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Abstract 

The Impact Of Service Quality And Reputation On Satisfaction Within 

Higher Education Institution And Its Implementation To Local Authority 

Jaza Hama Tofiq Bawais 

Business Administration Program 

07.2022, 108 page 

This thesis is about the service quality idea related with the quality of higher 

education and implementation by Local Authority in Sulaimanyah province .The 

main focus of the reform process really by the higher education and enforcement to 

Local authority in Sulaimanyah province. Organizational reform has involved 

attempts to improve academic quality and administration processes in universities, 

technical institutions and colleges. The fundamental point of this thesis is to give 

keys necessary for the procedure of setting up an establishment the quality of higher 

education and enforcement Local authority in Sulaimanyah province This thesis  the 

current strategic administration  is   to see whether it is significant in the of quality 

assurance in higher education Sulaimanyah province. The research methodology of 

this thesis is a mixed  collection of literature based research about by introducing the 

ideas and structures which to a degree might be suitable to The higher education  

business  environment, Sulaimanyah province contextual investigation (the thesis 

will display are ( KNOWLEDGE GAP MANAGEMENT) analysis based on 

Sulaimanyah).. The thesis exhibits the basic ideas of quality, in higher education and 

implementation to local authorityin Sulaimanyah of internal and external 

environment analysis and strategy filtering The thesis infers that despite the fact that 

constrained by the literature accessible and the degree of the thesis, it gives an 

introduction to the strategic instruments accessible to the quality of higher education 

and implementation to local authorityarea in Sulaimanyah province.  

 

Keywords:Service quality – Satisfaction - reputation - Higher education - 

Sulaimanyah province 
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ÖZ 

Hizmet Kalitesi ve İtibarının Yükseköğretim Kurumlarında Memnuniyete 

Etkisi ve Yerel Yönetime Uygulanması 

Jaza Hama Tofiq Bawais 

İşletme Yönetim Programı 

07.2022, 108 sayfa 

Bu tez, Süleymaniye ilindeki Yerel Yönetim tarafından yükseköğretimin kalitesi ve 

uygulanması ile ilgili hizmet kalitesi fikri hakkındadır. Reform sürecinin ana odağı, 

gerçekten yüksek öğretim ve Süleymanyah eyaletindeki Yerel otoriteye uygulama 

tarafından yapılmıştır. Örgütsel reform, üniversitelerde, teknik kurumlarda ve 

kolejlerde akademik kaliteyi ve yönetim süreçlerini iyileştirme girişimlerini 

içermektedir. Bu tezin temel noktası, bir kuruluş kurma prosedürü için gerekli 

anahtarları vermektir, yüksek öğrenim kalitesi ve yaptırımı Süleymanya vilayetindeki 

yerel otorite Bu tez, mevcut stratejik yönetimde kalite güvencesinin önemli olup 

olmadığını görmektir. yüksek öğrenim Süleymaniye eyaleti. Bu tezin araştırma 

metodolojisi, yüksek öğrenim iş ortamına bir dereceye kadar uygun olabilecek 

fikirleri ve yapıları tanıtarak, Süleymaniye ili bağlamsal incelemesi hakkında 

literatüre dayalı araştırmaların karma bir koleksiyonudur (tezde gösterilecektir ( 

BİLGİ FARK YÖNETİMİ) Süleymaniye'ye dayalı analiz).. Tez, yüksek öğretimde 

kalite ve iç ve dış çevre analizi ve strateji filtrelemenin Süleymaniye'deki yerel 

otoritelere uygulanmasına ilişkin temel fikirleri sergilemektedir. Tezin konusu, 

Süleymanyah ilindeki yerel yönetim alanına yüksek öğretim ve uygulama kalitesi 

için erişilebilir stratejik araçlara bir giriş sağlar. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler:Hizmet kalitesi - Memnuniyet - itibar - Yüksek öğrenim - 

Süleymaniye ili 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

 

This ichapter ipresents ithe ibackground iof ithe istudy, iproblems istatement, iaim iof 

ithe istudyias iwell ias iresearch iquestions ito ibe ianswered iby ithe icurrent iresearch.i 

1.1 Background iof ithe istudy i 

The iconcept iof iquality iof iservice iin ieducational iactivity ihas iits ibasis iwithin ithe 

istudy iof iservice isciences, iwith ithe iunderstanding ithat ivalue imay ibe ia ico-creation 

ibetween ithe iprovider iand ithe ireceiveri(which iwithin ithe ieducational iactivity icontext 

ireferred ito ias istudents) i(Maglio i& iSpohrer, i2008; iNg i& iForbes, i2009; iSchneider i& 

iBowen, i2010; iVargo i& iLusch, i2008b i i i i 

Also, iquality iin ieducational iactivity iimplies ithe ipersistent iimprovement iand 

ieffective iexecution iof ihigher ieducation iorganizations ito igain ithe iHEI ialumni inetwork's 

itrust, iwhich iis iperceived iinternationallyias ian iinstrument iof ian iappraisal.i iHigher 

ieducation's icharacter ican ibe ia idistinguishing ifactor iamongst ithe imost iimperative iand 

ipertinent ifactors ifor ithe iadvancement iof ia inational iinstruction iframework. 

The iinvolvement iof iHigher iEducation iInstitutions i i(HEIs) iwith ithe iglobalization 

iphenomenon, iwhich iis iprimarily ieconomic iand itransactional, iis iperceptible i(Croucher 

i& iWoelert, i2016; iTan iet ial., i2016; iSpring, i2008; iYang, i2007; iMarginson i& iWende, 

i2007; iKwiek, i2001; iKadhim iet ial., i2020; iKhatab iet ial., i2020a). iWith ithe irise iof ithe iglobal 

iknowledge-based ieconomy, iglobalization ihas iled ito ia imajor ishift iin ithe ilandscape iand 

ifunctions iof iHEIs iaround ithe iworld, ialbeit iwith ibusiness-alike iideas iembedded iin itheir 

ioperations iand imanagement i(Croucher i&Woelert, i2016; iKhatab iet ial., i2020b; 

iMarginson i& iWende, i2007; iLin iet ial., i2020).iAdvocators iof icorporate, ibusiness iand 

iservice-oriented iideas ibelieve ithat isuch ia ishift iis iquintessential ito ithe ineo-liberal 

imovement ithat iforces iHEIs ito iadopt ithese imethods ito isurvive iand ikeep iup iwith ithe 

icompetitive ienvironment iin ia irapidly ichanging iworld i(Othman iet ial., i2020a; iYang, 

i2007). 

This idefinition iof iservice iquality iwithin iHE iis irooted iin ithe istudy iof iservice 

isciences iand iservice isystems, itaking iinto iaccount ithat ivalue iis ia ico-creation ibetween ithe 
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iprovider iand ithe iconsumer ibased ion ithe iprofit iof ithe ilatter, iwhich irefers ito istudent iand 

iacademic istaff iin iHE isettingsi(Schneider i& iBowen, i2010; iNg i& iForbes, i2009; iVargo i& 

iLusch, i2008).iAccording ito iNg i& iForbes i(2009); iQuinn iet ial.i(2009), ias iHE iis iknown ias ia 

iservice idelivered iby iHEIs, iHEIs inaturally iaim ito ibe iservice-oriented iand iact ias ibusiness 

ibodies iwith imarket iand iservice iperformance imanagement iorientations.iFor iHEIs, 

ievaluating iand iimproving itheir iservice iefficiency-that iis itheir iservice iquality ibecomes 

ievident, iprevalent, iand iincreasingly inecessary.iThis iis ito imaintain isustainable 

ibusinesslike imodels ithat, ithrough iattracting iand iretaining ilearners, igrow itheir ituition-

based irevenues i(Othman iet ial., i2020b; iAngell iet ial., i2008).iDue ito ithe iincreasing istudent 

iand iacademic istaff irecruitment, idemands, iand iaspirations, ithe ineed ifor iHEIs ito imeasure 

iand ienhance ithe istandard iof iservice iis iexpected, iresulting iin ithe iincreasing itrend iof 

ipublic-private ituition icost-sharing iamong iHEIs iworldwide.i 

In ileveraging ithe idiverse ieffects iof iscience iand iinnovation, ithere iis inow ifierce 

irivalry.iAt ithe isame itime, iuniversities iare iexpected ito iprovide ihigh-quality, imarket-

relevant, iand ileading-edge ieducational iservices.iFrom ithe i2010s ito i2018s, iNorther iof 

iIraq iwhich irepresented iin iKurdistan iRegional iof iIraq ispent i2-3 ibillion idinars iannually ito 

isend i2000 i– i4000 istudent iand iacademic istaffs ioverseas.iTo iminimize iforeign iexchange 

iexpenses iincurred iby isending inearly i4000 istudent iand iacademic istaff ito ihigher 

ieducation iabroad, ithey iintended ito itransform ithe iarea iinto ia iCenter iof iAcademic 

iExcellence. iJongerden i(2019) ifurther istressed ithe iaspiration iof ithe iregional igovernment 

ito icreate ithe iregion ias ia icenter iof iacademic iexcellence: i"The iMinistry iof iHigher 

iEducation iwas iestablished iin i1991 ito imake ithis iregional i(Kurdistan iRegional) ia icenter iof 

ieducational iexcellence." iTo iachieve ithis, iit ineeds ito ifocus ion istrong iresearch, ieffective 

ileadership iand imanagement, iand iimpeccable iacademic istandards.” iTo iachieve 

iexcellence iin iservice iquality iand icustomer isatisfaction, ihigher ieducational iinstitutions 

ithat ifollow iquality iculture ias itheir iideology iwould iaspire.iMost iuniversities ihave ia 

iquality idepartment ito ihandle iquality imanagement isystems iin ithe icurrent iregional ihigher 

ieducation isetting, iand iwhere icompetition iin ithe ihigher ieducation isector iis igrowing, 

iuniversities iare iforced ito itake ia istudent iand iacademic istaff’s iperspective ion ithe iquality iof 

iservices ioffered.iIn ithe ihigher ieducation icontext, ithe iquality iof ithe iacademic iproduct iwas 

ihistorically ithe ikey ipriority, ibut inow ithere iis ian iincreased iinterest iin iassessing ithe iquality 

iof iservice iin ihigher ieducation i(Shaikhly, i2017). 
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Asia icase iin ithe icurrent istudy, ithe ikey ireason ifor iselecting iSulaimanyah icity iin 

inorthern iIraq iwas ithat iHE iwas ifirst iborn iin ithis icity iwith ia idrastic iincrease iin iHEIs idue ito 

ithe iincrease iin idemand ifor ipublic ieducation iservices iin ithat iarea.iWithin ithe icity iof 

iSulaymaniyah, ithere iare itwo ipublic iuniversities, iseven ipublic icolleges, inine iprivate 

iuniversities, iand ieight iprivate iinstitutions.iOwing ito ithe iimprovements iin ithe 

iinfrastructure iof ithe igeneral ipopulation iconcerning ithe imodifications iin ithe isystem iof 

ithe igeneral ipublic, ithe iHE iframework ihas iseen idrastic ichanges iover ithe ipast idecade. iThe 

icultural itapestry iacross iIraq iand ithe inullification iof ithe istanding iframework iin ieducation 

ihave iaffected ithe iquality iand itraining istructure isince ithe iquality iof iservice ihas ireceived 

imuch iattention iespecially iin ihigher ieducation ias iwell ias iin ithe iservice iindustry isuch ias 

ibanking, ihotel, iand iinsurance iin iIraq igenerally, iand iin inorthern iIraq iparticularly, imore 

ispecifically iin iSulaymaniyah icityi(Jongerden, i2019).iOne imethod iof imeasuring iservice 

iquality iis iby icomparing ithe idifference ibetween iperceived iservice iand iexpected iservice. 

The iprimary iaim iof ithis ipaper iwas ito iobtain ia ibetter iunderstanding iof ithe ireal irole 

ithat ican ibe iplayed iby ia igroup iof idimensions iof iservice iquality itowards iachieving 

icustomer isatisfaction iwhich iis irepresented iin ithe istudent iand iacademic istaff iin ihigher 

ieducation iinstitutions iin ithe icity iof iSulaymaniyah iin inorthern iIraq, iand ithus ithe iability ito 

ifill ifor ithe igap iin ithe iliterature iregarding ithe iimportant irole ithat ithese idimensions iplay iin 

iachieving isatisfaction iat ithe ilocal iauthority iof iHE iin ithis icity.iThus, inumerical idata iwere 

igathered ifrom iparticipants iabout ithe iservice iquality iof iHEIs iin iSulaimanyah icity iof 

inorthern iIraq.iThis ireport iconcluded ithat ia icomprehensive istudy ishould ibe iconducted, 

itaking iinto iaccount ithe iliterature ireview iand iits igoals iand iobjectives.iThe iquestionnaires 

iwere idistributed iamong ia iselected igroup iof istudent iand iacademic istaff ifrom ia ivariety iof 

iHEIs, itaking iinto iaccount iconstraints isuch ias imonetary iresources iand itime.iAccording ito 

ithe iMinistry iof iPlanning i(2013), ihigher ieducation iplays ian iimportant irole iin iteaching, 

ilearning, iand iresearch ifor ithe ibenefit iof ithe ipublic.iIn ithe iregion iof inorthern iIraq, isome iof 

ithe idriving iforces itoward iachieving iquality ieducation iare ithe iNational iEducation iPolicy 

iand iVision i2020.iEducation iand itraining iare iessential ito ithis iregion iof iIraq’s iVision i2020 

iprogram iand ihave ibeen igiven ipriority istatus iby ithis iregion iof ithe igovernment.iExtensive 

iresources ihave ibeen iallocated ito ithe ipublic isector ito iensure ithat ithis iregion iof inorthern 

iIraq's ipopulation ireceives ithe ibest ipossible itraining, iespecially iin ithe ifield iof iscience iand 

itechnology, iand ithe igovernment iof ithis iregion iaims ito iexport iits ieducational iofferings iin 

ithe ifuture.iThe igovernment iof ithis iregion iis ifully icommitted ito ibuilding ia iworld-class 
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ieducational isystem ithat iis iflexible iand iinnovative, ione ithat iwill ienhance ithe iRegion’s 

irole ias ia ihub ifor ieducation, iresearch, iand idevelopment iin iIraq iparticularly iand iin ithe 

iMiddle iEast igenerally. 

Therefore,ian iextensive ianalysis iof iprevious iresearch iresults iwas icarried iout ito 

iensure ithat ithe isampling ichosen ifor ithis istudy iwill iallow ithe igeneralization iof ithe 

ifindings.iThis iis ito iobtain ia iwider iunderstanding iof ithe ifactors ithat ilead ito iincreasing 

istudent iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iwith ithe iquality iof iservice.iThe iresearch iadopts 

ithe iHEdPERF iversion iand itests ithe ilevel iof iservice ifollowing ifive-dimensional iinterface 

ivariables i(Abdullah, i2005).iSulaymaniyah icity ihas imulticultural isurroundings iof 

ischolars iand istudent iand iacademic istaffs iand iprofessional ipersons iwith ivarious icultural 

ibackgrounds. iThe imain ireason ifor ithis iwas ias ia iresult iof ithe idifficult isecurity iconditions 

ithat ifaced imany iareas iof ithe icenter iand isouth iof iIraq, iin iaddition ito ithe isecurity 

iconditions ithat ibeset isome ineighboring icountries isuch ias iSyria, ithis ihas iled ito ithe 

imigration iof imany iacademic iand iprofessional ipersons ito ithe icities iof inorthern iIraq, 

iincluding iSulaimanyah icity.iTherefore, itheir iexperiences iand iaspirations iof 

iSERVQUAL iare idistinctive.iWith ithe idiverse iprofile iof iacademic istaff iand istudent iand 

iacademic istaff, inumerous icultural iand ieducational ichanges ihave itaken iplace iin ithe 

iSulaimanyah idistrict, ileading ito ithe ineed ifor iimprovement iin imany isectors. 

Therefore, ito iobtain iaccurate iresults, iSERVPERF, ia imethodology iintroduced ito 

iconduct ia igap ianalysis iof ithe iperformance iof ithe iservice iquality iof ia icompany iagainst ithe 

iquality iof icustomer iservice ineeds, ihas ibeen ireplaced iby iSERVQUAL, ia imulti-

dimensional iresearch itool idesigned ito ideduce ithe iperceptions iand iservice ipreferences iof 

ithe icustomer iacross ifive idimensions i(reliability, itangibles, iresponsiveness, ia imulti-

dimensional iresearch itool. iBecause iof ithe isignificance iof ithe iabove, ithe icurrent istudy 

iattempted ito iconfirm iand igain ia ibetter iunderstanding iof ithe irelationship ibetween ithe 

ioverall idimensions iof iservice iquality iand istudent iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iin iHEIs 

ioperating iin iSulaimanyah ito ifill ithe igap iin ithe iliterature ion ithe iimportant irole ithese 

idimensions ican iplay iin iachieving ithe irequisite isatisfaction ifor ithe iservice. iThus, ithe 

ifollowing ipart iof ithis ipaper imoves ion ito ia iliterature ireview irelated ito ithe icurrent istudy 

ivariables. 
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1.2 Statement iof ithe iProblem 

The ireality iof iapplying ithe iservice iquality iof ihigher ieducation iat ithe iessential 

istage iin iSulaymaniyah iprovince i i iThe icritical irole iof istrategic imanagement iand 

iplanningias ia ivaluable imanagement iinstrument iin ireinforcing iorganizational 

iperformance ihas ireceived isubstantial iinterest ifrom ithe ipublic isector iadministration 

iliterature.iIn ithe icurrent ibusiness ilandscape iand ifor ithe isake iof iadvancement, ideveloping 

ia iway ito imake iterrific ithoughts iand iplans ifor iwhat iis ito icome ihas ibecome ia ipressing 

iadministrative iconcern.iAn iadministration's ipivotal icapacity iis isignificant ibecause iit 

iidentifies iwith ia isister igovernment iorganization ithat iis ipromptly iconcerned iwith 

iemploying idecisive iessential ileadership iand imethodical iapproaches.iThis iwill, ifor 

iexample, ihelp iin iimplementing ichange iin ibureaucratic ilinkages iat ithe iopen 

iorganizations. 

Inia isituation iof ilow irevenues, ipolitical icrisis, iand iincreasing iwelfare ineeds, ithe 

irequirement ifor ifuture iplanning ithat imay istrategically ireposition ithe iregime ion ithe itrail 

iof isustainable idevelopment iis iessential.iThis iis ia isignificant iendeavor ithat ithis iresearch 

iseeks ito iaddress.iTherefore, iit iis iimperative ito ireview ihow istrategic imanagement imay ibe 

iadopted iin igovernance ito ienhance iperformance iin igovernment iareas.iThe iadvent iof ia 

istrategic imanagement iteam irequires imuch isearching, idiscussion, iand iassessment iof 

idiverse istakeholders' iexpertise iresponsible ifor ifuture iplanning.iHowever, iit iis iwell-

known ithat ithe iadvent iof ithe istrategic iplan iand ihigher ieducation iquality iin iSulaimanyah 

iis iless icomplicated ithan ithe iimplementation.i i 

1.3Purpose iof ithe iStudy 

 i i i i i i i i i iThe istudy's ipurpose iis ito iexperimentally iexamine ithe iconnection ibetween iservice 

iquality iand istudent/academic istaff isatisfaction iand iacknowledge ithe isignificant ieffect iof 

iservice iquality ion istudent iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iat ieducational iinstitutions iin 

iIraq.iThe istudy ifurther iaims ito ireview ithe igaps iin ithe ipredicted iand iadded iservice iof ithe 

ieducation ifaculties iand icontrol iinstitutes ito iseek iout iSulaimanyah iexcellence iinside ithe 

ifinal isatisfaction iof ithe ischolars iand iacademic istaff iof ithe ieducation ifaculties iand 

imanagement iinstitutes iabout ithe iexceptional iservice isupplied iby itheir iinstitute.iThe 

ithesis icritically iexamines ia ivariety iof ileading iresearch ion isatisfaction, iservice iquality, 

iand ibetter itraining.iThe istudy iis idelimited ito ithe irelevant iantecedents, idimensions, iand 

ioutcomes iof iHigher iEducation iinstitutions i(HEI) iproviders iinside. 
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1.4  Research iQuestions 

1. How idoes inature iof iservice iimpact ihigher ieducation ilearning iresults, iand iwhat ijob idoes 

iunderstudy ifulfillment iand ithe inature iof iunderstudy iencounter iplay iin ithis irelationship? 

2. What iare ithe ilimits iof istudent iand iacademic istaff iresponsibilities iand ihow ican ithey 

iparticipate iin ithe iprocess iof ithe iquality iof ihigher ieducation? i 

1.5 Significance iof ithe iStudy i 

This istudy imay iobtainia inew iproof iof istudent iand iacademic isatisfaction 

ianticipated ito iimpact ieducational iinstitutions' iservice iquality iin iSulaymaniyah, 

iIraq.iMoreover, ithis istudy imay isupply iadequate iknowledge iand iinput ion iservice iand 

ieducational iactivity isatisfaction ifrom ia iSulaimanyah iperspective.iMeanwhile, 

ipreliminary istudies iin iSulaimanyah imeasure ithe iimpact iof iservice iquality ion iacademic 

iand istudent isatisfaction.iHence, ithis istudy iaims ito ifill ithe igap iby idiscussing ithe 

iassociation iand iinfluences iof iservice iquality iand isatisfaction. 
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CHAPTER iII 

Literature iReview 

 

The iliterature ireview idoes inot iseek iresearch ifindings ion ithe iproblem iissue.iIt iis ionly ithe 

idefinition iof ithe iconcepts iused iin ithe istudy imodel.iThis ichapter irepresents ithe itheoretical 

iframework iand ireview iof ithe irelated iresearch iwith ithe icurrent iresearch. 

 

2.1 Theoretical iFramework 

Teaching iin iSulaimanyah iwas ifirst iinitiated iin i1968 iwhen ithere iwas ionly ione iuniversity, 

inamed iSulaimanyah iUniversity iof iIraq.iThis iuniversity ihad ithree ifaculties.iIn i1981, ithe 

iprevious iIraqi iregime itransferred ithis ieducational iuniversity's ifoundation ito ithe iErbil 

iprovince iand ichanged iits iname ito iUniversity iSalahaddin.iHowever, iin i1992, ithe 

iUniversity iof iSulaimanyah iwas ireestablished iby ithe iKurdish iintellectuals iand iteachers' 

imassive iefforts.iIt iwas iformally ireopened iin iNovember iof i1992.iThrough ithe iyears ithat 

ifollowed, ithe iuniversity's ifigure igrew idramatically idue ito ithe igrowing idemands iof 

ihigher ieducation iwithin ithe itown.iFor iinstance, icurrently, ithere iare iseveral inon-public 

iand ipublic iuniversities iand itechnical iinstitutes iof ihigher ieducation iin iSulaimanyah 

iprovince, iincluding itwo ipublic iuniversities iand iseven ipublic iinstitutes iand inine inon-

public iuniversities, iand ithree inon-public iinstitutes.iThe ihigher ieducation iframework ihas 

iseen iemotional ichanges igiven ithe ichanges iwithin ithe ioverall ipublic istructure.iThe 

icancelation iof ithe istanding iframework, icross-country, iand icross-culture iimpacts ihave 

iaffected iour iqualities iand icoaching iframework.iThe ifull iuniversities ithat ihave ibeen 

iregistered iin iGoogle iScholar iCitation iarea iunit i(5804) iover ithe iplanet.iConsistent iwith 

itheir icriteria, iuniversities ihaving iover i(1000) icitations iwill ibe iadded ito ithe isystem, iso 

itwenty-eight iuniversities iin iAl-Iraq ihave ithis ichance ito ibe ilisted iin iit.iEleven 

iUniversities iare iin ithis ithirty-four iuniversity iarea iunit iin iKurdistan, iand iCihan 

iUniversity iis iranked ithe ihighest.iCihan iUniversity- iErbil iis ione iof ithe iAl-Iraqi 

iuniversities iranked i(2941) iwithin ithe iuniverse iranking iand iis iranked inumber i2 iin iIraq 

iwhereas ithe i1st iin iNorthern iIraq. 

In iinstruction,ia itop-quality imanagement iframework iis ia iperceived iinternal icontrol 

icustomarily icreated iinstruction iin iSulaimanyah iby iexecuting iinstructive iorganizations 

iin igovernment-funded icoaching.iHowever, imore ieffort icolleges ito iconfront iintense 
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igroup iaction iIn ilight iof ithe iinstructive iframeworks iforced iassets iand, itherefore, ithe 

irequests i(Al-Zawawi, iKhalid, i2003).iThe ihigher ieducation iin iSulaimanyah iis iused ito 

iline ithe icharacter ia icoordinated isystem ito iinstructive iimprovement iquality icoaching iand 

iincorporated iinto iit i(6) ibunches iare: 

 The iuniversity iauthority: iaddresses ithe ihigh iorganization, iactivity iand iaffiliation, 

iorganized icommitment, iand icitizenship. i 

 Information iand iexamination: iInformation iof ithe iboard, iinformation iaffiliation, iand 

iexamination iare iadded imeasurements iof ifaculty iaccomplishment, iOperational 

imasterminding iand ikey iorganizing iprogram ikey iprogression, iapproach iimprovement. i 

 Management iand iimprovement iof itime iunit irequire: imasterminding iand iorganizing iof 

ithe ihands, iand itherefore ithe ioperating icourse iof iaction iof ithe iaffiliation iteaching ithe 

iheadway iof ithe iindicating iworkers, iand itherefore ithe imaster isatisfaction iof ithe icoaching 

iworkers. i 

 Instructive iAdministration istyle, isupport, iand itransport iof ithe iinformative isystem.iThe 

iarrangement iof iinformational ianalysis, ithe iimprovement iof iundergraduate ichoice iand 

ienrollment iof ithe iofficers, iand ithe ichance iof iinstructional iorganization ias ia ibusiness 

ienterprise iactivity. i 

 Schools iuse iit ito ifind iout ithe iG.E. iways iand iincrease ian iorganization's iproductivity 

i(Clarke, iG. i(1997). iOpportunities iof ithe iexternal ienvironment, iand iresultant idistinction 

ithe icompany's icompetencies iand imain isuccess ifactors, iexecution iand idelayed 

iconsequences iof ilabor iPrincess: iStudent 

 Results, ifaculty iair, iand iclimate iimprovement, ifaculty, iand iresults, iinvestigate iat ischool 

iexecution, icontemplate ithe iexecution iof icollegesias ia icash iconnected iactivity. i 

 Undergraduates iand iloan ispecialists' isatisfaction iof ithe ienlightening isystem ifamily: 

iwants iof igift iand ifuture iundergraduates iand iassociation ibetween ithe iinformative 

istructure iand ipreparing ithe isystem.iTherefore, ithe isatisfaction iaffiliate iof 

iundergraduates iand ioperators iof ithe isystem iwith ivaried icolleges ior idifferent 

iinformational istructures.iThe imethod iof ireasoning ifor iapplying ifor iquality iand 

iaccreditation iin ieducation iestablishments. 

 

Satisfaction iStudent iand iacademic istaff irepresent ithe ibuilding iblock iof 

iorganizational ieffort iand ia ikey ito iits isuccess iand isurvival iBucaki(2014) ias iit iis iincredible 

ifor icompanies ito igrow iup iif ithey iignore ior idisregard ithe ineeds iof icustomers i(Bucak, 

i2014).i i 
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The iprevious iresearch idefined isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff ias ian 

ioverall ievaluation ibased ion ithe itotal ipurchase iand iconsumption iexperience iwith ithe 

igood ior iservice iover itime iFornell ietial., i(1996) iand ihas ithe ipotential ito ipredict ithe ifuture 

icustomer ibehavior i(Hill, i2008).iIt iwas iacknowledged ithat isatisfied icustomers iusually 

irebound iand ibuy imore ias iwell ias iwork ias ia inetwork ito ireach iother ipotential icustomers iby 

isharing iexperiences i(Paul iand iNick, i2016).iPrior iresearch ihas iacknowledged ithat ithere iis 

ia irelationship iwith inature ibetween isatisfaction iand iloyalty. 

iIn iaddition, imany iresearchers ihave iassumed ithat isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff 

iis ithe idependent ivariable ithat imight ichange ithe icustomers, iwhether ithey iwill ibecome 

iloyal ior inot i(Bennett iand iRundle‐Thiele, i2004; iHennig-Thurau, i& iKlee, i1997; iSingh, 

i2006).iVerma, iYogesh, iand iSingh i(2017) ipointed iout ithat ithere iis ia ilack iof iresearch iin 

iinvestigating ithe irelationship iamong imarketing imix, isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic 

istaff, iand iloyalty.iSrinuan, iSrinuan, iand iBohlin i(2014) ianalyzed ithe iimpact iof idifferent 

ipricing istrategies ion ithe isatisfaction iof istudent iand iacademic istaff iin ithe itelecom imarket 

iof iThailand.iIt iwas iobserved ithat ihighly icomplex iplans iin iterms iof ipricing imay ilead ito 

iconfusion iamong icustomers.iChakraborty iand iSengupta i(2014) iproposed ia imodel iof 

isatisfaction ifor istudents iand iacademic istaff iin ithe itelecom iindustry iwhich ifocuses ion 

iquality, ivalue, iand iprice iand iare ifound ias isignificant ifactors iin idetermining isatisfaction 

iof istudents iand iacademic istaff.iThe iconceptualization iof isatisfaction istudents iand 

iacademic istaff iwas iexplained iin ivarious iways ito isuit ithe icontext iof ithe iresearch 

iundertaking.iApplying ithe iright iconcept iof isatisfaction ito istudents iand iacademic istaff iis 

ivital ito iavoid iany idistraction iof iperformance iresults ior ioutcomes ifrom ithe icustomer 

itarget igroup.iMost iof ithe idefinitions iof isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iin ithe 

iliterature iwere iprocess-based iwhich iinvolved ievaluation iprocess i(Akroush i& iMahadin, 

i2019).i 

However, iwhen ipost-purchase iperformance idecreases ibelow ithan icustomer’s 

ipre-purchase iexpectation, iit iwill iresult iin ia inegative idisconfirmation ithat icauses ithe 

icustomer ito ifeel idissatisfactioni(Maria, iMiranda, iand iBreazeale, i2014).iSatisfaction 

istudent iand iacademic istaff iconcept iunder ithe iprocess ibased iis ireflected iseveral iattribute 

ijudgments irelated ito ia iparticular itransaction iwhich iis iknown ias ia itransaction-specific 

isatisfaction i(Koufteros iet ial. i2014; iMaria iet ial. i2014).iIn itransaction-specific 

isatisfaction, icustomers imake ian iassessment ior ijudgment iat ia iparticular itime iduring ia 

iservice iencounter ior iconsumption isituation i(Koufteros iet ial. i2014).iPast istudies ihad 

irecommended ithat ithe icumulative isatisfaction iconcept iis imore iconsistent iwith 
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itreatments iof isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iin iboth ieconomy ipsychology iand 

iwelfare ieconomics i(Gustafsson, iJohnson, iand iRoos, i2005).iA istudy iby iMaria iet ial., 

i(2014) ihad iconfirmed ithat icumulative iperspective iis ia isuperior iforecaster iof icustomer 

iloyalty ias iwell ias ithe iresult iof iprevious istudies.i i 

The imajor ideterminants iof isatisfaction ifor istudents iand iacademic istaff iare 

iperceived ivalue iand iperceived iquality.iThe ipre-purchase iexpectation istage iinfluences 

ithe icustomer’s idecision ito ipurchase ithe iquality iof ia icompany’s iproduct ior 

iservice.iAccording ito iKotler iand iArmstrong i(2013), iexpectations irepresent iprior 

iconsumption iexperience iand iforecasts irelating ito ithe icompany’s iability ito ideliver 

iquality iproducts iand iservices iin ithe ifuture.iSatisfaction iwith istudent iand iacademic istaff 

iis idetermined iby ithe iextent ito iwhich iproducts iand iservices isupplied iby ia icompany imeet 

icustomer iexpectations.iNowadays, ievery iorganization irecognizes ithe iimportance iof 

idelivering iservice iquality iwhich iwill ilead ito isatisfaction ifor istudents iand iacademic istaff 

ior ithat ican imeet ior iexceed icustomer iexpectations i(Reyes, i2013).i 

Researchers ikeep iexploring ithe iantecedent iand iconsequence iof isatisfaction istudent iand 

iacademic istaff ithat ican ifit iin itoday’s ibusiness iundertakingi(Albayrak iand iCaber, 

i2015).iTherefore, ithe irole iof isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iremains ia icentral 

itendency iof ia imarketing iconcept ifor ithe irelationship ibetween ipre-consumption iand ipost-

consumption i(Minarti iand iSegoro, i2014). iRecent iresearch ihas iidentified isatisfaction 

istudent iand iacademic istaff ias ian iantecedent ito icustomer iloyalty i(Kursunluoglu, i2014) ias 

ia isatisfied icustomer iwas ifound ito iencourage icustomer iinvolvement iin ia ibusiness iprocess 

i(Eisingerich, iAuh, iand iMerlo, i2014). iAcknowledging ithe iimportance ito iform 

icustomer’s isatisfaction, iexisting iresearch ihad iidentified ithe ideterminants iof isatisfaction 

ifor iinstance iservice iquality i(Rajaratnam, iMunikrishnan, iSharif, i& iNair, i2014), 

iperceived ivalue i(Eid iand iEl-Gohary, i2015), ithe iphysical ienvironment, iand icustomer 

iemotion i(Ali iand iAmin, i2014).iOn ithe iother ihand, ia istudy iwas idone iin ithe iMalaysian 

iretail ibanking iindustries iby iStan iet ial., i(2013) iwhich istated ithat iassurance iand iempathy 

ipossess ia igreat ieffect ion ithe isatisfaction iof ibank icustomers.iMore istudies iwhich ihad ibeen 

idone iby iArasli, iMehtap‐Smadi, iand iTuran iKatircioglu i(2005), ishowed ithat ireliability 

ihas ithe ihighest iinfluence ion isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff.iIt ialso ishowed ithat 

ireliability iaffects icustomers’ isatisfaction igreatly.iFor iinstance, iin ithe ibanking iindustry, 

i(Arasli iet ial. i2005) iand i(Saghier iand iNathan, i2013) iclaimed ithat ibecause iloyalty iis 

irelated ito isatisfaction iwith istudent iand iacademic istaff, ibanks iperform inew ieffective 

istrategies ito iimprove ithe iquality iof iservice isatisfaction iand iloyalty.i 
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Measuring ithe isatisfaction iof istudent iand iacademic istaff iisian ievaluation iprocess 

ifor ian iorganization ito iidentify icustomer iresponse itowards iproducts ior iservices, 

icontinuous iimprovement, iadded ivalue ito ithe ibusiness, iand iprospects ifor ifuture 

igrowth.iGenerally, ithere iare itwo ifamous itypes iof iscale iapplied iin ithe imeasurement iof 

isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff, ia isingle iitem iand imultiple iitems.iSome 

iresearchers ilike i(Shin iand iElliott, i2001), iused ia isingle iitem irating iscale iof ifour ito iseven-

point ito imeasure ithe ioverall isatisfaction ias ia isimple ibasis ievaluation ito ireflect i“very 

isatisfied” ito i“very idissatisfied”.iMost iof ithe isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff 

imeasurements iwere ideveloped ito isimply ievaluate ithe iglobal ior inet isatisfaction iwith 

ipost-purchase iof iproduct iand iservice i(Shin iand iElliott, i2001). 

Selecting ithe iright imeasurement iscale ifor isatisfaction istudents iand iacademic istaff iis 

icrucial iin iobtaining iaccurate iresults iin iempirical istudies.iThere iare ivarious iapproaches iin 

idefining isatisfaction ifor istudents iand iacademic istaff.iSatisfaction istudent iand iacademic 

istaff imay ibe idefined ias ithe isatisfaction iof ia iperson’s ifeelings iof ipleasure ior 

idisappointment iresulting ifrom icomparing ia iproduct ior iservice iperceived iperformance ior 

ioutcome iabout ihis ior iher iexpectations.iA istudy iby iOlorunniwo, iMaxwell, iand iUdo 

i(2006) ihas idefined ithat icombined iconcepts iof isatisfaction iare iof ilimited ivalue iand 

itherefore ishould ibe idefined ias ia isingular imeasure.iFor ithis ipresent istudy, ithe iuni-variable 

iapproach iwas iused ito iassess isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff, iwhich iis iin iline iwith 

ithe idefinition iby iOlorunniwo iet ial., i(2006). iEmphasizing ithe idifferences ibetween 

iHigher iEducation iInstitutions icould istrengthen ithe iHigher iEducation iInstitutions' 

icompetitive iability iand iraise isatisfaction iand icustomers’ iwillingness ito irepeat ithe 

iservice iHassan, iMaghsoudi, i& iNasir, i(2016), ithus, ifor ithis istudy, isatisfaction istudent 

iand iacademic istaff iis ia iuni-variable. 

Most iof ithe ischolars ihad irecognized ithat isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff 

iis ia icomplex iconstruct iin inature iand ithe iapplication iof imulti-item iscales iis irecommended 

ito isuit iin ia iway ito iprovide ia ibetter iunderstanding iof isatisfaction ifrom ithe icustomer 

iperspective irather ithan ia isingle iitem iscalei(Gilbert iand iVeloutsou, i2006).iThe imulti-item 

iapproach ienabled isatisfaction ito iconstruct ito ibe imeasured iempirically ithrough ilevels iof 

iscale ireliability iwhich iis ifound iimpossible ito isingle-item imeasure.iThus, imulti-item 

imeasures iwith iunidimensional ivariables iwere ipart iof ithis istudy.iUnidimensional 

ivariable iexplains imore ibroadly ion isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iaspects ifrom 

iwhich iit imay ibe iproduced ithe idesired iresult ithrough ivalid imethodology iand 

imeasurement ifor ithis istudy iwith imore ijustifiable iconstruct ivalidity i(Nunnally, i1975). 
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Regarding ithe isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff imeasurement iapproach, 

ithere iare itwo iapproaches inamely itransaction-specific iand icumulative isatisfaction 

iapproach iwhich iare istill iapplicable iin irecent istudies ithroughout ivarious iindustries.iThe 

iobjectives iof ithe istudies iwere ito idetermine iwhich iapproaches iare isuited ito ibe iused iin ithe 

istudies.iHowever, ischolars iare imore iinclined ito iuse imultiple iitems iscales icompared ito 

isingle-item iscales ifor istudies i(Abkar, i2017; iJobhaarbima, i2017; iMuala, i2016; iHan i& 

iHyun, i2015; iKoufteros iet ial., i2014).i 

Table i1. 

The imeasurement iof isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iused iin irecent iyears istudies 

No. Authors Industry Item/ 

idimensio

nality 

Scales Components 

1 Abkar i(2017)  iMobile 5 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective, ivalue 

2 Jobhaarbima 

i(2017) 

Toyota iCars 4 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree 

General 

isatisfaction iand 

iaffective 

3 Muala i(2016) Bank 5 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree 

General 

isatisfaction iand 

iaffective 

4 Ngo iand 

iNguyen 

i(2016) 

Bank 3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree. 

overall icustomer 

isatisfaction 

5 De iOña iet ial., 

i(2016) 

Transit 3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

(1-lowest ilevel iof 

isatisfaction, i5-highest 

ilevel iof isatisfaction) 

General 

isatisfaction 

6 Albayrak i& 

iCaber i(2015) i 

Hotel i 1 iitem 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction 

7 Han i& iHyun 

i(2015) i 

Medical 

iTourism i 

3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1 i: iExtremely idisagree, i7: 

iExtremely iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective iand 

icognitive 

8 Akamavi iet ial. 

i(2015) i 

Airlines i 4 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree i 

Cognitive iand 

iaffect-based 

9 Eid i& iEl-

gohary i(2015) i 

Tourism i 4 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree i 

Emotion, 

iperformance, 

icognitive 

10 Noyan i& 

iŞimşek i(2014) 

i 

Shopping i 7 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: icompletely idisagree, 

i10: icompletely iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective, ivalue, 

idisconfirmation, 

icognitive iand 

ineed ifulfilment 

11 Hassan, iJusoh 

i& iHamid 

(2014) 

Insurance 5 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective, 

idisconfirmation 

and icognitive 

12 Eisingerich iet 

ial., i(2014) i 

Financial 

iservices i 

3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective iand 
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icognitive 

13 Loureiro, iet ial., 

i(2014) i 

Shopping i 3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i10: 

istrongly iagree i 

Cognitive iand 

iaffect-based 

14 Giovanis iet ial., 

i(2014) i 

Telecommun

ication i 

3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree i 

Emotion 

15 Suki i(2014) i Airlines i 3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree i 

Emotion, 

iperformance, 

icognitive 

16 Wu i(2014) i Casino i 3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective iand 

icognitive 

17 Ali i(2014) i Hotel i 4 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree i 

Cognitive iand 

iaffect-based 

18 Koufteros iet 

ial., i(2014) i 

Web 

ipurchase i 

8 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective, 

idisconfirmation, 

19 Koufteros iet 

ial., i(2014) 

Web 

ipurchase i 

9 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective, 

idisconfirmation, 

20 Terpstra 

i&Verbeeten 

i(2014) 

Financial 

iservices i 

9 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: itotally idisagree, i4: 

itotally iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction, 

iaffective, 

idisconfirmation, 

21 Chakraborty i& 

iSengupta 

i(2013) 

Telecommun

ication 

1 iitem 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i7: 

istrongly iagree 

General 

isatisfaction 

22 Chou i& 

iChiang i(2013) i 

Software i 1 iitem 

Uni-dim 

 i(1) iVerydissatisfied/very 

isatisfied; i(2) iVery 

idispleased/very ipleased; 

i(3) iVeryfrustrated/very 

icontented; i(4) iAbsolutely 

iterrible/absolutely 

idelighted. 

Cognitive iand 

iaffect-based 

23 Fatima i& 

iRazzaque 

i(2013) i 

Banking i 1 iitem 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction 

24 Howat i& 

iAssaker 

i(2013) i 

Public 

iAquatic i 

2 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: idispleased, i7: ipleased i General 

isatisfaaction iand 

iaffective 

25 Etemad-Sajadi 

i& iRizzuto 

(2013) 

Restaurant i 3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: istrongly idisagree, i5: 

istrongly iagree i 

General 

isatisfaction iand 

iaffective 

26 Gallarza, iet ial., 

i(2013) i 

Tourism 3 iitems 

Uni-dim 

1: ivery ilow, i5: ivery ihigh Affective, 

icognitive iand 

ineed ifulfilment 

 

As imentioned iabove, ithis iresearch iaims ito iinvestigate ithe irelationship ibetween 

ithe iindependent ivariables irepresented iby ithe iquality iof iservice iand iits 

idimensionsi(tangibility, iresponsiveness, ireliability, iassurance iand iempathy) iwith ia 

idependent ivariable irepresented iby ithe isatisfaction iof istudent iand iacademic istaffs iin 

ihigher ieducation iinstitutions ioperating iin ithe icity iof iSulaimanyah.iClarity iof iconcept 
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ireputation iwas ithe imoderate ivariable iin ihigher ieducational iinstitutions iin iSulaimanyah 

iprovince.iThe istudy iis ifocused ion imanagers ion ithe iuse iof iservice iquality iof ihigher 

ieducational iinstitutions iin iSulaimanyah iand iimplication ito ilocal iauthority.iThe iService 

iQuality iStudent iSatisfaction iand iAcademic iSatisfaction: iThe iReputation iModerating 

iRole iof ihigher ieducation.iProposed iconceptual iframework iof ithe istudy iis ibelow. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Related iResearch i 

A ilarge iblock iof istudies ihas ibeen ipresented iin ithe iliterature iaiming ito iinvestigate, 

icharacterize, iassess, ievaluate iand idiscuss iservice iquality idimensions iin ithe icontext iof 

ihigher ieducation.iPeters iet ial.i(1982) idefined iquality iin ieducation ias iexcellence, iwhereas 

iCrosby i(1979) istated ithat iquality iin ieducation iis idirectly irelated ito ithe ioutput iof 

icompliance iwith iset igoals.iIn iaddition, iHoldford iand iPatkar i(2003) idefined iservice 

iquality iin ieducational ienvironments ias ian iassessment iof ithe iservices ioffered ito ithe 

istudents iin itheir ieducational ijourney. 

Defining iand icharacterizing iservice iquality idimensions iis ia imajor ichallenge, iand 

ithere iis iextensive idebate isurrounding ithe inature, ispecifications iand inumber iof 

idimensionsi(Parasuraman iet ial., i1985 iand iStrombeck i& iShu, i2014).iA imajor iissue ilinked 

iwith iservice iquality iis ithe inumber iof idimensions ithat icompromise ithis 

iquality.iSometimes ithe isame iresearchers, iafter irevising iand itesting itheir imodel ivalidity 

iand ireliability, iend iup iwith idifferent inumber iof idimensions icompared ito iprevious 

Tangibility 

Reliability 

Responsiveness 

Empathy 

Assurance 

 

 

 

Reputation 

Students’ iand 

iacademic istaff 

isatisfaction 
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istudies. iSome istudies isummarized ithese iinto ionly itwo idimensions i(Cronin, i1992), iwhile 

iother istudies ilisted ithree idimensions i(Lehtinen i& iLehtinen i1982), ifour idimensions 

i(Gatfield, i2000; iAngell iet ial., i2008), ifive idimensions i(Parasuraman iet ial.,1988; 

i;Carmen, i1990; iSangeeta iet ial., i2004), isix idimensions i(Cronin i& iTaylor, i1992; iSohail i& 

iShaikh, i2004; iAbdullah, i2006a), iseven idimensions i(Hampton i1993; iRandheer, i2015), 

ieight idimensions i(Owlia i& iAspinwall i1997; iFord iet ial., i1999), inine idimensions i(Joseph 

i& iJoseph, i1997; iSultan i& iWong, i2010), iten idimensions i(Athiyaman, i1997; iJoseph i& 

iJoseph i,1997; iParasuraman iet ial., i1984) iand isome ihave ieven ireached ia itotal iof inineteen 

idimensions i(Carney, i1994).iCultural idiversity, idemographic ivariables iand ipersonal 

ifactors iall icontribute ito ithe ivariation iin iservice iquality idimensions iin ivariousstudies, 

iconsidering ithe ilocation, isituation iand ienvironment itargeted.iAnother ifactor ileading ito 

isuch ivariation iis ithe idifficulty ito igeneralize iin imany istudies idue ito iinappropriate 

isampling imethods iand iunrepresentative isample isizes. 

In ioverall, iculture iinfluences ithe iconsumers’ iexpectations ifor ieach iof ithe 

idimensions iof iservice iqualityi(Donthu iand iYoo, i1998). iWith ithe ihigh ilevels iof iconcern 

ithat ithe iGulf icultural iaspects iand icharacteristics iare irooted iinto ithe ieducational isystem ias 

iwell ias ihigher ieducation, iRandheer i(2015) iconsidered iculture ias ia idimension iof iservice 

iquality imodel iin iaddition ito iHEdPERF i(2006) isix idimensions.iIn iupgrading ithe 

iHEdPERF imodel, iRandheer iincluded ithe iArab i(Gulf) icultural iaspects iwithin ithe 

iexisting imodel.iThe istudy iconcluded ithat iCUL-HEdPERF iand iits iseven idimensions, 

iculture, ireputation, iacademic iaspects, inon-academic iaspects, iunderstanding, iprogram 

iissues, iand iaccess iis imore isuitable icompared ito iother imodels iin ihigher ieducation iin igulf 

iregion. 

A istudy idone iin iEgypt iby iEl iRawas iand iEl iSagheiri(2012) iemployed ithe 

iSERVQUAL imodel, ibut ithey isuggested ithat ithe i“empathy” idimension ishould ibe 

ireplaced iby ithe i“image” idimension iin iwhen ithe iSERVQUAL imodel iis ito ibe iused iin ian 

iArab icountry.iThis iis isupported iby itheir iassertion ithat ithe iimage iof ithe iuniversity iis imore 

isignificant ito istudents’ ievaluation ifor iservice iquality iin iEgyptian ihigher ieducation 

iinstitutions iwhile i“empathy” idimension iis inot.iThe ifinding iof ithis istudy iwas isupported 

iby iAzoury iet ial.i(2013) iwho iconducted isimilar iinvestigation iin iLebanon iand iby 

iRandheer i(2015) istudy iconducted iin iSaudi iArabia. 
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 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iIn ia irecent istudy ipresented iby iSohail iand iShaikh i(2014), i310 iSaudi iArabian 

istudents i(males ionly) ipursuing ibusiness istudies iwere isurveyed iin ithe ipublic iKing iFahd 

iUniversity iof iPetroleum iand iMinerals.iThe iauthors iidentified isix imajor iservice iquality 

idimensions: iphysical ievidence, iresponsiveness, icurriculum, icontact ipersonnel, 

ireputation, iand iaccess ito ifacilities.iPhysical ienvironment isuch ias ilighting, iclassrooms, 

ilayout, iappearance iof ibuildings iand igrounds iand ithe igeneral ihygiene icontributed 

itremendously ito istudents’ ievaluation ifor iservice iquality.iOn ithe iother ihand, i‘contact 

ipersonnel’ iwas ithe imost iinfluencing ifactor iin istudent’s ievaluation iof iservice iquality. i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iThe igeneralization iof ithe istudy ioutcomes iis ilimited ibecause ithe isample iwas itaken 

ifrom ione ipublic iuniversity, iwith ione igender i(males) iconsidered iand ionly ibusiness 

istudents isurveyed.iStudents iof idifferent imajors ior iof idifferent igender, imight imost 

iprobably ihave idifferent isatisfaction ilevels i(Abouchedid iand iNasser, i2002). iIn ithis 

iregard, iseveral istudies ifound ithat ithere iis ia isignificant irelationship ibetween ithe istudents’ 

igender iand ithe iperceived iservice iquality i(Soutar i& iMcNeil, i1996; iOldfield i& iBaron, 

i2000; iUmbach i& iPorter, i2002; iTessema iet ial., i2012).iIt iwas ihighlighted ithat ifemales 

ihave ia itendency ito iboth iexpect iand iperceive ihigher ilevels iof iservice iquality ithan imales 

i(Ruby i1998). 

In itheir iinvestigation, iFernandes iet ial., i(2013), iemployed ia inational istudent 

isurvey i(NSS) iwith ia isample iof i187 igraduate istudents iat ia iBritish iuniversity icampus iin 

iUAE i(United iArab iEmirates).iTeaching iquality iand ithe ifundamental iacademic ivariables 

iof ithe iprogramme ihad ithe imost isignificant iimpact ion istudents’ isatisfaction.iOn ithe iother 

ihand, ifactors iincluding iacademic ifeedback, iIT iresources iand ilibrary ihad ino isubstantial 

iimpact ion istudents’ isatisfaction.iThe istudy iwas ilimited ito ione iuniversity iin iUAE iand 

itherefore iit icannot ibe igeneralized ieven ito iother iuniversities iinside iUAE.iThis iclaim iis 

isupported iby ithe ifact ithat igenerally iUAE iuniversities iadopt idifferent ieducational 

isystems i(i.e. iAmerican, iBritish, iand iFrench. i 

Another istudy iin ithis iregard iwas iconducted iby iSenthilkumar iand iArulraji(2010), 

iwhere ithey irecognized ithree imajor idimensions iin iIndian iuniversities: iexceptional 

iresources, igood ifaculty iand ia ivariety iof idisciplines.iThe iauthors iused ia iconvenience iand 

ijudgmental isampling ialthough ithe ipurpose iof itheir istudy iwas ito idevelop ia inew imodel ito 

imeasure iservice iquality iin ihigher ieducation iin iIndia.iTherefore, itheir isampling imethods 

ilimits ithe igeneralization iof itheir istudy ifindings.iDouglas iet ial., i(2006) iconducted ia istudy 

iin iLiverpool iJohn iMoores iUniversity’s iin iUK- iFaculty iof iBusiness iand iLaw.iThey ifound 
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ithat ithe imost isignificant iservice iquality idimensions iare ithe iones irelated ito iteaching iand 

ilearning, iwhile ithe idimensions irelated ito ithe iphysical ifacilities iare ithe ileast 

iimportant.iHowever, iDouglas iet ial., i(2006), icovered ionly ione iuniversity iin iUK, iand ithe 

istudy iwas ilimited ito ionly istudents istudying ia ibusiness imajor.iAlthough istudents iof 

idifferent imajors ihave idifferent isatisfaction ilevels i(Abouchedid iand iNasser, i2002), ithe 

iauthors iof ithis istudy ididn’t iclaim ithat ithe iresults icould ibe igeneralized.iInstead, ithey 

iasserted ithat ithe ifindings iare ionly itargeting ibusiness istudents’ isatisfaction iat iLiverpool 

iJohn iMoores iUniversity iand inot ito ibe igeneralized iacross iall iUK iuniversities. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iConsidering ithis idebate isurrounding iservice iquality idimensions iin ihigher 

ieducation iand ithe ilarge inumber iof iinvestigations idiscussing idimensions iof ivarious 

inatures iand ispecifications, iTable i2 isummarizes ithe iservice iquality idimensions 

ihighlighted iand iemployed iin imajor istudies itargeting iservice iquality iassessment iin 

ihigher ieducation iin ivarious icountries. 

 

Table i2. 

Service iQuality iDimensions iReported iin ithe iLiterature 

Study Country iof 

iInvestigation 

Service iQuality iDimensions 

Abari iet ial. i(2011) Iran Guarantee, iSympathy, iFacilities, iResponsibility iand 

iReliance 

Abdullah i(2006a) Malaysia Reputation, iAccess, iProgram iissues, iAcademic iaspects, 

iNon-academic iaspects iand iUnderstanding 

Aldridge iand iRowley 

i(1998) 

United iKingdom Services iand ifacilities iforstudents, iEqual iopportunities, 

iTeaching iand ilearning, iFeedback iand icomplaints, 

iCommunication,Consultation, iTeaching iand ilearning 

isupport, iDisability iand ienvironment iand iTeaching iand 

ilearning idevelopment 

Annamdevula iand 

iBellamkonda i(2012) 

India Administrative iservices, iCampus iinfrastructure, iSupport 

iservices, iTeaching iand icourse icontent iand iAcademic 

ifacilities 

Asefi iet ial. i(2017) Iran Assurance, iResponsiveness, iEmpathy, iTangibles iand 

iConfidence 

Athiyaman i(1997) Australia Quality iof iTeaching, iRecreational ifacilities, iLibrary 

iservices, iAvailability iof istaff ifor istudent iconsultation, 

iComputing ifacilities, iClass isize, iStudent iworkload iand 

iLevel iof idifficulty iof isubject icontent 

Carman i(1990) United iStates Assurance, iResponsiveness, iReliability, iTangibles iand 

iEmpathy 

Cronin iand iTaylor 

i(1992) 

United iStates Assurance, iResponsiveness, iReliability, iTangibles, 

iEmpathy 

Gatfield i(2000) Australia Guidance, iAcademic iinstruction, iRecognition iand 

iCampus ilife 

Hadikoemoro i(2002) Indonesia 

 

Academic iservices, iGeneral iattitudes, iReadiness iand 

iAttentiveness, iFair iand iImpartial iand iTangible 
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Hampton i(1993) United iStates Quality iof ieducation, iSocial ilife-personal, iTeaching, 

iCampus ifacilities, iStudent iAdvising, iSocial ilife-campus 

iand iEffort ito ipass icourses 

Joseph iand iJoseph 

i(1997) 

New iZealand Academic ireputation, iProgram iissues, iWord iof imouth, 

iTime, iLocation, iProgram iaspects, iCampus iopportunities, 

iFamily, iPhysical iaspects iand iPeer iinfluence 

Lee iet ial. i(2000) Korea Overall iimpression iof ithe iuniversity iand iOverall 

iimpression iof ithe ieducation iquality 

Nguyen iand iLeblanc 

i(2001) 

Canada Administration, iResponsiveness, iCurriculum, iPhysical 

ievidence, iAccess ito ifacilities, iFunctional iquality, 

iTechnical iquality 

Owino i(2013) Kenya Human ielements, iNon-human ielements, iCore iservice, 

iService iblueprint iand iCorporate iimage 

Parasuraman iet ial. 

i(1985) 

United iStates Access, iCourtesy, iCommunication, iTangibles, 

iResponsiveness, iReliability, iCredibility, iSecurity 

iUnderstanding iand iCompetence 

Parasuraman iet ial. 

i(1988) 

United iStates Assurance, iReliability, iEmpathy, iTangibles iand 

iResponsiveness 

Pereda iet ial. i(2007) United iKingdom Reliability, iTangibility, iSufficiency iof iresources iand 

iQuality iof ifaculty 

Randheer i(2015) Saudi iArabia Reputation, iAccess, iProgram iissues, iAcademic iaspects, 

iNon-academic iaspects, iUnderstanding iand iCulture 

Sohail iand iShaikh 

i(2004) 

Saudi iArabia Reputation, iAccess ito ifacilities, iContact ipersonnel, 

iPhysical ievidence, iCurriculum iand iResponsiveness 

Sultan iand iWong 

i(2010) 

Japan Assurance,Dependability,Effectiveness,  iCompetencies, 

iCapability, iEfficiency, iUnusual iSituation iManagement, 

iSemester iand iSyllabus 

Yusof iet ial. i(2012) Malaysia Reliability,Assurance,Empathy,Responsiveness, 

iTangibles,Communication,Knowledge/Expertise,  

iSystems/Secondary iServices, iSocial iResponsibility iand 

iSelf iDevelopment 

Lodesso iet ial. i(2018) Africa Reliability, iAssurance, iEmpathy, iResponsiveness, 

iTangibles 

Mohammed i(2014) Mogadishu Reliability, iAssurance, iEmpathy, iResponsiveness, 

iTangibles 

Khan iand iFasih 

i(2014) 

Pakistan Reliability, iAssurance, iEmpathy, iResponsiveness, 

iTangibles 

Mang’unyi iand 

iGovender i(2017) 

Kenya Reputation, iAccess, iProgram iissues, iAcademic iaspects, 

iNon-academic iaspects iand iHealth iService iAspects 

 

Satisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iis iregardedias iinfluencing irepurchasing 

iintentions iand ibehavior, iwhich iin iturn ileads ito ifuture ibusiness iincome iand 

ireturns.iAccording ito iZhang, iYe, iLaw, iand iLi i(2010), isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic 

istaff iis ia icomplex iconstruct. iIt ihas ibeen ireferred ito iin idifferent iways i(Ahmad, iAl-Qarni, 

iAlsharqi, iQalai, i& iKadi, i2013; iAl-Debi i& iAl-waely, i2015; iArokiasamy, i2014; iAshdaq, 

iMaupa, iAmar, i& iNursyamsi, i2015; iDaikh, i2015; iNgo i& iNguyen, i2016; iWang, iShieh, i& 

iHsiao, i2013; iZakaria iet ial., i2014) i. iIn irecent itimes, iresearchers ihave iargued ithat ithere iis ia 

idistinction ibetween isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff ion itangible iproducts iand ion 

iservice iexperiences.i 
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Asia iprocess iin itime, iservice iquality itakes iplace ibefore, iand ileads ito ioverall 

isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff.iAlthough iCronin iand iTaylor ioriginally 

ihypothesized ithat isatisfaction iis ian iantecedent iof iservice iquality, itheir iresearch iwith ia 

imulti-industry isample ishowed, iin ia iLISREL, iSPSS iand iPLS ianalysis, ian iopposite 

irelationship.iService iquality iappear ito ibe ithe iservice ifactors icontributing ito icustomers’ 

isatisfaction ijudgements i(Cronin iand iTaylor, i1992; iMuala iand iQurneh, i2012; iVerma iand 

iSingh, i2017; iJobhaarbima, i2017).iThere iare iclearly iother iantecedents. 

Overall isatisfaction iwithian iexperience idoes ilead ito icustomer 

iloyalty.iJobhaarbima i(2017) istated ithat isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iis ivital ito 

ithe imarketer ibecause iit iis igenerally iassumed ito ibe ia isignificant ideterminant iof irepeated 

isales, ipositive iword iof imouth iand iconsumer iloyalty’’. iSimilarly, iArokiasamy i(2014) 

ihad ialso iargued ithat i“satisfaction ican ibe ithought iof ias ian iimportant ideterminant iof ibrand 

iloyalty”, iwhile iMinarti iand iSegoro i(2014) iclaimed ithat iit iis ithe isatisfaction iwith ia ibrand 

iwhich ileads ito icustomer iloyalty. iThis iview iis ialso isupported iby iMuala i(2016). 

iFernandes i& iSolimun i(2018) ishowed iempirically ithat ibrand iloyal icustomers ihave ia 

ilower iprobability ito iswitch ibrands idue ito ihigher ilevel iof isatisfaction.iOn ithe ibasis iof ithe 

iabove, isatisfaction istudent iand iacademic istaff iis iindicated ias ia idependent iin ithe ilink 

iamong iservice iquality iand ireputation.i i i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iReputation iis: i(a) istakeholder iassessment iof ithe icompany's iability ito imeet iits 

iexpectations, i(b) ia icollective isystem iof isubjective itrust iamong isocial igroup imembers, i(c) 

iexisting icollective itrust iin ithe iorganizational ifield i(d) imedia ivisibility iand istability 

iobtained iby icompanies iand i(e) icollective irepresentations ithat iare iin ithe iminds iof imany 

ipeople iabout ian iorganization ifrom itime ito itime i(Alessandri iet ial., i2006).iEckert i(2017) 

isaid ithat ithe icompany's ireputation iis irelatively istable iand ilong-term iin inature ias ia iresult 

iof icollective iassessment iby ioutsiders iof ithe iactions iand iachievements iof ia 

icompany.iHoffmann iet ial.i(2016), ireputation ireflects ithe icompany's ibonafideity.iJøsang 

iet ial.i(2007) idefines ireputation ias isomething ithat iis ioften iexpressed ior ibelieved iabout ia 

iperson's icharacter ior iattitude. iA iuniversity's ireputation iis i"The irecognition ior isubjective 

iand icollective iassessment iof istakeholders ito iuniversity, iwhich ishows itheir iviews, 

iattitudes, ievaluations, ilevel iof itrust, iadmiration, igood ifeelings, iand iappreciation iof ithe 

iuniversity ifrom itime ito itime ias ia iresult iof ithe iuniversity's ipast iactions, iwhich ican 

icontribute ito ithe iachievement iof ithe iuniversity's isustainable icompetitive iadvantage 

i(Lupiyoadi, i2016).iAccording ito iAula iand iTienari i(2011), iuniversity's ireputation ican ibe 
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ibuilt iin ivarious iways: i"societal isignificance, iinterdisciplinary iinnovativeness, iand 

isymbolic ibreak iwith ithe ipast".iEmbed ithe iideals iof ibecoming ithe iworld's itop iuniversity 

iand ibuilding ia iunique iinterdisciplinary iuniversity ithat iencourages iinnovation irelevant ito 

ibusiness ipractices ithrough ithe ibest iresearch iand iteaching.iEmphasizing inew ithings iand 

inew ibeginnings ithrough isymbols ithat iare inot idirectly irelated ito ithe iuniversity.iThe ithree 

ithemes iabove iare ithe ithree imain ipillars ito ibuild ia ihigh ischool ireputation. 

Brand ireputation irefers ito icustomer’s isatisfaction iof icorporate iand ievaluation iof 

ivarious iaudiences iof ithe ibrandi(Fombrun i& iRindova, i2000).iCompanies iand ibrands 

irequire ipositive igood ireputation ito iattract icustomers.iTherefore, ia ibrand iwith ia inegative 

ireputation icannot iachieve iits ipre-determined igoals iand imarketing isignals.iConsumers 

iconsider ithe ibrand ias ia ipersonality, iwhile imanagers iwant ito imaintain ia ibrand.iOn ithe 

iother ihand, iconsumers iconsider ibrand ias icelebrity ior ipersonality.iBrand ireputation 

irefers ito icustomer iperceptions iof iservices iquality iassociated iwith ibrand iname 

i(Veloutsou i& iMoutinho, i2009). 

Previous istudies ihave irevealed ithat ibrand ireputation iprotects icompanies iagainst 

ieconomic icrisesi(Sengupta iet ial., i2014).iKoh iet ial.i(2009) iclaim ithat ibrand ireputation 

ibrings ilasting isuccess ifor icompanies iduring ia ibusiness icrisis.iLange iet ial.i(2011) ibelieve 

ithat iwell-known icompanies iwith ihigh ibrand ireputation iaccept iless irisk iof ireleasing ithe 

inegative inews ion itheir iactivities iin isociety.iInvestors ihave ipessimistic iview iof ithese 

icompanies iwhen ithey ireport ilower istock ireturn irate, isince ithey ihave ibeen iable ito icreate 

isense iof itrust iand iloyalty iin ishareholders iin ilight iof itheir ireputation. 

 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iThis ibrand ireputation iis ialso ieffective iin irecruiting iemployees iin ithe iorganization 

iand iin iencouraging iconsumers ito ipurchase igoods.iKapfrer i(2008) ibelieves ithat 

icompanies iuse ibrand ias ia itool ifor icreating iand imaintaining ia ireputation ito isupport itheir 

isocial istatus iand ito iachieve ithe idesired igoal iin ithe ilabor imarkets, iespecially ifinancial 

imarkets iand ienterprise.iA iwell-known ibrand ican icontribute ito iidentifying iand 

ivalidating, ileading ito ithe icreation iof idesired ibusiness irelationships.iBrand ireputation 

idifferentiates ione icorporate ifrom iits icompetitors.iFor ithis ireason, ireputation ican ibe iused 

ias ia istrategic itool ithat iother icompetitors icannot iimitate, inot ionly idue iits iability ito icreate 

ivalue, ibut ialso idue ito iits iintangible inature i(Lin i& iHuang, i2012). 
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 i i i i i i i i i i i i i iOrganization iwith ihigh iservice iquality iwill ilead ito ihigh icustomer’s isatisfaction 

i(Abkar, i2017), iboost ian iorganization’s iimage i(Muala, i2016; iShukor, i2016)and ipositive 

icustomer’s ibehaviour isuch ias ire-use iintention, irecommendation iintention iand iloyalty 

i(Kim iand iDamhorst, i2010; iZakaria iet ial. i2014). iOn ithe icontrary, ipoor iservice iquality 

iwill icause ithe icustomer ito irespond iin inegative iattitude, ibad iword iof imouth iand ilow 

icustomer irepurchase i(Lovelock iand iWirtz, i2011). iThus, iit iis iessential ifor ithe iservice 

iorganization ito iunderstand ithe irequirement iof itheir icustomers iand iable ito iadjust itheir 

iservices iaccording ito ithe ineeds iof icustomers i(Vanniarajan iand iGurunathan, i2009). 

Another iessential ipoint iby iPurcărea, iGheorghe, iand iPetrescu i(2013) iwho 

isuggested ithat ia ipersistent iinvestigation iof ithe iconsumer iexpectations iand iperceptions iis 

ineeded ito iensure ia ilong isurvival iof iservice iorganization.iThe iright ievaluation iof iservice 

iquality iwill iassist iorganization’s imanagers ito iidentify iopportunities, iweakness, iclose ithe 

iservice igaps iand iorganization’s iresources iwill ibe iprecisely idistributed iwhere ithere iis ia 

inecessary ineed. iAs iidentified iby iSeth iet ial. i(2005) iafter ireviewing inineteen iservice 

iquality imodels iin itheir istudy, iproposed ithat ithe imain icomponents itowards iimprovement 

iof iservice iquality iare i(1) ideep iunderstanding iof imarket iand icustomer ifocus; i(2) ihighly 

imotivated istaff; i(3) iprecisely icomprehend ithe iconcepts iof iservice iquality iand iassociated 

ifactors iaffecting ithe isame; i(4) ipossess ian ieffective iindicators iand icustomer ifeedback 

isystem; i(5) ieffectively ioperationalize isystem; iand i(6) iefficient iimplementation iof 

icustomer irelationship imanagement isystem.i  

According ito iMucai, iMbaeh, iand iNoor i(2013), iservice iquality iis iviewed ias i“a 

imultidimensional iconcept, iperceived iand ievaluated iby ithe icustomer ibased ion ifive 

idimensions: iTangibility, ireliability, iassurance, iresponsiveness iand iempathy. iThe 

iconcept iof iservice iquality iwas iargued ito ibe ioriginally iused ias ipart iof ithe iframework iof 

iservice imarketing imix i iwith iconsidering icustomers ithe ifocal ipoint i i(Rajaratnam iet ial., 

i2014). iAdditionally, iin istudying ithe idevelopment iof iservice iquality, i(Lovelock iand 

iWright, i1999) ihighlighted ithe iconfirmation-disconfirmation iview ias ithe icore iconcept 

ifor iits idevelopment.iThe iconfirmation iand idisconfirmation iconcept iis iexplained ias ia 

icomparison iof ithe icustomers’ iperceived i(experience) iwith itheir iexpectations iof ithe 

iservice. iThis ihas iled isome iresearchers ito iargue ithat iservice iquality iis ia icomponent iof 

icustomer isatisfaction ibecause iit ireflects itrade-offs, ipersonal iand isituational ifactors 

i(Zeithaml i& iBitner, i2003). 
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Service iquality iis icommonly idefined ias ia idiscrepancy ibetween ithe iservice 

iexpectation iand iperceived iservice ithat iis idelivered iby ithe iorganization iand ithe iservice 

iperformance iby iemployees i(Syapsan, i2019). iIn ithe iearly ifoundation iof iservice iquality 

iconcept, i(Grönroos, i1984) iservice iquality imodel iis ialso iknown ias iNordic iperspective 

iwhich iare iidentified iinto itwo idimensions iof iservice iquality inamely itechnical iquality ithat 

iconcern ion i“what icustomer igets” iand ifunctional iquality ithat iis irelated ion i“how ihe igets 

iit”.iGrönroos’s istudy idefined itechnical iquality ias i“what ithe iconsumer ireceives ias ia iresult 

iof iinteractions iwith ia iservice ifirm” iand ifunctional iquality, iis idefined ias i“the iway iin 

iwhich ithe itechnical iquality iis itransferred”.iGrönroos iconcluded ithat ithe itechnical iand 

ifunctional iquality iof iservice ibuilt iup ithe icorporate i“image” iof ithe icompany. iZeithaml, 

i(1988) iin ihis istudy iin ithe imeans-end imodel ihad idefined iservice iquality ias ia iglobal 

ijudgment ior iattitude iwhich iis irelated ito ithe ioverall iexcellence ior isuperiority iof ithe 

iservice iand ithis idefinition ialso icited iagain iby iParasuraman, iZeithaml, iand iBerry, i(1988). 

iMittal iand iGera i(2013) iclaimed ithat ithe idefinition iof iservice iquality iis igiven iby iZeithaml 

i(1988) ithat iis imost iwidely iaccepted iby iother ischolars ifor istudying iservice iquality. iThis 

istudy iuses idefinition iprovided iby iZeithaml i(1988). 

The imost icommon iand iwidely iaccepted imeasurement iscale ifor iservice iquality iis 

i“SERVQUAL”, iwhich iwas iformally iestablished iby i(Parasuraman iet ial.1988) iand 

isubsequently irefined iby iauthors iin i1994.iThey idefined iperceived iservice iquality ias ia 

i“global ijudgment, ior iattitude, irelating ito ithe isuperiority iof ithe iservice”.iAuthors idivided 

iservice iquality idimensions iinto itangibles, ireliability, iresponsiveness, iassurance iand 

iempathy.iTangibles ireflect icustomer iperceptions iabout ithe iphysical ievidence iof ithe 

iservice icompany iand ireliability iis irelated ito ithe iaccurate iperformance iof ithe iservice.iIn 

iaddition, iresponsiveness ireflects iemployee’s iwillingness ito ihelp itheir icustomers iwhile 

iassurance iis irelated ito ithe ibehavior iand iexpertise iof iemployees.iFinally, iempathy iis 

irelated ito icustomer iperceptions iabout ithe iattention ithe iservice iprovider igives ito ithe 

icustomers. iDespite iits ipopularity, iSERVQUAL iinstrument iwas icriticized idue ito 

iignoring icritical ielements iof ithe iservice iquality isuch ias iproduct iinnovativeness iand iprice 

i(Gounaris iand iDimitriadis, i2003).i 

Therefore, iauthors isuggested isix idimensions iof iservice iquality inamely, 

iemployee icompetence, ireliability, iand iproduct iinnovativeness, ivalue ifor imoney, 

iphysical ievidence iand iconvenience.iService iquality iis iusually ireferred ito ias ian 

ievaluation iof ihow iwell ia idelivered iservice iconforms ito ithe icustomer’s iexpectations. 
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iService iproviders ishould ifrequently iassess ithe iservice iquality iprovided ito itheir 

icustomers iin iorder ito iimprove itheir iservice iquality iand imaintain icustomer’s isatisfaction 

i(Bucak, i2014).i 

 Khan iand iShambour i(2017); iMarković iand iJanković i(2013); iWang, iShieh, iand 

iHsiao i(2013) iagreed iwith ithe iview ipresented iby iParasuraman, iZeithaml, iand iBerry, 

i(1994) ithat ithe ilevel iof icustomer isatisfaction iis ibased ion ithe ilevel iof iservice iquality. iThe 

iconcept iof iservice iquality ihas ibeen istressed iintensively iin imarketing istudies iand 

iacademic ibooks isince ithe iconcept iis iso iimportant iand iacts ias ia imain idetermination ito 

icustomer isatisfaction iand ibehaviou i(Lovelock iand iWright, i1999; iZeithaml iand iBitner, 

i2003). iHowever, imanaging iservice iquality iis ia ichallenge ibecause iit iis isubjected ito ithe 

itype iof iindustries, itype iof iservice isetting i(Bala, iSandhu, iand iNagpal, i2011), icustomers 

isegmentation iand iexternal ifactors isuch ias ieconomic, imarket itrends iand iculture i(Ganguli 

iand iRoy, i2013). iDue ito ithese ireasons, iBala iet ial. i(2011) ireported ithat ithe iservice iquality 

iis imeasured iin ivarious iways iand ino iagreement ibetween iindustries itook iplace, ialthough 

inumerous iattempts iand idebates ito igeneralize ithe imeasurement iof iservice iquality. 

iGenerally, ithere iwere itwo imajor ischools iof ithought ilead ithe iservice iquality iliterature ithat 

iis ithe iNordic ischool ithat ireferred ito i(Grönroos, i1984) itwo-dimensional imodel iand 

iAmerican ischool iis ireferred ito i(Parasuraman, iZeithaml, iand iBerry, i1988) ifive 

idimensional iSERVQUAL imodel i(Karatepe, iYavas, iand iBabakus, i2005; iMartínez iCaro 

iand iMartínez iGarcía, i2007) iand ischolars igenerally ichoose ione iapproach iof ithe itwo 

ischools i(Syapsan, i2019).i 

In ithis istudy, ifive idimensions iof ithe iSERVQUAL imeasuring iinstrument ihave 

ibeen iapplied ibut ithere iare ioriginally iten idimensions iof ithis iinstrument. iThe iauthor iof ithe 

iinstrument icame iout iwith iten idifferent idimensions iwhich iinclude; i1) iReliability i2) 

iResponsiveness i3) iCompetence i4) iAccess i5) iCourtesy i6) iCommunication i7) iCredibility 

i8) iSecurity i9) iUnderstanding i10) iTangiblesi(Parasuraman iet ial., i1985, ip. i48).iThe 

ioriginal iten idimension iof ithe iSERVQUAL imeasuring iinstrument iwas ireduced ito ifive 

idimensions iafter ia irefined iempirical istudy iconducted iby ithe iauthors i(Parasuraman, iet 

ial., i1988).iThese ifive idimensions iinclude iTangibility, iReliability, iResponsiveness, 

iAssurance iand iEmpathy i(„RATER‟). 

Tangibility: iDue ito ithe iintangible inature iofia iservice iwhich imakes iit idifficult ifor 

icustomers ito ievaluate ithe iservices ibefore idecisions iare imade, icustomers ithen iturn ito 
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ievaluate ithe itangible iaspects iof ithe iservice ifirm ito ihave ia iclue iabout iwhat ithe iservice ifirm 

imight ibe icapable ito ideliver.iReliability: iThis idimension ienables ia icheck iof iwhether ior 

inot ithe iservice iprovider iis ireliable iin idelivering iservices ias ipromised.iResponsiveness: 

iIn ithis idimension, iquestions iare iasked iin irelation ito iwhat ithe iconsumers ithink iabout 

icompany’s iemployees.iThat’s iif ithe icompany’s iemployees iare isupportive iand iable ito 

iprovide iservices ias isoon ias idemanded iby ithe iconsumers.iAssurance: iknowledge iand 

icourtesy iof iemployees iand itheir iability ito iinspire itrust iand iconfidence.iEmpathy: ithe 

iindividualized iattention ithe ifirm iprovides ito iits icustomers.iAccording ito iNair iet 

ial.i(2010, ip. i37), ithese idimensions ihave ian iindependent iinfluence ito ithe ione iwho 

iconsumes ithe iservices irendered.i 

The iSERVQUAL imodel iis iconsidered ias ia imulti-dimensional iconstruct iconsists 

iof ifive idimensions inamely itangibility, ireliability, iresponsiveness, iassurance iand 

iempathy i(Chi iCui, iLewis, iand iPark, i2003). iA iParasuraman iet ial. i(1988) icontended ithat 

idespite ithe idifferent inature iof ithe iservices iindustry, ithe iassessment iof iservice iqualityiby 

ithe icustomer iis istill ibased ion ithe isame icommon icriterion ithat istipulated iin ifive 

idimensions iof iSERVQUAL imodel.iThe idefinition iof ifive idimensions iof iSERVQUAL iis 

idefined iin iTable i2.13. 

Table i3. 

Definition iof iSERVQUAL idimensions i(Parasuraman iet ial., i1988) 

Dimension Definition 

Tangible Physical ifacilities, iequipment, iand iappearance iof ipersonnel. 

Reliability Ability ito iperform ithe ipromised iservice idependability. 

Responsiveness Willingness ito ihelp icustomers iand iprovide iprompt iservice. 

Assurance Knowledge iand icourtesy iof iemployees iand itheir iability ito iinspire itrust iand 

iconfidence. 

Empathy Caring, iindividualized iattention ithe ifirm iprovides iits icustomers. 

 

SERVQUAL imodel iis ibased ion idisconfirmation iparadigm. iParasuraman iet ial., 

i(1988); iParasuraman, iZeithaml, iand iBerry i(1985b) itheorized iand ioperationalized 

iSERVQUAL ias ia igap ibetween iconsumer iexpectations iof i‘what ithey iwant’ iand itheir 

iperceptions iof i‘that iwhich idrives iservice iquality. iIn iaddition, iParasuraman iet ial. i(1988) 

istated ithat iSERVQUAL idimensions iare iable ito iprovideian ioverall imeasurement iof 

iservice iquality.iIn itheir istudy iacross ifour idifferent iservice iindustries ihad ifound ithat 
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ireliability iis ithe imost icritical idimension, ifollowed iby iassurance, iresponsiveness, 

itangible iand ileast iimportant idimension iis iempathy.i 

According ito iKontogeorgos, iTselempis, iand iAggelopoulos i(2014), ithe 

iSERVQUAL imodel ican ibe iused ias ia idiagnostic iinstrument ito iassist ipublic iand iprivate 

iorganizations ito iimprove ithe iquality istandards iby irecognizing ithe istrengths iand 

iweaknesses ifor itheir iservice iprocedures. iSubsequently, iSERVQUAL imodel ias ia ibase 

ihas ibeen ireplicated, iadapted iand ideveloped ito iseveral iscales ifor imeasuring iservices 

i(Lee, iLee, iand iPark, i2014; iRajaratnam iet ial., i2014).iHowever, ithe iimpact iof ifive 

iSERVQUAL’s idimensions ito ioverall iservice iquality iwas ivaried. iFor iexample, ithe iresult 

iof iYoo iand iDonthu i(2001) istudy iin ihigher ieducation iin iThailand iindicated ithat ireliability 

iachieves ia ihigher iscore, ifollowed iby iempathy, iassurance, iresponsiveness iand itangible. 

iAnother istudy iby iRavichandran i(2010) iin ithe ibank isector iin iIndia ifound ithat itangibles 

irecord ithe ihighest imean iscore iand ifollowed iby iempathy, iresponsiveness, ireliability iand 

ilowest imean iis iassurance idimension. 

Moreover, ithe inumber iof idimensions ito iexplain iservice iquality isometimes ivaries 

iafter ifactor ianalysis iwas icarried iout. iFor iexample, iKontogeorgos iet ial., i(2014) istudy iin 

ipublic iservice iin iGreek iministry iused ithe iPrinciple iComponent ianalysis ion ifive 

idimensions iof iSERVQUAL ihad iresulted iin ionly ithree ifactors iwhich ilater iare inamed ias 

icustomized iservice, iservice iconditions iand itangible. iAnother ischolars, iMiranda iet ial., 

i(2012) iin itheir istudy ihad iused ipartial ileast isquare i(PLS) ipath imodeling iin ihealthcare 

iservices iwhich ihad iderived ionly ifour idimensions inamely ihealth istaff iquality iattributes, 

iefficiency imeasures, ino ihealth istaff iquality iattributes iand ifacilities iinstead iof ifive 

iSERVQUAL idimensions 

Due ito ithe iinconsistency iof iresult iand idimensions, iSERVQUAL imodel ihad 

ifacedia igreat ichallenge ifor icriticism. iHowever, iParasuraman, iBerry iand iZeithaml i(1991) 

irecommended ithat iSERVQUAL iscale iwas inot irigid iand iit ishould ibe iadapted ior imodified 

iaccordingly ifor iparticular iservice isectors ior idifferent icultures ias ilong ias ithe iintegrity iof 

iscales iis ipreserved. iThe isuperiority iof iSERVPERF iwas isupported iby imany istudies isuch 

ias i(Mittal iand iGera, i2013) iin iretail ibanking; i(Erdil iand iYildiz, i2011) iin ithe iairline 

iindustry; i(Jain, i2004) iin ifast ifood irestaurant iand i(Burch, iRogers, iand iUnderwood, i1995) 

iuniform irental iservice. iAttention ito ianalyse ithe iconcept iof iservice iquality ias ihierarchical 

ior ihigh iorder iconstruct ihad igradually iincreased iin ipast istudies iwhere iservice iquality iwas 
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iviewed imore ieffectively iand imore imeaningful ithrough ia iglobal ijudgment i(Clemes, iA. 

iCohen, iand iWang, i2013; iDaniel iClemes, iShu, iand iGan, i2014; iHowat iand iAssaker, 

i2014). 

Service iquality iis iconsidered ias ihighly icomplex iin inature i i(De iOña iet ial. i2016) 

iand iit iis ia icomplex iprocess ifor iservice ievaluation ithat imay idrive ifrom iseveral ilevels iof 

iabstraction i(Sureshchandar, iRajendran, iand iAnantharaman, i2002). iBrady iet ial., i(2001) 

isuggested ia iservice iquality imodel ithat iconsists iof ithree idimensions inamely iinteraction 

iquality, iphysical ienvironment iquality iand ioutcome iquality.iEach iof idimensions iin 

ihierarchical imodel iconsists iof ithree isub-dimensions iand ithe icumulative iassessment iof 

ithe isub-dimensions irepresent ithe iperception iof ithat iparticular idimension ithat ileads ito ithe 

ioverall iservice iquality iperception.iThe iBrady iand iCronin’s iconceptual imodel iis idepicted 

iin iFigure ibelow. 

Figure i1. 

Approach ito iperceived iservice iquality i(Brady iet ial., i2001) 

 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i iResearch iconducted iby iBrady iet ial., i(2001) iconcluded ithat iassessment iderives ifrom 

ia icombination iof iinteraction, ienvironment iquality iand ioutcome iquality idimensions 

iforms icustomer iperception ion ioverall iservice iquality.iFurthermore, ithe ihierarchical 

imodel isuggested iby ithem ihas ifulfilled ithe irequirement iof imultilevel iconceptualization 

ithat ioffers ia isingle, icomprehensive, isupported iby ia istrong ibase iof ithe imultidimensional 

itheoretical iframework iand iallows ito ibe ianalysed ion iseveral ilevels iof 

iabstraction.iAdditionally, iBrady iand iCronin iadvised ithe idimension imay idiffer idue ito ithe 

iservice iindustry icharacteristics iand isuggested ifuture istudy ito ifully iinvestigate ideeper ion 

iitems iwithin ithe idimensions. iThe istudy iby iDaniel iClemes iet ial. i(2014) iin imobile 

icommunication iservice iin iChina ihad iconfirmed ithat ihierarchical imodel ias iproposed iby 

iBrady iet ial., i(2001) iis iable ito irepresent icustomer’s iassessment ion ioverall iservice 
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iquality.iIn itheir istudy, iinteraction iquality ishows ithe imost ivital irole, ifollowed iby iphysical 

ienvironmental iquality iand ioutcome iquality.iThey ifurther isuggested ithat iservice iprovider 

ifocuses ion iinteraction iquality iduring iservice idelivery istage ias ithis idimension icontributes 

ithe igreatest iinfluence ito icustomers iand ialso iput igreat ieffort ito iimprove iservice iquality 

ithrough iwell itrained iand iprofessional iemployees.iTable i2.14 ilists ithe ihierarchical 

iconcept iapplied iin irecent istudies. 

Table i4. 

Path ianalysis iConcept iof iService iQuality 

Source Country Industry Method Service 

iQuality 

Model 

Dimensions 

(Wu, iLi, i& 

iLi, i2014) 

Taiwan Theme iParks, PLS-SEM 

Formative 

Adapted ifrom 

Brady i& 

iCronin’s 

Hierarchical 

Model 

- iInteraction iQuality 

- iPhysical 

ienvironment iquality 

- iOutcome iquality 

- iAccess iquality 

- iOverall 

iexperiential iquality 

(Rajaratnam i i 

iet ial. i2014) 

Malaysi

a 

Rural itourism 

 

PLS-SEM 

Formative 

Adapted ifrom 

SERVQUAL 

(perceived 

iservice 

only) 

- iAccessibility i& 

iLogistics 

- iCore iTourism 

iExperience 

- iHygiene 

- iInformation 

- iSecurity 

- iValue ifor imoney 

- iHospitality 

(Wu iand iLi, 

i2014) 

China Historic 

iCenter iof 

Macau, i 

SEMAMOS 

Reflective 

Adapted ifrom 

Brady i& 

iCronin’s 

Hierarchical 

imodel 

- iInteraction iQuality 

- iPhysical 

ienvironment iquality 

- iOutcome iquality 

- iAccess iquality 

- iOverall 

iexperiential iquality 

(Daniel 

iClemes iet ial. 

i2014) 

China Mobile 

icommunicati

on iservice 

Structural 

Equation 

Modeling, 

Reflective 

Adapted ifrom 

Brady i& 

iCronin’s 

Hierarchical 

imodel 

- iInteraction iQuality 

- iPhysical 

ienvironment iquality 

- iOutcome iquality 

 

(Howat iand 

iAssaker, 

i2014) 

Australi

a 

Outdoor 

iaquatic 

icenters 

PLS-SEM 

Formative 

SERVPERF - iCore iservices 

- iSecondary iservices 

- iStaff 

(Untachai, 

i2013) 

Thailan

d 

Hospital 

iservices 

SEMLISREL 

Formative 

Adapted ifrom 

SERVQUAL 

(perceived 

iservice 

only) 

- iTangible 

- iResponsive 

- iReliability 

- iAssurance 

- iEmpathy 

(Clemes iet 

ial., i2013) 

China A ipublic 

iuniversity 

SPSS 

Formative 

Adapted ifrom 

Brady i& 

iCronin’s 

Hierarchical 

imodel 

- iInteraction iQuality 

- iPhysical 

ienvironment iquality 

- iOutcome iquality 

- iOverall 
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iexperiential iquality 

(Miranda iet 

ial. 

2012) 

Spain Health icare 

iservice 

PLS-SEM 

Formative 

Adapted ifrom 

SERVQUAL 

(perceived 

iservice 

only) 

- iFacilities 

- iHealth istaff iquality 

- iNo ihealth istaff 

iquality 

- iEfficiency 

(Lam iet ial. 

i2012) 

Malaysi

a 

Services 

iindustry 

Structural 

Equation 

Modeling, 

Reflective 

Adapted ifrom 

SERVQUAL 

(perceived 

iservice 

only) 

- iTangible 

- iResponsive 

- iReliability 

- iAssurance 

- iEmpathy 

(Chen iet ial. 

i2012) 

Taiwan Financial 

iservice 

PLS-SEM 

Reflective 

Adapted ifrom 

SERVQUAL 

(perceived 

iservice 

only) 

- iTangible 

- iResponsive 

- iReliability 

- iAssurance 

- iEmpathy 

(O’Cass iand 

iCarlson, 

i2012) 

Australi

a 

Website isport 

Consumers 

PLS-SEM 

Formative 

Website 

iservice 

quality 

- ie-Communication 

iquality 

- ie-System ioperation 

iquality 

- ie-Aesthetic iquality 

- ie-Exchange 

iprocess iquality 

(Ledden, 

iKalafatis, 

iand 

iMathioudaki

s, i2011) 

United 

iKingdo

m 

Higher 

ieducation 

PLS-SEM 

Formative 

Adapted ifrom 

SERVQUAL 

(perceived 

iservice 

only) 

- iTangible 

- iResponsive 

- iReliability 

- iAssurance 

- iEmpathy 

 

Based ion ithe iabove iliterature ireview iin iTable i2.14, ithis istudy iapplied ionly 

iperceived iservice iquality iscale ifrom iSERVQUAL.iWithout iunderestimating ithe irole iof 

itechnical iquality, ithis idimension iis iincluded itogether iwith ianother ifive idimensions iof 

iSERVQUAL ito iform iservice iquality ias isecond-order iconstruct.iIn ihigher ieducation 

iInstitutions, ia itechnical iaspect iin idetermining ithe ismooth iof ioperations iis iessential ito 

iensure iexcellent ihigher ieducation iInstitutions.i 

This istudy iwill iemploy iParasuraman’s iSERVQUAL iframework ias iwell ias ithe 

iKotler iand iKelleri(2006) iconcepts ion iservice iquality iwith imajor idimensions itangibility, 

ireliability, iresponsiveness, iassurance iand iempathy. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i iTangibility idimension irefers ito ithe iphysical iappearance iof ithe iproduct ior iservice 

isuch ias ithe iavailability, icleanliness, iand ineatness iof itools, iequipment iand itechnology ias 

iwell ias ithe iprofessionalism iof iemployees. iThe iaspects iof itangibility idimension irefer ito 

ithe iuse iof ipromotional iitems ito icontribute ito ithe ibrand irecognition iand icustomer iloyalty 

ias ithey ifacilitate iprompt itransaction ito isatisfy ithe ineeds iof icustomers i(Srinivas iand iRao, 

i2013). iTangible imarketing iproducts ibuild icustomer iloyalty ibecause ithey iplace ibranded 
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iitems iin icustomers’ ihands, ithus icreating ia ibetter icustomer irelationship i(Parvin, iPerveen, 

iand iAfsana, i2014). 

Reliability irefers ito ithe iability iofia iservice iprovider ito iperform iservice idependably 

iand iaccurately.iService ireliability irepresents ia ivital ideterminant iof ithe iproduct iquality 

ibesides igood ipersonal iservice, istaff iattitude, iskills iand iknowledge. iAccording ito iOmar, 

iSaadan, iand iSeman i(2015), imost icustomers iemphasize ithe iservice i“core” iwhich 

imanagers ineed ito iemphasize iin ievery iopportunity iand ibuild ia i“do iit iright ifirst” 

iattitude.iHence, iit iis iessential ifor iorganizations ito iinstill itrust iamong icustomers ito 

iperform itheir ipromises.iThis imay iinvolve isome iattributes isuch ias iaccurate idelivery 

iservice, icomplete iorder iservices iand itruthful ito iyour ioffering.iReliable iservices ithat iare 

iprovided ihave ithe ipotential ito iincrease iand ienhance icustomer iretention iand iloyalty. 

iUntruthful iand iunreliable iservices iprovided iwould ilead ito ideclining ithe iorganizational 

ireturn ion iinvestment i(Somocor, i2017).i 

Basically, iresponsiveness irefers iorganizational iwillingness ito iprovide icustomers 

iwithia igood, iquality iand ifast iservice ito imake ithem ifeel imore ivalued.iPotential icustomers 

iand icurrent icustomer’s iretention iincrease, ias iwell ias iproblems iand iissues, idecrease, ionce 

icompanies iset icustomer iresponsiveness ias ithe ihighest ipriority.iIt iindicated ithat iignoring 

icustomers iinquiries ican icause idissatisfaction iand imake ithem ishift ito iother icompetitors’ 

iservices i(Kotler, i2013).i 

Assurance idimension irefers ito iemployees’ iknowledge, icourtesy iand iability ito 

iincorporate itrust iand iinstill iconfidence ithat ithe icustomers ifeel isafe iin itheir 

itransaction.iThis idimension iis ipresented iin ialmost iall icompany’s iactivities istarting ifrom 

ithe ipersons iwho ianswer ithe iphone ito ithe ipeople iwho iinteract iwith ithe icustomers ievery 

iday, iassurance imust ibe ia ipriority ito isustain ilong-term iprofitability iand isuccess iof ithe 

iorganization.iAssurance iis idefined ias iconfidence ithat ia ibusiness iestablishment iinstills iin 

itheir irespective iclients ito imake ithem itrust ithe icompany iand iwas iargued ito iincrease ithe 

icompany’s icredibility iand ito ihave ia ibetter icompetitive istand iagainst iits icompetitors 

i(Mok iet ial. i2011).i 

Empathy iis idefinedias ithe iability ito iexperience iand irelate ito ithe ithoughts, ifeelings, 

iemotions ior iexperience iof iothers ias iit ireveals ithe imagnitude iof icaring iand iindividual 

iattention igiven ito ithe icustomers. iThe iemployees’ icommitment ito idelivering iquality iand 



40 

 

 

 

iefficient iservices iwill igreatly isatisfy icustomers iand ipowerful itool ito iachieve 

iorganizational iobjectives i(Lai, iChu, iand iPetrick, i2016). 

The iconcern ishowniby iservice iorganization iand iacademician ion iservice iquality iis 

ialways iincreasing iand iinteresting ias ithe icustomer’s ineeds iand iexpectation iare ichanged 

iover ithe itime icauses iservice iproviders ito iadapt iwith ithe icurrent itrend iof icustomer’s 

idemand iand ilifestyle.iMeasuring iservice iquality iis ia icomplicated itask. iLadhari i(2008) 

istudy ihad ireviewed ithirty istudies ithat iposited iservice iquality ias ia imultidimensional 

iconstruct.iHowever, ithe idimensions iare inot ithe isame iin irespect iof inumber iand inature 

iwhich isubjected ito ithe itype iof iservices iand ithe idimensions imay ivary ieven iwithin ithe 

isame itype iof iservice iindustry.iIt iindicates ithat ithe imeasures iapplied ito iappraise iservice 

iquality iare idiverging iamong icustomer igroups iand isituations.iDue ito ithese ifactors, 

ivarieties iof iinstruments iare ideveloped ito imeasure iquality iin ithe ispecific iservices 

iindustry. iLin i(2010) ihad iaffirmed ithat iSERVQUAL ihad ireceived ithe imost iattention 

icompared ito iother iinstrument iof iservice iquality iand iit ialso ihad ibeen irecognized ias ithe 

imost iextensively iused iinstrument ifor iassessing iservice iquality i(Stodnick iand iRogers, 

i2008; iFuentes-Fuentes, iLloréns-Montes, iand iAlbacete-Sáez, i2007; iAkbaba, i2006) iin 

iservice imanagement iand imarketing iliterature i(Stodnick i& iRogers, i2008).i 

Knowledge igap ianalysis iimproves ithe igaps ibetween ithe icurrent istate iand ithe 

ifuture istate ior idesired istateias ithe ibeginning ipoint iof idesign iand iimplementation iof 

iinstitutional iand iuniversity irefinement iplan.iThis icould ibe ieasily imastered iby iusing iGAP 

ianalysis.iThis irelatively isimple itool icould ibe iapplied ito ithe iproblem ianalysis isituation.iIt 

iworks ias ia ifinished iinstrument ifor iroot-cause ianalysis.iThe iGAP ianalysis iprocess ican 

iprevent iinstitutional iplanning iteams ifrom iconcentrating ionly ion iproblems ihence 

inarrowing ithe iimprovement iplan's iscope.iIt iis iusually iperformed iin ia iworkshop 

ienvironment iwith ithe iparticipation iof ia isample iof ikey istakeholders.iIn ibusiness iand 

ieconomics imatters, igap ianalysis iassociation ito icontrast iits iactual iexecution iand iits 

ipotential iexecution.iAt iits icenter iare itwo iinquiries: i"Where iare iwe?" iand i"Where iwould 

iwe ilike ito ibe?" iIf ithe iassociation iis inot imaking ithe ibest iutilization iof iits icurrent iassets ior 

iis irenouncing iinterest iin ithe icapital ior ischolarly iresources, iat ithat ipoint, iit imight iperform 

iat ia ilevel ibeneath iits ipotential.iThe ientire iexamination's iobjective iis ito igive ithe 

iassociation iunderstanding iof iterritories ithat icould ibe imoved iforward.iIn ithe imanagement 

iof ithe ieducation iindustry, iStudent iSatisfaction i(Quality iof iservice idelivered ito istudents) 

iis ian ielement iof ithe igap ibetween ithe iexpected iservice iand ithe iperceived 
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ibenefit.iDistinguishing ithe igaps ibetween ithe ipresent istate iand ithe ifuture istate ior iwanted 

istate iis ithe istarting ipurpose iof ioutline iand iusage iof iinstitutional/college ichange iplan. 

Figure i2. 

GAP imodel ianalysis iof iquality ideveloped iby iZeithaml, iBitner, iand iParasuraman iof 

iUSAi(1988).iModified iby iresearcher 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

This icould ibe ieffectively iproficientiby iutilizing iGAP ianalysis, iwhich iis igenerally 

ia istraightforward idevice iconnected iwith ithe iissue iinvestigation icircumstance.i iIt igoes 

iabout ias ian iintegral iapparatus ito ithe iprimary idriver iinvestigation.iThe iGAP ianalysis 
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iprocess ican ibe iseen ias ia imethod ifor icounteracting iinstitutional iarranging igroups 

ifocusing ionly ion iissues, isubsequently inarrowing ia ichange iplan's iextent. 

GAP imodel ianalysis ican ibe ibetter iused ito ideduce ithoughtfulness iand ianalyze ithe 

iSulaimanyah iHigher ieducation iframework's idisorders.iAfter ithat, iused ito irecommend 

itherapeutic imeasures iand iprocedures ifor iavoiding ior ilimiting ithe iparticular idisorders 

iand ipatching iup ithe idifferent ivital icomponents iof ithe iframework.iThis igap ithesis iis 

istrategies iaround ithis imodel.iThe iperformers inoted iin iits iunique imodel iare inamed 

idiversely. iOur imotivated icollege/administration ifoundations iare isubstituted ifor ian 

iadvertiser i(specialist ico-option iin ithis ithesis. iLearning irequirements iof iacademic istaff 

iand istudent’s icertificate iis isignificant iin imaking ias ilong ias ihigher ieducation iservice. 

iStudents ibenefit ifrom igood iinstruction, iappropriate iacademic imedium iexercise iskills, 

iactive icertificate, ietc. iIt iis iup ito ithe ihigher ieducation iinstitution ito iaccept ithose 

irequirements iwith ithe iinfrastructure iand iservice iit iprovides ito istudents. iThe 

iundergraduate iis isubstituted ifor ia iclient i(benefit itaker). iThe iadministration iinstitute's 

iprimary iobjective iis ito ibuild iup ithe istrategies ito iimpact ithe iundergraduate's idesires iand 

iobservations ito iachieve iall ifour. i iBecause ithe icontrasts iin idesires iand irecognition ican ibe 

itopped ioff, iwe iare igiven ia ichance ito ianalyze ithe iparticular ireasons ifor ievery ione iof ithe 

igaps. 

Establishment iGap-1: iServices iexpectediby istudent iless ifoundations' iview iof 

istudent idesires.iFoundations ifor iGap-1: iInadequate iresearch ion istatistical isurveying ion 

iwhat ithe istudent iand iindustry ineed iand ineed ifrom ithe iadministration 

iorganization.iInadequate icorrespondence iamongst iundergraduates iand iteachers, 

ieducators iand iexecutives, iand istudent iand imanager. 

i i i i i i i i Organization iGap-2: iUniversity's iview iof iundergraduates idesires iless istudent 

idriven ibenefit iplans iand imeasures. 

Reasons ifor iGap-2: iLack iof iundergraduate idriven iadministration 

imeasures.iThere iis iNonappearance iof iprocess i(conveyance iof iadministrations) 

iadministration ito icenter iaround iundergraduate inecessities.iThe iinsufficient iorganization 

ihas ilack iof iresponsibility itowards ithe iadministrations. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iEstablishment iGap-3: iStudent-driven iadministration iplans iless iadministration 

iconveyance.iReasons ifor iGap-3: iIneffective ideployment iand ichoice iof ieducators iand 
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inon-instructing istaff.iThere iis ipart iof iuncertainty iand ipart istrife iamong 

iteachers.iAbsence iof istrength, icooperation, iand icommunitarian iinquire iabout, iand iso 

iforth. 

 i i i i i i i i i  i i i i iOrganization iGap-4: iService iconveyance iless ioutside icorrespondences ito 

iundergraduates.i i i i i i i i i i 

Reasons ifor iGap-4: iIneffective iCRM ito ideal iwith istudent i' iassumptions iregarding 

iadministration ifrom ithe icolleges.Inability ito iteach iundergraduates iabout itheir iroles iand 

iobligations.iOver ior iunder ipromising iabout ithe inature iof iinstruction i(situations, 

ieducating) ithrough iprompts ifor iphysical iproof.iContrasts iin ithe iapproaches iand 

itechniques i(structure iof isyllabi, iexamination itimetables iand imodel ipapers, 

iinfrastructural ioffices). 

 i i i i i i i i i i iStudent iG iap-5: iStudent's idesires ifor ibenefit iless iundergraduates’ iimpression iof 

iadministration.iFoundations ifor iGap-5: iThe iinitial iintroduction ithat ithe istudent igets 

iwhile iassociating iwith ithe iorganization iand ieducators iover itelephone ior iface ito iface 

iamid iaffirmation iinto ithe ifoundation igrounds. iThe ireaction iof iacademic istaff iand 

istudents iwere ito itheir idisappointment iin ibenefit iconveyance; ito iundergraduate ineeds 

iand idemands; itoo irisky iundergraduates; iand isuddenness iin iconveying inotably igreat ior 

ipoor iadministration ito istudent.iStudent iappraisal iof ibenefit iquality imeasurements, ifor 

iexample, iunwavering iquality, iresponsiveness, iconfirmation, icompassion, iand ieffects iof 

ifoundation iinstruction. 
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Figure i3. 

GAP iModel iof iService iQuality iin iHigher iEducational iInstitutions ifor iAcademic 

iStaff.iSource iModified iby iresearcher ifrom iRajasekharan, iMuninarayanappa i& iReddy 

i(2009) i i 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The ibasic igoal iof ithe iresponsibility iin ithe imiddle iinia ihigher ieducational 

iinstitution iis ito iimprove ithe istrategies iin isuch ia iway ithat iit ican ieffectively ideal iwith ithe 

istudent’s ianticipation iand iperception iso ithat iall ithe igaps ias iregistered ibelow itake iplace 

isuitable ito ithe idifferences iin iexpectations iand iperceptions ican ibe ifilled iup.iIn ithis ithesis, 

isupplier iindicates iof ithe iresponsibility icenter ithe ifaculty ior ischool. 
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Gap1: ithere iis ino ieducation ion iwhat ithe iacademic istaffs ido 

Gap i2: ithere iis iun-choosing ithe iright iservice istyling iand istandards. 

Gap i3: ithere iis ino idelivering ito iservice istandards. 

Gap i4: ithere iis ino imatching iperformance ito ipromise. 

Gap i5: ithere iis ino ieducation ion iwhat ithe iresponsibility imiddle idelivers 

Although istrategic imanagement iand iquality iassurance iin ihigher ieducation iare 

idisciplines ithat ihave ibeen igrowing iindependently iof ione ianother, ithe iexecutive 

imethodologies iof icontemporary iadvanced ieducation iestablishments iought ito 

iincorporate iboth iof ithese imethodologies.iThe ievaluation iof ivalue iat ihigher ieducation 

iorganizations iis iat ithe icore iof ithe iquality iconfirmation iframework.iGiven ithe iafter-

effects iof ithis iappraisal, ian ienhancement iplan iought ito ibe imade.iThese idesigns iare 

igenerally iformulated ifor ilonger itimeframes isince ithey iincorporate iH.R., ifoundation 

ienhancement.iThey ican ibe iviewed ias icritical iobjectives ifor ihigher ieducation 

iestablishments.iThe iconsequences iof iservice iquality ievaluation iought ito ibe iutilized ias 

icontributions ito iarranging iand icharacterizing ia itechnique. iSince iquality ienhancement 

ican iincorporate ienhancement iin idifferent iterritories, ifor iexample, ia ihuman iasset ithe 

iboard, ifund iand ispending iplan, iframework, iICT ifoundation, iand imanagerial iprocedures, 

iand iso ion, istrategic imanagement iis ivital ito imeet ithe iobjectives.iQuality ievaluation iand 

iquality iassurance iought ito iwind iup iapparatuses ifor ithe istrategic imanagement iof ihigher 

ieducation iestablishment.iKettunen i(2012) iasserts ithat ithe iquality iconfirmation 

iframework isupplements ivital iadministration ibecause ithe imotivation ibehind iquality 

iaffirmation iis ito iguarantee ithat iadvanced ieducation iestablishments imeet itheir ivital 

idestinations.iWe iwould icontend ithat ithe iother iway iaround ithe iconsequences iof ivalue 

ievaluation iis ito icharacterize ivital idestinations iof iadvanced ieducation 

iestablishments.iQuality iassessment iis ithe ireason ifor ia iquality iarrangement iand 

iinstitutional iprocedure.iQuality ievaluation iand iquality iconfirmation iat iadvanced 

ieducation iestablishments iinside ia ivital isetting ishould ifuse, iwhich iimplies ithat ithe 

icollege iitself iattempts iexercises ito iactualize ichanges iand iupgrades iquality iconfirmation 

iat ihigher ieducation ifoundations iinside ia istrategic isetting.iIt iis icritical ifor iadvanced 

ieducation iestablishments ito iapply ithe ipartner iway ito ideal iwith ivital iadministration 

ibecause iof ithe iassortment iof ipartners, ivital ifor iinternal iand iexternal iassessments, iquality 

iaffirmation, iand iconsider iprogram iimprovement.iThis iway iof idealing iwith ivital 

iadministration iis itied iin iwith iunderstanding ipartners' irequests iand ipartner's iconnections 

ito iaccomplish iinstitutional iimprovement idestination. 
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Jabnoun iand iHassan i(2003) ifound ithat ibanks iwith ibetter iambiance ienhance 

icustomer isatisfaction iinia ibetter iway. iAssociation ibetween iservice iquality iand icustomer 

isatisfaction iin ithe ibanking isector iof iSweden iis iexamined iby iZineldin i(2005).iThe istudy 

ifound ithat iby icombining itangible iand iintangible iattributes iof ipremium iquality iin 

iproducts iand iservices iprovided iby ihigher ieducation iinstitutions, ithey imay icreate ia istrong 

iand ilong-term irelationship iwith itheir icustomers. 

This iservice iquality idimension icomprises iof ihigher ieducation iinstitutions, 

iservice iequipment, ihuman iresourcesi(staff) iand imeans iof icommunication.iIn isimple 

iwords, itangibles iare iabout icreating iforemost iimpressions.iAll iorganizations idesire ithat 

itheir iconsumers iget ian iexceptional iand ipositive iforemost iimpression. iFocusing ion ithis 

iparticular idimension iwill ihelp ithem ito igain imaximum ibenefit i(Swar, iBiranchi iNarayan, 

iSahoo, i& iPrasant iKumar, i2012).Rajaratnam iet ial., i(2014) iconcisely iexplained ithe iidea 

iof itangibles irole iin ithe ieducation isector.iService iquality iis ia ikey itool ito iachieve 

icustomer’s iattention.iVarying ibehaviors iand iattitudes iof icustomers idemand ihigh iservice 

iquality ito iattain itheir iperception iof iservice.iService iquality ihas ia ilinear irelationship iwith 

isuccess iand iprofitability iof ithe ibusiness.i 

Environment iand iculture iof idifferent iareas iserveias ia iguide ifor ibusinesses ion ihow 

ito iadapt itheir ipolicies iin ia iglobal iperspective ifor ia iparticular iarea.iThey ihave ito imake 

ichanges iin ithe isetup iof itheir ioutlets iand ibranches. iHigher ieducation iinstitutions imostly 

ifollows iidentical ioffice iambiance isetups iand iinstalls isimilar iservice iequipment iall iover 

ithe iglobe ito imaintain ia istandard i(Rajaratnam iet ial., i2014). i iBut iadapting iaccording ito 

icultural ineeds iof iparticular iareas iup ito isome iextent iwill imake icustomers ifeel imore 

icomfortable iand iloyal i(Ganguli iand iRoy, i2011).i 

 i i i i i i i i i i iThe iassociation ibetween idimensions iof iservice iquality iand icustomer isatisfaction 

iwas iinvestigated iby iIbáñez, iHartmann, iand iCalvo i(2006).iThey ifound ia isignificant 

irelationship ibetween ireliability iof iservices ion ithe isatisfaction ilevel iof icustomer.iThe 

iliterature irevealed ian iincreased idegree iof ipositive irelationship ibetween iservice iquality, 

icustomer isatisfaction iand iperformance i(both ifinancial iand inon-financial) iwhere iface-to-

face idealing ibetween icustomer iand iemployee iis ithe ionly ifocus.iTechnology iexpansion 

ihas ihad ia igreat iimpact ion ithe ichoice iof iservice idelivery istandard iand iservices imarketing 

istrategies. iThis ihas iyielded imany iprospective icompetitive iadvantages iincluding 

iaugmenting iof iproductivity iand ienhanced irevenue icreation ifrom inew iservices i(Muyeed, 
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i2012).iReliability idepends ion ihandling icustomeriservice iissues, iperforms ithe iservices 

iright iat ithe ifirst itime; ioffers iservices ion itime iand imaintain ia irecord iof ierror-

free.iMoreover, ithey idefined ireliability ias ithe imost isignificant ifactor iin iconventional 

iservice i(Parasuraman iet ial. i1988).iReliability ialso iconsists iof ithe iright iorder ifulfilment; 

iaccurate irecords; iaccurate iquote; iright iin ithe ibill; iResults iare imore iaccurate ithan 

icommissions; ikeep ithe ipromise iof iservice. iHe ialso imentioned ithat ireliability iis ithe imost 

isignificant ifactor iin ihigher ieducation iinstitutions i(Muala, i2016).i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i iResponsiveness iis idefined ias i"the iwillingness ito ihelp icustomers iand iprovide iprompt 

iservice" i(Parasuraman iet ial., i1988). iFurthermore, i iJohnston i(1997) idefined 

iresponsiveness isuch ias ispeed iand itimeliness iof iservice idelivery. iThis iconsists iof 

iprocessing ispeed iand iservice icapabilities ito irespond ipromptly ito icustomer iservice 

irequests, iand ishort iwaiting itime iand iqueuing itime iZeithaml iet ial., i(1996) idefined 

iresponsiveness ias ithe iinterests ishown iin iproviding iprompt iservice ito icustomers iwhen 

irequired.iFurther, iit iwas iresearched iand iagreed ithat ithe iwillingness ior ireadiness iof 

iemployees ito iprovide ithe irequired icustomer iservice iwithout iany iinconvenience iat iany 

itime iwill istrongly iinfluence ithe ilevel iof icustomer isatisfaction i(Parasuraman iet ial. i1988). 

iCustomers iget isatisfied iwhen ibanks iprovide iindividual iattention iand ithe iemployees iare 

ipaying iattention ito ithe iproblems iexperienced iby icustomers iregarding isafety iin ithe 

itransaction i(Ngo iand iNguyen, i2016).iMore ispecifically, iresponsiveness iis idefined ias ithe 

iwillingness ior ireadiness iof iemployees ito iprovide iservices.iIt icontains ithe itimeliness iof 

iservice i(Parasuraman iet ial. i1985). iIt ialso icontains ithe iunderstanding iof ithe ineeds iand 

irequirements iof ithe icustomer, ieasy ioperation itime, iindividual iattention iprovided iby ithe 

istaff, iattention ito ithe iproblem iand icustomers' isafety iin itheir idealings i(Ngo iand iNguyen, 

i2016). iFinally, iin ithis iresearch, iresponsiveness iis ithe ireadiness ifor ihigher ieducation 

iinstitutions i(Ashdaq iet ial. i2015).i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iIn iaddition ito itangibles, ireliability iand iresponsiveness; iassurance ihas ibeen 

iidentified ias ia isignificant idimension iof iservice iquality iby iParasuraman iet ial., 

i(1988).iThey iproposed ithat iall iof ithese idimensions isignificantly ienhance icustomer 

isatisfaction. iIt iis ibelieved ithat iif ithe iemployees iof ihigher ieducation iinstitutions idisplay 

itrustworthy ibehavior, ithe isatisfaction ilevel iof icustomers ican ibe ienhanced isignificantly 

i(Ashdaq iet ial. i2015).iIt imay ialso ipositively iinfluence irepurchase iintention iof icustomers 

i(Ndubisi, i2006; iand iNdubisi i& iWah, i2005).i 
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A ipositive iand isignificant irelationship iis ifound ibetween iempathy iand icustomer 

isatisfaction iby iIglesias iand iGuillén i(2004).iIt iwas iproposed iin ianother iresearch istudy, 

ithat icustomers imay iremain iunsatisfied iwith iservice iquality iif ia igap iis ileft iin iempathy. iIt 

iwas ialso iestablished iby iAl-Marri iet ial., i(2007) ithat icustomer isatisfaction iis isignificantly 

iimpacted iby iempathy.iIt imakes icustomers icontended iand iin ithe ilong-run iserves ias ian 

iimportant ipredictor iin iimproving ithe ifinancial iperformance iof ithe iorganization.  

 Wieseke iet ial., i(2012) iempirically iinvestigated ithe irole iof iempathy iin iservice 

iquality iand iits iimpact ion icustomer isatisfaction.iIt iwas iestablished ithat icustomers itreated 

iemphatically iare imore ioftentimes ivisitors iand iprone ito iforgive iany imistakes ithat imay 

ioccur.iEmpathy icreates ian iemotional irelationship iwith ithe icustomer, iproviding ithe 

icustomer ia itouch iof iimportance ifor ibusiness.iThis ileads ito iretention iand icreation iof inew 

icustomer’s ipool. iRajaratnam iet ial., i(2014) ihad ialso istudied ithe icorrelation ibetween 

iservice iquality idimensions iand icustomer isatisfaction iin ithe ihigher ieducation 

iinstitutions.iIt iwas ifound ithat icustomer iloyalty ican ibe iwon ithrough iempathy.iEmpathy 

ican iplay irole iin ithe iimprovement iof iservice iquality, icustomer iloyalty iand ifinally 

isatisfaction. iKaratepe i(2011) iexplored ithe iservice ienvironment iimpact iwith iempathy 

iand ireliability ion iloyalty.iEmpathy iworks ias ia imoderator ibetween iquality iand icustomer 

isatisfaction.iEmpathy ican ichange ithe ibehaviour iof icustomer iultimately.i 

Reputation iaccording ito iSelnesi(1993) iwith iregard ito ithe icharacter ior iattitude iof 

isomeone ior isomething.iCustomer isatisfaction iand ibrand ireputation iare iincluded iin ithe 

iprinciples iof iloyalty. iReputation ihas itwo imain ifoundations, iservice iquality iand i i i i i i i i i i 

iinstitutional iwork.iService iQuality iitself iis ithe ioverall icompleteness iof ifeatures iof ia 

iproduct/service ithat iis icapable iof iproviding isatisfaction iwith ineeds.iA istrong icorporate 

ireputation iinfluences isatisfaction i(Andreassen i& iLindestad, i1998).iReputation iis ithe 

ioverall iconsumer iperception iof ithe icompany, iboth idirectly iand iindirectly irelated, iand 

iwhat iconsumers ishould iget iwhen ibuying ia iproduct ior iservice ifrom ithe icompany 

i(Fombrun i& iShanley, i1990).iAccording ito iThomas i(2011) ithat ithe iuniversity's 

ireputation ican iincrease istudent isatisfaction iand istudent iloyalty iby iusing itwo 

idimensions: iPerception iof ithe iuniversity's igeneral ireputation iand iperception iof istudy 

iprogram ireputation.iAnother istudy iconcluded ithat ireputation iis ian iimportant irole ifor 

icustomer isatisfaction iand icustomer iloyalty i(Caruana iet ial., i2004).iAccording ito iGul’s 

i(2014) ithere iis ia isignificant irelationship ibetween ireputation, icustomer isatisfaction, iand 
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itrust iand icustomer iloyalty.iTherefore ithe istudy iprovides ia ipositive isign ithat iby 

iincreasing ireputation, icustomer isatisfaction iand itrust iincreases icustomer iloyalty. 

According ito iSelnesi(1993) iquality iof iservice ireally idetermines ian iinstitution's 

ireputation ibecause ithat ireputation ican iprovide iattraction ito iattract icustomers.iCustomers 

iwho ireceive igood iquality iproducts, iwill ifeel ihappy iand ithe iexperience iwill ibe ishared 

iwith iothers, iso ithe iimage iof ithat ireputation iwill iget istronger.iA istrong ireputation iis ia 

ivalue iindicator iof ithe iproduct iquality ior iservice.iThe iservice iquality idimension iis ione iof 

ireputation idimensions iin ieducational isettings, iincluding itertiary iinstitutions.iThe 

iuniversity's iacademic ireputation ican ibe imeasured iby ireputation iat ithe ilevel iof istudy 

iprograms, ireputation iat ithe iinstitutional ilevel iand iacademic iperformance.i(Wibowo, 

i2014).iFrom ithe idescription iof ithe istudent iservices iquality iand ithe iinstitution ireputation 

iof ia icollege/university iabove, iit ican ibe iassumed ithat iservice iquality idelivery iof ia icollege 

ior iuniversity idirectly iaffects ithe ireputation iof ia ihigher ieducation ior iuniversity. 

Higher ieducation ireputation ihas ibeen iempirically iknown ias ia imoderating 

ivariable iin ithe irelationship ibetween iservice iquality iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction i(Ngo 

i& iNguyen, i2016; iWang, iShieh, i& iHsiao, i2005).iUnderstanding ithe irole iof ireputation iis 

icrucial ito ibusiness iand iits irelationship ibetween iservice iprovider iand icustomer. 

iReputation iis iconsidered ias iunique iwhere ithis ivariable ican iserve ithe irelationship ias 

imoderate ivariable i(Ngo iand iNguyen, i2016; iOhrabi iet ial., i2017; iStudy iet ial., i2016; 

iVerma, iYogesh iand iSingh, i2017). 

Higher ieducation ireputation iis ibecoming ione iof ithe imost iessential iobjectives 

iwhich iany ifirm iseeks iforia ilong-term irelationship iwith icustomers iand iit iis iconsidered ias 

ithe itop ipriority. iIn iretail ibanking icontext iwhere ithe icontacts iwith icustomers iare ione iof 

ithe imost icore ibusiness iprocesses, ireputation iis ibecoming ithe ikey ifor isuccess i(Belás iand 

iGabčová, i2014); iChavan iand iFaizan, i2013).iOne iof ithe imain ielements iin idetermining 

ihigher ieducation ireputation iis ithe icustomer’s iperception iof iservice iquality. iHigher 

ieducation ireputation iis idescribed ias ithe iresult iof ia icomparison iof ithe icustomers’ 

iexpectations iand ihis ior iher isubsequent iperceived iperformance iof iservice iquality 

i(Chavan iand iFaizan, i2013).iAccording ito ithis iconceptualization, iperceived iservice 

iquality iis ione iof ithe iantecedents ito ioverall ihigher ieducation ireputation.iPrevious istudies 

ishowed ithe ievidence isupport ithis irelationship ibetween ihigher ieducation ireputation iand 

iservice iquality i(Yee, iYeung, i& iCheng, i2011). 
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i There iare ialso idebates iabout ithe icausal irelationship ibetween ihigher ieducation 

ireputation iand iservice iquality.iSpecifically, ithere iare ithree imajor ipositions iabout ithis 

irelationship iin ithe iliterature i(Brady iet ial., i2001). iFirst, ias iindicated iabove, iservice 

iquality iis idescribed ias ian iantecedent ito icustomer isatisfaction i(Naik, iGantasala, iand 

iPrabhakar, i2010); iNaik iet ial., i2010).iSecond, isome iresearchers isuggest ithat ihigher 

ieducation ireputation iis ithe icause iof iservice iquality i(Bitner, i1990). iThe ithird iposition iof 

ithe iservice iquality- isatisfaction irelationship iargues ithat ineither isatisfaction inor iservice 

iquality imay ibe iantecedent ito ithe iother i(Ngo iand iNguyen, i2016; iWang iet ial., i2013). iIn 

igeneral, ialthough ithere iis ia ilack iof iconsensus iabout ithe iconceptualization iof ithe iservice 

iquality- isatisfaction irelationship, iservice iquality iis ian iantecedent ito icustomer 

isatisfaction iand iit iis iconsidered ias ia idominant iposition iin ithe irecent iresearch, iespecially 

iin ithe iservice icontext iindustry ilike ibanking i(Akhtar iet ial., i2011; iCameran, iMoizer, iand 

iPettinicchio, i2010) i. iIn ithis istudy, ione iof ithe iobjectives iis ito iempirically itest ithis 

irelationship. 

On ithe iother ihand, ia istudy idone iat ithe iMalaysian iretail ibanking iindustries iby 

i(Penang iand iKheng, i2010) istated ithat iassurance iand iempathy ipossess ia igreat ieffect ion 

ithe isatisfaction iof ibank icustomers. iMore istudies idone iby iArasli iet ial. i(2005) ishowed ithat 

ireliability ihas ithe ihighest iinfluence ion ihigher ieducation ireputation.iIt ialso ishowed ithat 

ireliability iaffects ihigher ieducation ireputation igreatly. iFinally, iLau iet ial., i(2013) iand 

iSaghier iand iNathan i(2013) iclaimed ithat idue ito ithe ifact ithat iloyalty iis irelated ito iHigher 

ieducation ireputation, ibanks iperformed inew ieffective istrategies ito iimprove ithe iquality iof 

iservice isatisfaction iand iloyalty i(Awan, iBukhari, iIqbal, i2011).iTo iconclude, iLau iet 

ial.i(2013) iand iSaghier i& iNathan i(2013) ihad iidentified ithe idimensions iof iservice iquality 

ias ithe ipredecessors iof ihigher ieducation ireputation.iMany istudies ihad iinvestigated 

iservice iquality iin ithe iretail ibanking isector iin iJordan.iDue ito ithe ifact ithat iloyalty iis irelated 

ito ihigher ieducation ireputation, ibanks iperformed inew iaffective istrategies ito iachieve 

isatisfactory iservice iquality iand iloyalty i(Awan iet ial. i2011). 

Although ihigher ieducation ireputation iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iare idistinct 

iconstructs, ithey iare ihighly icorrelated i(Gelade iand iYoung, i2005; iSilvestro iand iCross, 

i2000). iAcademic istaff isatisfaction iis ireferred ias ithe ifinal iconsequences iof ithe ioverall iand 

icumulative iexperience iwhich icustomers ihave iwith ia ifirm i(Brunner, iStöcklin, iand 

iOpwis, i2008).iHigher ieducation ireputation ican ilead ito iacademic istaff isatisfaction 

ibecause ipeople itend ito ibe irational iand irisk-adverse iso ithat ithey imight ihave ia itendency ito 
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ireduce irisk iand istay iwith ithe iservice iproviders iwhich ithey ialready ihad igood iexperience 

iwith. iActually, ihigher ieducation ireputation ihas ibeen isuggested ito ibe ian iantecedent iof 

isatisfaction iin iservice icontext iin iprevious istudies i(Belás iand iGabčová, i2016; iCoelho iand 

iHenseler, i2012; iLam iet ial., i2004; iMittal iand iKamakura, i2001). 

 i There iare ialso imany itypes iof irelationship ibetween ihigher ieducation ireputation 

iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction isuggested isuch ias ireputation iis ithe icore iof isatisfaction, 

ireputation iis ione iof ithe inecessary icomponents iof isatisfaction, ireputation iand isatisfaction 

iare ithe icomponents iof iultimate isatisfaction iand ireputation ias ithe istarting ipoint iof 

isatisfaction i(Ngo iand iNguyen, i2016).iIn iaddition, ithe irelationship ibetween ihigher 

ieducation ireputation iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction imight ibe inonlinear. iHeskett iet ial. 

i(2008) isuggested ithat iacademic istaff isatisfaction ishould iimprove idramatically iwhen 

ihigher ieducation ireputation iovercomesia icertain ilevel.iIn isum, ithe idominant iproposition 

iis ithat ireputation iis ian iessential inecessary ipart ito iachieve iacademic istaff isatisfaction.i 

In iaddition,ias iit ipresented ihere iin iearly ipart, iservice iquality iis iassumed ito ibe ian 

iantecedent iof ihigher ieducation ireputation.iTherefore, iit iis iinteresting ito itest ithe 

irelationship ibetween iservice iquality iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iwith ihigher 

ieducation ireputation ias ithe imoderate iof ithis irelationship. iIn ithis istream iof iresearch, imost 

iof ithe istudies iconfirmed ithat ithere iis ia ipositive irelationship ibetween iservice iquality iand 

iacademic istaff isatisfaction iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iis iusually ithe imoderating 

ibetween ithem i(Chodzaza iand iGombachika, i2013; iLau iet ial., i2013). iIn ithe ibanking 

isector icontext, ithe iservice iquality- isatisfaction irelationship iis ialso isupposed ito ibe 

imoderated iby ihigher ieducation ireputation iby iprevious istudies i(Kuzniecova, iLebedev, 

iand iNikiforov, i2013; iZalfa, iLee, i2017). iIn iaddition, iin ia imeta-analysis iabout iacademic 

istaff isatisfaction iantecedents, ithe iresults ishow ithat ithe ieffect iof iquality ion iloyalty 

ibecome istronger iover itime i(Pan iet ial. i2012).iA istudy iby iNgo iand iNguyen i(2016), iAn 

iInvestigation iin iVietnamese iRetail iBanking iSector irevealed ithat ithe icore iservice iquality 

ito iacademic istaff isatisfaction ihas ibeen ifully imoderated iby iacademic istaff isatisfaction. 

iSimilar ito i(Wang iet ial. i2013) istudy ion ithe imanagement iconsulting iindustry ihad irevealed 

ithat iservice iquality ieffects ion isatisfaction iis imoderated icompletely iby ihigher ieducation 

ireputation.iBased ion ithe itheoretical iframework iand ireview iof ithe iexisting istudies, ithe 

ifollowing ihypotheses ihave ibeen idesigned ifor ithe icurrent istudy ithat iwill ibe itested.iThese 

iare idesigned ibased ion ithe iresearch igap ianalyzed ithrough ireview iof ithe iexisting 

iliterature. 



52 

 

 

 

2.3 Hypotheses i 

H1 

 

The itangibility idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects 

istudents’ iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction 

H2 

 

The ireliability idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects 

istudents’ iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction. 

H3 

 

The iassurance idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects 

istudents’ iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction. 

H4 

 

The iempathy idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects 

istudents’ iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction. 

H5 

 

The iresponsiveness idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly 

iaffects istudents’ iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction. 

H6 

 

The ihigher ieducation ireputation ihas ia imoderating irelation 

ibetween iservice iquality iand isatisfaction. 
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CHAPTER IIII I I 

Methodology i 

3.1 Research iDesign 

This istudy iis idescriptive, iaimed iat iexploring ithe irole ithat ithe iservice iquality 

idimensions iaddressed iin ithe icurrent istudy ican iplay iin iachieving istudent isatisfaction iin 

ihigher ieducation iinstitutions iin ithe icity iof iSulaimanyah iin iNorthern iIraq.iThus, iin ilight 

iof iprevious iresearch, ithe icurrent istudy's imethodology ifocuses ion ithe ifollowing ithree 

imain isubheadings: ithe istudy imodel, ithe istudy's ihypotheses, iand ithe iprocess iof igathering 

idata iand idata ianalysis iprocedures.iCompletely idifferent imethod iapproaches iare 

iused.iWhen ilooking iinto ithe ianalysis's icharacter, iresearchers iwill iselect ione 

imethodology ior ia ipossible imixture iof imethodologies ito iuse iin itheir istudies.iDifferent 

iforms ilike ian iexperiment, icase istudy, ior isurvey iare ichosen iamong ithe iforemost istandard 

imethod iapproaches.iThe ianalysis iis istrictly iquantitative ior iqualitative ior, iin isome icases, 

ia icombination iof iboth.iThere iare isimilar iarguments iregarding ithe idominance iof 

iqualitative iand iquantitative ianalysis, iand iit ihas iits istrengths iand iweaknesses.iThus ithe 

ianalysis ithat iis ichosen imust ibe iin iline iwith ithe iaim iof ithe ianalysis.iThis ianalysis iaims ito 

imeasure iservice iquality iin ithe ipedagogy isector iby iaggregation iof inumerical iknowledge 

ifrom irespondents.iBearing iin imind ithe iaims iand iobjectives iof ithis ianalysis, icareful 

iliterature ireview, iand iformer istudies, ithe iquantitative imethodology iapproach iwas imore 

iacceptable ithan ia iqualitative ione.iConsidering ithe iconstraints isuch ias imonetary 

iresources iand itime, ithe ianalysis iwas iconducted iby iselecting ivarious ischolars iof ithe 

icollege iof ibusiness ienterprise iand ischool iof iBusiness iAdministration.iAll inecessary 

imeasures iwere itaken ito ipick ia isampling ithat ican ipermit ithe igeneralization iof ithe 

ifindings.iSpecifically, ito irealize ithe ianalysis's iaim, ia idesk-study ianalysis i(articles, 

ibooks, ireports, inet isources, istatistics.) iwas iinitially iconducted.iAccording ito iSekaran i& 

iBougie i(2016), ihaving ia iproper iresearch idesign iwill ihelp ithe iresearcher ioperationalize 

ivariables iand icollect irobust idata iand iconsequently igain ireliable ianswers ithat iprovide 

ireasonable isolutions ito ithe iproblems ithe iresearch ihas iproposed.i 
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3.2 Participants i 

Participants iincluded i618 ieducation iworkers iand i138 istudentsian iacademic istaff 

ifrom iUniversity iof iSulaimanyah, i165 iparticipants ifrom itechnical ischool iuniversity, i103 

ifrom iChihan iUniversity, i105 ifrom iSulaimanyah itechnical iinstitutes, i73 ifrom iinfo 

itechnology iinstitutes iand i29 ifrom iKurdistan iinstitutes.iInformation iwere icollected ivia 

istructured iform iconsisting iof ifour iSections, ispecifically iA, iand iB, iso ias ito iget idesired 

iempirical iinformation i(original iform iwas itaken ifrom iAbdullah, iF. i(2006a). i 

3.3 Data iCollection iTools 

Feedback iregarding iuniversity iand itechnical iinstitutes iin iterms iof iservice 

iquality iand iname iand isatisfaction iprogram iproblems ietc.iin ihigher ieducation iin 

iSulaimanyah iought ito ibe iinvestigated.iTherefore, ithere iis imotivation ito iidentify ithe 

iamount iof isatisfaction iusing iSERVQUAL.iAs imentioned iin iliterature ireview ichapter, 

ithere isquare imeasure inumbers iof iservice iquality imeasuring iinstruments.iUpon icareful 

iliterature ireview, iHedPERF i(Higher iEducation iPERFomance ionly) iwas ichosen ias ian 

iinstrument ito imeasure ithe ilevel iof iservice iquality iin itertiary ieducation i(Abdullah, 

i2006a).iThe iquestionnaire iwas iprepared iin iEnglish; ihowever, iit iwas ithen itranslated iinto 

iKurdish, iwhich iis ithe idominant ilanguage iin ithe istudy iarea, ias ia iprecaution iagainst ithe 

ilanguage ibarrier.iThe irespondents’ ianswers iwere ithen iback-translated iusing iback-

translation imethodology i(McGorry, i2000).iThe iback-translations iwere icarefully 

icompared iagainst ithe iinitial itranscripts iin iorder ito iavoid iany idiscrepancies.iFor ithe 

istudy, ia iself-administered iquestionnaire iwas idesigned.iThe iquestionnaire iwas idivided 

iinto ithree isections.iThe ifirst isection iwas idevoted ito ipersonal iinformation isuch ias igender, 

iage, iand ifield iwork iexperience iand ieducation ilevel.iThe isecond isection iconsisted iof 

iquestions irelated ito ithirty iitems imeasuring iservice iquality ielements i(tangible; 

ireliability; iresponsiveness; iassurance iand iempathy).iThe iitems imeasuring ithe ifive 

idimensions ihave ibeen itaken ifrom ithe istudies iof iAnnamdevula iBellamkonda i(2016), 

iAbdullah i(2006) iand iZeithaml iet ial.i(1990).iSurvey iquestions iutilized ia i7-point iLikert 

iscale ito imeasure ithe iitems ilevel iof iagreement ior idisagreement iranging ifrom istrongly 

iagree, iagree, islightly iagree, ineutral, islightly idisagree, idisagree iand ito istrongly idisagree, 

irespectively. 

The ithird isection iof ithe iquestionnaire icovers iitems imeasuring isatisfaction iin 

iterms iof ithe isatisfaction iwith ithe idecision iof ithe iinstitution, ithe isatisfaction iwith ithe 
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iquality iof iacademic iservice, ithe isatisfaction iwith ithe iquality iof iteachers, ithe isatisfaction 

iwith ithe iquality iof iequipment iand ifacilities iand iother iitems ithat ican ireflect ithe 

iperceptions iof ithe istudents iregarding ithe isatisfaction iin itheir ieducation 

iorganizations.iThese idimensions ihave ibeen imeasured ithrough i12 iitems ifound iin ithe 

istudies iof iLeBlanc i& iNguyen i(1997), iAbdullah i(2005) iand iAnnamdevula iBellamkonda 

i(2016).iA i7- ipoint iLikert iscale iis ialso iused ito igrade ithese iitems.i 

3.4 Data iCollection iProcedures i 

A ipilot istudy iwas iadministered ito iidentify iif ithe isurvey iquestions iare iclear ito ithe 

iparticipants.iAs ithis istudy's inature iis iquantitative, iit iwas iconducted iin ithe iform iof ia 

isurvey, iwith idata ibeing igathered ivia ia isurvey iquestionnaire.iBefore ilaunching ithe 

isurvey, ia ipilot istudy iwas iconducted ito iensure ithe isurvey iquestionnaire's ivalidity iand 

ireliability.iThe istudy ipopulation iincluded istudents iand iacademic istaff ifrom ithree ipublic 

iand itwo iprivate iuniversities, ione iprivate itechnical iinstitute, iand itwo ipublic itechnical 

iinstitutes iper iinformation itaken ifrom igeneral istudents iand iacademic istaff icluster iin iHEI 

iin iSulaimanyah icity iof iIraq. 

Multiple iphases iare iimplemented iand ifollowed iin ithis iresearch ito iaccomplish 

ithe ipurpose iof ithe iresearch.iThe imethodology iwhich ihas ibeen ifollowed iby ithe 

iresearcher iand iwhich ilead ito iachieve ithe iresearch iobjective iis ishown ithe iin ifigure ibelow.i 
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Figure i4. 

Research iDesign iFlowchart 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

  

  

     

 

The iauthor ipresentedia isituation ithat iservice iquality iis ia ifocused ievaluation ithat 

ireflects ithe icustomer’s iperception iof ireliability, iassurance, iresponsiveness, iempathy 

iand itangibility iwhile isatisfaction iis imore iinclusive iand iit iis iinfluenced iby iperceptions iof 

iservice iquality.iThus, ithe iaim iof ithis ifigure iis ito iprovide ithe itheoretical icontribution 

ithrough ithe iideas iobtained ifrom ipast iliterature ifor ithis istudy iarea, iwhich istems ifrom ithe 

iexistence iof ian iimportant irelationship ibetween iservice iquality idimensions iwith 
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icustomer isatisfaction i(students) iin ithe ihigher ieducation iinstitutions iin ithe iMiddle iEast 

iin igeneral iand iin iIraq iin iparticular.iThus, ithe itheoretical iframework ifor ithis istudy itreats 

icustomer isatisfaction ias itransaction-specific.iConsequently, icustomers iin ithis ipaper iare 

ithose iwho iconsume ithe iservices; isatisfaction idenotes icustomer’s idesire ito imaintain ia 

igood irelationship iwith ithe iorganization; ilikewise iobtaining ithe icustomers ifor ithe 

isatisfactory iservices iprovided ito ithem iby ithe iemployees iof ithe iorganizations. 

The iquestionnaire iwas iprepared iin iEnglish; ihowever, iit iwas ithen itranslated iinto 

iKurdish, iwhich iis ithe idominant ilanguage iin ithe istudy iarea,ias ia iprecaution iagainst ithe 

ilanguage ibarrier.iThe irespondents' ianswers iwere ithen iback-translated iusing iback-

translation imethodology i(McGorry, i2000).iThe iback-translations iwere icarefully 

icompared iagainst ithe iinitial itranscripts iin iorder ito iavoid iany idiscrepancies.iFor ithe 

istudy, ia iself-administered iquestionnaire iwas idesigned.iThe iquestionnaire iwas idivided 

iinto ithree isections.iThe ifirst isection iwas idevoted ito ipersonal iinformation isuch ias igender, 

iage, ifieldwork iexperience, iand ieducation ilevel.iThe isecond isection iconsisted iof 

iquestions iabout ithirty iitems imeasuring iservice iquality ielements i(tangible; ireliability; 

iresponsiveness; iassurance, iand iempathy).iThe iitems imeasuring ithe ifive idimensions 

ihave ibeen itaken ifrom ithe istudies iof iAnnamdevula iBellamkonda i(2016), iAbdullah 

i(2006), iand iZeithaml iet ial.i(1990).iSurvey iquestions iutilized ia i7-point iLikert iscale ito 

imeasure ithe iitems' ilevel iof iagreement ior idisagreement iranging ifrom istrongly iagree, 

iagree, islightly iagree, ineutral, islightly idisagree, idisagree, iand istrongly idisagree, 

irespectively. 

The ithird isection iof ithe iquestionnaire icovers iitems imeasuring isatisfaction iin 

iterms iof ithe isatisfaction iwith ithe idecision iof ithe iinstitution, ithe isatisfaction iwith ithe 

iquality iof iacademic iservice, ithe isatisfaction iwith ithe iquality iof iteachers, ithe isatisfaction 

iwith ithe iquality iof iequipment iand ifacilities, iand iother iitems ithat ican ireflect ithe 

iperceptions iof ithe istudents iregarding ithe isatisfaction iin itheir ieducational 

iorganizations.iThese idimensions ihave ibeen imeasured ithrough i12 iitems ifound iin ithe 

istudies iof iLeBlanc i& iNguyen i(1997), iAbdullah i(2005), iand iAnnamdevula 

iBellamkonda i(2016).iA i7-point iLikert iscale iis ialso iused ito igrade ithese iitems. 

Consequently, ivalidity iand ireliability iwere icalculated iusing ifactor ianalysis.iThe 

iPearson icorrelation iwas iused ito imeasure ithe ilinear icorrelation ibetween ithe iconstructs 

i(variables) irelative ito ithe istudy.iTo iidentify iits iimpact, ia imultiple iregression ianalysis 
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iwas icompleted.iBefore iperforming ithe iregression ianalysis, iassumptions irelating ito 

iregression iwere ifirstly isatisfied.iThe iinstrument's ireliability iwas ifound ito ibe i0.854 

i(implementation iof iservice iquality ielements) iand ifor iachieving isatisfaction 

i(0.793).iInternal iconsistency iwas icalculated iusing iCronbach's ialpha ifor iall ithe 

ifactors.iSince iall ithe ivalues iwere iabove i0.70, ithe iinstrument iwas ibelieved ito ibe 

ireliable.iFactor ianalysis iindicated ithat ithe iinstrument iwas ivalid ibecause iall iitems iwere 

ifound ito ihave ifactor iloadings igreater ithan i0.40, ihence iproving ithe iinstrument's ivalidity.i 

In ithis istudy ifor ipurpose itesting, ithe ihypotheses iwere idisplayed ito iacquire imore 

iknowledge iand iricher iinformation iabout ithe iinfluences iof ieach iservice iquality 

idimension.iData icollected iin ithis isurvey iof istudent isatisfaction iand iacademic 

isatisfaction iviews iof iservice iquality iat iSulaimanyah iCity iUniversity iwere ianalyzed ito 

itest ithe inull ihypotheses.iComparing ithe iviews iof istudent isatisfaction iand iacademic 

isatisfaction iusing ithe imodified iSERVQUAL iand icontrasting itheir iviews iof ifaculty 

iversus istaff isuggested iusing ian iSPSS ianalysis, iwhich ican ibe iused ito idetermine ithe 

ieffects iof imore ithan ione ifactor.iIn ithis istudy, ithe iindependent ivariables ifor ithe iSPSS 

iwere ithe iservice iquality iof ithe isatisfaction.iThe idependent ivariables iwere ithe istatus 

iitems, inamely, ithe istudents iand iacademic istaff iviews iof ithe iservice iquality iof isupport 

istaff iversus ithat iof ifaculty.iMost iof ithe irespondents, i324 ior i52.4%, iare imarried, iwhile 

i294 ior i47.6% iare isingle. iMost iof ithe irespondents, i180 ior i29.1%, ifall iinto ithe iage igroup iof 

i(Less ithan i25 iyears iold), ifollowed iby i270 ior i43.7%, iaged i(25 ito i35 iyears iold), i102 ior 

i16.5% iwere iaged i(35 ito i45 iyears iold), i66 ior i10.7 iwere i(more ithan i45 iyears iold).i i iMost 

irespondents, i252 ior i40.8%, ihad iless ithan ifive iyears iof iservice.iThis iwas ifollowed iby i186, 

ior i30.1%, iwith i5 ito i10 iyears iof iservice, i78 ior i12.8 i12.8% iwith i10 ito i15 iyears iof iservice, 

i102 ior i16.5% iwith imore ithan i15 iyears iof iservice.i 

In iterms iof iAcademic iQualification, imost irespondents, i235 ior i38%, iheld ia 

iBachelor idegree, ifollowed iby i198 ior i i i32% iwith ia iMaster i(M.A.), i137 ior i22.2% iheld ia 

idiploma i48 ior i7.8% iof ithe irespondents iwere iPh.D.).iAs idemonstrated iin i i i i i iTable, ithe 

iarithmetic imean ion ithe iscale iis ibetween i3.74 iand i1.78 ifor ithe i36 ivariables iand iis 

iconsidered ivery ihigh ion ia i7-point iscale.iQuestion i16, iwhich irefers ito ithe iassurance 

idimension, iobtained ithe ihighest iscore iof i3.74 ion ithe imean iscale.iQuestion i1, iwhich 

irefers ito ithe itangibility idimension, iobtained ithe ilowest iaverage iof i1.48 ion ithe isame 

iscale.iBased ion iall ithe iobtained iaverages ifor iall ithe idimensions, ithe isatisfaction iwas 

iobvious iregarding ithe ifaculty's iservice.iThe imost ifrequent igrade i(mode) iis i7.iThe 
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istandard ideviation iis iranged ibetween i0.939 iand i2.325.i iQuestion i(1 iand i23), iwhich irefer 

ito ithe itangibility iand iempathy idimension, iobtained ithe ilowest iaverage ion ithe istandard 

ideviation iscale.iCompared ito ithe imain iTable iresults, iit iis ievident ithat ithe istudents' 

iexpectations iregarding iphysical iresources ihave inot ibeen imet.iThe ihighest iaverage iwas 

iobtained ion iQuestion i16 i(2.325), iwhich irefers ito ithe iassurance idimension iand 

iemployees' iappearance iat ithe iuniversity.iSimple ilinear iregression ihas ibeen iused ito itest 

ithe iinfluence iof ithe icomposite ivariable iof iservice iquality ielements ion isatisfaction, ias 

ishown iin iTable i3.iThe ipresent istudy iresults idisplayed ithat iservice iquality ielements iplay 

ian iimportant irole iin isuccessful isatisfaction.iThe iresults iindicated ithat ithe iservice iquality 

ielements ias ian iindependent ivariable ihave ia istrong irelationship i(R i= i0.665) iwith ithe 

idependent ivariable iof isatisfaction.iThe ifindings ialso ishowed ithat ithe ivalue iof iR iSquare 

ihere iis i0.407.iThis imeans ithat iservice iquality ielements iare icausing ia i40.7% ivariation iin 

isatisfaction.iFurthermore, ithe iresults iindicated ithat ithe iservice iquality ielements ihave ia 

isignificant iinfluence i(β i= i0.325, ip i< i0.05) ion isatisfaction; ithis iresult iindicates ithat ithe 

iservice iquality ielements ialone iwill iinfluence i32.5% ion isatisfaction.iLikewise, iTable i3 

ishowed ithat ithe ifindings iof imultiple iregression ianalysis iindicated ithat ithe itangibility 

idimension i(β i= i0.182, ip i< i0.05) iinfluences iservice iquality's isatisfaction itoward ithe 

ipositive idynamics iof ihigher ieducation iin iSulaimanyah icity. i i i i i i i i i i iThe iresult isuggests ithat 

ithe iconduct iof itangibility iby iemployees ihas ia ipositive iimpact inot ionly ion ithe isatisfaction 

iof iservice iquality ibut ialso ion ithe iservice iquality iof imany iuniversities ifor ithe ihigher 

ieducation iorganizations, iwhich iinevitably iresults iin irising isatisfaction iof ithe icustomers 

irepresented iby istudentsi(Parasumaran, i2010), i( iAbdullah, i2006).iOn ithe iother ihand, 

iHasan iet ial.i(2008) iconfirmed ithat ierroneous iconduct iof itangibility iby iemployees ihas ian 

iadverse ieffect iin iterms iof iincreased iinappropriate ieducation irisks ilead ito ihigh-cost 

ilosses, iwhich iin iturn, ilead ito ian iexcessive idelay iin iservice iquality iand ireduced iservice 

iproductivity iwithin ithe ieducational iinstitutions.iAll ithis iusually ioccurs idue ito 

iconducting ithe itangibility iof iservice iquality istatus, ithus icausing igreater iservice 

iproblems, ithereby iincreasing ithe ioccurrences iof imistakes ithat ilead ito ilowered ilevels iof 

isatisfaction iamong iboth istaff iand istudents iwithin ihigher ieducation iorganizations.iThus, 

ithe iregression ianalysis ifor ithe imodel iservice iquality i- isatisfaction iindicates ithat iits 

iresults isupport ithe ifirst ihypothesis; itherefore, ithis ihypothesis ihas ibeen iaccepted. 
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3.5 Reliability iof ithe iScale 

Cronbach’s iCoefficient iAlpha iis iapplied ito itest iReliability iwere icalculated iusing 

ifactor ianalysis.iFor ithe imeasurement iof ithe ilinear icorrelation ibetween ithe iconstructs 

i(variables) irelative ito ithe istudy, ithe iPearson icorrelation iwas iused.iTo iidentify iits iimpact, 

imultiple iregression ianalysis iwas icompleted.iPrior ito iplacing iregression ianalysis, 

iassumptions irelating ito iregression iwere isatisfied.iThe ireliability iof ithe iinstrument iwas 

ifound ito ibe i0.92 i(implementation iof iservice iquality ielements) iand ifor iachieving 

isatisfaction i(0.83).iInternal iconsistency iwas icalculated iusing iCronbach’s ialpha ifor iall 

ithe ifactors.iSince iall ithe ivalues iwere iabove i0.70, ithe iinstrument iwas ibelieved ito ibe 

ireliable.iThe iindication iof ifactor ianalysis iwas ithat ithe iinstrument iwas ivalid ibecause iall 

iitems iwere ifound ito ihave ifactor iloadings igreater ithan i0.40, ihence iproving ithe ivalidity iof 

ithe iinstrument. 

Reliability iwas icalculated iusing ifactor ianalysis.iFor ithe imeasurement iof ithe 

icorrelation ibetween ithe iconstructs i(variables) irelative ito ithe istudy, ithe iPearson 

icorrelation iwas iused.iTo iidentify iits iimpact, imultiple iregression ianalysis iwas 

icompleted.iPrior ito iplacing iregression ianalysis, iassumptions irelating ito iregression iwere 

isatisfied.iThe ireliability iof ithe iinstrument iwas ifound ito ibe i0.92 i(implementation iof 

iservice iquality ielements) iand ifor iachieving isatisfaction i(0.83).iInternal iconsistency iwas 

icalculated iusing iCronbach’s ialpha ifor iall ithe ifactors.iSince iall ithe ivalues iwere iabove 

i0.70, ithe iinstrument iwas ibelieved ito ibe ireliable.iThe iindication iof ifactor ianalysis iwas 

ithat ithe iinstrument iwas ivalid ibecause iall iitems iwere ifound ito ihave ifactor iloadings 

igreater ithan i0.40, ihence iproving ithe ivalidity iof ithe iinstrument. 

 

Table i5.i  

Cronbach’s ialpha ifor iReliability i 

NO DIMENSIONS Number iof 

paragraphs 

Cronbach’s icoefficient 

alpha 

1 Tangibility 4 0.83 

2 Reliability 6 0.92 

3 Responsiveness 4 0.88 

4 Assurance 6 0.90 



61 

 

 

 

 

A ifrequently-asked iquestion iis iabout ithe inumber iof iconcentrate isample 

idimension iand itheir iparticipants.iCasey iand iKrueger i(1994) irecommend iremaining iwith 

irunning iconcentrate isample idimension itill ia ishape iappears ithen isucceeding igroups 

iproduce ionly irepetitive iinformation i(theoretical isaturation).iSample idimension iwas 

icomputation iat i92% iconfidence ilevel i(α i= i0.05).i i 

3.6 Validity iof ithe iScale 

Validity iindicates i“the idegree ito iwhich ia iwriting imeasurement iwhat iit iis 

ipresumed ito ibe imeasured”.iIt ihas ivarious idifference iand ivaluation imethods.iIt iis iused ito 

iappreciate itool ivalidity, iwhich iincludes iexternal, iinternal, iand istructural ivalidity 

i(Gravetter i& iForzano, i2012). iTo iemphasize ia ihigh ilevel iof ivalidity, ithe iquestionnaire 

ihas ibeen ilimited iby ithe inumber iof iacademic istaff iand istudents, ifrom ivarious iuniversities 

i(the iUniversity iof iSulaimania i- itechnical ischool iuniversity i- iChihan iUniversity i- 

iSulaimani itechnical iinstitutes i- iKurdistan iinstitutes) iInformation iwere icollected ivia 

istructured iform iconsisting iof ifour iSections, ispecifically iA, iand iB, iso ias ito iget idesired 

iempirical iinformation i(original iform iwas itaken ifrom iAbdullah, iF. i(2006a). iThese 

iarbitrators ipresented itheir iopinions ion ithe iquestionnaire iin iterms iof iits icontent, iitems' 

imeaning, iand isuitability. iThey ialso ioffer iwhat ithey ibelieve inecessary ito iconfirm ithe 

istructure iof iitems ito iavert iany imisconstruction iand ito iinclude ithat ithe iquestionnaire 

iperfects ithe igoals iof ithe iresearch. iThe iend iversion iof ithe iquestionnaire iwas iimproved 

idue ito ithe ispecialists' iopinions. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iThe iquestionnaire's iinternal ivalidity iis ithe isetting iup istatistical iexperiment icarried 

iout ito ireview ithe ivalidity iof ithe iquestionnaire, iby ilocating ithe icorrelation icoefficients 

ibetween ieach iitem iin ione ifield iand ithe i icomplete ifield.iThe iinternal iconsistency iof ithe 

iquestionnaire iparagraph iwas iexamined iby ithe istudy iamounting ito i(618) 

iparticipants.iThe icorrelation icoefficient ibetween ieach iwith ithe itotal idegree ifor ieach 

idimension iwas icalculated.iThis iis ithe ifollowing istatistical itest iapplied ito iexamine ithe 

5 Empathy 5 0.85 

6 Satisfaction 5 o.91 

7 Reputation 6 0.86 

 Total iquestionnaire iparagraphs 36 0.92 
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iquestionnaire's iframework ivalidity iby ichecking ithe ivalidity iof iany ifield iand ithe ivalidity 

iof ithe icompleted iquestionnaire.i i 

Table i6 

Validity 

PARAGRAPH Relation 

Coefficient 

Sig. 

Level 

Are ithe iarrangements iwithin ithe iclass irooms ialways isensible? 0.70 0.000* 

Are ithe ibuilding iand ipremises iof iUniversities ifashionable iand 

ivisually ilikeable? 

0.64 0.000* 

Does ithe iStaff iof iUniversities iseems iskilled iand ineat? 0.62 0.000* 

Are ithe iInternal i/ iExternal ienvironment iappropriate ifor 

ilearning? 

0.72 0.000* 

Are ithe iCategories icontrolled iin iaccordance iwith ithe ischedule iof 

ilectures iand iwith ino idelays? 

0.88 0.000* 

Are ithe iLecturers iusually ireliable: iKeep ion itime i/ idon’t icancel 

icategories? 

0.84 0.000* 

Do ithe iStaff iat iUniversities iprovides isupport iand ifacilitate 

istudents? 

0.90 0.000* 

Are ithe iLecturers ishow itheir iconcern iin idetermination istudent 

iissues? 

0.87 0.000* 

Do ithe iAcademic istaff iapply iconsistent igrading icriteria? 0.92 0.000* 

Are ithe iStudents itimely iinformed iconcerning irealization iof 

ibound iactivitiesi(exams, ishows, iseminars, ietc.) 

0.86 0.000* 

Are ithe iLecturers iknowledgeable iin idetermination iof istudent 

iissues? 

0.76 0.000* 

Do ithe iacademic istaff iconduct ithemselves iin istudents’ ibest i 

iinterest 

0.89 0.000* 

Are ithe iacademic iworkers ipays ispecial iattention iand iprovide 

ifacilities ito istudents iin ibreakdown itheir iissues? 

0.75 0.000* 

Do ithe iStudents ican iraise itheir iissues iat iany itime? 0.84 0.000* 

Are ithe iStaff ifriendly i& icourteous? 080 0.000* 

Quality iof ieducation imethod iis iat ia ihigh ilevel. 0.82 0.000* 

Academic istaff ihas ithe imandatory iand iskills, iand iadequate 

icommunication idata 

0.76 0.000* 

Are ithe ilecturers iinnovative iagents iof iamendment? 0.78 0.000* 

Are ithe iacademic istaff iprovide iskilled ianswers ito istudents’ 

iqueries? 

0.89 0.000* 

Do ithe icommunication iskills iand icourses iare iwell ischooled iin 

ithis iestablishment. 

0.77 0.000* 

Do ithe iAcademic istaff ishow ipositive iattitudes itowards istudents? 0.85 0.000* 

Are ithe iAcademic istaff itreats istudents iequally iand iwith irespect. 0.87 0.000* 

Are ithe iAcademic iworkers iaccessible ifor iconsultations iand iare 

iforthcoming itowards istudents? 

0.91 0.000* 
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Are ithe igap ihours iof ilaptop irooms iconvenient ito ithe ischolars? 090 0.000* 

Are ithe iStaffs ipolite, ikind iand iskilled iin icommunication iwith 

istudents? 

0.87 0.000* 

Are iyou ihappy iand iwill iyou isuggest ithat iothers iattend ithis 

iestablishment? 

090 0.000* 

Are ithe iSatisfaction iwithin ithe istandard iof ieducational iservice? 0.79 0.000* 

Are iyou i ihappy ito ibe ienrolled iin ithis iinstitute 0.88 0.000* 

Are ithe iSatisfaction iwith ithe istandard iof ilecturers? 0.80 0.000* 

Are ithe iSatisfaction iwith ithe istandard iof iapparatus iand 

ifacilities? 

0.82 0.000* 

Reputation iand iposition iof ithe ischools iwithin ithe isetting iis 

iadequate 

0.86 0.000* 

Are iyou iFeeling iproud ito ibe irelated ito ithe icampus’ iactivities? 0.83 0.000* 

Are ithe iHealth iservices iarea iunit iis iadequate iand inecessary? 086 0.000* 

Are ithe iestablishment iencourages iand ipromotes ithe iputting iin 

iplace iof iStudent’s iUnion? 

0.87 0.000* 

Are ithe iestablishment ivalues ifeedback ifrom istudents ito iboost 

iservice iperformance? 

0.90 0.000* 

Are ithe iestablishment iincludes istandardized iand istraightforward 

iservice idelivery iprocedures? 

0.85 0.000* 
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CHAPTER iIV 

Findings iand iDiscussions i 

 

This ichapter irepresents ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy iobtained ithrough isurvey 

iquestionnaire iwhich iwere iobtained ithrough ithe ianalysis iofia itotal iof i618 iquestionnaires 

iby iusing ithe iSPSS isoftware ipackage.iIn iaddition, ithe istatistical itools ithat iwere iused iin 

ithis istudy ifor ipurpose itesting ithe ihypotheses iwere idisplayed iin iorder ito iacquire imore 

iknowledge iand iricher iinformation iabout ithe iinfluences iof ieach iservice iquality 

idimension.i 

4.1 Findings i 

Data icollected iin ithis isurvey iof istudent isatisfaction iand iacademic isatisfaction 

iviews iof iservice iquality iat iSulaimaniya iCity iUniversity iwas ianalyzed ito itest ithe inull 

ihypotheses.iComparing ithe iviews iof istudent isatisfaction iand iacademic isatisfaction 

iusing ithe imodified iSERVQUAL, iand icontrasting itheir iviews iof ifaculty iversus istaff, 

isuggested ithe iuse iof ian iSPSS ianalysis, ithat ican ibe iused ito idetermine ithe ieffects iof imore 

ithan ione ifactor.iIn ithis istudy, ithe iindependent ivariables ifor ithe iSPSS iwere ithe iservice 

iquality iof ithe isatisfaction.iThe idependent ivariables iwere ithe istatus iitems, inamely, ithe 

istudents iand iacademic istaff iviews iof ithe iservice iquality iof isupport istaff iversus ithat iof 

ifaculty. 

Most iof irespondents, i324 ior i52.4%, iare imarried, iwhile i294 ior i47.6% iare isingle. 

iMost iof irespondents, i180 ior i29.1%, ifall iinto ithe iage igroup iof i(Less ithan i25 iyears iold), 

ifollowed iby i270 ior i43.7%, iaged i(25 ito i35 iyears iold), i102 ior i16.5% iwere iaged i(35 ito i45 

iyears iold), i66 ior i10.7 iwere i(more ithan i45 iyears iold).i 

iMost irespondents, i252 ior i40.8%, ihad iless ithan i5 iyears iof iservice.iThis iwas ifollowed iby 

i186, ior i30.1%, iwith i5 ito i10 iyears iof iservice, i78 ior i12.8 i12.8% iwith i10 ito i15 iyears iof 

iservice, i102 ior i16.5% iwith imore ithan i15 iyears iof iservice.i i 

In iterms iof iAcademic iQualification, ithe imajority iof irespondents, i235 ior i38%, iheld 

ia iBachelor idegree, ifollowed iby i198 ior i i i32% iwith ia iMaster i(M.A.), i137 ior i22.2% iheld ia 

idiploma, iand i48 ior i7.8% iof ithe irespondents iwere iPh.D.).iAs idemonstrated iby iTable ithe 

iarithmetic imean ion ithe iscale iis ibetween i3.74 iand i1.78 ifor ithe i36 ivariables iand iis 
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iconsidered ivery ihigh ion ia i7-point iscale.iQuestion i16, iwhich irefers ito ithe iassurance 

idimension, iobtained ithe ihighest iscore iof i3.74 ion ithe imean iscale, iand iquestion i1, iwhich 

irefers ito ithe itangibility idimension, iobtained ithe ilowest iaverage iof i1.48 ion ithe isame 

iscale.iBased ion iall ithe iobtained iaverages ifor iall ithe idimensions, iit iis iobvious ithe 

isatisfaction iwas iregarding ithe iservice iat ithe ifaculty iare ihigh.iThe imost ifrequent igrade 

i(mode) iis i7. 

Standard ideviation iis iranged ibetween i0.939 iand i2.325.i iQuestion i(1 iand i23), 

iwhich irefer ito ithe itangibility iand iempathy idimension, iobtained ithe ilowest iaverage ion 

ithe istandard ideviation iscale.iCompared ito ithe iresults iin ithe imain iTable, iit iis ievident ithat 

ithe istudents’ iexpectations iregarding iphysical iresources ihave inot ibeen imet.iThe ihighest 

iaverage iwas iobtained ion iQuestion i16 i(2.325), iwhich irefers ito ithe iassurance idimension 

iand ithe iappearance iof iemployees iat ithe iuniversity.iSimple ilinear iregression ihas ibeen 

iused ito itest ithe iinfluence iof ithe icomposite ivariable iof iservice iquality ielements ion 

isatisfaction ias ishown iin iTable i3.iThe iresults iof ithe ipresent istudy idisplayed ithat iservice 

iquality ielements iplay ian iimportant irole iin ithe isuccessful isatisfaction.i 

Indicated ithat ithe iservice iquality ielementsias ian iindependent ivariable ihave ia 

istrong irelationship i(R i= i0.665) iwith ithe idependent ivariable iof isatisfaction.iThe ifindings 

ialso ishowed ithat ithe ivalue iof iR iSquare ihere iis i0.407.iThis imeans ithat iservice iquality 

ielements iare icausing i40.7% ivariation iin isatisfaction.iFurthermore, ithe iresults iindicated 

ithat ithe iservice iquality ielements ihave ia isignificant iinfluence i(β i= i0.325, ip i< i0.05) ion 

isatisfaction; ithis iresult iindicates ithat ithe iservice iquality ielements ialone iwill ihave ian 

iinfluence iof i32.5% ion isatisfaction. iLikewise, iTable i3 ishowed ithat ithe ifindings iof 

imultiple iregression ianalysis iindicated ithat ithe itangibility idimension i(β i= i0.182, ip i< 

i0.05) ihas ian iinfluence ion ithe isatisfaction iof iservice iquality itoward ithe ipositive i i i i i i i i i i i i 

idynamics iof ihigher ieducation iin iSulaimani icity. iThe iresult isuggests ithat ithe iconduct iof 

itangibility iby iemployees ihas ia ipositive iimpact inot ionly ion ithe isatisfaction iof iservice 

iquality, ibut ialso ion ithe iservice iquality iof imany iuniversities ifor ithe ihigher ieducation 

iorganizations iwhich iinevitably iresults iin irising isatisfaction iof ithe icustomers 

irepresented iby istudents i(Parasumaran, i2010), i( iAbdullah, i2006).iOn ithe iother ihand, 

iHasan iet ial.i(2008) iconfirmed ithat ierroneous iconduct iof itangibility iby iemployees ihas ian 

iadverse ieffect iin iterms iof iincreased iinappropriate ieducation irisks ilead ito ihigh-cost 

ilosses, iwhich iin iturn, ilead ito ian iexcessive idelay iin iservice iquality iand ireduced iservice 

iproductivity iwithin ithe ieducational iinstitutions.iAll ithis iusually ioccurs ias ia iresult iof 



66 

 

 

 

iconducting ithe itangibility iof iservice iquality istatus, ithus icausing igreater iservice 

iproblems, ithereby iincreasing ithe ioccurrences iof imistakes iwhich ilead ito ilowered ilevels 

iof isatisfaction iamong iboth istaff iand istudents iwithin ihigher ieducation iorganizations. 

Table i7. 

Marital iStatus 

Marital iState Frequency Percent Cumulative iPercent 

Single 294 47.6 47.6 

Married 324 52.4 52.4 

Total 618 100.0 100.0 

Most iof irespondents, i180 ior i29.1%, ifall iinto ithe iage igroup iof i(Less ithan i25 iyears 

iold), ifollowed iby i270 ior i43.7%, iaged i(25 ito i35 iyears iold), i102 ior i16.5% iwere iaged i(35 ito 

i45 iyears iold), i66 ior i10.7 iwere i(more ithan i45 iyears iold) ias ishowed iin ithe itable i8. 

Table i8. 

Age 

Age Frequency Percent Cumulative iPercent 

Less ithan i25 iyears 180 29.1 29.1 

From i25 i- i35 iyears 270 43.7 43.7 

From i35-45 iyears 102 16.5 16.5 

More ithan i45 iyears 66 10.7 10.7 

Total 618 100.0 100.0 

Most irespondents, i252 ior i40.8%, ihad iless ithan i5 iyears iof iservice.iThis iwas 

ifollowed iby i186, ior i30.1%, iwith i5 ito i10 iyears iof iservice, i78 ior i12.8 i12.8% iwith i10 ito i15 

iyears iof iservice, i102 ior i16.5% iwith imore ithan i15 iyears iof iservice ias ishowed iin ithe itable 

i9.i i 

 

 

Table i9. 

Years iof iservice 

Number iof iyears iof iservice Frequency Percent Cumulative iPercent 

Less ithan i5 iyears 252 40.8 40.8 

From i5-10 iyears 186 30.1 30.1 

From i10-15 iyears 78 12.6 12.6 
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More ithan i15 iyears 102 16.5 16.5 

Total 618 100.0 100.0 

 i iIn iterms iof iAcademic iQualification, ithe imajority iof irespondents, i235 ior i38%, iheld ia 

iBachelor idegree, ifollowed iby i198 ior i i i32% iwith ia iMaster i(M.A.), i137 ior i22.2% iheld ia 

idiploma, iand i48 ior i7.8% iof ithe irespondents iwere iPh.D.).iAs idemonstrated iby iTable ithe 

iarithmetic imean ion ithe iscale iis ibetween i3.74 iand i1.78 ifor ithe i36 ivariables iand iis iconsidered 

ivery ihigh ion ia i7-point iscale.iQuestion i16, iwhich irefers ito ithe iassurance idimension, 

iobtained ithe ihighest iscore iof i3.74 ion ithe imean iscale, iand iquestion i1, iwhich irefers ito ithe 

itangibility idimension, iobtained ithe ilowest iaverage iof i1.48 ion ithe isame iscale.iBased ion iall 

ithe iobtained iaverages ifor iall ithe idimensions, iit iis iobvious ithat isatisfaction iwas iregarding 

ithe iservice iat ithe ifaculty iare ihigh.iThe imost ifrequent igrade i(mode) iis i7 ias ishowed iin ithe 

itable i10. 

Table i10. 

Academic iQualification 

Academic iQualification Frequency Percent Cumulative iPercent 

Diploma 137 22.2 22.2 

Bachelor 235 38.0 38.0 

Master(M.A.) 198 32.0 32.0 

Ph.D. 48 7.8 7.8 

Total 137 22.2 22.2 

 

 

 

 

Table i11. 

Cronbach’s ialpha ifor iReliability i 

Respondents iInformation 

Gender Age Field iwork 

iexperience 

Education ilevel 

Items Ni(%) Items Ni(%) Items Ni(%) Items Ni(%) 

Male 360(58.3) Under i25 

iyears 

180(29.1) <5 

iyears 

252 

i(40.8) 

Diploma 

iDegree 

137(22.2) 

Female 258 

i(41.7) 

25-34 iyears 270(43.7) 5-10 

iyears 

186 

(30.1) 

Bachelor 

iDegree 

235(38.0) 

35-45 iyears 102(16.5) 11-15 

iyears 

78 

(12.6) 

MSC 

iDegree 

198(32.0) 
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Over i45 

iyears 

66(10.7) >15 

iyears 

102 

i(16.5) 

PHD 

iDegree 

48(7.8) 

 

The igender idistribution iof iemployees iwas i58.3% imale iand i41.7% ifemale.iA 

ipossible iexplanation ifor ithis idistribution iis iattributed ito ithe ireality ithat iemployees iin 

imost iindustrial iand iservice isectors iin inorthern iIraq iare imale-dominated. i43.7% iof ithe 

iemployees iwere ibetween i25-34 iyears iold; i29.1% iwere iunder i25; i16.5% iwere ibetween 

ithe iages iof i35- i45; iand ionly i10.7% iwere iover i45 iyears iof iage.iThis idata iproves ithat imost 

iof ithe iparticipants iwere iyoung iand ienergetic ipeople iwho iwould ibe iable ito ienhance ithe 

iservice iquality ielements isuccessfully. iFieldwork iexperience idistribution iamong ithe 

iemployees iwas ias ifollows: ithe imajority iof ithe iparticipants iwere iappointed iin itheir 

icurrent iorganizations ifor iless ithan i5 iyears i(40.8%); ifor imore ithan i5 iyears ibut iless ithan i10 

iyears i(30.1%); imore ithan i15 iyears’ iexperience i(16.5%); iand ibetween i11 iand i15 iyears 

i(12.6%). iThese istatistics iindicate ithat imost iof ithe iparticipants iwere iwell-experienced iin 

ithe ifield iand ithereby ihave ithe iaptitude ito iimplement ithe iservice iquality ielements 

isystems itoward ithe iachievement iof ithe irequired isatisfaction iin iHEIs. iThe idistribution iof 

ithe iemployees’ ieducational ibackgrounds iindicated ithat ithe imajority i(38.0%) ihad 

ireceived ia ibachelor’s idegree; i32.0% iheld ia ipost-graduate idegree; i22.2% iheld ia idiploma 

idegree; iand i7.8% iheld ia iPhD idegree. iThe isummation iof ithe idistribution ipoints ito ia ivery 

ihealthy idemographic icomposition ithat ihave ithe iaptitude ito igenerate inew iideas iand 

ibeneficial iprograms ithat iwill ienable ithe iimplementation iof ieach iservice iquality ielement 

iproblem-free.4. 

 i i i i i i i i i iQuestion i16, iwhich irefers ito ithe iassurance idimension, iobtained ithe ihighest iscore iof 

i3.74 ion ithe imean iscale, iand iquestion i1, iwhich irefers ito ithe itangibility idimension, 

iobtained ithe ilowest iaverage iof i1.48 ion ithe isame iscale.iBased ion iall ithe iobtained iaverages 

ifor iall ithe idimensions, iit iis iobvious ithat isatisfaction iregarding ithe iservice iat ithe ifaculty 

iare ihigh.iThe imost ifrequent igrade i(mode) iis i7. 

Standard ideviation iis iranged ibetween i0.939 iand i2.325.i iQuestion i(1 iand i23), 

iwhich irefers ito ithe itangibility iand iempathy idimension, iobtained ithe ilowest iaverage ion 

ithe istandard ideviation iscale.iCompared ito ithe iresults iin imain iTable, iit iis ievident ithat ithe 

istudents’ iexpectations iregarding iphysical iresources ihave inot ibeen imet.iThe ihighest 

iaverage iwas iobtained ion iQuestion i16, i(2.325) iwhich irefers ito ithe iassurance idimension 

iand ithe iappearance iof iemployees iat ithe iuniversity. 
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4.2 Dimension iVariable i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i iDimension irelated ito itangibles iincludes iquestions i1 ito i4 iand ianalyzes iphysically 

itangible iand ivisible iassets iimportant ifor iproviding ithe iservice i(for iexample iequipment, 

iinfrastructure, iinterior, iteaching imaterials, ibrochure, ietc.).iDimension irelated ito 

ireliability iis irepresented iby iquestions i5 ito i10 iand ianalyzes ithe iability ito ideliver ithe 

ipromised iservice iaccurately iand idependably i(for iexample ito iresolve istudent iproblems, 

iclaims iand irequests).iThird idimension i(responsiveness) iincludes iquestions i11 ito i14 iand 

ianalyzes ithe iattention idirected itowards istudents iin iorder ito iprovide iprompt 

iservice.iDimension irelated ito iassurance i(questions i15 ito i10) ianalyzes iknowledge iand 

icourtesy iof iacademic iand inon-academic istaff iand itheir iability ito iconvey itrust iand 

iconfidence. iThe ififth idimension iof ithis imodeli(empathy) iincludes iquestions i21 ito i25 iand 

iis irelated ito iindividualized iattention iand icare iwhich iis iprovided ito istudents iand itheir 

ispecific ineeds., isix iDimension irelated ito isatisfaction iand ilast idiminution irelated ito 

ireputation iin ithis iresearch i7-point iLikert iscale iwas idefined iso ithat istrongly iagree iis 

icoded ias i7 iand istrongly idisagree ias i1.iAfter idata icollection, ithe idata iwas ianalyzed iusing 

idescriptive istatistics ibefore iit iwas iused iin iaccordance iwith ithe iSERVQUAL 

imethodology ias ishown iin itable. 

 

 

Table i12. 

Dimension iVariable 

DIMENSION VARIABLE i(QUESTION) 

TANGIBLE 1-4 

RELIABILITY 5-10 

RESPONSIVENESS 11-14 

ASSURANCE 15-20 

EMPATHY 21-25 

SATISFACTION 26-30 

REPUTATION 31 i– i36 
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Correlation iAnalysis i 

Table i13. 

Service iQuality i& iSatisfaction iCorrelation iMatrix 

 Tangib

ility 

Reliability Responsive

ness 

Assura

nce 

Empath

y 

Satisfacti

on 

Reputati

on 

Tangibility 1       

Reliability .551** 1      

Responsive

ness 

.318** .263** 1     

Assurance .299** .248** .717** 1    

Empathy .465** .434** .640** .602** 1   

Satisfaction .543** .534** .654** .578* .523** 1  

Reputation  i4.89 i i i i i i 

i 
1.03  i i i i i i i i.87 

 i i i i i i i i i 

i67**  i i i i i i i i i.545 619** i i i i i i 1 

**.iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i iThe iPearson icorrelation icoefficient iillustrates ithe irelationship ibetween iservice 

iquality isub-dimensions i(tangibility, iresponsiveness ithat iall ithe idimensions ihave ia 

imoderately istrong iand ipositive iassociation iwith isatisfaction. iAs isoon ias ithe iassociation 

iwas iproven ibetween ivariables, ia iregression ianalysis iwhich iemployed ia imultiple 

iregression itechnique iwas iconducted iin iorder ito igain ia ibetter iunderstanding iof ithe iimpact 

ithat ican iplay ievery idimension iof iservice iquality itowards ienhancing icustomer 

isatisfaction irepresented iby istudents iin ihigher ieducation iinstitutions. 
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4.3 Regression iAnalysis ifor iService iQuality iwith iSatisfaction 

Table i14. 

Regression iAnalysis i 

Model R R2 Adj.R2 F Sig. β t P 

1 .665 .407 .453 69.298 0.000    

Intercept      0.476 9.050 .000 

SQE      .325 7.081 .000 

 .635 .403 .450 68,721 0.000    

Tangibility      .182 5.495 .026 

Reliability      .545 10.374 .000 

Responsiveness      .145 3.225 .000 

Assurance      .187 4.306 .001 

Empathy 

 

reputation 
   

i i i i i i i i 
 

     .084 

 

.344 

 

 

1.654 

 

1.959 

 

 

.099 

 

.837 

 

 

Predictors:i(Constant), iService iQuality i(SQ) i& iits iDimensions i(Tangibility, iReliability, iResponsiveness, 

iAssurance, iEmpathy) 

Dependent iVariable: iSatisfaction i(S) i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i iSimple ilinear iregression ihas ibeen iused ito itest ithe iinfluence iof ithe icomposite 

ivariable iof iservice iquality ielements ion isatisfaction ias ishown iin iTable i3.iThe iresults iof 

ithe ipresent istudy idisplayed ithat iservice iquality ielements iplay ian iimportant irole iin ithe 

isuccessful isatisfaction.iThe iresults iindicated ithat ithe iservice iquality ielements ias ian 

iindependent ivariable ihave ia istrong irelationship i(R i= i0.665) iwith ithe idependent ivariable 

iof isatisfaction.iThe ifindings ialso ishowed ithat ithe ivalue iof iR iSquare ihere iis i0.407.iThis 

imeans ithat iservice iquality ielements iare icausing i40.7% ivariation iin 

isatisfaction.iFurthermore, ithe iresults iindicated ithat ithe iservice iquality ielements ihave ia 

isignificant iinfluence i(β i= i0.325, ip i< i0.05) ion isatisfaction, ithis iresult iindicates ithat ithe 

iservice iquality ielements ialone iwill ihave ian iinfluence iof i32.5% ion isatisfaction. 

Likewise, iTable i3 ishowed ithat ithe ifindings iof imultiple iregression ianalysis iindicated i i i i i i i i 

ithat ithe itangibility idimension i(β i= i0.182, ip i< i0.05) ihas ian iinfluence ion ithe isatisfaction iof 

iservice iquality itoward ithe ipositive idynamics iof ihigher ieducation iin iSulaimani icity. iThe 

iresult isuggests ithat ithe iconduct iof itangibility iby iemployees ihas ia ipositive iimpact inot 

ionly ion ithe isatisfaction iof iservice iquality, ibut ialso ion ithe iservice iquality iof imany i i i i i i i i i i i 

iuniversities ifor ithe ihigher ieducation iorganizations iwhich iinevitably iresults iin irising 

isatisfaction iof ithe icustomers irepresented iby istudentsi(Parasumaran, i2010), i( iAbdullah, 
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i2006).iOn ithe iother ihand, iHasan iet ial. i(2008) iconfirmed ithat ierroneous iconduct iof 

itangibility iby iemployees ihas ian iadverse ieffect iin iterms iof iincreased iinappropriate 

ieducation irisks ilead ito ihigh-cost ilosses, iwhich iin iturn, ilead ito ian iexcessive idelay iin 

iservice iquality iand ireduced iservice iproductivity iwithin ithe i i i ieducational iinstitutions.iAll 

ithis iusually ioccurs ias ia iresult iof iconducting ithe itangibility iof iservice iquality istatus ithus 

icausing igreater iservice iproblems, ithereby iincreasing ithe ioccurrences iof imistakes iwhich 

ilead ito ilowered ilevels iof isatisfaction iamong iboth istaff iand istudents iwithin ihigher 

ieducation iorganizations.iThus, ithe iregression ianalysis ifor ithe imodel iservice iquality i- 

isatisfaction iindicates ithat iits iresults isupport ithe ifirst ihypothesis; itherefore, ithis 

ihypothesis ihas ibeen iaccepted.iThe iregression ianalysis ifor ithe imodel iservice iquality i- 

isatisfaction iindicates ithat iits iresults isupport ithe ifirst ihypothesis; itherefore, ithis 

ihypothesis ihas ibeen iaccepted. 

 i i i i i i i i i i iThus, iin iorder ito igive ithe itangibility idimension igreater iimpact ion iservice iquality 

isatisfaction, ithis istudy irecommends ia ineed ito iimprove ithe iphysical iappearance iof ithe 

iservice, isuch ias iemployees' ineat iappearance, imodern-looking iequipment, iand ithe 

imaterials iassociated iwith ithe iservice, iand ithat ithey ifound iit ieasy ito iuse.iMany istudies 

idefined itangibility ias ithose irelated ito iappearance, iequipment, ipersonnel, iand 

icommunication i(Parasuraman iet ial., i1988; iParasuraman iet ial., i1991).i i iThe iregression 

ifindings ialso irevealed ithat iservice iquality's ireliability idimension iwas ithe imost 

iinfluential idimension i(0.545) itoward ienhancing istudents' isatisfaction iin iHEIs iin 

iSulaimani icity iof iIraq.iThis isuggests ithat ithe iright ipractices ifor ithe ireliability iof iservice 

iquality iare iresponsible ifor i54.5% iof ithe idependent ivariable iof isatisfaction. 

iFurthermore,i(Quinn iet ial., i2009; iChen iet ial., i2007; iBrysland i& iCurry, i2001) ihave 

ipointed iout ieducational iinstitutions irely iheavily ion ithe ireliability iof iservice iquality iin 

iachieving iits icustomer isatisfaction itowards ithe ireliable iservices iprovided ito ithem, i i i 

iwhich iin iturn, ilargely idepends ibased ion itheir iemployees' icapabilities ithat ican ibe 

iaffected iby ia ivariety iof ifactors ito iattain ithe idesired ilevels iof iperformance. iThis iis iowing 

ito ithe iquality iof iservices idelivered iby ieducational iinstitutions, iwhich iis iguaranteed ito 

ithe iextent iof itheir iemployees' ifaithfulness ito ia iset iof iethical iaspects isuch ias i1) iManager–

subordinate irelationship i(Autonomy/empowerment); i2) iThe iethical iinstructions iand 

icommands, iand ialso ifor isets iof ipsychological ifactors isuch ias i1) iMotivation iand imorale; 

i2) iJob isecurity iand iworkload; i3) iAwareness iand isense iof iaccountability iand 

iresponsibility i(Abdullah, i2006; iBrysland i& iCurry, i2001).iBased ion ithe iregression 
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ianalysis iresults, ihypothesis i2, iconcerning ithe isignificant iinfluence iof ireliability iin ithe 

iservice iquality ion istudent isatisfaction, iis isupported. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i iHowever, ito ienhance ithe iimpact iof ithe ireliability idimension ion iservice iquality 

isignificantly, ithe ibusiness iorganizations, iincluding iorganizations iunder istudy, ishould 

isympathize iwith icustomers' iproblems, ikeep iaccurate irecords, iperform ithe ipromised 

iservice ion itime, iand ihave istaff iready ito ihelp iwith iproblems.iMoreover, iParasuraman iet 

ial.i(1985) ifound ithat ireliability iis ithe iability ito iperform ithe icustomer's iservices. 

Similarly, ithe iregression iresults i(14.5%) isignaled ithat iservice iquality's iresponsiveness 

idimension ihas ialso iaffected ithe iachievement iin isatisfaction iin iHEIs. iThis imeans ithat iif 

ithe istudents ireceive ia ihigh ilevel iof iresponsiveness ifrom ithe iadministrative istaff iin ithe 

ieducation iorganizations, ithis iaffects ithe iquality iof iservice iand ithereby ienhances ithe 

isatisfaction iof istudents iconcerned. iIncreasing ithe ilevel iof iresponsiveness iextends ithe 

ilifespan iof ithe iservice iquality, ipositively iimpacting ieducational iorganizations' 

ireputation itoward iachieving ithe isatisfaction irequired iby ithose iconcerned iin ithose 

iorganizations i(Pakurár iet ial., i2019; iGeorge i& iKumar, i2014; iKassim i& iAsiah iAbdullah, 

i2010). iThus, ithe iregression ianalysis iresults iprove ithat ithere iis ia ipositive irelationship 

ibetween iservice iquality iresponsiveness idimension iand ioverall isatisfaction, ithus 

iproving ithat ihypothesis i3, iwhich iproposes ithat ithere iis ia isignificant iinfluence iof 

iresponsiveness iin ithe iservice iquality ion istudent isatisfaction, ihas ibeen isupported. i 

To ienhance ithe ieffect iof ithe iresponsiveness idimension ion iservice iquality 

isatisfaction, ithis istudy irecommends ithe inecessity iof iwilling ithe iemployees ito ihelp 

icustomersi(students), iwhere ithe iemployees ican irespond ito irequests iand ihave ithe 

iconfidence ito itell icustomers iwhen iservices iwill ibe iperformed.iSeveral iauthors iidentify 

iresponsiveness ias ibeing iwilling ito ihelp iclients iand igive iquick iservice; iit iis 

icommunicated ito icustomers iby ithe ilength iof itime ithey ihave ito iwait ifor iassistance iand 

iattention ito iproblems i(Pakurár iet ial., i2019). iMoreover, ithe iregression ianalysis 

iillustrated ithat iassurance i(β i= i0. i187, ip i< i0.05) iaffects iservice iquality isatisfaction 

ibecause icustomers i(students) ineed ito ifeel iconfident iin ithe iknowledge iand icourtesy iof 

iemployees iand itheir iability ito iinspire itrust iand iconfidence.iThese iqualities ihelp 

iinstitutions iavoid iserious ifaults iin iservice iquality, ileading ito ia ilack iof isatisfaction iof ithe 

istakeholders iassociated iwith ieducational iinstitutions i(Ruben, i1995; iKwiek, i2001; 

iQuinn iet ial., i2009).iThe iregression ianalysis ifindings idemonstrate ithat ihypothesis i4, 

iwhich iproposes ithat ithere iis ia isignificant iinfluence iof iassurance iin ithe iservice iquality ion 

istudent isatisfaction, iis isupported. 
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 i i i i i i i i i i i iThus, ito imake ithe iassurance idimension ihave ia igreater iimpact ion iservice iquality 

isatisfaction, ithis istudy irecommends ideveloping ithe icapabilities iof iemployees iin 

ibusiness iorganizations, iincluding iinstitutions iunder istudy, iin iterms iof icapacity ito ibe 

icourteous iand ito iinspire iconfidence iin icustomers.iThey ihave isufficient iknowledge iand 

ican ibe itrusted.iMany istudies ipoint iout ithe ipositive irelationship ibetween iassurance iand 

icustomer isatisfaction i(Ravichandran iet ial., i2010; iShanka, i2012; iSelvakumar, i2016).i 

iThe ianalysis ishowed ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iempathy i(β i= i0. i084, ip i> i0.05) 

iand iservice iquality isatisfaction. iThis iis imainly ibecause inot ienough iempathy iwas 

iprovided iby ithe irelated iemployees ito istudents iwhen iproviding ithe iservices ifor ithem iin 

itheir iorganizations i(Parasuraman iet ial., i1985; iLeBlanc i& iNguyen, i1997; iFombrun i& 

iGardberg, i2000; iChen iet ial., i2007; iHasan iet ial., i2008).iOn ithe iother ihand, imany istudies 

i(Selvakumar, i2016; iNavaratnaseel i& iPeriyathampy, i2014; iShanka, i2012; 

iRavichandran iet ial., i2010) isuggest ithat ienhancing icustomer isatisfaction iby iempathy 

ioccurs iwhile icustomers i(students) ifeel igood icare.iThere iare igood ioperating ihours iand 

iemployees' iunderstanding iof itheir ineeds iand iexpectations i(customers), iwhich iwill 

iaffect ibetter iperformance iamong icompetitors iin ibusiness isectors.iThus, ibased ion ithe 

ianalysis iresults, ihypothesis i5, iwhich iproposed ia isignificant iinfluence iof iempathy iin 

iservice iquality ion istudent isatisfaction, iis irejected. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i iThus, ithe icurrent istudy irecommends igood icommunication iand ian iunderstanding iof 

icustomer i(Students) ineeds, iand ifriendly ibehavior itoward iachieving iempathy.iAlso, 

iunderstanding icustomer iexpectations iwill iinfluence ibetter iperformance iamong 

icompetitors.iThese ifindings iare iin iline iwith iprevious istudies i(Ravichandran iet ial., i2010; 

iSelvakumar, i2016; iShanka, i2012).iCommunication imight ibe ian ielement ithat icould 

ibuild ian iempathetic irelationship ibetween iHEI iand iits icustomers i(Jianu, i2016).iA 

ipossible isolution icould ibe isustainable imarket icommunication.iAcademics iand 

iprofessionals ipay imore iattention ito isocial iand ienvironmental iaspects ithat iaffect ihuman 

ibehavior.iCompanies iare imore iaware iof iand iresponsible ifor iactivities ithat iimpact 

isociety iand ithe ienvironment. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iAbdullah i(2005) idefined ireputation ivariable ias idecisive ifactor ifor istudents ithat iis 

iresponsible ifor icreating iprofessional iimage iof ithe iinstitution i(Abdullah, i2005). 

According ito iresearch iconducted iin iSaudi iArabia iUniversity, itangibility iaspect iof 

iReputation‟ icreates ian iinstant iimage iof ithe iinstitution iin ithe ieyes iof iparents iand 

istudentsi(Randheer, i2015).iDennis i(2013) iin ihis iresearch, iconducted ithe ifactor ianalysis 

iof ithe iHEdPERF iitems iand ireported ithat iReputation, iAcademic iAspects iand iNon-
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academic iAspects iare isaliently iexhibit iintended idimensions iof ithe iHEdPERF imodel 

i(Dennis, i2013).i 
i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 
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CHAPTER IV I 

Conclusion iand iRecommendations 

5.1 Conclusion i 

Taken itogether, ithe iresults iof ithis istudy isuggest ithat ithere iisia isignificant ipositive 

iassociation ibetween iservice iquality iand istudent isatisfaction.iThe iresults iare iin iline iwith 

iprevious istudies, iwhich iconfirm ithat iimproving iservice iquality imay ipotentially iimprove 

ithe isatisfaction iof iall istakeholders iand ibeneficiaries irepresented iby istudents, itheir 

iparents iand ifamily, iacademic iand iadministrative istaff, iand isociety ifor iHEIs. iIt iis 

iessential ito iprove ihere ithat ifrom ithe iregression ianalysis, iquality iof iservice iis icritical ito 

ithe isurvival iand iprofitability iof iorganizations iin ithe icurrent iglobal ieconomic 

idevelopment; itherefore, imeasuring iservice iquality iis ia imajor icomponent iof ithe iservice 

iindustry isince icustomer isatisfaction ihas ia igreater irole ito iplay iin ithe iretention, 

iprofitability, iand iproductivity iof ia ibusiness.iAlthough ithe istudy's ifindings ioffer ivaluable 

iinsights iand iinteresting iresults, ithe imost iimportant ilimitation ilies iin ithe ifact ithat ithe 

isample isize iwas ilimited ito ithe ihigher ieducation isector iin ithe icity iof iSulaymanyah iin 

inorthern iIraq.iAccordingly, ithese iresults' igeneralizability iis isubject ito icertain ilimitations 

ias ionly ieight iHEIs iorganizations iin inorthern iIraq iwere iselected ias icases ilocated iin 

iSulaimanyah icity.iThus, iit iis ibelieved ithat ihaving ia ibigger isample isize iand iincluding 

imore iHEIs iin ithe iarea ias ia iwhole imay iyield idifferent idata. iAlso, ithere iwere iother 

ilimitations iduring ithe iimplementation, isuch ias; i1) iThe idifficulty iof iobtaining ithe 

inecessary ipermission iand iapproval ifrom iauthorities iin iorder ito iconduct ithe istudy idue ito 

ithe iserious isecurity icondition iin iIraq iin igeneral; i2) iThe itime iallocated iand ithe icostliness 

iof istudding ito ithe ieight iHEI iorganizations; i3) iInsufficient iacademic ipublications iin ithis 

iregion, ithis iespecially iin iIraq iand ithe iMiddle iEast iin igeneral.i iHowever, ithe ipractical 

iimplications ifor iHEIs imanagers iand iacademics iof ithe icurrent ipaper iare irepresented iin 

iproviding ia iframework iand ian iinstrument ithat ihigher ieducation iinstitutions ican iuse ito 

iimprove ieducational iquality icontinuously.iThe istudy's ifindings iwill ialso iassist iin 

idesigning ia iquality isystem ithat iinvolves inot ijust ithe iemployees ibut ialso ithe istudents iand 

iacademics.iFurther, ithe isenior iuniversity imanagement iwould ibenefit iby iknowing iwhich 

igaps ishould ireceive ithe igreatest iattention ito igain icompetitive iand icomparative 

iadvantages.iAlso, ithe imanagement iof iHEIs icould iuse ithe iresearch iresults ito iimprove ithe 

istudy iprocesses iand iincrease ithe istudents' iand iacademics' isatisfaction iand iloyalty.iThe 
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istudy's imain ipurpose iwas ito iinvestigate ithe ilevel iof isatisfaction iof istudents iand iacademic 

istaff iregarding iservice iquality iat ia ihigher ieducation iinstitution. 

The isample iconsisted iof i618 irespondents, iincluding istudents iand iacademic istaff 

iat iSulaimanyah iCity iUniversity: iThe igender idistribution iof iemployees iwas i58.3% imale 

iand i41.7% ifemale.iA ipossible iexplanation ifor ithis idistribution iis iattributed ito ithe ireality 

ithat iemployees iin imost iindustrial iand iservice isectors iin inorthern iIraq iare imale-

dominated. i43.7% iof ithe iemployees iwere ibetween i25-34 iyears iold; i29.1% iwere iunder 

i25; i16.5% iwere ibetween ithe iages iof i35- i45, iand ionly i10.7% iwere iover i45 iyears iof 

iage.iThis idata iproves ithat imost iof ithe iparticipants iwere iyoung iand ienergetic ipeople iwho 

iwould isuccessfully ienhance ithe iservice iquality ielements. iFieldwork iexperience 

idistribution iamong ithe iemployees iwas ias ifollows: ithe imajority iof ithe iparticipants iwere 

iappointed iin itheir icurrent iorganizations ifor iless ithan ifive iyears i(40.8%); ifor imore ithan 

ifive iyears ibut iless ithan iten iyears i(30.1%); imore ithan i15 iyears' iexperience i(16.5%); iand 

ibetween i11 iand i15 iyears i(12.6%). i i iThese istatistics iindicate ithat imost iof ithe iparticipants 

iwere iwell-experienced iin ithe ifield iand ithereby ihave ithe iaptitude ito iimplement ithe 

iservice iquality ielements isystems itoward iachieving ithe irequired isatisfaction iin iHEIs. 

iThe idistribution iof ithe iemployees' ieducational ibackgrounds iindicated ithat ithe imajority 

i(38.0%) ihad ireceived ia ibachelor's idegree; i32.0% iheld ia ipost-graduate idegree; i22.2% 

iheld ia idiploma idegree, iand i7.8% iheld ia iPh.D. idegree. iThe isummation iof ithe idistribution 

ipoints ito ia ivery ihealthy idemographic icomposition iwith ithe iaptitude ito igenerate inew 

iideas iand ibenefit iprograms ithat iwill ienable ithe iimplementation iof ieach iservice iquality 

ielement iproblem-free. i iA isurvey ibased ion ithe iSERVQUAL iinstrument idesigned iby 

iParasuraman, iBerry, iand iZeithaml i(1991, iWinter), ias irevised ifor ithe istudy, iconsisted iof 

i36 iitems imeasuring istudents' iexpectations iof iservice iquality ifrom iuniversity iand istaff 

iand i36 iitems ion itheir iperceptions iof iservice iquality ifrom iuniversity iand istaff. i iThe 

idimensionality iof ithe iinstrument iwas idetermined ithrough ifactor ianalysis. iThat ianalysis 

iconfirms ithe i5-factor istructure iof iTangibles, iResponsiveness, iReliability, iAssurance, 

iand iEmpathy iidentified iby iParasuraman, iZeithaml, iand iBerry i(1990). iInstead, ifive 

ifactors iwere iidentified iby ithe iresearcher. iTangibles iand ia ifactor ititled iHypotheses iwere 

iaddressed iusing iSPSS iwhen icomparing ithe itwo ifactors iof iTangibles iand iInteractions. 

iAlso, ian iitem iby iitem ianalysis iwas idone. iHypotheses iwere iaddressed ithrough ithe iuse iof 

iSPSS iwhen icomparing ithe itwo ifactors iof iTangibles iand iInteractions. iAn iitem iby iitem 

ianalysis iwas idone, iusing it-tests ithree iitems iwere inot irelated idirectly ito istaff iand 
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iuniversity. iFor ithe iremaining iitems, iSPSS iwas iused ito icontrast ithe istudents iand 

iacademic istaff's iview. iThere iwere ino idifferences ibetween iexpectations ior iperceptions iof 

iservice iquality. iThere iwere, ihowever, iconsistently isignificant idifferences iin itheir iviews 

iof ithe iservice iquality iwere ireceived ifrom isupport istaff iand iuniversity iwith isupport istaff. i i 

iPerhaps ihigher ieducation iis isuch ia idifferent iframework ithat iother iexperiences ione ihas ias 

ia icustomer ido inot iapply ito istudent ilife. iBesides, iresearchers ihave iconcluded ithat inon-

traditional istudents imay ihave ia ilow iself-confidence ilevel iand ifear ithat ithey imay inot 

icompete iacademically iwith ithe itraditional iaged istudent i(Hughes; iKrager, iWrenn, i& 

iHirt, i1990; iTinto, i1987). iPerhaps ithat ifear iprevents ihigher iexpectations. iOne ialso iwill 

inote ithat iit iwould ibe idifficult ifor iexpectations ito ibe imuch ihigher ifor ieither igroup. iThe 

iinstrument iwas ia i7-point iLikert iscale iwith i7 ireflecting ithe istrongest iagreement iwith 

iexpectation istatements. iOf ithe i39 iitems, ionly iseven ihad iless ithan isix: ifive irelating ito 

iTangibles iand ithe itwo irelating ito ierror-free irecords. iOtherwise, iall iaveraged iover i6, 

imany iover i6.5. iFor iexample, ithe ihighest imean iwas ifor ithe istatement i"(Employees) iat ian 

iexcellent iuniversity iare ialways iwilling ito ihelp," iwith ia imean iof i6.66 ifor istudents i24 iand 

iunder iand ia imean iof i6.71 ifor istudents i25 iand iover. iThese ihigh iexpectation iscores imay 

iconfirm ithe ipoints iof iBoulding, iStaelin, iKalra, iand iZeithaml i(1992) iwhere ithey iposited 

ithat ithe iexpectation ibeing imeasured iis inot iactually iwhat ithe istudent iexpects iin iservice 

i(what iwill ibe idone) ibut iwhat ithe istudent iexpects ishould ibe idone. 

Table i16. 

Hypotheses itesting i 

  

Hypothesis 

icode 

Hypothesis Decision 

H1 Tangibility idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects istudents’ 

iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction 

 

Supported 

H2 Reliability idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects istudents’ 

iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction 

 

Supported 

H3 Assurance idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects istudents’ 

iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction 

 

Supported 

H4 Empathy idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects 

istudents’ iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction 

 

 

Supported 

H5 Responsiveness idimension iof iservice iquality isignificantly iaffects 

istudents’ iand i i iacademic istaff isatisfaction 

 

Supported 

H6 

 

Higher ieducation ireputation ihas ia imoderating irelation ibetween iservice 

iquality iand isatisfaction 

 

Supported 
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5.2 Implications iof ithe istudy 

Theoretical implications 

The ipresent istudy ienables ithe iunderstanding iof iconsumer ibehavioral ifeatures, 

iespecially iin iterm iof istudents’ iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iin ihigher ieducation 

iinstitutions, iparticularly iin iSulaimanyah iand ithe ioverall ihigher ieducation.iAs imentioned 

iin iChapter i1, ithe iservice isector iplays ia ipivotal irole iin ia icountry’s ieconomy ispecifically iin 

iSulaimanyah iand ipart iof ithis isector iservices iis ithe ihigher ieducation, ibecomes iit iis 

iimportant ifor icommercial iactivities iand icontributes ito ithe iquality iof ilife.iIn ishort, iit 

iimplies ithat ithe irole iof ihigher ieducation iis iregarded ias ia ibasic ineed iof ilife.iThus, iit iis 

iimperative ito ifulfil ithe irequirements iand iexpectations iof icustomers iin imultifarious 

ibackgrounds.iThis istudy iis ian iinitial ieffort iin iinvestigating ithe isatisfaction iof istudents’ 

iand iacademic istaff iin iSulaimanyah, iincluding itheir icontributing ifactors, inamely iservice 

iquality iand ireputation.iThe iimplication iof ithis istudy iin iterms iof ipractical iand itheoretical 

istandpoints, iwas idiscussed iin ithe ifollowing isubheading. 

This isubheading ihighlightsia inumber iof imanagerial iimplications iextracted ifrom 

ithe iStudy’s ifindings.iAs istated iin iearlier ichapters, ithere iwas ia ineed ito icomprehend iwhat 

iestablishes iservice iquality iin ithe iinitial icontact iwith icustomers iand ihow ithis irelates ito 

ireputation iby istimulating istudents’ iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iresponses iamong 

istudents’ iand iacademic istaff.iInappropriate iselection iof iservice iquality, iinsufficient 

ideployment iresources ifor iimplementation iand ilack iof ioperation icontrol imay icause ithe 

idesired ioutput ito ibe iincapable iof iachieving iand icreates iwastage ito ithe icompany’s 

iresources.iThus, iit iis iof iutmost iimportance ifor imanagers ito iidentify ithe iright ielements iof 

ithe iservice iquality ias ithis istudy iconfirmed ithat ithe ivariables icontained iin iservice iquality 

iwas ivaried iand iperformed iin iseveral iways iin itheir iimpact itoward icustomer isatisfaction 

iand icustomer iloyalty. 

The ipresent istudy ishowed ithat iservice iquality ihasia isignificant idirect ieffect ion 

istudents’ iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction, ibut iits ielements irespond idifferently. iIn ithis 

istudy, ithe idimensions iof ithe itangibility, ireliability, iresponsiveness, iplays ia ivital irole iin 

ithe iservice iquality, iwhich iinfluences icustomer’s iperception iregarding istudents’ iand 

iacademic istaff isatisfaction iin ihigher ieducation iwhile iall ithe idimensions iof iservice 

iquality idemonstrate ia icritical irole iin igenerating isatisfaction iamong ihigher ieducation. 
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Secondly, iunder ithese icircumstances, ithe iresults iof ithis istudy iservedias iproof ithat 

ithe ielements iof ithe iservice iquality iare iinterchangeable iand idepends ion iwhat iaspect iis ito 

ibe iassessed. iThis ievidence ialso icommensurate iseveral ipast istudies isuch ias ithe istudy iof 

iJobhaarbima i(2017), iwhich iclaimed ithat ielements iof iservice iquality iis iinterrelated iwith 

iequal iimportance ibut igives idifferent iimpacts ito iparticular iservices. iAnother istudy iby iLin 

i(2011) irecommended ithat ia ibusiness ientity ican iimprove iits iservice iquality iin-service 

ioperation iby ifollowing ithe ipriority iranking iof iservice iquality ielements.iTherefore, iit 

idemands ithat imanagers irecognize ideeply ithe iservice ifeatures ipreferred iby itheir 

icustomers iand ichoose ithe iright iservice iquality ito ibe iincorporated iinside itheir iservice 

ioperations itoward iattaining ihigh iservice iperformance iwhich igives ian iadditional iboost ito 

ibusiness icompetitiveness iand isustainability. 

Offering iservices iwithout istudents’ iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction iis 

imeaningless.iAlso, ithe ihuman iperception iof iquality iand isatisfaction icannot ibe iseparated 

iwhen iservices iare ibeing iutilized.i iThus, isatisfaction iaspects iare iimportant ito iencourage 

isatisfaction iresponses.iEvidence iin ithis istudy isuggests ithat iservice iquality iwith iits 

idimensions, inamely itangible ireliability iand iresponsiveness iperformed isignificantly iin 

ideveloping iall ithe idimensions iof iservice iquality, ileading ito iincreased isatisfaction iamong 

iacademic istaff. iDaikh i(2015) isuggests ithat ithe isatisfaction ineeds ito ibe imirrored iby ithe 

isatisfaction iof iservice iof ithe ihigher ieducation iproduct iwhile iall iitems iof isatisfaction 

iperform ithe imost ipotent iin ishaping iloyalty iresponses.iAdditionally, iacademic istaff 

isatisfaction ipartakes iin ithe irole iof ithe iservice iquality iin igenerating istudents’ iand 

iacademic istaff isatisfaction.   

Managerial implications 

Therefore, imanagers iare iadvised inot ito itake ithe isatisfaction iaspects iof itheir 

iservice iproduct ilightly.iOtherwise iloyalty iand iperformance ifor iservice iconsumption iwill 

ibe ipoor. i iNgo iand iNguyen i(2016) iconclude ithat iservice iquality, ireputation iand 

isatisfaction iworks icollectively iin iinfluencing ithe ibehavior iof icustomers.iUnder ithis 

icircumstance, iit iwas irecommended ithat imanagers ido ia iperiodical iassessment ion 

icustomer iperceptions iwhere ithe iinput ifrom ithe iassessment iwill ihelp ithe imanager ito 

iacknowledge icustomer ipreferences iand ireview ifeatures iin iservice ifor ifurther 

iimprovement.iFurthermore, ihigher ieducation ioperators ishould iconsider iadopting 

icustomer-friendly imeasures iand imarket-driven iinitiatives iin iorder ito iassess ithe 
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iunderlying iinformation iabout ithe iexpectations iand ineeds iof ithe icustomers.iThe 

iassessment iby icustomers ion iservice iperformance iand ihow iacademic istaff isatisfaction iis 

iexpressed iare ithe iessential iingredients iin ithe idevelopment iof imarketing 

iprograms.iEvidence iof ithis istudy ishows ithat iloyalty iwas istimulated imainly iby ithe 

icognitive icomponent iin iterms iof iservice icomparison iwith iothers, ifollowed iby ioverall 

iloyalty iassessment.iFor ithis ireason, iadapting iquality imanagement isystems isuch ias ithe 

iISO9001 ior itotal iquality imanagement iis ione iof ithe iways ito iaid ihigher ieducation iin 

iperforming ibetter iand ibecome imore isustainable, ias ipresent ihigher ieducation ioperators 

ilack iin ithis iaspect.iEqually iimportant, ithe iresult iof ithis istudy ishowed ithe iessential irole iof 

istudents’ iand iacademic istaff isatisfaction.iIt iwas ireported ithat imanagers iare irequired ito 

iensure igood imaintenance ipractices isuch ias ipreventive iand icorrective isystems iin ihigher 

ieducation ias icustomers iexpect ino idisruption iwhen ithey istudy ifor ihigher ieducation.iThis 

iis itheir iprimary iobjective ifor iconsuming ithe ihigher ieducation, iand imaximum iloyalty ican 

ibe iobtained iif ithis iobjective iis iattained. iThe imost ivalued ihigher ieducation ispaces iare 

iusually ithose imost iconvenient iand iclosest ito ithe imain idestination i(Almuhrzi i& 

iAlsawafi, i2017). 

 

Thirdly, iacademic istaff isatisfaction iis iseenias ia iconsequence iof ireceived istudents’ 

isatisfaction. iTherefore, imanaging iacademic istaff isatisfaction iis itruly iimportant ias ipast 

istudies irecognized ithat iacademic istaff isatisfaction istill iperform ia icentral itendency iof 

iservice iquality iand imanagement iguidelines iwhich ileads ito ibusiness isuccess, ihigh 

iservice iperformance, iprofitability, icompetitive iadvantage, icustomer iretention, 

ibehavioural iintention iand itrust i(Kofi iNyarko iet ial. i2016; iRosmayani i2016; iVerma iand 

iSingh i2017; iWahab iet ial. i2016). 

Fourthly, imanagers imust irevise iand iimprove ithe iservice iquality ibecause iit iwas 

icontended ithat ithe iapplication iof iSERVQUAL iwith ifive idimensions imight icause 

iinadequacy iof iquality ievaluation iin iservices.iIt iwas iargued ithat ithe ipresence iof ifive 

idimensions iresults iin ilower ieffect ibetween iservice iquality iand iacademic istaff 

isatisfaction.iIn imanaging iacademic istaff isatisfaction, imanagers iare iadvised ito 

iperiodically imeasure iand iidentify iwhich ifeatures iand ibenefits iof ithe iservices ithey 

iprovided iought ito ibe iprioritized ifor icustomers. iAs isatisfaction iis ione iof ithe ioutcomes 

ifrom iservice iconsumption, imanagers iare irequired ito iidentify iimportant ifeatures ifrom ithe 
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ibeginning istage ito ithe iend, ifor ipositive ithings iabout ithe ihigher ieducation iinstitutions ito 

iother ipeople, irefuse ito ichange ito ianother ihigher ieducation iinstitutions iand iservice 

iconsumptions.iDeveloping ia iconsumption isystem iapproach iis ione iof ithe iways iwhere 

imanagers iare iable ito imonitor ithe iprocess iflow, ibe ialert ito iany ichanges iin icustomer 

ibehaviour iand irespond ito ithem.iIt ienables imanagers ito ifocus ion ithe imost iimportant 

ipredictors iof iperformance iwhile iproviding iinputs iin idesigning imarketing iprograms ithat 

ieffectively iadapt ito icustomers. 

Furthermore, iacademic istaffs ishould imake iknown iclearly ithe iorganization’s 

idesire iin iserving itheir icustomersiby iestablishing ieffective iflow iin icommunication, 

icultivating imanagement isystem ito ihandle icustomers iand iprovide iknowledge ion iservice 

iproduct ithrough iperiodical iinternal imeeting iand itraining iprogrammes.iThe iimplication 

iof ithis istudy iis inot ilimited ito ipractitioners ionly, ibut ialso ito iother irelated iministries ior 

iagencies iof ithe iSulaimanyah igovernment isuch ias ithe iMinistry iof ihigher ieducation iand 

iDepartment iof iWaqaf, iZakat iand iHajj i(JAWHAR), ihigher ieducation iinstitutions iand 

iother ilocal iauthorities.iThe ifindings iof ithis istudy iprovide idetailed iinformation ipertaining 

ito iwhich icomponents ineed ifocus, iin iorder ito ienhance ipublic iperception ion isatisfaction iin 

ihigher ieducation ithat ireach ipublic iloyalty.iIt iwas isuggested ithat ithe igrading ischeme ifor 

ihigher ieducation iinstitutions iis ireflected iin ihigher ieducation irates.iFor iexample, ithose 

ihigher ieducation iinstitutions iwhich iintend ito icharge ihigh ihigher ieducation irates imust 

icomply iwith ihigh ihigher ieducation ispecification.iIn icontrast, ithose ihigher ieducation 

iwith ibasic ihigher ieducation ispecification ishould ionly ibe iallowed ito icharge ihigher 

ieducation irate iat ia icertain irange. 

Lastly, ithe iDepartment iof iSkills iDevelopment iof ithe iMinistry iof iHuman 

iResource ican iutilize ithe ifindings iof ithis istudy ias ia iguideline ifor ideveloping iNational 

iOccupational iSkills iStandardi(NOSS) ifor ihigher ieducation ioperation iand iservices iin 

iwhich ithe isyllabus iof ithe iskills ifor iNOSS ilevel i3 iis iapproved iby iMinistry.iThe iinput ifrom 

ithis istudy ican ihelp ithe irespective idepartment ito iimprove ithe iskills isyllabus iin ithe inest 

iprogram ireorientation iphase iand iadapt iit ifor ithe idevelopment iof iNOSS ilevel i4 iand i5 iof 

ihigher ieducation ioperation iand iservices.iBy ihaving ia isystematic isyllabus ifor iskills 

idevelopment iin ihigher ieducation ioperation iand iservices; ipractitioners, ischool ileavers 

iand ialso ithe ipublic iwould ihave ithe iopportunities ito ilearn iand ipractice ithe iright iapproach 

iin idelivering ihigher ieducation ithrough ihigher ieducation iinstitutions. 
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5.3 Recommendations 

A ifurther istudy ifocusing ion iservice iquality iand istudent isatisfaction iin iall istate 

iuniversities iin iSulaimanyah icity iof iIraq iis iadvised.iLikewise, ifurther iresearch ineeds ito 

iexamine ithe ilinks ibetween iservice iquality iand isatisfaction imore iclosely ias ia icomparative 

istudy ibetween istate iand iprivate iHEIs iin iSulaimanyah icity.iMoreover, iwith ino idiscussion 

iof ipricing idimension iin ithe icurrent istudy, iit iis ihard ito ianalyze iaspects iof iservice ion ia 

iceteris iparibus ibasis; itherefore, iit iis iadvised ito istudy ipricing idimension iin ithe ievent iof ia 

istudy iin ithe ifuture iservice iquality iand isatisfaction iin ibusiness iorganizations.iAlso, ifuture 

iresearch ican icarry iout ia ifactor ianalysis ito iexplore iwhat iother ifactors iinfluence iservice 

iquality isatisfaction ias ithe iresults iof ithis istudy irevealed ithat iservice iquality ihad ionly i49% 

ivariance ieffect ion icustomer isatisfaction, ithus ifurther iexploratory ifactor ianalysis imay 

ished ilight ion iwhere ithe iremaining i51% iinfluence ilies.iFuture icomparative iresearch ican 

ialso iexplore iany idifferences iin iservice iquality iand istudent isatisfaction iamongst ithe inew 

iHEIs iin iSulaimanyah iin inorthern iIraq. 

Adoption iof ihis iscale ias ia imeasure iof iservice iquality ion isatisfaction icontext iat 

iHEI iin ithe iSulaimanyah icity; iHEI iadministration ishould iensure ian iencouraging iand 

iinteractive ilearning ienvironment ifor ithe istudents iand iacademic istaff; iAdoption imust ibe 

ias iregards ithe ilibrary, iproviding ithe ineeded ireferences ito istudents iand iacademic istaff; 

iEnhance ithe icafeteria iarea, iwith ifresh ifood iand idrink, iwith ia ifresh ilooking; iThe iteaching 

imethods iand icurriculum ineed iimprovements, ito imeet ithe ineed iof ibalancing itheoretical-

practical iexposure iwithin ithe icurriculum; iInspire ia isensation iof iinformal ifriendly 

ienvironment ibetween iacademic istaff iwith istudents, iand iemployees, ithese iemotional 

idealing iplay ia ivital irole; iHEI ishould ipromote iits irole iin icommunicating iwith ithe ioutside 

icommunity, iand icare ishould ibe idirected itoward imedia itools iof ithe iuniversity; iMaking 

ipartnership iagreements iwith ithe iresearch iinstitutes iand iuniversities ilocally iand iabroad; 

iMeasuring ithe ileading iuniversities iand itechnical iinstitute iexperiences iresearchers; 

iBuilding ithe icapacities ifor ithe iresearchers iby iproviding ithe ihelp ifrom ithe imost 

iexperienced iacademic istaff iduring ithe iresearch iprocess: 

• Adoption iof ithis iscaleias ia imeasure iof iservice iquality ion isatisfaction icontext iat iHEI iin ithe 

iSulaimanyah icity. 

• HEI iadministration ishould iensureian iencouraging iand iinteractive ilearning ienvironment 

ifor ithe istudents iand iacademic istaff. 
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• Adoption imust ibeias iregards ithe ilibrary, iproviding ithe ineeded ireferences ito istudents iand 

iacademic istaff. 

• Enhance ithe icafeteria iarea, iwith ifresh ifood iand idrink, iwithia ifresh ilooking. 

• The iteaching imethods iand icurriculum ineed iimprovements, ito imeet ithe ineed iof ibalancing 

itheoretical-practical iexposure iwithin ithe icurriculum. 

• Inspireia isensation iof iinformal ifriendly ienvironment ibetween iacademic istaff iwith 

istudents, iand iemployees, ithese iemotional idealing iplay ia ivital irole. 

• HEI ishould ipromote iits irole iin icommunicating iwith ithe ioutside icommunity, iand icare 

ishould ibe idirected itoward imedia itools iof ithe iuniversity. 

• Making ipartnership iagreements iwith ithe iresearch iinstitutes iand iuniversities ilocally iand 

iabroad. 

• Measuring ithe ileading iuniversities iand itechnical iinstitute iexperiences iresearchers. 

Building ithe icapacities ifor ithe iresearchersiby iproviding ithe ihelp ifrom ithe imost 

iexperienced iacademic istaff iduring ithe iresearch iprocess. 
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APPENDIX 

 

 

 

Turkish republic of Northern Cyprus 

Near East University 

Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences 

Business Administration 

 

                            Research questionnaire 

 

A FIELD STUDY ON SERVICE QUALITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION IN 

SULAIMANYAH PROVINCE AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION TO LOCAL 

AUTHORITY  

Dear participant: The aim of this research is to measure service quality at higher 

education institutions from students and academic staff perspective. Research will be 

conducted in higher education in Sulaimanyah province. There are no rights or 

wrong answers in this questionnaire. Any sort of information collected during this 

research will be kept confidential. Participation in this survey is voluntary but 

encouraged. We sincerely appreciate your time and participation.  If you have any 

questions, please do not hesitate to contact (jaza hama tofiq ) through the email 

( jaza.tofiq @yahoo.com) or (tofiqjaza003@gemail.com) 

Thank you very much for your cooperation.  With all my regards, 

UNDER   SUPERVISOR:  PROFISOR  Dr. MUSTAFA SAGSAN 

CO-SUPERVISOR: ASST.PROF. DR. AHMET ERTUGAN 

RESEARCHER:  PHD STUDINT JAZA HAMA TOFIQ BAWA 

 

NO DIMENSION VARIABLE(QUESTION) 

A TANGIBLE 1 – 4 

B RELIABILITY 5 – 10 

C RESPONSIVENESS 11 – 14 

D ASSURANCE 15 – 20 

E EMPATHY 21 – 25 

F SATISFACTION 26 – 30 

G REPUTATION 31 - 36 
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Personal information 

University   

Gender 
Male 

 

 

 
Female  

Marital status 
Single 

 

 

 
Married  

Age 

Less 

than 25 

years 

 

From 

25-35 

years 

 

From 

35-45 

years 

 

More 

than 45 

years 

 

Number of 

years of service 
5 years  

From 5-

10 years 
 

From 

10-15 

years 

 

 

More 

than 15 

years 

 

 

Academic 

qualification 
Diploma  Bachelor  Master  Ph.D.  

General 

jurisdiction 

 

……………………………………………………………… 

Current job 

title 

 

………………………………………………………………… 

 

  

 N
O

 
Question 

S
tro

n
g
ly

 D
isa

g
ree

 

D
isa

g
ree

 

D
isa

g
ree 

S
o
m

ew
h

a
t 

U
n

d
ecid

ed
 

A
g
ree S

o
m

ew
h

a
t 

A
g
ree

 

S
tro

n
g
ly

 A
g
ree

 

1 
Arrangements in the classrooms are 

always good. 
       

2 
Building and premises of 

Universities are modern and 

visually likeable. 

       

3 
Employees of Universities appear 

professional and neat. 
       

4 
Internal / External environment are 

very suitable for studying. 
       

5 

Classes are held in accordance with 

the schedule of lectures and without 

delays. 

       

6 
Lecturers are generally reliable: 

Keep time / don’t cancel classes. 

 

 

       

7 
Staff at Universities provide support 

and help to students 
       

8 
Lecturers show their concern in 

solving student problems. 
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9 
Academic staff applies consistent 

grading criteria. 
       

10 

Students are timely informed about 

realization of certain activities 

(exams, presentations, seminars, 

etc.). 

       

11 
Lecturers are knowledgeable in 

solving student problems. 
       

12 
Academic staff conduct themselves 

in students’ best interest 
       

13 

Academic staff pays special 

attention and provide help to 

students in resolving their problems. 

       

14. 
Students can raise their problems at 

any time. 
       

15 Staffs are friendly & courteous. 
 

      

16 
Quality of education process is at a 

high level. 
       

17 
Academic staff has the necessary 

skills, and adequate communication 

knowledge 

       

18 
Lecturers are innovative & agents 

of change. 
       

19 

Academic staff provides 

professional answers to students’ 

questions. 

       

20 
Communication skills: Courses are 

well taught in this institution. 
       

21 
Academic staff show positive 

attitudes towards students 
       

22 
Academic staff treats students 

equally and with respect. 
       

23 

Academic staff are available for 

consultation and are forthcoming 

towards students 

       

24 
Opening hours of computer rooms 

is convenient to the students. 
       

25 
Staff is polite, kind and professional 

in communication with students 
       

26 
I am satisfied with my decision to 

attend this institution. 
       

27 
Satisfaction with the quality of 

academic service 
       

28 
I am happy with my decision to 

enroll in this institute 
       

29 
Satisfaction with the quality of 

teachers 
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30 
Satisfaction with the quality of 

equipment and facilities 
       

31 
Reputation and position of the 

Universities in the environment is 

adequate 

       

32 
Feel proud to be associated with the 

campus’ activities 
       

33 
Health services are adequate and 

necessary 
       

34 
The institution encourages and 

promotes the setting up of Student’s 

Union 

       

35 
The institution values feedback 

from students to improve service 

performance 

       

36 

The institution has a standardized 

and simple service delivery 

procedures 
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Table 12. 

Questions describe 

Questions Mean Median Std. 

Deviation 

Variance 

Are the arrangements within the class 

rooms always senlsibe? 

1.48 1.00 1.140 1.300 

Are the building and premises of 

Universities fashionable and visually 

likeable? 

2.97 2.00 2.066 4.268 

Does the Staff of Universities seems 

skilled and neat? 

3.16 3.00 2.025 4.099 

Are the Internal / External environment 

appropriate for learning? 

2.85 2.00 1.939 3.762 

Are the Categories controlled in 

accordance with the schedule of lectures 

and with no delays? 

3.35 3.00 2.039 4.156 

Are the Lecturers usually reliable: Keep 

on time / don’t cancel categories? 

2.86 2.00 1.850 3.424 

Do the Staff at Universities provides 

support and facilitate students? 

3.45 3.00 2.024 4.098 

Are the Lecturers show their concern in 

determination student issues? 

3.21 2.00 2.057 4.233 

Do the Academic staff apply consistent 

grading criteria? 

2.77 2.00 1.737 3.019 

Are the Students timely informed 

concerning realization of bound 

activities (exams, shows, seminars, etc.) 

3.08 3.00 1.941 3.767 

Are the Lecturers knowledgeable in 

determination of student issues? 

3.26 3.00 1.764 3.111 

Do the academic staff conduct 

themselves in students’ best  interest 

2.20 2.00 1.511 2.283 

Are the academic workers pays special 

attention and provide facilities to 

students in breakdown their issues? 

2.28 2.00 1.676 2.809 

Do the Students can raise their issues at 

any time? 

2.92 2.00 1.946 3.787 

Are the Staff friendly & courteous? 2.59 2.00 1.965 3.859 

Quality of education method is at a high 

level. 

3.74 3.00 2.325 5.406 

Academic staff has the mandatory and 

skills, and adequate communication data 

3.32 2.00 1.726 2.980 

Are the lecturers innovative agents of 

amendment? 

2.93 2.00 1.954 3.817 

Are the academic staff provide skilled 

answers to students’ queries? 

2.17 2.00 1.578 2.491 

Do the communication skills and 

courses are well schooled in this 

establishment. 

2.47 2.00 1.730 2.992 

Do the Academic staff show positive 

attitudes towards students? 

2.40 2.00 1.944 3.780 

Are the Academic staff treats students 

equally and with respect. 

2.59 2.00 1.821 3.315 
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Are the Academic workers accessible 

for consultations and are forthcoming 

towards students? 

2.92 3.00 1.130 1.278 

Are the gap hours of laptop rooms 

convenient to the scholars? 

2.52 2.00 1.435 2.059 

Are the Staffs polite, kind and skilled in 

communication with students? 

2.18 2.00 1.245 1.551 

Are you happy and will you suggest that 

others attend this establishment? 

2.21 2.00 1.320 1.744 

Are the Satisfaction within the standard 

of educational service? 

1.78 1.00 1.024 1.049 

Are you  happy to be enrolled in this 

institute 

2.44 2.00 1.454 2.114 

Are the Satisfaction with the standard of 

lecturers? 

2.45 2.00 1.386 1.920 

Are the Satisfaction with the standard of 

apparatus and facilities? 

2.26 1.00 1.871 3.500 

Reputation and position of the schools 

within the setting is adequate 

3.07 2.00 1.959 3.837 

Are you Feeling proud to be related to 

the campus’ activities? 

2.70 2.00 1.911 3.653 

Are the Health services area unit is 

adequate and necessary? 

 

2.83 

 

2.00 

 

2.094 

 

4.384 

Are the establishment encourages and 

promotes the putting in place of 

Student’s Union? 

2.12 2.00 .939 .881 

Are the establishment values feedback 

from students to boost service 

performance? 

3.05 2.00 1.744 3.041 

Are the establishment includes 

standardized and straightforward service 

delivery procedures? 

2.42 2.00 1.653 2.733 
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Table 15. 

Survey Questions 

Question 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 D

isag
ree 

D
isag

ree 

D
isag

ree S
o

m
ew

h
at 

U
n

d
ecid

ed
 

A
g

ree S
o

m
ew

h
at 

A
g

ree 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 A

g
ree 

Are the arrangements within the class 

rooms always sensible? 

.  54   78 486 

Are the building and premises of 

Universities fashionable and visually 

likeable? 

78 24 48 42 84 144 198 

Does the Staff of Universities seems skilled 

and neat? 

60 48 48 90 96 78 198 

Are the Internal / External environment 

appropriate for learning? 

36 78 30 24 78 192 180 

Are the Categories controlled in accordance 

with the schedule of lectures and with no 

delays? 

48 96 60 42 96 126 150 

Are the Lecturers usually reliable: Keep on 

time / don’t cancel categories? 

18 84 12 90 102 102 210 

Do the Staff at Universities provides 

support and facilitate students? 

48 96 96 12 66 192 108 

Are the Lecturers show their concern in 

determination student issues? 

78 42 78 12 42 258 108 

Do the Academic staff apply consistent 

grading criteria? 

18 90 48  36 318 108 

Are the Students timely informed 

concerning realization of bound activities 

(exams, shows, seminars, etc.) 

30 90 60  144 126 168 

Are the Lecturers knowledgeable in 

determination of student issues? 

42 72 30 72 96 258 48 

Do the academic staff conduct themselves 

in students’ best  interest 

18  54 24 114 120 288 

Are the academic workers pays special 

attention and provide facilities to students 

in breakdown their issues? 

54   18 114 186 246 

Do the Students can raise their issues at any 

time? 

24 96 6 114 18 162 198 

Are the Staff friendly & courteous? 24 48 96 6 48 102 294 
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Quality of education method is at a high 

level. 

96 156  18 84 114 150 

Academic staff has the mandatory and 

skills, and adequate communication data 

 144 48 12 102 282 30 

Are the lecturers innovative agents of 

amendment? 

30 96 30 24 72 198 168 

Are the academic staff provide skilled 

answers to students’ queries? 

30  36 54  234 264 

Do the communication skills and courses 

are well schooled in this establishment. 

 72 36 60 18 186 246 

Do the Academic staff show positive 

attitudes towards students? 

18 96  36  168 300 

Are the Academic staff treats students 

equally and with respect. 

18 60  144 12 120 264 

Are the Academic workers accessible for 

consultations and are forthcoming towards 

students? 

 30 24 90 228 216 30 

Are the gap hours of laptop rooms 

convenient to the scholars? 

24 18 30  162 264 120 

Are the Staffs polite, kind and skilled in 

communication with students? 

  78 6 60 282 192 

Are you happy and will you suggest that 

others attend this establishment? 

 48  12 102 270 186 

Are the Satisfaction within the standard of 

educational service? 

  18 36 54 192 318 

Are you  happy to be enrolled in this 

institute 

18 24 18 30 138 222 168 

Are the Satisfaction with the standard of 

lecturers? 

 18 60 60 72 240 168 

Are the Satisfaction with the standard of 

apparatus and facilities? 

30  120  12 96 360 

Reputation and position of the schools 

within the setting is adequate 

54 78 30  96 252 108 

Are you Feeling proud to be related to the 

campus’ activities? 

54 48  12 168 114 222 
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Are the Health services area unit is 

adequate and necessary? 

84 18 24 48 90 114 240 

Are the establishment encourages and 

promotes the putting in place of Student’s 

Union? 

  6 36 168 222 186 

Are the establishment values feedback from 

students to boost service performance? 

30 18 114 90 18 234 114 

Are the establishment includes standardized 

and straightforward service delivery 

procedures? 

24  96 18 36 222 222 
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