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ABSTRACT 

This study is an attempt to identify the relationship of service quality and 

students‟ satisfaction at university level in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. Major 

objectives of the study were to explore the gaps in the service quality, gender based 

difference in the perceptions, expectations and satisfaction of the students regarding 

service quality of the six sampled universities. Moreover, the least contributing and 

the most contributing factors to students‟ satisfaction were also determined. The study 

was restricted to public sector formal and general education universities recognized 

by the Higher Education Commission of Pakistan. The population of the study 

consisted of all the students enrolled in the ten universities. The students studying in 

the final year of Masters or in the final semester of BS (Bachelor of Science) were the 

target population. By using simple random sampling technique, a sample of six 

universities was selected. From each sampled university, four faculties namely Social 

Sciences, Life/Natural Sciences, Business / Commerce, and Languages/ Arts were 

included in the study.  

In the second stage, one department from each faculty and four departments in 

total from each sampled university were selected randomly. A self-developed 

questionnaire, validated by experts and piloted for (r = .90) was used for data 

collection. The students of randomly selected departments, studying in final year/ 

semester at Masters and BS level responded the questionnaire. The sample comprised 

938 students, including 333 males and 605 females. The Data, collected through the 

questionnaire, were analyzed by using SPSS 20 version.  

MANOVA, ANOVA, independent sample t- test, multiple stepwise regression 

and Pearson product-moment coefficient of correlation were applied. The study found 
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gaps in all the five dimensions of service quality. It also found no significant 

difference in the perception and satisfaction of male and female students. With regard 

to expectations of the students, a significant difference was recorded as female 

students had more expectations than the males. Empathy as the least contributing and 

responsiveness as the most contributing factors to students‟ satisfaction were 

concluded. The students studying in the sampled universities were found dissatisfied 

with the service quality. Finally, the study identified a strong positive correlation 

between service quality and students‟ satisfaction at university level. It is 

recommended that universities should regularly conduct student satisfaction surveys 

to bridge the gaps in all the five dimensions of service quality. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

This chapter is an introduction to this empirical study which has provided 

background and rationale of the research work. It also presents problem statement, 

research objectives, research questions, research significance and delimitations of the 

study. In the end of the chapter, operational definitions of the terms have been given.  

Human beings are curious by nature. They always want to explore, to know 

and to achieve. Their passion for achievement forces them to improve existing 

position and possession. They, therefore, remain in search of better environment, 

position, condition, time, stage, goods and services. Our economic life depends upon 

the provision and consumption of goods and services. 

All the academic as well as administrative support provided by the universities 

to the students is called service. It means the activities of a university to support its 

students are called service in tertiary education. The notion of service in university 

education is somewhat new in underdeveloped and developing countries. Satisfaction 

of students is also growing as an important concern of education at higher level. 

Today, improvement of quality of service and students „satisfaction are the important 

aims and objectives of higher education. El-Hilali, Al-Jaber and Hussein (2015) 

examined the factors which effect students‟ satisfaction and their achievement and 

absorption capacity. They concluded that students‟ satisfaction is influenced by the 

college‟s image and reputation, the academic program and teaching methods. They 

established tangibles to be the only service quality dimension that had a direct 

influence on students‟ satisfaction. Besides, students with high GPA showed a higher 

level of achievement and satisfaction. Academic achievement, assessment of students‟ 

satisfaction and absorption capacity are considered important not only for the students 
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and their institutions but also for the business industry that recruit these students.   

Owino (2013) determined significant effect of service quality on the 

satisfaction of students at universities. Just a few years ago, the term “service quality” 

was not so important for the managers in the service sector of higher education. But 

today, it is a burning issue for the service sector. Managers and the educational 

institutions cannot survive without searching and adopting the better ways and means 

for the provision of educational services. The better the services are in the university, 

the higher the satisfaction level of the students would be. Leece (2010) documented 

that the total university experience and relevant support services make significant 

contribution to determine the level of satisfaction. 

The most important factors which help to comprehend service quality and its 

nature are placement opportunities, credibility, flexible schedule, range of academic 

and professional programs and university location. Customer satisfaction is assured 

by service quality. It persuades students to return to the university for further study 

(Nadiri, Kandampully & Husain, 2009). Ilias, Rahman & Razak, (2008) are of the 

view that if the institutions want to attract, maintain and develop sound relations with 

the students, they will have to explore effective and creative ways to give competitive 

advantages to the students in future. O„Neil & Palmer (2004) noted that globalization 

process has exposed higher education as a service industry. A market oriented 

approach is demanded by the competitive educational environment of the day. For the 

sake of enhancing students‟ level of satisfaction, this approach is also utilized in profit 

oriented organizations. These organizations are not dependent merely on the 

relationship of staff and students. Rather they depend on physical environment 

quality, learning outcome quality and marketability of excellent grade of university 

degrees.  
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By decreasing the cultural differences and price of the service, intention of the 

students may be developed to attend the same university in future. According to 

Clemes, et al (2008), the factor of price is important and directly proportional to 

service quality. They also established that unless service quality as a forecaster of 

satisfaction is assured, the level of satisfaction is not increased by the perceptions of 

price only. Alridge and Rowley (2001) found unfulfilled expectations to be the 

important cause of withdrawal of students from the institution. 

Satisfaction with regard to services may matter a lot in the competition 

market. The greatest effect on satisfaction in higher education is laid by service 

quality (Malik, et al., 2010). Parasuraman, et al., (1985) are of the opinion that owing 

to unique characteristics of service quality i.e. intangible, tangible, heterogeneous, 

inseparable and perishable, we cannot measure it objectively. Zeithaml (1987) 

established that the customer defined criteria for measuring the quality was important. 

Rationale of the Study 

According to Oldfield and Baron (2000), during the last decade, understanding 

of the relationship of quality of service and satisfaction of the students grew in the 

modern world.  But to explore the relationship of quality of service and satisfaction of 

the students, least pragmatic attempts are underway in Pakistan at university level. An 

empirical study is needed to explore association of service quality and satisfaction of 

students. The present research is an attempt to investigate and to find the relationship 

between quality of service and satisfaction of learners in higher education. The 

findings of this research will provide opportunities to universities for improving the 

delivery as well as quality of educational services and ultimately the level of students‟ 

satisfaction.   
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Statement of the Research Problem 

Service quality is a basic factor of students‟ satisfaction and the learning 

process. The role of these two constructs is considered very important to make the 

total university environment pleasant and student-friendly. Unfortunately, in Govt. 

sector universities, the situation is not encouraging. When the students feel 

themselves in perplexing situation regarding the choice of the university and delivery 

of service quality, they have no research based information for decision- making. It is, 

therefore, imperative to conduct a study for exploring the correlation of service 

quality with satisfaction of the students at the level of university.  

Objectives of the Study 

The research objectives were to: 

1. identify the gaps (difference in perceptions and expectations) of service 

quality at university level. 

2. find the difference with regard to gender about the expectations of students 

regarding service quality at university level. 

3. find difference in the perception of male and female students about service 

quality at university level. 

4. find difference in the satisfaction of male and female students regarding 

service quality at university level. 

5. determine the most contributing and the least contributing factors towards 

students‟ satisfaction regarding service quality at university level. 

6. investigate the relationship of service quality and students‟ satisfaction at 

university level. 

7. suggest strategies and action plans for the promotion of service quality and 

students satisfaction at university level. 
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Research Questions 

According to the research objectives, following are the research questions.  

1. Are there gaps (the difference between perceptions and expectations) in 

service quality at university level?  

2. Is there any difference in the expectations of male and female students about 

service quality at university level? 

3. Is there any difference in the perception of male and female students regarding 

service quality at university level? 

4. Is there any difference in the satisfaction of male and female students 

regarding service quality at university level? 

5. What are the least contributing and most contributing factors / dimensions to 

students‟ satisfaction regarding service quality at university level? 

6. Is there any relationship between service quality and students‟ satisfaction at 

university level? 

7.  Are there some suitable ways and means for the enhancement of service 

quality and students‟ satisfaction at university level? 

Significance of the Research 

In the modern era, the status of service industry has been secured by the 

education sector. Education industry considers students to be the customers. It 

employs all the measures to satisfy them. Various theories of customer satisfaction 

exist in the literature which helps to study students‟ satisfaction. Those who want to 

survive in the market will have to adopt the measures same in line with the business 

institutions.  

This study was designed to find innovative plans and procedures which would 

lead towards the maximum students‟ satisfaction. To bring higher education 
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institutions at par with the institutions of modern world, the administrators of the 

universities and the instructional managers would get research based guidelines. By 

following the results of this study, our universities may be equipped with research 

based information about the gaps in service quality and understanding of the critical 

factors for the increase of students‟ satisfaction.  

Results of this study will provide opportunities to improve the institutions of higher 

education in Pakistan. Higher education institutions will be in a position to offer 

competitive advantages with regard to provision of services to the students during the 

course of academic pursuits. The study results would be applicable to similar 

academic environment. Conclusions along with the recommendations have also been 

framed to improve service quality and students‟ satisfaction in higher education 

institutions. 

The future researchers will get an insight to probe into the problems of 

marketing of education services. In short, the study would be supportive for the Vice 

Chancellors, HOD‟s, HR Managers of the Universities in particular and all other 

policy makers and managers to devise competitive and tangible policies for the 

provision of services at their Universities.  

Delimitations of the Study 

The study was delimited to the: 

 Public sector universities of formal and general education for both males and 

females, located in Punjab province of Pakistan. Sub campuses of the 

universities and single gender universities located in the different divisions of 

Punjab were not included in the study.  

 The final year / semester students studying in two year masters or four year BS 

programs. 
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Operational Definition of the terms 

Service 

Service means all the support which is being provided to the students by the university. 

Quality 

Quality means meeting or exceeding the student expectations. 

Outcome Quality 

Zero % failure rate of students, excellent grade of marketability of university degrees. 

Physical Environment Quality 

Excellent and tangible facilities and demeanor of personnel. 

Expectations 

Expectations are the desires or wants of the students which they want to fulfill    

through their university. 

Perception 

The service quality that is perceived or experienced by a student in his 

university. 

Student Satisfaction 

Satisfaction is the state felt by a student who experiences a service or 

performance which satisfies his or her needs. 

External Customers 

Students, parents, Government and industry. 

Internal Customers 

All the teaching and non-teaching staff of the university. 

Reliability 
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Ability to perform the promised service independently and accurately. 

Assurance 

Knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to inspire trust and confidence. 

Tangibles 

Physical facilities, equipment, and appearance of personnel. 

Empathy 

Care and individualized attention that university gives to its students. 

Responsiveness 

Willingness to help students and to provide prompt service. 

Gap 

The difference between perceived and expected service quality. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of Related Literature 

University Education in Pakistan 

At the time of freedom, there were just two universities, University of the 

Punjab (established in 1882) and Sind University Jamshoro (established in1947) to 

cater the educational needs of 75 million individuals (Isani & Virk, 2005).  

Soon after the independence, Quaid-e-Azam Muhammad Ali Jinah addressed 

the first conference on education. In his address, he declared that the provision of 

education was the main obligation of the recently established state. While addressing 

the meeting, the founder laid stress upon the significance of higher education and told 

that the fate of our state would and should significantly rely upon the kind of 

education we provide to our youth (Government of Pakistan, 1947). 

To bring about positive changes in the education system of the nation, each 

legislature contributed at its own level. Each government presented its own particular 

education policy including education policies of 1970, 1972, 1979,1992,1998,2009 

and 2010. Along with the higher education sector reforms, task forces and 

commissions for improving the higher education in Pakistan were introduced and 

reports were issued in 1947, 1951, 1959, 1966, 1969, 1970, 1972, 1979, 1992 and 

1998-2010. A strategic plan was also framed in 2001-2004 (Government of Pakistan, 

2007). 

Majority of these commissions, task forces and policies proved failure and 

could not produce the desired results as these were not based on realistic targets 

(Boston Group, 2001). The hazardous condition of higher education also revealed in 

the UNDP Report on Human Development 2007/2008. It stipulated that the 

involvement rate in higher education in Pakistan was higher than only Bhutan within 
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SAARC countries. Pakistan, with 2.6 % participation ratio, was not only behind the 

advanced countries of Asia, (Singapore 35.2%, Japan 30.4%, and Hong Kong 27.2%) 

but also its neighbors i.e. Iran 12.7% and India 6%. This condition further declined 

alarmingly due to the fact that Pakistan spent almost two percent of its GDP on the 

education sector. According to UNDP (2007), it is interesting to mention that only ten 

countries of the world were spending less than Pakistan. 

Defining Service 

Service, being a broader concept, encompasses the core activities of a 

university. It was also influenced by the university context (Abukari, 2010).  

Service is, doing an activity, useful for others. It is an abstract concept. It 

cannot be seen or touched.  It can only be experienced or felt. Kotler, Armstrong, 

Saunders and Wong (2004) defined it as “A service is an activity or benefit that one 

party can offer to another which is essentially intangible and does not result in the 

ownership of anything.”  

Service and product are different from each other. Product is tangible while 

service is intangible. If we consider more deeply, we come to know that service 

cannot be ensured without the direct or indirect utilization and involvement of goods. 

When the service user avails the service for a reasonable period of time, he, as a 

result, comes in a position to express the satisfaction about that particular service. 

Retailing, banking, hospitality, health service, hotel service, transportation and 

education are the services which are commonly known to us. 

Service Components 

Almost every service organization involves the delivery of service through 

these four components. 

1. Service setting. 
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2. Service worker. 

3. Service purchaser. 

4. Service procedure. 

Education as a Service 

 Arambewela, Hall and Zuhair (2006), regarded education as the service which 

students along with other stakeholders experience and develop their assessment 

regarding delivery of service in the form of quality and its sustainability which are 

fundamental ingredients of a service. Abukari (2010) considered service as a broader 

concept which involves teaching, community engagement and research. Universities 

should engage themselves with critical and pluralistic concept of higher education that 

helps to understand the needs and challenges of the society. In this way, universities 

would keep playing their roles as foundations of critical thought and critical 

discourse. 

Is the education sector currently being treated as a service? The trends show 

that it is turning gradually into an industry. Services of education are normally 

delivered by educators who clarify, tell, illustrate, direct and regulate learning. 

Education is given at different places, for example, workplace, educational 

institutions, the home, and through various means, for example, correspondence, TV, 

the Internet, or other electronic and distance learning strategies. The training given by 

these institutions may incorporate the utilization of simulation techniques. It can be 

adjusted to the specific needs of the students, for instance, gesture based 

communication can be replaced by using verbal dialect for supporting the students 

with listening problems. This common characteristic of the process was specifically 

shared by the entire industry by using the work inputs of teachers with the essential 

teaching ability and expertise of the subjects. Educational Service sector has 
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institutions which give guideline and training in a wide variety of subjects. The 

guidelines and training are given by particular institutions, for example, schools, 

universities and colleges. These establishments are exclusive and work for the benefit 

or otherwise or they may be publicly possessed and administered. They might, 

likewise, offer nourishment and accommodation services to the students.  

A Global Overview of Education Industry 

From tuition or program fees, a greater chunk of revenue in American 

Education industry is being collected. Gross profits are in the range from 60-90% 

which depends on the place and specific course, and net income ranges from 2 to10%. 

 Increasing company size helped consolidate operations in the educational services 

field – helping to lower fixed costs and improve overall operational efficiency. 

Finding qualified instructors in any field is becoming increasingly challenging. It is 

important to inquire about this when searching for potential franchises. There is a 

potential danger to some areas of the field in future competition from online training 

courses, which are growing more and more popular as technology spreads. Although 

currently most online courses are geared towards undergraduate education, many 

expect the field to broaden as effective programs in other areas are being developed 

for the internet. In addition, businesses face competition from free online resources 

and computer soft wares. Overall, the field is expanding – educational services in the 

United States are forecasted to grow by 5% per year over the next five years. The 

growth is largely attributed to the growing global competitive scenario and the 

emphasis on higher education in the U.S. as more and bluer collar workers are being 

employed overseas. 

According to the dean of Eton College England (Mr. Little), a group of the 

teachers has turned into functionaries and this is the result of concentration on the 
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targets of examinations and grades. A number of recently qualified educators are 

entering the classroom with a "limited" comprehension of their role. They are bound 

to adopt the drive of progressive governments to "professionalize" the occupation. 

Mr. Little warned that traditional notions of teaching as a vocation had been replaced 

with the ones that prioritize assessment targets, behavior management and curriculum 

objectives. He criticized recruitment campaigns, launched by the Department of 

Education that appears to associate teaching to jobs in IT, accountancy or marketing 

unprecedented numbers of new “well-intentioned and talented” teachers are entering 

the profession with limited vision as they are unable to define their purpose as 

teachers. 

History of Quality Concept in Different Ages  

Different civilizations had been using the concept of quality. The quality, 

therefore, is an ancient concept. In the ancient ages, the hunters and food 

accumulators used to choose about the food and they were to decide about the type of 

the tool best suited for the purpose. In different civilizations like Roman, Egyptian 

and Greek, the concept of quality was used as the “sign of perfection” which had been 

the identity of Egyptians. They manifested it by establishing Pyramids, a miracle of 

architecture (El-Shenawy, 2004). In higher education, the concept of quality grew in 

early 1980s was borrowed from the commercial and industrial sector (Newton, 2002). 

People, in the beginning, thought quality concept to be abstract and lofty as there was 

an agreement on academic quality (Perry, 1991). 

The universities of Oxford and Harvard had been the quality benchmark 

without defining its components. Green (1994) claimed it as the typical concept of 

quality. Later, on quality related issues changed to a great extent in 1990 and a notion 

emerged that the definition and measurement of the concept of quality became 
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possible (Perry, 1991). Some vague and accountability-focused demands were the 

outcome of quality movement in 1980s and 1990s. Saarinen (2010) identified that in 

1990, the experts, keeping in view the delicate nature of quality, were of the view that 

quality itself was a treatment of sickness although it was viewed as sick and needed 

care. 

The concept of quality was not given value and was not specifically defined 

till 2000. It was considered a natural force which was irresistible. Quality concept as 

perceived today is the result of intellectual effort of numerous leaders like Juran who, 

over the previous few spans, contributed and developed the concept of quality as is 

understood today. Juran (1904-2008) was one of those experts. Eastern philosophical 

view, prevalent in Japan, was supported by the notion that quality is “fitness for the 

purpose. It was Juran who bifurcated the definition of quality into two important 

areas. Besides fewer defects and fulfilling the needs of the customer, higher quality 

goods and services contained a number of characteristics. 

Different Approaches to Definitions of the Quality Concept 

According to (Van Kemenade et al., 2008), the concept of quality was not 

unitary. Green (1994) identified five approaches to defining quality. 

Quality as the Confirmation of Specifications 

This notion is generally used in the services related to public. It was derived 

from the notion of quality control which is being practiced in manufacturing industry. 

It means that the quality of a commodity was assessed through the conformance of 

standards. The standard means the level of condition which the institutions or 

programs met while an accreditation agency accredited it (Chea, 2002). 

The answer to “Is it good?” is the quality while the standard is the answer of 

the notion “Is it good enough?” (Brink, 2010). Quality is about process, and standards 
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are about outcomes, so the function of QA (quality assurance) is to watch the 

educational process that will guarantee elevated expectations. In HE (higher 

education), endeavors were made to "benchmark" academic standards, by utilizing 

externally held examinations, determination of the content of syllabi and outside 

inspectors to guarantee institutional credibility (Harvey & Newton, 2004). In a study 

that was expected to demonstrate comprehension of quality from the perceptions of 

students and academics, it could be expressed that a few academics interpreted quality 

as academic standards (Cheng, 2011), which affirmed the significance of this 

methodology of definition. Green (1994) accepted that this way to deal with quality 

had influence, as it gave all HE institutions, a chance to seek quality, as diverse 

standards could be set for distinctive sorts of organizations. Yet the burden with this 

methodology was that it suggested that the quality of an administration could be 

characterized as standards that could be effortlessly measured, and this may not be the 

situation in HE (Higher Education). 

Quality as Fit for the Objective 

The meaning of quality as “fitness for purpose” was identified by most of the 

policymakers in the HE sector, as it contended that quality had no importance aside 

from the motivation behind the administration. On the other hand, the fitness for 

purpose methodology has been invalidated by numerous researchers. Along these 

lines, Gibbs (2011) proposed an optional way to deal with definition that he called the 

"good enough practice". He highlighted that the use of good practices had low 

similarities to fit for reason. In any case, dissimilar to that approach where the 

attention was on coordinating authoritative purposes (as may be the situation in 

assembling), sufficient practices obliged that quality satisfied the desires of the 

reference bunch, yet it didn't do it superbly. The issue with the fit for reason 



 
16 

 

methodology was that it was not simple to characterize what the purposes of HE 

ought to be (Green, 1994), as their reasons contrast extraordinarily relying on who 

characterized these purposes. Likewise, this definition focused on "a threshold 

judgment" (Perry, 1991), which alluded to the basic necessities to fit standards; along 

these lines, if the purposes were met by an organization, this implied, it had quality, 

which seemingly was not generally the situation. 

Quality as Adequacy in Accomplishing Institutional Objectives 

Green (1994) noted that quality as effectiveness in accomplishing institutional 

objectives" was one interpretation of quality as “fitness for purpose”. Morley (2003) 

highlighted that this definition threw light on the importance of identification, needs 

and satisfaction of customers. In this way, quality criticizes the market functioning 

because the customers are supposed to demand out-and-out product. According to 

Green (1994), however, the contention found in the definition of quality satisfying 

customer needs where the question arose whether the student was the product or the 

customer or the both. The major critics of this theory questioned whether students 

could determine their needs. He further argued that quality in its traditional concept 

was considered as the facilitation of a service or a product that was special and placed 

the owner or user in a special status. In higher education, most of the people perceived 

quality with respect to Oxford or Cambridge universities where students undergo 

special experiences provided by these institutions. But this concept became invalid 

when quality was determined as a whole in higher education. This concept of quality 

perceived it as excellence. 

The Conventional Notion of Quality 

This approach considered quality as the provision of a product or service that 

was distinctive and conferred special status on the owner or user. In HE, it might 
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equate with most of the people‟s perception of Oxford or Cambridge Universities, in 

terms of the special student experiences that these institutions provide, and the 

research output. Nevertheless, this concept is not useful when it comes to evaluate 

quality in HE as a whole (Green, 1994). It can be said that the traditional concept of 

quality is in line with seeing quality as excellence. Reputation worked as pretext for 

excellent performance. The notion of quality as excellence has the drawback that 

“elite universities” so easily came across as being elitist, evoking images of unfair 

advantage. Excellence, in the sense of exceptional quality, came to be seen, not as the 

answer to the question “Is it good?”, but as the answer to the question “Is it better than 

the others?” (Brink,  2010).  

Shanahan & Gelber (2004) highlighted two stakeholders of higher education 

institutions. These were academics and students. Arguably, it was noticed that 

academics saw quality as bureaucracy, a burden, game playing and a way to have 

more power. Many studies focused on the academic perceptions of quality. For 

example, a study by Anderson (2006) showed that academics drew on notions of 

quality as understood within traditional academic discourses of excellence in 

scholarly endeavor. For the academics, assuring quality involved resisting QA 

mechanisms because they believed that QA mechanisms impose an additional 

workload burden but failed to assure quality in a meaningful way. In line with 

Anderson‟s results, two outstanding research contributions by (Newton, 2000, 2002) 

focused on how academics were coping with the quality by conducting interviews 

with frontline academics. It established that the general patterns of the academic 

perceptions of quality were: 

  as ritualism and tokenism. 

 as impression management. 
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 as a burden. 

 as a failure to close the loop.  

 as suspicion of management motives.  

 quality assurance and quality enhancement.  

 as a discipline and technology. 

 as frontline staff resistance. 

 as lack of mutual trust. 

 as a culture of achievement. 

 as constraints on teamwork.  

Some researchers introduced insights about the concept of quality in the light 

of the political aspects (Ramirez, 2013, Harvey and Newton, 2004 and Morley, 2003). 

It was thought that quality procedures may influence power distribution within HEIs 

and the decision-making process, which in turn may lead to a constant struggle for 

power inside HEIs. Consequently, Cheng (2011) suggested that instead of perceiving 

quality as a political term, academics may start to see it as beneficial to students‟ 

learning if the key factors affecting quality could be considered in building up a 

model for quality.  

Students’ Perceptions of Quality 

It was argued that quality should be defined and judged “by the users 

(students) rather than the producers HEIs (Wilkinson et al., 1998). Therefore, defining 

quality from the students‟ perspective was seen as an important aspect, but only a 

small number of studies indicated it. One of these studies conducted by Gatfield 

(2000) focused on developing a customer-driven scale which identified the quality 

variables related to student perceptions of the university experience. A total of 26 

variables emerged out of which recognition and the academic instruction (which 
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referred to good teaching) were shown to be of greater importance to students. The 

same result was confirmed in a study by Hill et al. (2003) that discovered that when 

students thought about quality as a concept, they gave great attention to the quality of 

their lecturers. It can be concluded that teaching, learning and lecturers‟ performance 

were strongly emerging as elements of students‟ perception of quality. 

Difficulties in Defining Quality 

Elassy (2015) contributed for an improved understanding of certain basic 

concepts regarding quality. He was of the opinion that study of the definitions of 

quality must be conducted by investigators from diverse dimensions to enhance the 

comprehension from different angles. That is why, definition of quality may not be 

coined as being a relative concept and having different meanings in the different 

contexts. He at last, concluded that a unified definition was not possible to develop. 

Despite the age of the concept and its widespread use in everyday life, 

defining quality is not as simple as it may seem, and there is no single agreed upon 

definition. Therefore, some writers stated that the concept of quality has become 

“used and abused” (Shanahan & Gelber, 2004) but others argued that “there is now 

more general agreement on the elements which together make up a judgment about 

quality in HE” (Perry, 1991). An analysis of the literature suggests that crystallizing 

the definition of quality is difficult for two reasons. These are:  

1. Quality is a relative concept.  

2. Quality is used in various contexts.  

Quality, “like beauty lies in the eyes of the beholder” and what is considered 

by one person to be of good quality could be considered by another to be of poor 

quality. However, it could be claimed that a particular group of people could have 

similar views about what is meant by quality; these views are “similar” but not 
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“identical” because everyone has his/her own perception. For example, the 

identification of quality from the staff‟s perceptions could be completely different 

from the students‟ definitions, and it will not have the same meaning from the 

administrators‟ and researchers‟ perspectives. This argument was supported by 

Wilkinson‟s (2000) study, as it gave an example showing that quality in education 

was viewed uniquely by different groups of stakeholders, such as staff and 

researchers.  

Quality Used in Various Contexts 

Defining quality was difficult because it meant different things in different 

contexts (Elassy, 2013). For example, quality was different in different types of 

organizations such as hospitals, companies, factories and universities. In each case, 

quality showed something different when it was referred to as meeting certain 

standards, those standards differed from one context to another. Therefore, it is 

important to think about the quality of “what”? “What are we talking about? Are we 

talking about the quality of a lecture or lecturer, the syllabus or curriculum?” (Van 

Kemenade et al., 2008). Cheng (2014) noted that the concept of „quality as 

transformation‟ is commonly used in the Higher education. Though, quality and 

transformation are together indefinable terms, a little empirical evidence is available 

on how quality may be associated with transformation in the learning process. The 

study gave an understanding into the relationship between quality and transformation. 

With different attitudes about the notion of quality as transformation, the study 

highlighted the complication of quality and transformation. Quality was labelled as 

institution-dependent, intangible and individual. If the term „quality‟ remains a buzz 

word, then perhaps it is measured too much, or perhaps nothing needs to be measured. 

Perhaps it is the time for academics to think seriously and take action on how to 
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understand quality from the perception of students and how to use the term „quality‟ 

not just for summative evaluation purposes but to encourage student commitment to 

learning, in order to increase student engagement and enthusiasm for a positive 

educational experience. 

Lodge and Bonsanquet (2013) documented that tough learning conditions are 

better for the exchange of information. The conventional ways to deal with exploring 

learning in higher education would be extraordinarily improved through better 

combination of the learning sciences and the methodology having potential for the 

advancement of helpful and solid measures of quality learning results. 

Service Quality 

Service quality is actually an evaluation of how good a provided service 

approves clients‟/students‟ expectation. A number of inter-related factors which 

include treatment of the providers with the students, services which approve the 

scope, easy access for students and provision of quality information to students, 

technical expertise of the managers and continuation of services which may be called 

as service quality. Today, service quality is a popular emerging construct and a field 

of interest for the higher education stakeholders. 

Kundi, Khan and Qureshi (2014) determined assurance and tangibility 

significant for improving service quality in higher education. They noted a strong 

relationship of these dimensions with student satisfaction. Malik and Danish (2010) 

studied the satisfaction level of students in the Punjab Province of Pakistan. They 

documented that the students were satisfied with the services of “RATER” 

(Reliability, Assurance, Tangibility, Empathy and Responsiveness).  

Izogo and Ogba (2015) found that satisfied customers were absolutely loyal. 

Out of their study, a dimension of service quality naming commitment emerged and 
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proved much significant forecaster of loyalty and satisfaction of the customers. 

Ong and Markervis (2012) noted the need of higher education institutions in 

the market place competition to make themselves distinct from their competitors in 

providing quality services. They established that the students of first and third year in 

Australia and Malaysia were satisfied with the service quality while there was an 

important difference between first and third year students‟ expectations regarding 

service quality in Malaysia. Nevertheless, no difference was found in perceptions and 

gap of service quality between first and third year students in Malaysia and Australia. 

Brown et.al (1993) recognized the co-relationship between global satisfaction 

and satisfaction with value. Global satisfaction was received when the students 

assessed the quality of college course work and treatment with the students at 

colleges. He determined that SURVQUAL factor dealing with relationship between 

academics and students became more predictive where the student determined 

whether he or she would recommend his or her near and dear one to the college. 

Nadiry (2009) researched tangible and intangible factors regarding instrument to 

measure service quality for higher education. He recommended that higher education 

sector should improve its infrastructure. By using SURVPERF scale, he measured the 

level of service from the students‟ angle. This study found the SURVPERF as more 

useful than the SERVQUAL.  

Techniques for the Improvement of Service Quality 

Quinn (2009) noted six techniques to improve the service quality. Of these, 

Six Sigma was important and it was suggested for administrative areas. Academic 

Quality Improvement Program was the employee‟s constant quality improvement 

program in respect of higher education accreditation but its long term influence was 

little known. She determined that quantification of improvement and examination of  
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cost of quality improvement were not analyzed significantly. The other four 

techniques were:  

1. TQM (Total Quality Management)  

2. QFD (Quality Function Deployment)  

3. ISO ( International Standards Organization) 

4. MBNQA (Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award). 

Barnes (2007) established lack of experience on part of the students studying 

in institutions of UK. Arranging focused group discussions, he concluded that the 

picture in UK was better than that of China in the eyes of students but in reality, the 

difference was not obvious. On the other hand, the Chinese students did not seem to 

be impressed by certain lecture rooms, the insufficient A.V. Aids and study areas. 

Barnes documented that revamping of lecture theatres should be carried out by laying 

stress upon the need to make study rooms improved for post graduate students along 

with reduction in class sizes and providing better technical support facilities. Students 

expressed their concern for refreshment to be expensive. Barnes was of the view that 

enhancement of the services was the need in terms of cultural guidance in order to 

accommodate students in accordance with life and education in U.K. He 

recommended that induction and development sessions of staff should be coached in 

the area of problem management, faced by the students. Barnes emphasized the need 

to be sympathetic with students in anticipating their moods in order to avoid potential 

problems. Furthermore, he was of view that student should be trained in assessing 

how to behave and what to expect in special situation. He determined that the pleased 

customers would promote a good name. He also recommended that strong Alumni 

should be established and maintained in the best interest of the institutions.  

Russell (2005) observed that service quality perceptions can be better 
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understood with the involvement of international students. In order to gain optimum 

results, their language study skills and culture orientation can be tested at regular 

intervals in terms of student academic feedback. Inappropriate customer behavior may 

lead to unsatisfactory service provision. Pariseau and Mcdaniel (1997) were of the 

opinion that the quality of services should compulsorily be watched and checked by 

the business schools for the purpose of continuous improvement. 

Rowly (1996) considered perceived service quality as a type of attitude which 

had the relation to satisfaction. This attitude was actually an outcome of comparison 

between expectation and perception of performance. There were a number of service 

encounters which were evaluated and a perception of service quality was formed. 

These encounters included encounters with heads of departments, lecturers and tutors. 

If a service was regularly provided by an organization for meeting or exceeding the 

level of customer satisfaction, it would be assessed as of high quality. On the 

contrary, the service would be considered as of poor quality, if an organization was 

unable to meet expectations of the customers (Zammuto et al., 1996). 

Chander et al (2002) established proportionate relationship between student 

questions and CS (customer satisfaction). They found out that the two constructs were 

closely related in that the increase in one results in an increase in the other. Pollack 

(2008) examined satisfaction level of satisfiers and dissatisfiers. The acceptance level 

of quality made the satisfiers become positively related. Dissatisfiers established 

initially a positive relationship with satisfaction but as the inflection point reached 

they showed weakened relationship with satisfaction. 

Ilyas, Rehman and Razzaq (2008) noted significant positive relationship 

between SS (student satisfaction) and SQ (service quality). They determined 

assurance and empathy as the critical factors in explaining students‟ satisfaction. 
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Athiyaman (1997) found that the students post enrolment communication behavior 

was influenced by PSQ (Perceived Service Quality). 

SERVQUAL  

This is a widely used instrument where in SERV stands for service and QUAL 

stands for quality. It was developed by Parasuraman et al (1988). SERVQUAL is an 

instrument to measure service quality and interestingly applicable to higher education 

sector. Numerous researchers employed this instrument in higher education including 

service quality in business schools (Cuthbert 1996; Saaditul, Shamsinar, & Wong, 

2000; Soutar & MeNeil, 1996).The originators wanted a variety of applications of the 

SERVQUAL. They initially measured three types of services; telephone repair, retail 

banking and insurance and evaluated validity factor structure and reliability of 

SERVQUAL scale. 

Cuthbert (1996) recommended that the elements of service quality should be 

reviewed and a higher education specific instrument should be developed for course 

managers in order to evaluate their product through customer feedback. He reviewed 

the existing tools to measure students‟ experience and employed the modified version 

of SERVQUAL instrument. Souther and Mcneil (1996) used regression analysis in 

order to examine the relationship between quality dimensions and overall satisfaction. 

The reliability analysis in this study suggested that improvement in SERVQUAL 

scale could be made possible by removal of any of its items. The study established 

that although students were satisfied with the quality of academic units yet gap 

existed in reliability, assurance, responsiveness, empathy, knowledge and 

communications. Moreover, the administrative service quality had more gaps and was 

not found enviable. Ruby (1998) explained the use of SERVQUAL in order to study 

students‟ satisfaction with four areas of support services which were associated with 
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environment management; admission, academic reports, financial aid and carrier 

services. The study pointed out the deficiency in SERVQUAL as it does not throw 

light on the actual effect on students after services were rendered to them by the 

institution. Rowley (2003) rejected one-fits-all model of methodologies for students‟ 

satisfaction. Ten et al. (2004) noted SERVQUAL analysis to be helpful for university 

administration in decision making. The results from this study helped to identify the 

areas of priority by using the step wise regression and satisfaction grid and indicated 

the kind of efforts which should be made in order to meet students‟ satisfaction level 

perceived by them as highly important. 

Richardson et.al (2005) found the student‟s feedback useful and informative 

which most of the teachers and institutions regarded not important. The interpretation 

of feedback, the publication of feedback, perception of teachers and students 

regarding feedback and reward structures of institutions were the major issues. 

Tyran and Ross (2006) established the importance of SERVQUAL in its 

adapted form. Initially, SERVQUAL was used to point out important areas for service 

oriented information system. But with the passage of the project, a similar instrument 

was used by them which turned it to be a strong set of scales for assessing services 

and meeting the needs of users. 

HEDPERF VS SERVPERF 

Abdullah (2006) considers that the modified HEDPERF scale is more suitable 

in higher education set up. He tested and compared the effectiveness of three 

measuring instruments of service quality which included HEDPERF, SERVPERF and 

Scale of Moderation. Abdullah found HEDPERF more reliable and better suited than 

the other two instruments. As a result, he presented and improved five-factor structure 

of HEDPERF being a superior scale for higher education setting. 
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While looking into the determinants of quality, two facets of quality call for 

differentiation: 

1. Quality related to the process of delivery of service. 

2. Quality related to the outcome of service when it is delivered to the consumer.  

According to Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1985), service quality 

contains ten dimensions which are equally applicable to any type of service in 

general. In these dimensions, reliability, tangibility, competence, responsiveness, 

access, communication, credibility, security, courtesy and understanding are included. 

Later on, these ten aspects were rearranged and resulted in the famous five 

dimensions of SERVQUAL model which consists of reliability, tangibility, empathy, 

assurance and responsiveness (Parasuramanetal, 1990). Mahiahetal (2006) endorsing 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1985) are of the view that enhancement in 

reliability, tangibility, empathy, assurance and responsiveness can bring about 

customers satisfaction and confidence in Human Resource Department for its 

services. 

Students as Customers 

Crawford (1991) laid stress upon students studying in higher education 

institutions as primary customers. His study focused on the customership of students 

alone. Guilbault (2016) endorsed a constant discussion about the students as 

customers in the literature on marketing in higher education. He found both 

proponents and opponents of the model which considered students as customers. He 

was in favour of viewing students to be customers. He recommended that in the 

marketing of services, the role of higher education students as customer and co-

producer of learning should be focused. He was of the view that detrimental 

consequences should be avoided and instead of denying students to be the customers, 
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efforts should be made to explore how to respond to students as customers.  

According to William (2002), although students were not customers, yet keeping in 

view the market place scenario of educational institutions, the students were regular 

payers and could be considered as customers who had the right to know what they 

were buying. 

Student Satisfaction 

Kotler and Clarke (1987) viewed satisfaction as a state which a person felt on 

the exercise of performance or outcome that met his or her expectations. Satisfaction 

is an operation between relative degree of expectations and performance as perceived 

by the individual. According to Elliot and Healy (2001) an innovative approach to 

students‟ satisfaction was developed by Paulo et. al. (2011) who explored how the 

students‟ satisfaction with higher education services after graduation have undergone 

change when they entered labor market. Saginora (2009) presented useful ideas on 

satisfaction enhancement through course content, teaching methods and the way study 

process is administered. Gaskell (2009) studied students‟ retentions in open and 

distance learning and identified that the number of students in conventional 

institutions were greater than those in open and distance learning institutions. 

Marcus et.al (2009) threw light on the importance of students‟ feedback. They 

conducted a research on a Romanian university where the students‟ feedback showed 

that teaching and learning activities were the most important aspects and the 

secondary importance was given to material and facilities. Alves et. al. (2009) 

analyzed the use of structural equations in order to measure the customer satisfaction 

in higher education. They studied that satisfaction was measured in a better way when 

more than one pattern of comparison was used. They confirmed that a global 

dimension of satisfaction helped a lot for measuring satisfaction of students in tertiary 
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education because this global indicator presented the index of reliability of 83%. 

By Clemes et. al (2008) a hierarchical factor structure was employed in the 

study. One of the service quality sub dimensions found in the factor solution was the 

availability of academic staff. The study substantiated that in higher education the 

greatest effect on satisfaction was the result of the service quality, the higher the 

service quality as perceived by students, the more eager the students would be for 

paying high fee for their education. The study also indicated that satisfaction was not 

affected by the perception of price. The impact of fame was important, however, fame 

was found less important than service quality as a predictor of students‟ satisfaction. 

Students had a perception of a university‟s image from their personal experiences and 

they also developed it from outside community. It was noted that Western students 

were more satisfied than the Asian students with their universities. Western style 

environment was a difficult factor for the Asian students to adapt with. The study 

highlighted that in order to sustain in today‟s educational environment, the university 

should employ a market oriented approach. The higher the level of education of 

students, the higher their expectations would be. What they expected before getting 

admission to the university was an important question which the researcher must pay 

heed to (Palaciom, Meneses, & Perez, 2002). Moreover, researchers like Carry, 

Cambiano and De Vore (2002) held that issues such as students‟ perceptions and their 

experiences during college carrier were covered by satisfaction. Although, major 

focus of students‟ satisfaction research was on the perspective of customers, the 

researchers were on the quest to define students „satisfaction in such a way that could 

involve customers‟ satisfaction in a modified form so that it should become a standard 

definition for students‟ satisfaction (Hom, 2002). 
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Importance of Customers’/Students’ Satisfaction 

  

The importance of customers‟ satisfaction cannot be eclipsed. Ranaweera and 

Prabhu (2003) pointed out that customers‟ satisfaction was a basic determinant of 

long standing customers‟ behavioral pattern. If the customers feel satisfied, selling 

firm takes benefits as the customers‟ retention and WOM (word of mouth) makes it 

smooth. The impact of dominant factors on students‟ satisfaction cannot be ignored. 

Facilities which the students enjoyed, the quality of education, reputation or good 

name of institution, value of their degree in the market for better prospects and the 

overall customer value were the few factors identified by Arambewela, Hall and 

Zuhair (2006). According to Alves and Roposo (2009), the image followed by value 

was a variable that has a powerful influence on student satisfaction. 

Cuthbert (1996) documented that the score of tangibility (3.34) remained the 

highest followed by assurance (3.21), reliability (3.11), responsiveness (3.04) and 

empathy (2.58). Despite this, he did not view tangibility as a main contributor to 

student satisfaction because he held that the determinant factor was not tangibility but 

it was service encounter. O‟Neill and Palmer (2004) also agreed with him and opined 

that although tangibility in overall performance was at the top rank, yet it was of least 

significance as compared to empathy. The most important dimensions according to 

Periseau and Mcdanial (1997) were assurance and reliability. These dimensions led 

the students to confidence, knowledge and courtesy. On the other hand, on the 

significance of the dimensions of service quality researchers differed with one 

another.  

Smith and Ennew (2000) established that the students judged the particular 
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facility they consumed in accordance with their age, appearance, empathy, and 

courtesy. The most reliable facility that was capable of carrying out the task but was 

not up to date may still be regarded insufficient and would be rated negatively if the 

students were eager to have up to date facility. He also added that particular 

supportive item which was known as peripheral aspect and university facilities, for 

example, cafeteria and hostel had direct or indirect influence on evaluation of the 

university. Umbach and Porter (2002) were of the view that magnitude or number of 

facilities which a department of higher education had, played an important role in 

explaining students‟ satisfaction. For example, laying stress on the factor of 

reputation, LeBlanc and Nguyen (1997) studied that management capacity in order to 

develop conducive organizational atmosphere was associated with its popularity and 

good name. It also inspired trust and confidence among students in a professional and 

considerate manner. They determined that price yielded perceived value was a factor 

which played vital role in business schools by facilitating students and convincing 

them that quality services were being rendered in exchange for their tuition fee. 

Furthermore, Ford, Joseph and Joseph (1999)  Atheyaman (1997),Soutar and McNeil 

(1996), Fuhrmann and Geyer, Soutar and Griemet, (2003) conducted researches on 

service quality and established more emphasis on academic dimension than on 

administration, keeping focus on effective course delivery and quality of courses and 

pedagogy.  Kamal and Ramzi (2002) studied the administrative aspect of higher 

education by measuring students‟ perception of registration and academic counselling 

across different disciplines. 

A Glimpse of Customer Satisfaction Models 

Hom (2000) described two levels of customer satisfaction:  

1. Macro Models 
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2. Micro-models.  

Macro-models looked at how customer satisfaction is related to other elements 

or priorities of colleges and universities. They utilized techniques like comparing 

standards of performance of various university services and products which could 

positively or negatively affect customer satisfaction.  

Micro-models looked more directly at different elements of customer 

satisfaction. There were seven micro-models:  

1. Expectations disconfirmation 

2. Perceived performance  

3. Norms 

4. Multiple process 

5. Attribution  

6. Affective  

7. Equity.  

All seven models depended on feedback and communication from customers 

or students in the case of universities. The choice of model determines whether the 

college may be interested in establishing norms, affecting student emotions or 

behavior, or improving performance. 

Service Quality & Student Satisfaction 

Service quality is commonly regarded as a critical requirement for maintaining 

relationships with valuable customers. The link between service quality and customer 

satisfaction as appeared according to Cronin and Taylor (1992) was a subject of 

strategic concern. Sperng and Mckoy (1996) investigated service quality as a pre-

cursor to satisfaction. Shieh (2006) figured out in his study that all service dimensions 

except “responsiveness” had a significant impact on students‟ satisfaction. He thus 
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found that there was a positive relationship among service quality dimensions and 

students‟ satisfaction. Moreover, proper knowledge of determinants of customer 

satisfaction can bring high monetary gains for an institution in a competitive market 

(Lassar, Manolic, & Winsor, 2000). 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology of the Study 

The major objective of the study was to identify the correlation of service 

quality with satisfaction of students at the level of universities. Other objectives were 

to identify the gaps (difference in perceptions and expectations) in service quality, to 

find the difference with regard to gender about the expectations of students regarding 

service quality, to find difference in the perception of male and female students, to 

find difference in the satisfaction of male and female students regarding service 

quality, to determine the most contributing and the least contributing factors to 

students‟ satisfaction, and to suggest strategies and action plans for the promotion of 

service quality and students satisfaction at university level. 

This chapter discusses the procedural steps of research methodology. It 

describes research design, population of the study, target population, sampling 

procedure, sample of the study, illustration of respondents, the process of 

development of instrument and its use, pilot testing of the instrument and the method 

of data collection. In the end, this chapter explains how the data were collected, 

analyzed, interpreted and reported. 

Research Design  

This is a co-relational and exploratory study. The approach in conducting this 

study was quantitative in nature and grounded on a survey to discover the correlation 

of service quality with satisfaction of the students at university level. Therefore, the 

survey research design was used in this study. 

Population of the Study  

The researcher was interested in studying the universities which were: 

1. Public sector (Govt.) universities. 
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2. Providing formal and general education. 

3. Serving both male and female students. 

4. Located in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. 

5. Recognized by Higher Education Commission of Pakistan. 

The population of this study consisted of all the boys and girls studying in the 

final year/semester of two year Masters or four year BS programs in the 10 

government universities with the above mentioned characteristics. The rationale 

behind the selection of final year/semester students of Masters or BS level as the 

respondents of the study was that these students had actually utilized the services of 

their university for a reasonable period of time and held the specific perception about 

service quality. The researcher also observed that the female students were more 

responsible and cooperative in giving the responses than the male students. There 

were 10 universities in the province of Punjab at the time of data collection. The 

Higher Education Commission, Pakistan categorized the universities in the following 

six types on the basis of ranking in 2014: 

1. General. 

2. Engineering & Technology. 

3. Business Education. 

4. Agriculture & Veterinary. 

5. Medical. 

6. Arts &Design 
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Table 3.1 

Total number of HEC recognized Government universities (2014) of “General” 

category located in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. 

Sr.# Name of universities. Main Campus Location 

1. Bahauddin Zakariya University, Multan.  Multan. 

2. Government College University, Faisalabad. Faisalabad. 

3. Ghazi University, Dera Ghazi Khan. Dera Ghazi Khan. 

4. Islamia University, Bahawalpur. Bahawalpur. 

5. University of Education, Lahore. Lahore. 

6. University of Gujrat, Gujrat. Gujrat. 

7. University of Sargodha, Sargodha. Sargodha 

8. University of the Punjab, Lahore. Lahore. 

9. Government College University, Lahore. Lahore. 

10 F.C. College University, Lahore. Lahore. 

 

Sample and Sampling Procedure of the Research 

Out of the population of ten universities mentioned above, a sample of the 

following six universities was selected randomly. 

1. Bahauddin Zakariya University, Multan. 

2. Government College University, Faisalabad. 

3. Islamia University, Bahawalpur. 

4. University of Gujrat, Gujrat. 

5. University of Sargodha, Sargodha. 

6. University of the Punjab, Lahore. 
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For the selection of respondents, a technique, called two stage random 

sampling, was used. From each university, four faculties (Administrative 

Sciences/Commerce, Social Sciences, Natural or Life Sciences and Languages) were 

selected in this study. Then, from every faculty, one department was randomly 

selected. Before administration of the questionnaires, the students were briefed about 

the topic, parts of the questionnaire, expected time for filling up the questionnaire and 

were requested for their cooperation for the promotion of research and development. 

The researcher himself visited each university and distributed questionnaires among 

the students who were studying in the final year/semester at Masters and BS levels. 

Sources of Data 

A self-constructed questionnaire and the latest research articles were utilized 

to collect primary data. Websites of the universities, latest books, and official 

documents of the HEC and government of the Punjab were also important sources. 

Instrument Development 

 In the process of instrument development, two instruments were consulted, 

first by Parasuraman (1990) (SERVQUAL) and the second by Douglas, (2006) 

(Student Satisfaction Survey). After studying the instruments the researcher reached 

the conclusion that both of questionnaires were developed according to their 

respective contexts and were not efficient to collect data in the Pakistani context. 

Hence, the researcher decided to develop a comprehensive and contextualized 

instrument of his own.  

The process of instrumentation was started with a wide spread review of 

literature on service quality and students satisfaction. A number of universities were 

visited through their websites. A few dissertations of Ph.D. level from the world were 

also consulted. After many days‟ struggle a list of services, being provided by the 
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universities, was prepared/ constructed. For every service contained in the list, an item 

was constructed. The researcher also paid a vigilant and focused attention to the 

process of selecting, modifying as well as constructing items for the instrument. In 

short, an organized, appropriate and systematic procedure was adopted in the process 

of instrument development. Esposito (2002) rightly found that the quality and 

utilization of data may decline if the appropriate and systematic measures are not 

followed in the development of instrument, assessment and testing.  

After preparing the first draft of the instrument, it was sent to two experts of 

quality management and marketing of education for validation. They improved the 

compatibility of stems with the statements and content validity. After receiving the 

feedback from the experts, the researcher discussed the recommendations with the 

research supervisor and a group of professors from University of the Punjab. Having 

finalized the instrument, it was utilized for pilot testing in Government College 

University, Lahore, Punjab (Pakistan). In the presence of the researcher and the 

research associates, the instrument was distributed among 40 students belonging to 

final semester of Masters/BS level. The feedback of the respondents was utilized for 

the improvement of wording, structure of statements, clarity of instructions and for 

reducing ambiguity for completion of the instrument. After collecting data through 40 

questionnaires, it was entered and codified in SPSS version (20) to calculate 

reliability. 

By using Chronbach‟s Alpha, the reliability of the questionnaire was 

calculated and its value was found (r=0.9) which indicated that no deletion of any 

item from the questionnaire was needed. Moreover, a few grammatical and spelling 

mistakes were pointed out which were corrected immediately. 

The instrument consisted of three parts; A, B and C. Part “A” of the 
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questionnaire was about respondent‟s profile which contained gender, name of the 

university, name of faculty/department, name of the class and semester. Name of the 

student/respondent was not asked so that it could be kept confidential and the student 

could express his expectations and perceptions openly and objectively. 

Part “B” consisted of 48 Likert type items on the expectations of the 

respondents regarding service quality at the time of joining university. It covered all 

dimensions of service quality. In part “C” students perceptions or actual experiences 

were also inquired. This part consisted of 50 items. 48 items were joined with the 

stem “How do you rate……………. and 2 items were separate, depicting the overall 

satisfaction of the respondents with university services and preference of the students 

in recommending university for admission to new students. 

Data Collection 

 The researcher personally visited each and every university included in the 

sample. Professors and faculty members of the sampled universities extended their 

full co-operation to the researcher for data collection. All the male and female 

students of final year/semester who were present in the classes responded to the 

questionnaires on the spot in the absence of their professors/ teachers. The response 

rate, therefore, remained 100%. Male students were 333 and female students were 605 

and thus the sample size from all the six universities became 938 in total. The process 

of data collection continued from October, 2014 to May 2015.  

Data Analysis  

 The quantitative data collected through questionnaire was entered and coded 

in the spreadsheet. After the data entry was made by using SPSS version 20, it was re-

checked and cleaned with the help of the hard copy. In this way, accuracy of the data 

was ensured. Finally, analysis of the data was made to identify the gaps in service 
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quality, to determine the least contributing and the most contributing factors to 

students‟ satisfaction, to find the gender wise difference in the expectation and 

perception of students about quality of service and to find gender wise difference in 

the satisfaction of students. Pearson product-moment coefficient of co-relation and its 

values were used to identify the relationship of service quality and students 

satisfaction. In the light of the analysis, appropriate strategies, action plans and 

recommendations for the enhancement of service quality and satisfaction of students 

were suggested.  

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework 

With the help of the following dissertations, conceptual frame work for the 

present study was evolved. 

1. Academic paper based on PhD thesis of Pereda (2006) on “Service Quality in 

Higher Education: The Experience of Overseas Students” submitted in 

University of Surrey, England. 

2. PhD thesis of Owino (2013) about the “The Influence of Service Quality and 

Corporate Image on Customer Satisfaction among University Students in 

Kenya.” submitted to the University of Nairobi. 

3. Master‟s thesis of Agbor (2011) conducted in UMEA University, Sweden with 

the title, “The Relationship between Customer Satisfaction and Service 

Quality: As study of Three Services Sectors in Umea.” 

4. PhD thesis work submitted by Mertova (2008) in Monash University on 

“Quality in Higher Education: Stories of English and Czech Academics and 

Higher Education Leaders.” 

5. PhD dissertation conducted by Martin (2005) carried out in California, USA 

on “A Review of Quality Education Concepts to Improve Teaching.”  
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Chapter 4 

Analysis and Interpretation of Data 

Analysis of the data, collected through self- developed instrument, has been 

made in this chapter. 

Demographic Profile 

Table 4.1 

Profile of the Students (N = 938) 

Demographic Frequency Percent 

 Gender (Valid = 938)   

 Female 605 64.5 

 Male 

 

333 35.5 

 University (Valid = 938) 
  

 UOP 251 26.8 

 UOS 204 21.7 

 IUB 147 15.7 

 UOG 144 15.4 

 BZU 106 11.3 

 GCUF 86 9.2 

 Faculty (Valid = 938)    

 Faculty of Life and Natural Sciences 265 28.3 

 Faculty of Commerce and Management 

Sciences 

254 27.1 

 Faculty of Social Sciences 216 23.0 

 Faculty of Languages 203 21.6 
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Table 4.1 describes that the data were collected from 938 students, out of 

which 333 (35.5%) were males and 605 (64.5%) were females. Maximum students 

i.e. 251 (26.8) were from University of Punjab followed by 204 (21.7%) from 

University of Sargodha. Only 86 (9.2%) students were sampled from Government 

College University Faisalabad whereas, 144 (15.4%) and 147 (15.7%) students were 

included from the University of Gujrat and IUB. Maximum students i.e. 265 (28.3%) 

belonged to the faculty of Life and Natural Sciences, followed by 254 (27.1%) 

students who were from the Faculty of Commerce and Management Sciences while 

216 (23.0%) students were from the Faculty of Social Sciences and only 203 (22.8%) 

students were from the Faculty of Languages. 
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Cross tabulation of Gender by their University and Faculty 

Table 4.2 

Distribution of gender with respect to university & faculty 

 
 Gender  

  Male Female Total 

University IUB N  49 98 147 

  
% 

 

33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

 BZU N  47 59 106 

  
% 

 

44.3% 55.7% 100.0% 

 GCUF N  47 39 86 

  
% 

 

54.7% 45.3% 100.0% 

 UOG N  32 112 144 

  
% 

 

22.2% 77.8% 100.0% 

 UOP N 100 151 202 

  
% 

 

39.8% 60.2% 100.0% 

 UOS N 58 146 204 

 

 % 

 

28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 

Faculty Faculty of Life and Natural Sciences N  74 191 216 

 
% 

 

27.9% 72.1% 100.0% 

 Faculty of Languages N  73 130 203 

 
% 

 

36.0% 64.0% 100.0% 

 Faculty of Social Sciences N  49 167 216 

 
% 

 

22.7% 77.3% 100.0% 

 Faculty of Commerce and 

Management Sciences 

N  137 117 254 

 
% 

 

53.9% 46.1% 100.0% 

 Total N  333 605 938 

  % 35.5% 64.5% 100.0% 

 

Table 4.2 explains that out of total 147 students of IUB, 49 (33.3%) are males 

and 98 (66.7%) are females, whereas out of total 106 students of BZU, 47 (44.3%) are 
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males and 59 (55.7%) are females. Maximum percentage of male students (54.7%) 

was sampled from GCUF and minimum percentage of male students (28.4%) was 

sampled from UOS. Maximum percentage of female students (77.8%) was sampled 

from UOG and minimum percentage of female students (45.3%) was sampled from 

GCUF.  

Cross tabulation of gender by faculty illustrates that out of the total 265 

students of the Faculty of Life and Natural Sciences, 74 (27.9%) were males and 191 

(72.1%) were females. While out of the total 203 students from Faculty of Languages, 

73 (36.0%) were males and 130 (64.0%) were females. Whereas out of total 216 

students from Faculty of Social Sciences, 49 (22.7%) were males and 167 (77.3%) 

were females. And out of the total 254 students from Faculty of Commerce and 

Management Sciences, 137 (53.9%) were males and 117 (46.1%) were females. 



 
45 

 

Cross tabulation of the Universities by Faculties  

Table 4.3 

Distribution of sampled faculties within each university 

  Faculty  

 

 

Faculty of 

Life / Natural 

Sciences 

Faculty of 

Languages 

Faculty of 

Social 

Sciences 

Faculty of 

Commerce / 

Management 

Sciences Total 

University 

IUB N   46 25 26 50 147 

 
% 

 

31.3% 17.0% 17.7% 34.0% 100.0% 

BZU N  44 17 19 26 106 

 
% 

 

41.5% 16.0% 17.9% 24.5% 100.0% 

GCUF N  29 27 18 12 86 

 
% 

 

33.7% 31.4% 20.9% 14.0% 100.0% 

UOG N  47 39 39 19 144 

 
% 

 

32.6% 27.1% 27.1% 13.2% 100.0% 

UOP N  49 25 63 114 251 

 
% 

 

19.5% 10.0% 25.1% 45.4% 100.0% 

UOS N  50 70 51 33 204 

 % 

 

24.5% 34.3% 25.0% 16.2% 100.0% 

 Total 

 

N  265 203 216 254 938 

 % 28.3% 21.6% 23.0% 27.1% 100.0% 

 

Table 4.3 shows a cross tabulation of the Universities by faculties which 

illustrates that maximum students of IUB i.e. 50 (34.0%) were studying in faculty of 

Commerce and Management Science, followed by 46 (31.3%) students in faculty of 

Life and Natural Sciences. Whereas, maximum students of BZU i.e. 44 (41.5%) were 

studying in the faculty of Life and Natural Sciences, followed by 26 (24.5%) students 

in faculty of Commerce and Management Sciences. Majority of the students sampled 

from GCUF 29 (33.07%) and UOG 47 (32.06%) were studying in Faculty of Life and 

Natural Sciences. While majority of the students i.e. 63 (25%) were from the 
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University of the Punjab who got admission in Faculty of Social Sciences, whereas, 

majority of the students 70 (34.3%) sampled from University of Sargodha were from 

Faculty of Languages.  

Table 4.4 

Item description for each of the five dimensions 

Dimensions of Service Quality  No. of Items Item No. in Instrument 

1. Reliability (Rely) 

2. Assurance (Asur) 

3. Responsiveness (Resp) 

4. Empathy (Emp)  

5. Tangibility(Tang) 

07 

11 

10 

06 

14 

16,19,20,39,40,44,46 

10,11,18,21,30,32,33,37,38,42,43 

12,24,29,31,34,35,36,45,47,48 

13,14,15,17,22,41 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,23,25,26,27,28 

Total 48  

 

Table 4.4 depicts that five dimensions are mentioned in the instrument which 

are Rely (Reliability), Asur (Assurance), Resp (Responsiveness), Emp (Empathy) and 

Tang (Tangibility). In the instrument, 07 items were on Reliability, 11 on Assurance, 

10 on Responsiveness, 06 on Empathy, and 14 on Tangibility. 

All the items are positively phrased i.e. by agreeing these results about 

expectation or satisfaction from the service quality provided by their respective 

universities. Items were scored from 1 to 5 ranging from „Strongly Agree‟ to 

„Strongly Disagree‟ for expectation while „Very Dissatisfied‟ to „Very Satisfied‟ for 

perception. Total forty eight (48) items are scattered as they are placed randomly in 

the instrument. Percentage response of items of each dimension is given in table 4.5a 

based on five-point scale. 
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Table 4.5a 

Descriptive Statistics, Response Percentage and Significant Difference between 

Expectation and Perception for Each Item of Reliability (Rely)  

Item Item Description  M SD Sig* d 1 2 3 4 5 G 

16 Professionally qualified 

faculty. 

Exp 4.34 0.98 <.000 .51 3 5 4 31 57 -0.55 

Per 

 

3.80 1.16 
6 11 10 43 30 

 

19 Provision of research and 

development opportunities.  

Exp 3.99 1.15 <.000 0.59 5 8 11 34 42 -0.74 

Per 

 

3.25 1.37 
15 19 13 33 20 

 

20 Arrangement of student 

conferences regularly. 

Exp 3.58 1.27 <.000 0.44 9 13 15 36 27 -0.58 

Per 

 

3.00 1.37 
18 24 15 27 16 

 

39 Relevant information of 

employees to answer student‟s 

questions.  

Exp 4.10 1.07 <.000 0.68 4 6 8 38 44 -0.80 

Per 

 

3.30 1.28 
11 20 16 35 18 

 

40 The safety of money 

transactions within the 

university.  

Exp 4.03 1.11 <.000 0.48 6 5 11 37 41 -0.57 

Per 

 

3.46 1.24 
10 14 16 40 20 

 

44 Impartiality of teachers in 

awarding grades.  

Exp 4.13 1.15 <.000 0.66 5 6 12 25 52 -0.81 

Per 

 

3.32 1.31 
13 15 18 34 20 

 

46 Accurate, reliable and updated 

information on the university 

website 

Exp 4.30 1.01 <.000 0.79 4 4 7 29 56 -0.91 

Per 

 

3.39 1.29 
11 18 12 39 20 

 

 Reliability (Rely) score Exp 4.07 0.73 <.000 0.88       

 

 

Per 

 

3.36 .872   
     

 

  

Average Reliability (Rely) GAP score -0.71 

 

Table 4.5a shows that reliability consists of 07 items. The maximum mean 

score (M = 4.34; SD = 0.98) was of item no.16. The minimum mean score (M = 3.58) 

was of item no. 20 with (SD = 1.27). 
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Table 4.5b 

Descriptive Statistics, Response Percentage and Significant Difference between 

Expectation and Perception for Each Item of Assurance (Asur) 

Item Item Description  M SD Sig* d 1 2 3 4 5 G 

10 Every service at the first go 

(first time).  

Exp 3.61 1.22 <.000 0.39 7 13 17 36 27 -0.50 

Per 

 

3.11 1.34 
16 21 16 31 16 

 

11 Observe time line regarding 

start of classes, midterm, 

final term and 

comprehensive exams and 

results. 

Exp 4.02 1.08 <.000 0.44 4 7 10 39 40 -0.53 

Per 

 

 

 

3.50 1.27 10 15 12 41 22 

 

18 Treat every student equally. Exp 3.99 1.30 <.000 0.65 8 11 7 24 50 -0.88 

Per 

 

3.11 1.41 18 22 12 28 20 

 

21 Career advisory services to 

students. 

Exp 3.81 1.25 <.000 0.56 8 10 12 33 37 -0.73 

Per 

 

3.08 1.36 17 22 15 29 17 

 

30 Friendly behavior of 

management with students.  

Exp 4.14 1.14 <.000 0.84 5 7 6 32 50 -1.05 

Per 

 

3.09 1.35 16 22 15 31 16 

 

32 Time provision of promised 

services. 

Exp 4.00 1.10 <.000 0.76 6 5 11 41 37 -0.91 

Per 

 

3.08 1.30 13 24 19 28 16 

 

33 Understanding of needs of 

students by the 

management. 

Exp 4.06 1.12 <.000 0.78 5 7 9 36 43 -0.95 

Per 

 

3.11 1.32 13 26 14 30 17 

 

37 Dealing of employees in the 

university is to develop 

confidence in students. 

Exp 4.10 1.09 <.000 0.76 5 6 9 36 44 -0.91 

Per 

 

 

3.19 1.29 13 21 16 35 15 

 

38 The politeness of employees 

with the students. 

Exp 4.06 1.16 <.000 0.68 6 8 6 35 45 -0.85 

Per 

 

3.22 1.32 14 20 14 35 17 

 

42 Understanding of students 

needs by the teachers.  

Exp 4.08 1.08 <.000 0.60 5 6 8 39 42 -0.71 

Per 

 

3.37 1.29 11 18 13 39 19 

 

43 Teacher‟s clear expectation 

from students regarding 

course. 

Exp 4.03 1.10 <.000 0.48 5 6 10 39 40 -0.56 

Per 

 

3.47 1.23 9 16 14 41 20 

 

 Average Assurance (Asur) 

SERVQUAL score 

Exp 3.99 0.75 <.000 0.92       

 

Per 

 

3.21 0.94   
     

 

  

Average Assurance (Asur) GAP score -0.78 

 

Assurance consists of 11 items 

Table 4.5b shows that assurance consists of 11 items. The maximum mean 

score in assurance is of item No. 30 (M = 4.14; SD = 1.14) and minimum score 

contains the item No. 10 which is (M =3.61; SD = 1.22). 
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Table 4.5c 

Descriptive Statistics, Response Percentage and Significant Difference between 

Expectation and Perception for Each Item of Responsiveness (Resp) 

Item Item Description  M SD Sig* d 1 2 3 4 5 G 

12 Teaching hours convenient to 

all its students. 

Exp 4.04 1.03 <.000 0.50 3 7 10 43 37 -0.56 

Per 

 

3.48 1.21 9 15 15 41 20 

 

24 Easy access to IT Lab for every 

student. 

Exp 3.93 1.30 <.000 0.57 9 10 7 29 45 -0.77 

Per 

 

3.15 1.42 18 20 12 30 20 

 

29 University made efforts to solve 

student problems.  

Exp 4.11 1.17 <.000 0.69 7 5 9 29 50 -0.87 

Per 

 

3.24 1.34 14 20 15 32 19 

 

31 The management is 

approachable to students.  

Exp 4.16 1.11 <.000 0.76 4 7 7 32 50 -0.92 

Per 

 

3.24 1.31 12 23 13 34 18 

 

34 Provision of prompt services to 

students.  

Exp 4.00 1.12 <.000 0.79 5 7 11 37 40 -0.97 

Per 

 

3.04 1.30 14 26 18 27 15 

 

35 Willingness of employees to 

help students. 

Exp 4.10 1.10 <.000 0.77 6 4 9 37 44 -0.91 

Per 

 

3.18 1.28 12 23 16 33 16 

 

36 Response of the university 

employees to student‟s request. 

Exp 4.08 1.11 <.000 0.74 5 6 8 37 44 -0.88 

Per 

 

3.20 1.26 11 23 18 32 16 

 

45 Provision adequate feedback by 

teachers to students for their 

academic performance. 

Exp 4.13 1.06 <.000 0.65 4 4 11 35 46 -0.76 

Per 

 

3.37 1.27 11 17 16 37 19 

 

47 Easy searching of accurate, 

reliable and updated 

information on the university 

website 

Exp 4.24 1.07 <.000 0.73 4 6 6 30 54 -0.86 

Per 

 

3.38 1.29 12 16 13 39 20 

 

48 Toll free phone number to 

contact staff for assistance.  

Exp 3.93 1.25 <.000 0.69 8 8 10 31 43 -0.93 

Per 

 

3.00 1.45 23 17 14 28 18  

 Average Responsiveness (Resp) 

SERVQUAL score 

Exp 4.07 0.77 <.000 0.99       

 

Per 

 

3.23 0.91         

  Average Responsiveness (Resp)GAP score -0.84 
 

Table 4.5c shows that responsiveness consists of 10 items. The maximum 

mean score in responsiveness is of item No. 47 (M = 4.24; SD = 1.07) and minimum 

score contains the item No. 48 which is (M =3.93; SD = 1.25). 
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Table 4.5d 

Descriptive Statistics, Response Percentage and Significant Difference between 

Expectation and Perception for Each Item of Empathy (Emp) 

Item Item Description  M SD Sig* d 1 2 3 4 5 G 

13 Financial assistance to the 

deserving students. 

Exp 4.07 1.12 <.000 0.54 5 7 11 32 45 -0.64 

Per 

 

3.42 1.26 8 19 17 33 23 

 

14 Health and counseling services 

to the students. 

Exp 3.96 1.17 <.000 0.53 5 10 11 33 41 -0.66 

Per 

 

3.30 1.31 12 20 14 35 19 

 

15 Pastoral (praying, worshiping) 

services to the students. 

Exp 4.06 1.13 <.000 0.47 5 7 9 35 44 -0.57 

Per 

 

3.49 1.28 10 16 14 35 25 

 

17 Treat students with respect. Exp 4.15 1.12 <.000 0.61 5 6 6 33 50 -0.73 

Per 

 

3.42 1.28 10 17 15 36 22 

 

22 Special services for special 

students.  

Exp 3.81 1.32 <.000 0.52 9 11 12 26 42 -0.70 

Per 

 

3.11 1.37 16 22 17 26 19 

 

41 Individual intension to students 

by University employees. 

Exp 3.75 1.17 <.000 0.35 7 10 16 38 29 -0.60 

Per 3.14 1.31 14 21 20 28 17  

 Average Empathy (Emp) 

SERVQUAL score 

Exp 3.97 0.81 <.000 0.77       

Per 3.31 0.91         

 

 

 Average Empathy (Emp)GAP score 

-0.65 

 

Table (4.5d) shows that empathy consists of 6 items. The maximum mean 

score in empathy is of item No. 17 (M = 4.15; SD = 1.12) and minimum score 

contains the item No. 41 which is (M =3.75; SD = 1.17). 
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Table 4.5e 

Descriptive Statistics, Response Percentage and Significant Difference between 

Expectation and Perception for Each Item of Tangibility (Tang) 

Item Item Description  M SD Sig* d 1 2 3 4 5 G 

1 Multimedia in every 

classroom. 

Exp 3.55 1.48 <.000 0.43 16 13 5 31 35 -1.16 

Per 

 

2.90 1.54 26 23 6 24 21  

2 Photocopy services. Exp 4.06 1.15 <.000 0.33 6 7 4 40 43 -0.40 

Per 

 

3.66 1.29 10 13 8 40 29  

3 Transport services. Exp 4.27 1.07 <.000 0.41 5 4 3 33 55 -0.48 

  Per 

 

3.79 1.25   9 10 8 39 34  

4 Lush green lawns. Exp 4.05 1.10 <.000 0.24 6 7 5 42 40 -0.28 

Per 

 

3.77 1.22 8 11 8 43 30  

5 Rich flora (flowers etc) 

culture. 

Exp 3.81 1.13 <.000 0.31 5 11 13 41 30 -0.37 

Per 

 

3.44 1.24 10 16 14 40 20  

6 Sufficient 

purposeful/appropriate 

furniture. 

Exp 3.90 1.14 <.000 0.42 6 9 7 44 34 -0.51 

Per 

 

 

3.40 1.23 10 18 12 43 17  

7 Modern furniture. Exp 3.39 1.34 <.000 0.28 11 19 13 33 24 -0.37 

Per 

 

3.02 1.26 12 29 16 30 13  

8 Housing and dining services. Exp 3.32 1.30 <.000 0.28 12 17 17 34 20 -0.37 

Per 

 

2.95 1.32 17 25 16 28 14  

9 Parking services. Exp 4.02 1.08 <.000 0.58 6 6 6 46 36 -0.41 

Per 

 

3.62 1.24   10 11 10 44 25  

23 A well maintained modern 

IT (information technology) 

lab.  

Exp 4.03 1.21 <.000 0.59 6 9 8 30 47 -0.77 

Per 

 

 

3.26 1.39 16 18 12 32 22  

25 Attractive physical facilities. Exp 3.70 1.23 <.000 0.51 7 13 13 36 31 -0.65 

Per 

 

3.05 1.34 16 23 17 28 16  

26 Wearing of uniform by the 

employees of the university.  

Exp 3.29 1.45 <.000 0.25 17 17 13 26 27 -0.36 

Per 

 

2.94 1.40 21 21 15 27 16  

27 Attractive, prospectuses / 

admission forms of the 

university. 

Exp 3.97 1.00 <.000 0.44 3 7 13 44 33 -0.51 

Per 

 

3.47 1.24 9 16 14 40 21  

28 Decoration of university 

building with colors and 

pigments. 

Exp 3.88 1.12 <.000 0.45 4 12 12 37 35 -0.55 

Per 

 

 

3.33 1.31 12 18 15 34 21  

 Average Tangibility (Tang)) 

SERVQUAL score 

Exp 3.8 0.66 <.000 0.64       

  Per 3.33 0.81         

   Average Tangibility (Tang))GAP score -0.51 

 

Table 4.5e shows that tangibility consists of 14 items. The maximum mean 

score in tangibility is of item No. 3 (M= 4.27; SD = 1.07) and minimum mean score 

contains the item No. 26 which is (M=3.29; SD = 1.45). 
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Table 4.6 

Expectations of the Students Regarding Service Quality 

Expectation 

Mean 3.98 

Standard Error of Mean 0.022 

Median 4.11 

Variance 0.443 

Std. Deviation 0.666 

Minimum 1.48 

Maximum 5 

 

Table 4.6 depicts that the M for Expectation of students was 3.98 with 

standard deviation of 0.666 and confidence interval [3.937 – 4.0223] and it was 

computed from its five dimensions (48 items) for a sample of 938 respondents. The 

median of expectation was 4.11 whereas its score ranged from 1.48 to 5. 

 

Figure 4.1: Showing the Frequency of Expectations of the Students Regarding Service 

Quality. 
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Table 4.7  

Perception of the Students Regarding Service Quality  

Perception 

Mean 3.288 

Standard Error of Mean 0.026 

Median 3.2877 

Variance 0.657 

Std. Deviation 0.8104 

Minimum 1.04 

Maximum 5 

 

Table 4.7 shows that the Mean of Perception of students about service quality 

was (3.29) with (SD = 0.81) and confidence interval [3.236 – 3.340] and it was 

computed from its five dimensions (48 items) for a sample of 938 respondents. The 

median of perception was (3.29) whereas its score ranged from (1.04 to 5). 

 

Figure 4.2: Showing the Frequency of Perception of the Students Regarding Service 

Quality 
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Table 4.8 

GAP Scores Regarding Five Dimensions of Service Quality. 

SERVQUAL Dimensions No. of Items Sum of Gap Score Average Gap Score 

Reliability (Rely) 7 -4.96 -0.709 

Assurance (Asur) 11 -8.58 -0.780 

Responsiveness (Resp) 10 -8.43 -0.843 

Empathy (Emp)   6 -3.9 -0.650 

Tangibility(Tang) 14 -7.19 -0.514 

Total of Five Dimensions -3.496 

Average Unweighted GAP Score -0.699 

 

Table 4.8 presents the computation of Mean. Mean of GAP Score i.e. -0.699 

with standard deviation of 0.0331 and confidence interval [-0.760 to -0.638] was 

computed by subtracting total expectation from total perception for a sample of 938 

respondents. The median of GAP Score was -0.520 whereas its score ranged from  

-3.64 to 2.57. 

Table 4.9  

Mean and Standard Deviation of Gap Score 

GAP Score Descriptive 

Mean -0.699 

Standard Error of Mean 0.031 

Median -0.520 

Variance 0.915 

Std. Deviation 0.957 

Minimum -3.640 

Maximum 2.570 
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Figure 4.3: Showing the Frequency of Gaps in Five Dimensions of Service Quality. 

Table 4.10 

Descriptive and Weighted score of Three Measures of Satisfaction. 

Satisfaction Measures Maximum 

Score 

Score Weight Weighted  

Score 

Perception (Indirect) 5 A 60  

Overall Satisfaction 5 B 30  

Recommendation to Other Students 2 C 10  

Total 12  100 WSS= sum above 

 

Table 4.10 shows that the construct of Satisfaction comprises three measures, 

(a) Indirect measures (Perception), (b) Overall satisfaction (respondents were directly 

asked a question about his / her  overall satisfaction regarding Service Quality of 

University on 5 point Likert scale, (c) Recommendations (respondents were asked 

whether he / she will recommend others to study in the same University). The weight 

assigned to each measure is also given in the table. The first indirect measure of 

satisfaction i.e. perception was given a weight of sixty (60), overall satisfaction was 



 
56 

 

given (30) and recommendation to other students was given the weight of (10). Three 

statisticians and analysis experts were consulted to assign the above mentioned weight 

to the three indicators.  

Table 4.11 

Overall Satisfaction Regarding Service Quality of the University 

Overall satisfaction Frequency Percent 

Very Dissatisfied 106 11.3 

Dissatisfied 187 19.9 

Undecided 105 11.2 

Satisfied 484 51.6 

Very Satisfied 56 6.0 

 938 100.0 

 

Table 4.11 shows the frequency and percentage of the second measure i.e. 

overall satisfaction. Majority of respondents i.e. 484 (51.6%) were overall satisfied 

from the service quality of their universities.  Only 56 (6.00%) showed high 

satisfaction. Overall satisfaction was given a weight of 30. 
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Figure 4.4: Showing the Percentage of the Second Measure of Satisfaction of the 

Students (Overall Satisfaction) 

Table 4.12 

Recommending University for Admission to New Students. 

Recommending University Frequency Percentage 

Yes 668 71.2 

No 270 28.8 

 

The third measure of satisfaction is recommendation. Table 4.12 highlights 

that out of total 938 respondents, 668 (71.2%) were ready to recommend new students 

for admission in their University while, 270 (28.8%) were not willing to recommend 

their university for new students to be enrolled for studies. 
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Figure 4.5: Showing the Percentage of the Students Recommending their University 

for Admission to New Students. 



 
59 

 

Table 4.13 

Mean, Standard Error of Mean, Median, Variance and Std. Deviation of Satisfaction 

Satisfaction 

Mean 67.279 

Standard Error of Mean 0.518 

5% Trimmed Mean 67.723 

Median 70.321 

Variance 252.092 

Std. Deviation 15.877 

Minimum 23.510 

Maximum 99.830 

 

Table 4.13 highlights that the variable of satisfaction was computed according 

to aforesaid construct. The mean of satisfaction was 67.279 with standard deviation 

15.877 and confidence interval [66.26 – 68.296]. The score of satisfaction ranged 

from 23.51 to 

99.83 with a 

median of 

70.32.  

 

Figure 4.6: 

Showing the 

Frequency of 

Satisfaction of 

the Students. 
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Table 4.14 

Weighted Scores of Three Satisfaction Measures 

Satisfaction Measures Maximum 

Score 

Minimum Score 

for satisfaction 

Weight Weighted 

Score 

Perception (Indirect) 5 4 60 

 

Overall Satisfaction 5 4 30 

 
Recommending University for 

Admission to New Students 

2 2 10 

 

Total 12 10 100 82 

 

A binary variable was computed for satisfaction by dividing the score of 

satisfaction into two categories i.e. satisfied and not satisfied. The respondents who 

secured a score of 82 or higher were categorized as satisfied while respondents who 

secured a score less than 82 were categorized as dissatisfied. The cut point of 82 was 

calculated in the above table 4.14. 

Table 4.14 and figure 4.7 show that 773 (82.4%) respondents were not 

satisfied while 165 (17.6%) respondents were satisfied according to the categorization 

of satisfaction score. 

 

Figure 4.7: Showing the percentage of the Satisfied and Dissatisfied Students 

Computed through Three Measures of Satisfaction. 
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Table 4.15 (a) 

Difference between Expectations and Perceptions of Students 

 Expectation 

(N=938) 

 Perception 

(N=938) 

Mean SD  Mean SD 

Rely 4.07 0.73  3.36 0.87 

Asur 3.99 0.75  3.21 0.94 

Resp 4.07 0.77  3.23 0.91 

Emp 3.97 0.81  3.31 0.91 

Tang 3.80 0.66  3.33 0.81 

Note:: Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = 

Tangibility 

 

Table 4.15 (b) 

Significant Difference in Perception and Expectation of Students with regard to 

Dimensions of Service Quality 

Sub 

Variables/Dimensions 

of Service Quality  

F-Value Multivariate 

Tests 

of Significance † 

Significant 

Univariate 

F-Test * 

Difference 

Rely, Asur, Resp, 

Emp, Tang 
95.53 p = .000 

Rely (p = .000)* 

Asur (p = .000)* 

Resp (p = .000)* 

Emp (p = .000)* 

Tang (p = .000)* 

E>P 

E>P 

E>P 

E>P 

E>P 

* p<.05 

† The value of Wilks‟Lambda was used as the F-ratio for Multivariate tests. 

Note: E = Expectations of students; P = Perceptions of  students, Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp 

=  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = Tangibility 

 

Table 4.15 (a) presents the mean and standard deviation of five dimensions of 

service quality in universities, while table 4.15(b) presents the MANOVA results. 

Each student was asked about his/her expectations about the service quality of their 

university and the perception of service quality during their academic session. 

Therefore, expectation and perception of students were the source of within group 

variation. The MANOVA results reveal that there was statistically significant 
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difference in expectation and perception by their dimensions (F = 95.53, p = .000). 

The post-hoc test (separate univariate ANOVAs that are done as a “step down 

analysis” after MANOVA) revealed that all the dimensions of service quality i.e. that 

is Rely, Asur, Resp, Emp and Tang were significant at p<.05 for expectation and 

perception. 

The finding indicates that students had more expectations regarding all the 

dimensions (i.e. Rely, Asur, Resp, Emp and Tang) of service quality as compared to 

the perception of service quality. 

Table 4.16 a 

Difference in the Expectations of Male and Female Students regarding Service 

Quality 

 Male  Female  Total 

 N=333  N=605  N=938 

 M SD  M SD  M SD 

Rely 3.98 0.78  4.12 0.70  4.07 0.73 

Asur 3.88 0.79  4.05 0.73  3.99 0.75 

Resp 3.97 0.79  4.13 0.57  4.07 0.77 

Emp 3.89 0.81  4.01 0.80  3.97 0.81 

Tang 3.78 0.67  3.82 0.66  3.80 0.66 

Note: Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = 

Tangibility 

 

Table 4.16 a presents the mean and standard deviation of five dimensions of 

expectation of male and female students regarding service quality in universities.  
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Table 4.16 b  

 Significant Difference in the Dimensions of Expectation by Gender 

Sub Variables/Dimensions of Service 

Quality 

F-

Value 

Multivariate 

Tests 

of Significance 

† 

Significant 

Univariate 

F-Test * Difference 

Rely, Asur, Resp, Emp, Tang 3.062 p = .000 

Rely (p = .005)* 

Asur (p = .001) 

Resp (p = .003) 

Emp (p = 036)* 

Tang (p = .402) 

F>M 

F>M 

F>M 

F>M 

- 

* p<.05 

† The value of Wilks‟Lambda was used as the F-ratio for Multivariate tests. 

Note: M = Male; F = Female 

 Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = Tangibility 

 

Table 4.16(b) presents the MANOVA results. The MANOVA results reveal 

that there was statistically significant difference in dimensions of expectations by 

Gender (F = 3.062, p = .010). The post-hoc test (separate univariate ANOVAs that are 

done as a “step down analysis” after MANOVA) revealed that all the dimensions of 

service quality except Tangibility were significant at p<.05 for expectations. 

The finding indicates that female students had more expectations for Rely, 

Asure, Resp and Emp. 
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Table 4.17 a 

Difference in the Perception of Male and Female Students regarding Service Quality 

 Male  Female  Total 

 N=333  N=605  N=938 

 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

Rely 3.36 0.84  3.36 0.89  3.36 0.87 

Asur 3.19 0.90  3.22 0.96  3.21 0.94 

Resp 3.20 0.88  3.24 0.93  3.23 0.91 

Emp 3.33 0.84  3.31 0.94  3.31 0.91 

Tang 3.32 0.73  3.33 0.85  3.33 0.81 

Note: Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = 

Tangibility 

 

Table 4.17 b 

Mean and SD of Five Dimensions of Perceptions regarding Service Quality  

Sub-

Variables/Dimensions 

of Service Quality F-Value 

Multivariate 

Tests 

of Significance † 

Significant 

Univariate 

F-Test * Difference 

Rely, Asur, Resp, 

Emp, Tang 

0.549 p = .739 -- -- 

* p<.05 

† The value of Wilks‟Lambda was used as the F-ratio for Multivariate tests. 

Note: M = Male; F = Female 

 Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy;  

Tang = Tangibility 

 

Table 4.17a presents the mean and standard deviation of five dimensions of 

perceptions regarding service quality in universities, while table 4.17b presents the 

MANOVA results. The MANOVA results reveal that there was no statistically 

significant difference in perception regarding service quality by Gender (F = 0.549, p 

= .739). The finding indicates that there was no significant difference in the 

perception of male and female students regarding service quality of their university. 
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Table 4.18 a 

Difference between Average Gap Scores of male and female students 

 Male  Female  Total 

 N=333  N=605  N=938 

 M SD  M SD  M SD 

Rely -0.62 1.07  -0.75 1.03  -0.71 1.05 

Asur -0.69 1.18  -0.83 1.13  -0.78 1.15 

Resp -0.77 1.17  -0.88 1.15  -0.84 1.16 

Emp -0.56 1.06  -0.70 1.09  -0.65 1.08 

Tang -0.50 0.86  -0.52 0.87  -0.51 0.87 

Note: Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = 

Tangibility 

 

Table 4.18 (b) 

Mean and SD of GAP score of Male and Female Students  

Sub-

Variables/Dimensions 

of Service Quality F-Value 

Multivariate Tests 

of Significance † 

Significant Univariate 

F-Test * Difference 

Rely, Asur, Resp, 

Emp, Tang 
1.418 p = .215 --- ---- 

* p<.05 

† The value of Wilks‟Lambda was used as the F-ratio for Multivariate tests. 

Note: M = Male; F = Female 

 Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy;  

Tang = Tangibility 

 

Table 4.18a presents the mean and standard deviation of GAP Score of male 

and female students for the five dimensions of service quality while table 4.18b 

presents the MANOVA results. Gender is the source of within group variation. The 

MANOVA results reveal that there was no statistically significant difference in GAP 

Scores for any dimension of service quality by Gender (F = 1.418, p = .215). 
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Table 4.19a 

Mean and Standard Deviation of GAP Score for Five Dimensions of Service Quality 

in Universities  

  

Rely 

 

Asur 

 

Resp 

 

Emp 

 

Tang 

 

GAP 

 

N M SD 

 

M SD 

 

M SD 

 

M SD 

 

M SD 

 

M SD 

IUB 147 -0.59 0.98 

 

-0.57 1.09 

 

-0.67 1.06 

 

-0.53 0.86 

 

-0.47 0.85 

 

-0.57 0.87 

BZU 106 -0.45 1.03 

 

-0.53 0.98 

 

-0.61 1.09 

 

-0.47 0.99 

 

-0.26 0.78 

 

-0.47 0.83 

GCUF 86 -0.39 0.95 

 

-0.37 1.10 

 

-0.48 1.02 

 

-0.59 1.01 

 

-0.41 0.97 

 

-0.45 0.90 

UOG 144 -1.11 1.07 

 

-1.20 1.23 

 

-1.22 1.20 

 

-0.83 1.22 

 

-0.71 0.91 

 

-1.01 1.02 

UOP 251 -0.67 0.89 

 

-0.82 1.00 

 

-0.84 1.04 

 

-0.65 1.00 

 

-0.45 0.74 

 

-0.68 0.82 

UOS 204 -0.82 1.21 

 

-0.89 1.32 

 

-0.99 1.34 

 

-0.73 1.25 

 

-0.66 0.96 

 

-0.82 1.13 

Total 938 -0.71 1.05 

 

-0.78 1.15 

 

-0.84 1.16 

 

-0.65 1.08 

 

-0.51 0.87 

 

-0.70 0.96 

Note: Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = Tangibility 

 

 

Table 4.19b Significant Difference in Dimensions of Service Quality by Gender 
Sub-

Variables/Dimensions 

of Service Quality 

F-

Value 

Multivariate Tests 

of Significance† 

Significant 

Univariate 

F-Test* Difference 

Rely, Asur, Resp, 

Emp, Tang, GAP 

3.422 p = .000 Rely (p = .000) UOG > IUB, BZU, GCUF & 

UOP 

GCUF > UOS 

Asur (p = .000) UOG > IUB, BZU, GCUF& 

UOP 

UOP, UOS> GCUF 

Resp (p = .000) UOG > IUB, BZU, GCUF & 

UOP 

UOS > GCUF 

Emp (p = .063) -- 

Tang (p = .000) UOG, UOS > BZU 

GAP (p = .000) UOG > IUB, BZU, GCUF& 

UOP 

UOS > BZU & GCUF 

* p<.05 

† The value of Wilks‟Lambda was used as the F-ratio for Multivariate tests. 

Note: M = Male; F = Female 

 Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy;  

Tang = Tangibility 
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Table 4.19a presents M and SD of GAP Score for five dimensions of Service 

Quality in Universities, while table 4.19b presents the MANOVA results. The 

MANOVA results reveal that there was statistically significant difference in 

dimensions of service quality by Gender (F = 3.422, p = .00). The post-hoc test 

(separate univariate ANOVA was applied as a “step down analysis” after MANOVA) 

that revealed all the dimensions of service quality i.e. Rely, Asur, Resp, Emp and 

Tang were significant at the p<.05 for expectations and perceptions. 

The finding indicates that students had higher expectations regarding all the 

dimensions (i.e. Rely, Asur, Resp, Emp and Tang) of service quality as compare to 

the perception of service quality experienced by them. 
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Table 4.20  

Difference between Average Gap Scores for Gender for each University 

University Source of variation 

(Gender) 

Sub-Variable F-Value Multivariate Tests 

of Significance † 

IUB 

Male (49) 

Female(98) 

 

Rely, Asur, Resp, 

Emp, Tang 

1.370 p = .215 

BZU 

Male (47) 

Female(59) 

 

.528 p = .754 

GCUF 

Male (47) 

Female(39) 

 

.818 p = .541 

UOG 

Male (32) 

Female(112) 

 

1.404 p = .226 

UOP 

Male (100) 

Female(151) 

 

.683 p = .637 

UOS 

Male (58) 

Female(146) 

.936 p = .459 

* p<.05 

† The value of Wilks‟Lambda was used as the F-ratio for Multivariate tests. 

Note: M = Male; F = Female 

 Rely =  Reliability; Asur =  Assurance; Resp =  Responsiveness; Emp = Empathy; Tang = 

Tangibility 
 

Table 4.20 presents the mean and standard deviation of GAP scores for five 

dimensions of service quality for gender. It presents the MANOVA results. Gender is 

the source of within group variation. The MANOVA results reveal that there was no 

statistically significant difference in any dimensions of service quality by Gender (F = 

1.370, p = .215).  
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Table 4.21 

Difference in the Satisfaction Score of male and female Students. 

DV SOV 

 Independent sample t-test 

N M SD df t p d  Difference 

Satisfaction Male 333 66.6234 15.02 936 .938 .348 - - 

Female 605 67.6397 16.33      

*significant at p < .05 

SD = Standard Deviation 

 

In table 4.21, while comparing the satisfaction scores for two groups (i.e. Male 

& Female) variances were assumed homogeneous as the "Levine‟s Test for Equality 

of Variances" was insignificant. After verifying the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances, significance was reported through independent sample t-test. 

The 333 male (M = 66.62, SD = 15.02) and the 605 female students (M = 

67.64, SD = 16.33), demonstrated no significant difference in satisfaction score for 

gender. Moreover, female students had a slightly higher satisfaction scores than male 

students. 
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Table 4.22 

Gender wise Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction of Students by Cross tabulation 

 

Satisfaction 

Total 

χ
2
 (1, 938) Sig 

Not Satisfied Satisfied 

Male 

N 282 51 333 

1.608
b
 .180 

%  

 

84.7% 15.3% 100.0% 

Female 

N 491 114 605 

%  

 

81.2% 18.8% 100.0% 

Total 

N 773 165 938 

%  82.4% 17.6% 100.0% 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 58.58. 

b. Continuity Correction Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

 

Figure 4.8: Gender wise Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction of the Students 

 

The table 4.22 and the figure 4.8 show that 85% male students and 81% female 

students were not satisfied with the service quality of their universities.
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Table 4.23 

University Wise Difference in the Satisfaction Score of Students Regarding Service 

Quality. 

University 

 Descriptives  ANOVA 

Difference
Ϯ
 

 N M SD  Df F p η 
a
 

IUB  147 68.77 15.35  

5,932 12.047 .000* 0.061 

UOG < All Universities 

UOP > BZU, UOS 

BZU  106 66.18 17.70  

GCUF  86 69.73 15.57  

UOG  144 59.90 14.47  

UOP  251 71.69 13.23  

UOS  204 65.53 17.23  

* significant at p < .05 

Ϯ Unequal variances assumed as Levenetest of homogeneity of variances is significant 

Games Howell post hoc test at p < .05 

 

Table 4.23 illustrates that 147students belonging to IUB had an average 

satisfaction score of 68.77 (SD = 15.35); the 106 students belonged to BZU and had 

an average satisfaction score of 66.18 (SD = 17.70); the 86studentsbelonged to GCUF 

and had an average satisfaction score of 69.73 (SD = 15.57); the 144students belonged 

to UOG and had an average satisfaction score of 59.90 (SD = 14.47) ; the 251students 

belonged to UOP and had an average satisfaction score of 71.69 (SD = 13.23) and the 

204students belonged to UOS and had an average satisfaction score of 65.53 (SD = 

17.23). The difference in satisfaction scores among the universities, therefore, was 

significant, F (5, 932) = 12.047, p> .05. 

The Levine‟s test for equality of variances was significant therefore ANOVA 

was followed by Games Howell Post hoc test which reveal that students who 

belonged to UOG had significantly least scores for satisfaction as compared to rest of 

the universities at (p < .05). And students of UOP had significantly higher satisfaction 
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scores as compared to BZU and UOS at p<.05 as shown in table. 

Where, satisfaction was significant with medium effect size (i.e. η
2
 ≈ 0.059) 

for universities according to Cohen‟s (1988) guidelines. 

Table 4.24 

University wise Satisfaction of the Students by Cross tabulation. 

Universities 

Satisfaction 

Total 
  

Not Satisfied Satisfied 

  

IUB 

N 113 34 147 

  

%  

 

76.9% 23.1% 100.0% 

BZU 

N 84 22 106 

%  

 

79.2% 20.8% 100.0% 

GCUF 

N 67 19 86 

%  

 

77.9% 22.1% 100.0% 

UOG 

N 138 6 144 

%  

 

95.8% 4.2% 100.0% 

UOP 

N 202 49 251 

%  

 

80.5% 19.5% 100.0% 

UOS 

N 169 35 204 

%  

 

82.8% 17.2% 100.0% 

Total 

N 773 165 938 

%  82.4% 17.6% 100.0% 
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Figure 4.9: University Wise Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction of the Students: 

Table 4.25 

Inter correlation between Satisfaction and five dimensions of Service Quality with 

regard to Perception for All Respondents (n= 938). 

Variable 
a
 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. Satisfaction .824 .847 .845 .794 .764 

2. Reliability  .837 .847 .780 .715 

3. Assurance   .892 .810 .737 

4. Responsiveness    .784 .729 

5. Empathy     .742 

6. Tangibility     1.00 

All the Correlation values were significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

n = 938 

According to the table 4.25, the data were collected from 938 students. 

Pearson correlation was applied to describe the relationship of Satisfaction with five 

dimensions of expectation and it also explained the intercorrelation among the 

dimensions. Alpha level was determined at .01 (two tailed) as significance level of 
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analysis. 

Satisfaction score had a significant and highly positive correlation with all the 

five dimensions of perception with the range (r = 0.764 - 0.847) at α = .01.  None of 

the five dimensions was insignificantly correlated with satisfaction. 

Table 4.25 also indicates high positive correlation among the five dimensions of 

service quality with the range (r = 0.715 - 0.892). Intercorrelation among Reliability, 

Assurance and Responsiveness was maximum (i.e. > 0.80) at α = .01.  

All the correlations were significantly positive which suggest that: (1) there 

may be interaction in variables; (2) an overlap may exist between most pairs of 

variables in explaining the variance in satisfaction. 
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Table 4.26 

The Least Contributing and the Most Contributing Factors / Dimensions of Service 

Quality for Predicting Satisfaction (n=938) 

Model Predictor R
2
 ∆R

2
 ∆F b SEb β p-value 

1 Constant 

.718 .718 2384.4 

21.310 .981   .000* 

Assurance 14.314 .293 .847 .000* 

 

2 Constant 

.762 .044 171.3 

15.281 1.013   .000* 

Assurance 8.916 .493 .528 .000* 

Reliability 6.953 .531 .382 .000* 

 

3 Constant 

.786 .024 106.8 

10.471 1.067   .000* 

Assurance 7.040 .501 .417 .000* 

Reliability 5.518 .522 .303 .000* 

Tangibility 4.706 .455 .240 .000* 

 

4 Constant 

.796 .010 46.2 

10.324 1.042   .000* 

 Assurance 4.669 .601 .276 .000* 

 Reliability 4.148 .549 .228 .000* 

 Tangibility 4.272 .449 .218 .000* 

 Responsiveness 4.278 .629 .246 .000* 

 

5 Constant 

.801 .005 23.6 

9.862 1.034   .000* 

 Assurance 3.889 .615 .230 .000* 

 Reliability 3.595 .554 .197 .000* 

 Tangibility 3.605 .465 .184 .000* 

 Responsiveness 4.042 .624 .233 .000* 

 Empathy 2.357 .485 .134 .000* 

*    significant at p < .05 

R2 =  adjusted R square, ∆R2 = change in R square, ∆F = change in F value, 

b =unstandardized coefficients, β = standardized coefficients, SEb = standard error of b 
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Multiple regression analysis using stepwise method indicated the most 

parsimonious set of predictors (dimensions of service quality) for satisfaction. 

1. In table 4.26, Model 1 that included only Assurance accounted for 71.8% of 

the variance (Adjusted R
2
 = 0.718). The inclusion of Reliability into Model 2 

resulted in an additional 4.4% of the variance being explained (R
2
 change = 

0.044). Inclusion of Tangibility into Model 3 resulted in an additional 2.4% of 

the variance being explained (R
2
 change = 0.024). In Model 4 inclusion of 

Responsiveness resulted in an additional 1.0% variance being explained (R
2
 

change = 0.010). So, Model 5 is the final model for Satisfaction of students as 

it accounted for 80.1% of the variance (Adjusted R
2
 = 0.801) with the 

inclusion of last dimension of service quality i.e. Empathy. 

2. Thus, for the final Model 5 (using step-wise method) the Adjusted R
2
 = 0.801; 

F5, 932= 751.82 and the significant predictors were Assurance, Reliability, 

Tangibility, Responsiveness and Empathy at p<.05. The positive values of b 

for the predictors indicate that students who had higher mean score for 

Assurance, Reliability, Tangibility, Responsiveness and Empathy also have 

higher scores for satisfaction. The standardized beta values (β) tell that 

Responsiveness (β=.233) has the greater impact/contribution in the model and 

it is followed by Assurance (β=.230), Reliability (β=.197) and Tangibility 

(β=.184).Whereas Empathy (β=.134) had the least impact/contribution in the 

model. 

3. None of the dimensions of service quality (Perception) was insignificant 

predictor in this model. 
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Chapter 5 

Summary, Findings, Conclusions, Discussions  

and Recommendations 

Summary 

This study is an attempt to identify the gaps in the service quality of the 

sampled universities as well as to explore the relationship of service quality and 

students‟ satisfaction at university level in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. The study 

was restricted to public sector universities of formal and general education, 

recognized by Higher Education Commission of Pakistan. The population of the study 

consisted of ten universities. A sample of six universities was selected by using 

simple random technique of sampling. From each sampled university, four faculties 

named Social Sciences, Life/Natural Sciences, Business/ Commerce, and Languages / 

Arts were included in the study. In the second stage, one department from each 

faculty was selected randomly, four in total from each sampled university. A self-

constructed questionnaire having 0.9reliability underwent validation through experts 

and piloting. The students of randomly selected departments, studying in final year 

semester in Masters or BS degrees were the subjects of this research. The sample 

comprised 938 students including 333 males and 605 Females. Data, collected 

through the questionnaire, were analyzed by applying SPSS 20.version. MANOVA, 

ANOVA, independent sample t-test, multiple stepwise regression and Pearson 

product-moment coefficient of correlation were used to identify the gaps in service 

quality, to find the gender wise difference in the perceptions, expectations and 

satisfaction of the students regarding service quality at  university level, to determine 

the most contributing and the least contributing factors to students‟ satisfaction, and to 

identify the relationship between service quality and students‟ satisfaction at 
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university level in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. 

Findings 

Demographic Findings 

This section portrays the findings based on the data collected through self –

constructed Questionnaire: 

1. Data were collected from 333 male and 605 female students (938 in total). 

2. Highest number of students was included from University of the Punjab (251, 

26.8 %). 

3. From University of Sargodha, 204 (21.7%) students were included. 

4. There were 147 (15.7%) related to Islamic University Bahawalpur.  

5. There were 144 (15.4%) students belonged to the University of Gujrat. 

6. From Baha- Uddin- Zakria University Multan, 106 (11.3%) students in the 

research were included. 

7. Only 86 (9.2%) students were sampled from Government College University 

Faisalabad. 

8.  Maximum students i.e. 265 (28.3%) belonged to the faculty of Life and 

Natural Sciences. 

9. From the Faculty of Commerce and Management Sciences, 254 (27.1%) 

students responded the questionnaire. 

10. From the Faculty of Social Sciences, 216 (23.0%) students filled in the 

questionnaire. 

11. Only 203 (22.8%) students were from the Faculty of Languages. 

12. Out of the total 147 students of IUB, 49 (33.3%) were males and 98(66.7%) 

were females. 

13. Out of the total 106 students of BZU, 47 (44.3%) were males and 59 (55.7%) 
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were females.  

14. Maximum percentage of male students was sampled from GCUF (54.7%). 

15.  Minimum percentage of male students was sampled from UOS (28.4%). 

16. Maximum percentage of female students (77.8%) was sampled from UOG.   

17. Minimum percentage of female students (45.3%) was sampled from GCUF.  

18. Out of total 265 students of the Faculty of Life and Natural Sciences, 74 

(27.9%) were males and 191 (72.1%) were females.  

19. Out of the total 203 students from the Faculty of Languages, 73 (36.0%) were 

males and 130 (64.0%) were females. 

20.  Out of the total 216 students from the Faculty of Social Sciences, 49 (22.7%) 

were males and 167 (77.3%) were females. 

21. Out of the total 254 students from the Faculty of Commerce and Management 

Sciences, 137 (53.9%) were males and 117 (46.1%) were females. 

22. Maximum students of IUB i.e. 50 (34.0%) were studying in the Faculty of 

Commerce / Management Science.  

23. The number of students studying in the Faculty of Life and Natural Sciences 

was 46 (31.3%).  

24. Maximum students of BZU i.e. 44 (41.5%) were studying in the Faculty of 

Life and Natural Sciences, followed by 26 (24.5%) students in the Faculty of 

Commerce and Management Sciences. 

25. Majority of the students sampled from GCUF 29 (33.07%) and UOG 47 

(32.06%) were studying in the Faculty of Life and Natural Sciences.  

26. Majority of the students i.e. 63 (25%) was from University of the Punjab who 

got admission in the Faculty of Social Sciences, whereas majority of the 

students, 70 (34.3%) sampled from University of Sargodha was from the 
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Faculty of Languages. 

27. Five dimensions were incorporated in the instrument which were Rely 

(Reliability), Assur (Assurance), Resp (Responsiveness), Emp (Empathy) and 

Tan (Tangibility). In the Questionnaire 07 items were regarding Reliability, 11 

about Assurance, 10 related to Responsiveness , 06 about Empathy and 14 

pertained to Tangibility. 

28. All the items were positively phrased and were scored from 1 to 5 ranging 

from „Strongly Agree‟ to „Strongly Disagree‟ respectively for expectation 

while „Very Dissatisfied‟ to „Very Satisfied‟ for perception.  

29. Total forty eight (48) items were scattered as they were placed randomly in the 

instrument. Percentage response of items of each dimension is based on five-

point scale (Likert Type). 

Descriptive Findings Based on Data Obtained Through Research Tool 

1. Mean of students‟ expectations was found (3.98) and standard deviation 

(0.666) with confidence interval [3.937 – 4.0223] computed from five 

dimensions (48 items) for a sample of 938 respondents.  

2. The score of median regarding expectations was found (4.11) while its 

score ranged from 1.48 to 5. 

3. The score of Mean for perceptions regarding service quality by was found 

(3.29) with standard error of Mean (0.026) and confidence interval [3.236 

– 3.340] computed by five dimensions (48 items) for a sample of 938 

respondents.  

4. The score of median regarding perception was found 3.29 while its score 

ranged from 1.04 to 5. 

5. The Mean of GAP Score was found (-0.699) with standard deviation of 
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(0.0331) and confidence interval [-0.760 to -0.638] calculated by 

subtracting total expectations from total perceptions by using a sample of 

938 respondents. The median of GAP Score was found (-0.520) while its 

score ranged from -3.64 to 2.57.  

6. The following three measures were included in the construct of 

Satisfaction:  

(a) Indirect measures  

(b) Overall satisfaction  

(c) Recommendation 

7.  A weight of 60 was given the first indirect measure of satisfaction i.e. 

perception. 

8. Overall satisfaction was given 30 as weight.  

9. The researcher gave the weight of 10 to the measure of recommendation 

for admission in the university to other students. 

10. The first measure was explained earlier whereas the second measure i.e. 

overall satisfaction showed that majority of respondents i.e. 484 (51.6%) 

were overall satisfied from the service quality of their 

universities.whereas, Only 56 (6.00%) showed high satisfaction.  

11. Out of total 938 respondents, 668 (71.2%) were ready to recommend new 

students for having admission in their University. On the other hand 270 

(28.8%) were not willing to recommend their university for new students 

to be enrolled for studies. 

12. The mean of satisfaction was 67.279 with standard deviation 15.877 and 

confidence interval [66.26 – 68.296].The score of satisfaction ranged from 

23.51 to 99.83 with a median of 70.32. 
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13. A binary variable was computed for satisfaction by dividing the score of 

satisfaction into two categories i.e. satisfied and not satisfied. 

14. The cut point of 82 was calculated for the satisfaction measure. The 

respondents that secured a score of 82 or higher were categorized as 

satisfied. The respondents who secured a score less than 82 were 

categorized as dissatisfied. The findings pointed out that 773 (82.4%) 

respondents were not satisfied while 165 (17.6%) respondents were 

satisfied according to the categorization of satisfaction score. 

15. Expectations and perceptions of students were the source of within group 

variation. 

16. The MANOVA results reveal that students had more expectations 

regarding all the dimensions (i.e. Rely, Asur, Resp, Emp and Tang) of 

service quality as compared to the perceptions of service quality. 

17. The MANOVA (F = 3.062, p = .010) results exhibited that the female 

students had more expectations for Rely, Assure, Resp and Emp as 

compare to male students. 

18. The MANOVA (F = 0.549, p = .739) results indicated that there was no 

significant difference in the perceptions of male and female students 

regarding service quality of their university. 

19. The MANOVA results reveal that there was no statistically significant 

difference in GAP Scores for any dimension of service quality by Gender 

(F = 1.418, p = .215). 

20. The MANOVA (F = 3.422, p = .000) results indicated that students had 

more expectations regarding all the dimensions (i.e. Reliability, Assurance, 

Responsiveness, Empathy and Tangibility) of service quality as compare 
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to the perception of service quality experienced by them. 

21. The MANOVA results showed that there was No statistically significant 

difference in any dimensions of service quality by Gender (F = 1.418,  

p = .215).  

22. The 333 male (M = 66.62, SD = 15.02) and the 605 female students  

(M = 67.64, SD = 16.33), demonstrated no significant difference in 

satisfaction score with regard to Gender through independent sample t-test. 

Moreover, female students had a slightly higher but insignificant 

satisfaction scores as compare to male students. 

23. Students belonged to IUB were 147 with average satisfaction score of 

68.77 (SD = 15.35). 

24. Students belonging to BZU were 106 with average satisfaction score of 

66.18 (SD = 17.70). 

25. Students belonging to GCUF were 86 with an average satisfaction score of 

69.73 (SD = 15.57). 

26. Students belonging to UOG were 144 with an average satisfaction score of 

59.90 (SD = 14.47).  

27. Students belonging to UOP were 251 with an average satisfaction score of 

71.69 (SD = 13.23). 

28. Students belonged to UOS were 204 with an average satisfaction score of 

65.53 (SD = 17.23). 

29. Among the universities, the difference in satisfaction scores was found 

significant, F [5, 932) = 12.047, p> .05.]The Levene‟s test for equality of 

variances was significant, therefore, ANOVA was followed by Games 

Howell Post hoc test which reveals that students who were belonging to 
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UOG had significantly lower scores for satisfaction as compared to rest of 

the universities at (p < .05) while the students of UOP had significantly 

higher Satisfaction scores as compared to BZU and UOS at p<.05 as 

shown in the table. Satisfaction was significant with medium effect size 

(i.e. η
2
 ≈ 0.059) for Universities (according to Cohen‟s (1988) guidelines). 

30. Satisfaction score showed a significant and highly positive correlation with 

all the five dimensions of perception with the range (r = 0.764 - 0.847 at α 

= .01).None of the five dimensions was insignificantly correlated with 

satisfaction.  

31. A high positive correlation was found among the five dimensions of 

service quality with the range (r = 0.715 - 0.892).  

32. Intercorrelation among Reliability, Assurance and Responsiveness was 

found maximum (i.e. > 0.80 at α = .01). 

33. Multiple regression analysis using stepwise method indicated the most 

parsimonious set of predictors (dimensions of service quality) for 

satisfaction. For the final Model 5 (using step-wise method) the Adjusted 

R
2
 = 0.801; F5, 932 = 751.82 and the significant predictors were 

Responsiveness, Assurance, Reliability, Tangibility, and Empathy at 

p<.05.  

34. The positive values of b for the predictors indicate that students who had 

higher mean score for Responsiveness, Assurance, Reliability, Tangibility, 

and Empathy also have higher scores for satisfaction.  

35. The standardized beta values (β) tell that Responsiveness (β=.233) had the 

greater impact/contribution in the model and it is followed by Assurance 

(β=.230), Reliability (β=.197) and Tangibility (β=.184).  
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36. Empathy (β=.134) showed the least impact/contribution in the model. 

37. Every dimension of service quality was found significant predictor in the 

study. 

Conclusions 

1. This study identified the gaps in service quality of the general and formal 

education universities of public sector located in the province of Punjab, 

Pakistan.  

2. Students had more expectations regarding all the dimensions (i.e. Rely, Asur, 

Resp, Emp and Tang) of service quality as compared to the perception of 

service quality experienced by them. The female students had more 

expectations for Rely, Assure, Resp and Emp as compared to male students. 

3. There was no significant difference in the perceptions of male and female 

students regarding service quality of their university.  

4. By gender, there was no statistically significant difference in GAP Scores for 

any dimension of service quality.  

5. By gender, there was no statistically significant difference in the five 

dimensions of service quality.  

6. The male and female students, demonstrated no significant difference in 

satisfaction score with regard to Gender but female students had slightly 

higher but insignificant satisfaction scores than male students. 

7. Students who belonged to UOG had significantly Lower scores for satisfaction 

as compared to rest of the universities while the students of IUB had 

significantly higher Satisfaction scores as compared to other universities 

included in the sample. 

8. Satisfaction score had a significant and highly positive correlation with all the 
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five dimensions of perception / service quality. Correlation of Reliability, 

Assurance and Responsiveness with satisfaction was found maximum.  

9. According to multiple regression model, the most contributing 

factors/dimensions were Assurance, Reliability, Tangibility, Responsiveness 

and Empathy for satisfaction.  

10. Responsiveness was found as the most contributing factor/dimension towards 

satisfaction of the students in the model and it is followed by Assurance, 

Reliability and Tangibility. 

11. Empathy was found to be the least contributing factor/dimension in the model. 

None of the dimensions of service quality (Perception) was insignificant 

predictor of satisfaction. 

12. Besides identifying the weaknesses and strengths of service quality, the study 

identified a strong positive correlation between service quality and students‟ 

satisfaction at university level in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. The 

negative means of gaps between expected service quality and perceived 

service quality show that students studying in these universities are generally 

dissatisfied with the service quality being delivered by their universities. 

Discussion 

1. The first research question of this study is “Are there gaps (the differences 

between perceptions and expectations) in service quality at university level?” 

The answer is “Yes” because this study identified the gaps in the five 

dimensions (Reliability, Assurance, Tangibility, Empathy and 

Responsiveness) of service quality as students had greater expectations as 

compared to their perception of service quality in the universities of public 

sector located in the province of Punjab, Pakistan. The mean of gap score  
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(-0.699) between expected service quality and perceived service quality shows 

that the students, studying in these universities, are generally dissatisfied with 

the services delivered by their respective universities while Hanaysha et  al 

(2012) found opposite results. She found significant relationship among the 

five factors of service quality and students satisfaction with majority of the 

students satisfied with the services delivered by the universities in Malaysia. 

2. The second research question of this study is “Is there any difference in the 

expectations of male and female students regarding service quality at 

university level? The MANOVA results reveal that there was statistically 

significant difference in dimensions of expectations by Gender (F = 3.062, p 

= .010).  The study found significant difference in the expectations of male 

and female students regarding service quality which is evident with the higher 

level of expectation of females than the males. 

3. The third research question of the study is “Is there any difference in the 

perception of male and female students regarding service quality at university 

level? The MANOVA results reveal that there was no statistically significant 

difference in perception regarding service quality by Gender (F = 0.549, p = 

.739).  

4. The fourth research question is “Is there any difference in the satisfaction of 

male and female students regarding service quality at university level?” The 

male and the female students, demonstrated no significant difference in 

satisfaction score with regard to Gender but female students had slightly 

higher but insignificant satisfaction scores than the male students.A binary 

variable was computed for satisfaction by dividing the score of satisfaction 

into two categories i.e. satisfied and not satisfied. The respondents that secured 
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a score of 82 or higher were categorized as satisfied while respondents who 

secured a score less than 82 were categorized as dissatisfied. The calculated 

cut point was 82. The figure 4.7 shows that 773 (82.4%) respondents were not 

satisfied while 165 (17.6%) respondents were satisfied according to the 

categorization of satisfaction score. 

5. The fifth research question is “What are the least contributing and most 

contributing factors / dimensions to students‟ satisfaction regarding service 

quality at university level? The standardized beta values (β) tell that 

responsiveness (β=.233) is the most contributing factor/dimension to students‟ 

satisfaction regarding service quality in the sampled universities and it is 

followed by Assurance (β=.230), Reliability (β=.197) and Tangibility 

(β=.184), whereas Empathy (β=.134) is the least contributing factor/dimension 

to students‟ satisfaction regarding service quality. 

6. The sixth research question is “Is there any relationship of service quality and 

students‟ satisfaction at university level?” Satisfaction score had a significant 

and highly positive correlation with all the five dimensions of perception/ 

service quality (r= 0.764 – 0.847 at α =0.01). Correlation of reliability, 

assurance and responsiveness with satisfaction was found maximum.  

The prime or the central objective of this study was to identify the relationship 

between service quality and students‟ satisfaction with respect to service quality 

dimensions A number of research studies in higher education institutions established 

that service quality contributes to students‟ satisfaction (Nesset & Helgesen, 2009; 

Alnaser & Al-Alak, 2012; Bergamo et al., 2012; Odeh, 2012; Long et al., 2013; Lee 

& Ryu, 2013; Talmacean et al., 2013).The present study supports the results of the 

above mentioned studies. However, it is highlighted by the examination of literature 
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that a dearth of agreement exists regarding the meaning of satisfaction as a notion and 

service quality and normally, there is no vibrant standard tool for students‟ 

satisfaction in the institutions of tertiary education (Alnaser & Al-Alak, 2012; 

Danjuma & Rasli, 2012). 

Essentially, in majority of the models of service quality and students 

‟satisfaction, students‟ expectations have been matched with the perceptions and the 

differences are referred as service quality gaps. These gaps are found by employing 

the performance only paradigm. Students‟ intentions to evaluate their own institution 

favorably are affected directly by satisfaction (Abdullah, 2005, 2006a; Alnaser & Al-

Alak, 2012; Tuan, 2012). Regardless of which focus is applied, higher education 

institutions seek to provide high service quality in every part of its process in order to 

favor the students as primary consumer‟s fulfillment response.  Satisfaction is 

indicated as the consumer‟s fulfillment response and service quality is considered as 

the key performance measurement for excellence in the education industry (Oliver, 

1997; Iuliana & Mihai, 2011; Wei, 2011; Alnaser & Al-Alak, 2012; Ferguson & 

Phau, 2012; Tuan, 2012; Talmacean & Domnica, 2013). Overall perceived service 

quality is an antecedent to satisfaction and it is also a major prerequisite for 

establishing and sustaining students‟ satisfaction and retention and also students‟ 

future referrals (Danjuma & Rasli, 2012; Talmacean & Domnica, 2013; Vatta & 

Bhatara, 2013; Zabadi, 2013).  

The Sample of 605 female and 333 male students of final year/semester at 

Masters level from the public sector universities of Punjab, Pakistan reveals that with 

the admission policy on open merit and abolition of quota system, female students not 

only received equal opportunities for acquiring education but also succeeded in 

getting admission to the public sector universities as much as almost double in 
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strength as compared to the male students. In this regard, it is right to foresee that the 

female students will take lead and surpass males in almost all departments in 

Pakistani universities which are reflective of women‟s multidimensional prospects of 

progress in future. 

The results inferred from this study are different from the conclusions of 

Smith et al. (2007) who recognized reliability as the most contributing dimension of 

service quality towards students‟ satisfaction while this study established the 

responsiveness as the most contributing dimensions of service quality. A similar 

position was taken by Kandampully and Hu (2007) who reported the presence of a 

significant correlation between service quality and customer satisfaction. The results 

of present study were also found consistent with (Malik, et al., 2010) who identified 

the greatest effect of service quality on the satisfaction in higher education. 

Although Hasan (2009), in his research, concluded that service quality is 

significantly and positively correlated with student satisfaction, yet he found empathy 

and assurance as the most critical dimensions in explaining students‟ satisfaction which 

is interestingly contrary to the results of the present study as it unfolded empathy as 

least contributing and least critical dimension with regard to student‟s satisfaction. 

Recommendations 

1. All the public sector universities should develop a one widow mechanism to 

provide financial assistance to the poor and deserving students. 

2. The departments of health and counseling services for the students in every 

public sector university should be established and university management 

should ensure their efficient and effective working. 

3. University management should provide pastoral (praying, worshiping) 

services separately to the students of every religion especially to the Christians 
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and the Hindus etc. 

4. Ministerial as well as academic staff of the universities should be given special 

training to treat the students with respect.  

5. Management of every public university should provide special services to 

special students.  

6. University personnel should be given special training for paying the students 

individual attention and treating them equally. 

7. HR department of every university should arrange / recruit professionally 

qualified faculty.  

8. Our Universities lack in research culture. Management should increase 

research and development opportunities by arranging students, conferences 

and seminars regularly.  

9. Universities should make their employees well equipped with the relevant 

information to answer students‟ questions. 

10. University management should introduce error-free system to make students‟ 

money transactions safe. 

11. University management should provide accurate, reliable and updated 

information on the university web site with easy search and easy access to IT 

lab. 

12. University management should provide every service at the first go (first 

time). 

13. University administration and faculty members should clearly state what they 

expect from students in the course and should observe time line regarding start 

of classes, midterm, final term and comprehensive exams and results. 

14. Every university should provide career advisory services to students.  
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15. University management should be student-friendly and for developing 

confidence in students they should be told exactly when the services will be 

provided. 

16. To understand the needs and requirements of the students, university 

management should conduct student satisfaction surveys regularly. 

17. University management should introduce and ensure flexible and convenient 

teaching hours for all its students. 

18. When a student faces a problem, university management should be 

approachable to him and should show a sincere interest in solving it. 

19. Employees of the university should always be willing to help students and to 

respond their requests. 

20. The faculty members should provide adequate feedback to students about their 

academic performance. 

21. Every university should maintain a Toll-free phone number to contact staff for 

assistance.  

22. University management should install multimedia and photocopy machine in 

every classroom.  

23. Every university should provide / improve comfortable transport and parking 

services.to its students. 

24. For making the physical environment pleasant, every university should 

maintain lush green lawns with rich flora culture. 

25. University management should provide sufficient, purposeful, appropriate and 

modern furniture to the students. 

26. University administration should improve housing and dining facilities. 

27. Every university should maintain and improve a modern IT (information 
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technology) lab.  

28. University administration should ensure a specific uniform for its employees.  

30. Attractive prospectuses and admission forms should be got printed by the 

university administration. 

31. As this study was conducted in public sector universities, another study may 

be framed on private sector universities. A comparative study of relationship 

of service quality and students‟ satisfaction in public and private universities 

may also identify the scenario in detail.    
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Appendix ‘A’ 

Questionnaire 

Respectable Respondent/Student, 

I am conducting a doctoral research on “Relationship of Service Quality and 

Students’ Satisfaction at University Level”. I need your support to get your responses. A 

questionnaire regarding your opinion about service quality at your university and your 

satisfaction is presented to you. Data collected through this questionnaire will be kept 

confidential. Your cooperation will be highly appreciated.    

 

Muhammad Saleem 

Ph.D. Scholar 

Institute of Education & Research,  

University of the Punjab, Lahore 

 

PART A: RESPONDENT’S PROFILE 

ID1 Gender 
 

Male    Female   

ID2 Name of University  

ID3 Name of Faculty/Dept.  

ID4 Name of Class  

ID5 Semester  

 

PART B: EXPECTATIONS 
 

Below are the statements which refer to your “Expectations” when you joined the university 

regarding service quality? Please give your opinion by inserting the number (1 to 5) that best 

shows your expectations. 

Key: Strongly disagree=1   Disagree = 2  Undecided =3 

 Agree = 4     Strongly agree = 5 

Sr.# University should…  Insert 

Number 

1 Have multimedia in every classroom.  

2 Provide photocopy services.  

3 Provide transport services.  

4 Have lush green lawns.  

5 Have rich flora culture.  
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Key: Strongly disagree=1   Disagree = 2  Undecided =3 

 Agree = 4     Strongly agree = 5 

6 Have sufficient purposeful/appropriate furniture.  

7 Have modern furniture.  

8 Provide housing and dining facilities.  

9 Provide parking services.  

10 Provide every service at the first go (first time).   

11 Observe time line regarding start of classes, midterm, final term and 

comprehensive exams and results. 
 

12 Have teaching hours convenient to all its students.  

13 Provide financial assistance to the deserving students.  

14 Provide health and counseling services to the students.  

15 Provide pastoral (praying, worshiping) services to the students.  

16 Have professionally qualified faculty.  

17 Treat the students with respect.  

18 Treat every student equally.  

19 Provide research and development opportunities.   

20 Arrange student conferences regularly.  

21 Provide career advisory services to students.  

22 Provide special services for special students.   

23 Have a well maintained modern IT (information technology) lab.   

24 Provide every student easy access to IT lab.  

25 Provide attractive physical facilities.  

26 Employees of the university should be in uniform.  

27 Prospectuses, admission forms of the university should be attractive.  

28 University building must be decorated with colours and pigments.  

29 When a student faces a problem, the university should show a sincere 

interest in solving it. 
 

30 The management should be student-friendly.   

31 The management should be approachable to students.   
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Key: Strongly disagree=1   Disagree = 2  Undecided =3 

 Agree = 4     Strongly agree = 5 

Sr.# Statements Insert 

Number 

32 Management of the university should tell the students exactly when the 

services will be provided. 
 

33 University management should understand the needs of its students.  

34 Employees of the university should give immediate service to its students.   

35 Employees of the university should always be willing to help students.  

36 Employees of the university should always respond students‟ requests.  

37 Dealing of employees in the university should instill/ develop confidence in 

students. 
 

38 Employees of the university should always be polite with students.  

39 Employees of the university should have the relevant information to answer 

students‟ questions. 
 

40 University students should feel safe in money transactions with university.   

41 University employees should give students individual attention.  

42 University teachers should understand the needs of the students.  

43 The faculty members should clearly state what they expect from students in 

the course. 
 

44 Teachers should be unbiased in awarding marks.  

45 The faculty members should provide adequate feedback to students for 

their academic performance. 
 

46 Information on the university website should be accurate, reliable and 

updated. 
 

47 It should be easy to search relevant information from the university 

website. 
 

48 Toll-free phone number should be available to contact staff for assistance.   
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PART C: STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS  
 

This is a survey about your opinions regarding satisfaction with your university services. 

There is no right or wrong answer. Please give your opinion by inserting the number (1 to 5). 

Key: Very dissatisfied =1 Dissatisfied =2 Undecided (neither satisfied nor dissatisfied) =3 

 Satisfied =4  Very satisfied =5 

Sr.# How do you rate… Insert 

Number 

1 Availability of multimedia in every classroom.    

2 The provision of photocopy services.  

3 The provision of transport services.  

4 The greenery/ lawns in your university.  

5 The flora culture.  

6 The availability of purposeful/ appropriate furniture.  

7 Modernity of the furniture.   

8 The housing and dining facilities.  

9 The parking service.  

10 The provisions of services at the first go (first time).  

11 Time line regarding start of classes, midterm, final term, 

comprehensive exams and results. 
 

12 The convenience of teaching hours to all the students.   

13 The provision of financial assistance to the deserving students.  

14 The provision of health and counselling services to the students.  

15 The provision of pastoral (worshipping, praying and relaxing) services 

to the students. 
 

16 The availability of professionally qualified faculty.  

17 The respectful treatment with the students.  

18 The equal treatment with every student.  

19 The provision of research and development opportunities.  

20 The arrangement of student‟s conferences regularly.  

21 The provision of career advisory services to the students.  

22 The provision of special services for special students.  
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Key: Very dissatisfied =1 Dissatisfied =2 Undecided (neither satisfied nor dissatisfied) =3 

 Satisfied =4  Very satisfied =5 

Sr.# How do you rate… Insert 

Number 

23 The IT lab.  

24 The easy access to IT lab.  

25 The provision of attractive physical facilities.  

26 The wearing of uniform by the employees.  

27 The attraction/ attractiveness of the prospectus, admission form of the 

university. 
 

28 The decoration of building with colours and pigments.  

29 The efforts made by the university to solve student problems.  

30 Friendly behavior of management with students.  

31 The access of students to management.  

32 The timely provision of promised services.  

33 Understanding of needs of students by the management.  

34 The provision of prompt (immediate) services to students.  

35 Willingness of the employees to help students.  

36 The response of university employees to students request.  

37 The dealing of employees with regard to development of confidence in 

students. 
 

38 The politeness of the employees with the students.  

39 Relevant information of employees to answer students‟ questions.  

40 The safety of money transactions within university.  

41 The personal attention, given to students by the employees.   

42 The understanding of student needs by the teachers.  

43 Teacher‟s clear expectation from you in the course.  

44 The impartiality of the teacher in awarding grades.  

45 The provision of adequate feedback by the teachers to students for 

their academic performance. 
 

46 The accurate, reliable and updated information displayed on the 

university website. 
 

47 The easy searching of accurate, reliable and updated information from 

the university website. 
 



 
110 

 

Key: Very dissatisfied =1 Dissatisfied =2 Undecided (neither satisfied nor dissatisfied) =3 

 Satisfied =4  Very satisfied =5 

Sr.# How do you rate… Insert 

Number 

48 The availability of Toll-free phone number to contact staff for 

assistance.  
 

 

49. Overall/ as a whole, are you satisfied with the quality of university services? 

Very dissatisfied       Dissatisfied     U  Undecided        Sa    

Satisfied 

Very satisfied  

 

50. Would you recommend this university for admission to new students? 

 Yes  No  

Thank You 
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Annexure ‘B’ 

Permission to Use Instrument 

 

from: Douglas, Jackie <J.A.Douglas@ljmu.ac.uk> 

to: Saleem Chauhan <dscbkr@gmail.com> 
 

date: Wed, Sep 4, 2013 at 1:21 PM 

subject: RE: Request for permission to use questionnaire 

mailed-by: ljmu.ac.uk 

: Important because you marked it as important. 

 
 
Dear Muhammed 
 
Thanks for your patience.  Attached is the questionnaire we used.  Obviously you will need to 
amend it to suit your institution. 
 
Good luck with your study. 
 
Regards, 
 
Jackie Douglas 

 

 


