INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF MULTIDISCIPLINARY EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH l{?\
ISSN : 2277-7881 | ST
VoLume 1, Issue 1, ApriL 2012

eSS

QUALITY GAP OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES IN HIGHER
EDUCATION: AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION

Dr.M.Ramakrishnan Dr.Sudharani Ravindran
Assistant Professor, Professor,

KSR School of Management, PSG Institute of
Tiruchengode, Management,Coimbatore,
TamilNadu (India) 637215 TamilNadu (India) 641004

I ntroduction

Educationisaservicedirectly affected by the Service provider, andit services
may be effective to the requirement or inadequate as the quality of the academic
services offered. As colleges continue to become student oriented, understanding
students perceptions, services offered are becoming more important. A ssessment and
the quality of educational services have been the dominant areain the present context
of education.

While much has been written about assessing student outcomes, less has
been written about the eval uation of student satisfaction with services. The eva uation
is far more important in the current situation because of paradigm shift in teaching.
Today teaching isnot merely in classroom lecturing but also in incorporating conceptual
knowledge through multidimensional teaching methods. This paradigm shift increases
the level of perception in the minds of studentswhich is causing the perceptional gap
between faculties and students.

Teaching is undergone a change from content to context. Faculties are using
various teaching methodologies to deliver the quality of service. Higher education
institutions had to be concerned with not only what the society valuesin the skillsand
abilities of their graduates (Ginsberg, 1991), but also how their students feel about
their educational experience. Colleges are giving serious consideration to theissue of
service quality assessment for amultitude of reasons, arguably the two most important
of which are: students report that word-of-mouth recommendations play alargerole
intheir decisionto choose acollege and both college quality assurance and independent
assessment evaluators place heavy emphasis on the student experience as one of
their assessment criteria(Cuthbert, 1996). Performanceindicators may have something
to do with the provision of higher education, but they certainly fail to measure the
quality of education provided in any comprehensive way (Berg, 2005).

Many higher education institutions perform some eval uation of the quality of
education provided to students, as well as an assessment of the student satisfaction.
However, different universities and even different academic departments within the
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sameinstitution use different questions on student evaluation forms.
Literature Review

The customer-centric approach of service quality has gained momentum in
educational literature astheincreasing cost of education has created anew generation
of studentswith greater customer awarenessthan ever before. AsOld-field and Baron
(2000) pointed out, the “ interaction between customer and service organization lies at
the heart of the service delivery.” Employees, who deliver the service, in thiscasethe
instructor, are of key importance to both the customers they serve, the students, and
the employer they represent, the university. A satisfying exchange rel ationship between
the consumer and the provider must, from the consumer perspective, provide customer
satisfaction. Boulding, Kalra, Staelin and Zeithaml (1993), and Parasuraman, Zeithaml,
and Berry (1985) described customer satisfaction as the difference between observed
and expected quality. The differenceisdescribed asthe* disconfirmation” or “quality
gap.” A positive gap suggests the product exceeds expectations while a negative gap
suggests the product quality does not meet expectations.

Assessment and the quality of educational services have been dominant themes
in higher education in tie 1980s and 1990s. Numerous reports (Bennett, 1984; National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983; Seymour, 1992, 1994; Sykes, 1988)
have been critical of various aspects of higher education, ranging from the quality and
consistency of the core curriculum to the frustration experienced by students on many
campuses with registration and academic advising and other administrative processes.

Some authors have suggested that colleges and universities adopt market
driven models of service quality to asess@ient satisfaction with support services
(Delene & Bunda, 1991; Seymour, 1992, 1994). Quality in higher education is about
efficiency, high standards, excellence, value for money, fitness for purpose and/or
customer focused (Watty, 2006).

SERVICE QUALITY

Ghobadian et a. (1994) posit that most of the service quality definitionsfall
withinthe“ customer led” category. Juran (1999) el aborates the definition of customer
led quality as“features of productswhich meet customers' needsand thereby provide
customer satisfaction.” As service quality relates to meeting customers' needs, we
will belooking at “perceived servicequality” in order to understand consumers (Arnauld
et a., 2002). Gronroos (1984) and Parasuraman et al., (1985) looks at perceived
quality of service as the difference between customers’ expectation and their
perceptions of the actual service received.

SERVICE QUALITY MEASUREMENT

It is difficult to measure service quality as compared to good's quality. The
difficulty to measureisdueto fewer tangible cues avail able when consumers purchase
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services (Parasuraman et a., 1985), fewer search properties, but higher in experience
and credence properties (Zeithaml, 1981 in Parasuraman 1985), as compared to goods.
It also requires higher consumer involvement in the consumption process (Gronroos,
1984). Researchers operationalized the service quality construct either asagap between
expectation of service and perceived performance of service, or just perceived
performance aone (Hurley and Estalami, 1998). On the other hand, service quality
dimensions are seen as the criteria to assess service quality (Parasuraman, Zeithaml,
and Berry, 1985).
SERVQUAL Model

Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985, 1988) developed SERVQUAL, a
conceptual model of service quality from their work in the area of retail marketing.
SERVQUAL isbased on the assumption that satisfaction isfound in situationswhere
a perception of service quality is met or exceed consumer expectations. The multi-
item SERV QUAL scale (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1988, 1994; Parasuraman,
Berry and Zeithaml, 1991) compares consumers’ perceptions of 22 aspects of service
quality to their rating of each factor’s importance (expected service quality).

In their early research into service quality, they identified ten criteria that
customersrely on while evaluating the service quality.

These include;

Reliahility, Access, Security, Credibility, Degree of customer understanding,
Responsiveness, Competence, Courtesy, Tangibles, Communication

Later Parasuraman and associates (1988) proposed that these ten criteria could be
reduced into five factors, and they identifi-weee factors as

Rdiability

Responsiveness

Assurance

Empathy
Tangibles

Table 1
Dimensions of Service Quality in Educational Services

Ivimnenabens of Defimdtion
Seirvice Chialiny

Feligkilit The mowracy and dependsbality with which s fooulty or depariment or eollage
pros eles seryios

Eesponsivensss | The demonstirstion of on sapemess o be of servies, ond s commibment b0 et in fhe
biesd inberest ol the studems

ewprance Tk ability bo gam stodends” confidence by parforming services in a knowledpeabls
o] prrcdes pookal i meT

Empathy T sbde bo commmuniestc core mmd wnderstanding throwgh the intlerpersonal skills
ol et stadl sad student Dreeniddy policies md proceduencs
Tangikde= The phyeical appesrancs of the departmenl, it= stafT, and ary maotenals ssscsiated

wilh servics delvvery
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Research Objectives

The primary abjective of thisresearch paper isto identify the service quality
(SERVQUAL) perceptions of engineering college students and to find out the Gap
between the perception of staff and with expectation of students. In line with the
primary objectives this research study was aimed at emphasizing the importance of
Service Quality and its components in the minds of staff and internal customers of
college.
Methodology :Sampling Method, Procedure and Sample size

A quota sampling procedure was used with a sample size of 200 faculty
members and 200 students. The quota was fixed based on Year of education, gender,
Department and age since these demographic characteristics are known to impact
the perceptions of service quality (Gagliano and Hathcote, 1994). The sample was
divided equally among the groups.
Datawas collected by using a structured questionnaire and the questionnaire consist
both demographic variables and service components.
Instrument used:

Theinstrument used was an adaptation of the SERV QUAL survey that included
22 Likert scale items measuring five postulated dimensions of service quality. The
original SERVQUAL survey was specifically designed to assess organizations and
businesses in the service sector. Minor changes in wording were used to adopt this
study’s survey to an academic setting.
Students and faculty memberswere asked to rate the each of 29 factorsleading to the
service satisfaction. The relative size of the gap between these two ratings was used
to identify the areas where students and faculties have difference in perception to the
same service quality dimension.

Praia Aneadysis amd Dnicorpreiatisn

Tabde 2

B s bl

(5. Mo Faolor nadf dudond [Sop

L5 PSS TN I PR T

| ireal irdere=] in solving studends doubi= related 1o sukbgesis .54 L] o i

2z Abde 1o resolve wll the problems [2.03 .10 131
oo ide cormecd meswers Lo all the quesiions 1.54 370 L. TX

1 Frromises 1o gel bask om issues and within dime AN N1 T Y

3 L lged up-lo- daile leaching Bl 20 3,20 112

75



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF MULTIDISCIPLINARY EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
ISSN @ 2277-7881
VoLume 1, Issue 1, ApriL 2012

Table 3
Bles prinsivemess
5, [Faslor Sladl  [Siudent Llap
M lzan Ky b dizan |
| Sradl’ easrly accessable to the siudienis 1.83 3, [ 1,73
z T resmon 1o eladT e mlcem the sbadlents abowl the servsce immngs [0 3. Th 1,72
1 Mol relistic for sudents 1o expest prompd servics from the siaff 60 FLH 0.4
| Sraff mol willing 1o help =tudenis idhf FL5R -LER
§ SEafT mal finding fime 1o respond bo stadenks requesi 5.9 |a3 Sz
5 Collegs regedarly imforms the studenis 227 GG (119
7 Collegs nhility o ssrvies the reguests of studends AT T (A ]
Table &
Assurance
5 No Factor Staff Student Gap
{Mean)
(Mean)
1 Kesping Promise 208 170 1.62
2 Stalf Knowledze 1.67 3 1.57
3 MManagement support to staff 200 3.20 K1)
4 Mo bigs from stafl side m student problems 2446 4.24 1.78
5 Staff unbiased in intemal marks o students 11X 4.12 1.92
Table 4
Empathy
5, No Factor Staft Student Gap
(Nleam)
{Mean)
1 Staff sre sympathetic on students orisis 20 370 0,78
2 Staff can be trusted for any problem 215 4.16 21
3 Staft mdividual attention to students 210 3.0 1,20
4 Staff know all the requirements of students 242 3.44 1.02
5 Staff know the learning needs of students 1.88 268 .80
Tahkls 5
Tangibles
% No Faoior Sinff Siwdend Giap
{ Mleam}
(Bleam)
1 FPhysical facilitses in the department 253 3.34 1.1
2 SeafT well dressod snd appesrad professional 1.946 ik LT
3 Stafl wpdating their records 1.85 3.3 1.15
3 Warious depariseents casily mcoessihle 262 445 1.96
5 College fncilities emsily locoied and accessible 275 5. T8 1.05
fi Collegs facililies. ars posh and well maintained 2.5 3.5 1.42
7 Chosdree: malemal reley sl and adoguas 2482 3.6 1.0}
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Result

Thisresearch work identifiesthe gaps existing between faculty and students.
Except the responsiveness dimension all other dimensions have got the gap between
faculty perception and students’ expectation. Among the Service Quality dimensions
Reliability factor has got large gap.

Table 5
Geap Amnalysis
3. Bervice Quality [ actor Type of Gap
Mo Dimensions
1 Relinbility Cireat inferest in solving students” doubts related to |Unfavorable Large
gubjects (Gap
Z ]1-\.']'i::|‘:ni|i1:\. Promises (0 el hack on issues and within time Unfavorable |.:||'ll_u
[}:I]ﬁ
£] Responsivensss Stafl not willing to help students High Favorable Gap
<1 Rl\.‘!]"lll‘l'-i'-'l.‘l‘ln.‘!i!i StafT not fmding time o r|.':<|1x:-ml o siudents” requesl F[igh Favorahle Giap
i \gsUrAnce ,'"L|.'|1|:|.\|_r_|.'rn|.'n1 suppor fo alaff Unfavorakle Less
Lap
i Empathy Stafl can be trusted Lor any problem Unfavorable Large
Crag
7 |Tangibles Staff well dressed and appeared professional Unfavorable Less
Liags
Conclusion

It is not surprising that parents, ’nts, faculty members and employers
understandsthe concept of quality with regardsto college education in different ways.
Parents view quality asrelating to input (e.g. ranking of the college, medal winners)
and output (e.g. employability, academic placement). On the other hand, students saw
quality asrelating to the educational process (e.g. courses and teaching) and outputs.
Faculty members perceived quality as relating to the whole education system (i.e.
input, process and output). Employers saw quality as primarily related to the output
(e.0. the skill set that the student brings to the workplace). The distributions of the
quality attributesin terms of input, process and output differ among the recipients of
the service provided. The result seemed to suggest that, in order to meet the needs of
each group, the college has to focus on all aspects of the education system.
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