieira, "Nuclear high-radioactive residues: a new
economic solution based on the emergence of a global competitive market”,
July 2006

Paulo Santos, Aurora A. C. Teixeira and Ana Oliveira-Brochado, "The 'de-
territorialisation of closeness’ - a typology of international successful R&D
projects involving cultural and geographic proximity”, July 2006

Manuel M. F. Martins, "Dilemas macroecondmicos e politica monetaria: o caso
da Zona Euro”, July 2006

Ana Oliveira-Brochado and F. Vitorino Martins, "“"Examining the segment
retention problem for the “"Group Satellite” case”, July 2006

Oscar Afonso Rui and Henrique Alves, "To Deficit or Not to Deficit”: Should
European Fiscal Rules Differ Among Countries?”, July 2006

Rui Henrique Alves and Oscar Afonso, "The “New” Stability and Growth Pact:
More Flexible, Less Stupid?”, July 2006

J Maciej Cieslukowski and Rui Henrique Alves, "Financial Autonomy of the
European Union after Enlargement”, July 2006

Editor: Sandra Silva (sandras@fep.up.pt)
Download available at:
http://www.fep.up.pt/investigacao/workingpapers/workingpapers.htm

also in http://ideas.repec.org/PaperSeries.html




FAcUuLDADE DE ECONOMIA DA UNIVERSIDADE DO PORTO
Rua Dr. Roberto Frias, 4200-464 Porto | Tel. 225 571 100

Tel. 225571100 | www.fep.up.pt

www.fep.up.pt



