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Measuring Student Satisfaction with the Service Processes of  
Selected Student Educational Support Services  

at Everett Community College  

CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

Background of Study 

Overview 

In an era of increasing demands for accountability and growing competition within a fluid 

educational market, concerns about quality in higher education abound. This is not a new 

challenge. Early researchers and educational leaders addressed quality in curricula and in campus 

environments in numerous ways. However, the advent of a new century's needs for educated 

workers, rapidly changing economies, and the relentless elimination of traditional service 

boundaries have generated additional pressures on post-secondary institutions and assure that 

quality will be an overarching factor for some time to come. Institutions that can demonstrate and 

achieve a devotion to quality will be more successful in attracting and retaining students, in being 

financially viable, in building a climate for educational excellence, and in assuring desired student 
outcomes. 

Accountability and Assessment 

Though earlier educational leaders and researchers had argued for improvements in the 

ways higher education addressed student development, instructional outcomes and assessment 

models (Dressel & Mayhew, 1954; Eddy, 1959), the discussion ignited in the 1980's. Significant 

reports criticizing higher education were published which brought the issue of educational and 

institutional quality into the public domain. Though written from different perspectives, such 

publications as To Reclaim a Legacy (Bennett, 1984), Involvement in Learning (National Institute 

of Education Study Group, 1984), and Higher Learning (Bok, 1986) pinpointed disappointing 

weaknesses in higher education. The National Governor's Association (1988) issued a report that 
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may be seen as one of the earlier signals for accountability and assessment, since it sparked 

legislation in many states that linked funding with performance. 

Criticism has been directed at many aspects of higher education. Standards of evaluating 

faculty and the quality of instruction have received much attention (Boyer, 1987; Goodwin & 

Stevens, 1993). Beyond the instructional arena, concerns have been voiced about student support 

services (Mayhew, Ford, & Hubbard, 1990; Patti, Tarpley, Goree, & Tice, 1993) and graduate job 

success (Pike, 1993; Pike, 1994; Simmons, 1997). Overall, it appears that the general public and 

many educators have declining confidence in the reliability of higher education to be an exemplar 

of integrity, scholarship, standards and performance for the benefit of society. 

Legislators and educational leaders have addressed these concerns by implementing 

various mechanisms to assure accountability for outcomes, effectiveness and quality, all falling 

under the general umbrella of "outcomes assessment." As a further impetus, legislatures and 

higher education coordinating boards in the majority of states have launched programs that have 

tied funding to outcomes. First modeled by Tennessee in its development of a performance 

funding system in the early 1980's (Bogue & Brown, 1982), many states have adopted methods of 

partially funding institutions based on the attainment of selected performance measures (National 

Governors' Association, 1988). Accreditation agencies have also forwarded this agenda 

(Debreceny, 1994). Assessment activities have assumed primary importance at many institutions 

as they seek to determine their own strengths and weaknesses as well as meet external demands for 

accountability and accreditation. 

Though assessments of learning and career outcomes often attract the most interest, the 

student affairs arena has also been the subject of accountability and assessment concerns (Uperaft 

& Schuh, 1996). The assessment strategies of student services provide the initial focus of this 

study. 

The importance of student services to successful student outcomes has been demonstrated 

in many ways. RiCharde, Olney and Erwin (1993) note that cognitive and affective growth occurs 

as the result of student affairs programming as well as classroom interaction, citing leadership 

development and decision-making strategies as examples. Involvement in social activities 

promotes academic achievement and personal growth (Friedlander, Murrell, & MacDougall, 

1993). Advising services have a relationship to satisfaction and retention (Spicu77a, 1992). These 

authors, and others, assert that student services are valuable ingredients in supporting positive 

educational and personal outcomes. 

A number of publications have provided models or guides for assessing programs in 

student services (Astin, 1991; Banta & Associates, 1993; Kuh, 1979; Nichols, 1991; Uperaft, 

1994). These models benefit from the articulation of student development theories over the past 

several decades insofar as such theories lend a framework to the identification of desired 
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outcomes, and the methods of evaluating them. Brown (1979) suggests that assessment measures 

the worth of student affairs programs, and that statements about worth reflect values. For example, 

institutions that value moral development may implement social and residence hall programs that 

are expected to support such growth in their students, and then evaluate the effect of those 

programs on students. As another example, institutions that place a value on academic and social 

integration, as conceptualized by Tinto (1986) or on student involvement, as conceptualized by 

Astin (1985; 1993), focus on services that build those connections and measure their effectiveness. 

Within frameworks such as integration or involvement, student enrollment and retention 

patterns are often the focus of student service research. The contribution of student services and 

student programs toward attracting and retaining students, under whatever rubric, seems inherently 

sensible. It grows in importance, however, when student enrollment patterns become part of 

institutional assessment plans, external accountability and performance funding (Seppanen & 

Yoshiwara, 1997). 

Student satisfaction is often linked to enrollment behavior (Chadwick & Ward, 1987; 

Cooper & Bradshaw, 1984; Liu & Jung, 1980; Wince & Borden, 1995). Students may be attracted 

to an institution because of positive recommendations from satisfied students. Students who report 

satisfaction with college services and programs are more likely to persist. Satisfied students are 

more likely to return for more education and more likely to recommend the school to others. 

Student satisfaction research is extensive, and uses a variety of theoretical constructs. One 
substantive area of student satisfaction research uses a student-as-employee perspective and 

borrows from job-satisfaction research (Betz, Klingensmith, & Menne, 1970). As such, it 

measures educational and career value for time and effort spent, and the relationship between the 

student and the organization. Another paradigm is person-environment fit, which posits that the 
goals and interests of the student need to be congruent with those of the institution, or the student 
will experience dissatisfaction and depart (Witt & Handal, 1984). This perspective is supported by 

the work of Holland and others (Tranberg, Slane, & Ekeberg, 1993; Wampold et al., 1995) and 
largely serves career advising services, as well as approaches to matching students with 
institutions. 

Recently, though, a new perspective has emerged, that of the student as a satisfied 
consumer, or customer. 
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The Student as Consumer 

Today, colleges must realize that students are valued consumers and 
that a college priority is to make certain students are satisfied with their 
college experiences. If the institution fails to look at, value, and strive 
toward student satisfaction, then the consumer, in many instances, will 
simply transfer to another college. (Stalnaker, 1994, p. 8) 

This sentiment is echoed by many others. Simmons (1997) studied community college 

worker training programs and found that incumbent workers behaved as customers who seek out 

training services on a sporadic basis; she asserts that institutions must assess their success with 
these students by operating from a customer satisfaction point of view. One author urges educators 
to think of their institution as a retailer of educational services and treat the students as valued 
customers, and notes that "all employees from buildings and grounds staff to the college 
president must be trained for positive customer service" (Edwards, 1993, p. 10). Casto (1995) 

takes a systems approach by describing colleges as an open system, with an essential purpose of 
satisfying the needs of its direct customers by providing appropriate processes and services. 

Otherwise, the customer could simply fire the organization and take his or her money elsewhere. 
It may not be unusual that each of the writers referred to above represent community 

colleges. Edwards (1993) observes that community colleges often lead the way when it comes to 
meeting the needs of a diverse clientele. The baccalaureate sector, however, is also embracing the 

notion of the student as consumer. Kearney and Kearney (1994) note that at least two thirds of 

college students attend two or more colleges, and that transfer students tend to be more demanding 

consumers of educational services. The persistence of these students is linked to their satisfaction. 

Coate (1990) describes adoption of a Total Quality Management approach at Oregon State 

University, with a specific focus on students as customers. Upon finding that OSU fell short in 

meeting student (customer) expectations, Coate noted that the normal reluctance of academic 
institutions to engage in marketing had to be overcome. 

Glenn (1997) echoes this observation and provides a framework for considering the 

parallels between the business world and higher education. These parallels are central to making 
the case for examining the student as consumer, and the ways that institutions can evaluate their 

services in an era where quality, assessment and accountability are front and center. 
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Higher Education as a Service Organization 

Reeningeering and its focus on customer satisfaction are firmly entrenched in the business 

world. Glenn (1997) asks if this approach would promise similar advantages for higher education. 

Since higher education is being asked increasingly to meet demands for efficiency, effectiveness, 

and improved performance in an increasingly competitive global marketplace, his answer is yes. 

Though he acknowledges the wariness with which educators approach any notion of similarity 

with the business world (e.g. marketing,) where the goal is to make a profit, he proposes three 

truths that underlie both worlds. First, an organization has customers in higher education's case, 
students, parents, alumni, legislators, etc. who have needs, wants and expectations. Second, an 

organization's short and long term success will be determined by its ability to consistently and 

thoroughly meet those needs, wants and expectations. And, third, an organization must design its 

work processes and deploy its resources to satisfy the customers effectively and efficiently. 

Accepting these three truths allows educational leaders to see their institutions as organizations 

that need to respond to their customers in order to survive. Coate (1990) adds what could be 

considered a fourth truth, that is, customers are extremely conscious of value, and that institutions 

that want to assure their viability will work to deliver the most value to their customers. 

The object of assuring customer satisfaction may be seen as two-fold. One, institutions 

need to attract and retain students in an efficient and effective manner in order to stay viable. Two, 

the external environment demands accountability and performance measures, often using such 

factors as enrollment patterns, retention, and satisfaction. Student development theory, student 

services assessment models, and student satisfaction research, while providing a significant 

understanding and evaluation of student outcomes, do not fully provide a framework to assess 

customer satisfaction along the lines of the emerging perspectives on institutional success. The 

business and industry sector, as suggested above, may have frameworks that higher education can 

utilize. Delene and Bunda (1991) and Black (1992) assert that the similarity between many service 

industries in the business sector and higher education suggests that the business world's research 

on the assessment of service quality may be applicable to higher education. Specifically, service 

marketing concepts borrowed from the business and industry sector may be useful (Uperaft & 

Schuh, 1996). 

Central to the notion of building a service marketing approach is the definition of a 

college or university as a service organization. Drucker (as cited in Albrecht & Zemke, 1985), 

states that information and education certainly at the heart of higher education are services, and 

crucial ones at that. Smith, Abent and Lafond (1991) assert that education is among the most 

critically important service sectors. The literature is consistent in identifying four distinctive 

characteristics that mark a service organization (Cavaness & Manoochehehri, 1993; Gronroos, 
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1983), and the parallels between academe and the business world can be seen by examining those 

characteristics. 

1) Services are intangible. Because they are activities rather than physical objects, they 

cannot be measured, tested or verified prior to consumption. 

2) Services are heterogeneous, especially if labor intensive. The quality of the service 

depends on the employee, the customer, and the environment. 

3) The production and consumption of service is simultaneous. 

4) Service has a technical quality, which involves what the customer is actually receiving 

from the service. 

Oliver (1993) offers a more descriptive list of characteristics: 

1) The service is a performance. 

2) The customer is involved in the production. 

3) Other customers are often similarly involved in production. 

4) Quality control can only be performed during delivery. 

5) Service varies depending on the provider, and the interaction between provider and 

customer. 

6) Service cannot be inventoried. 

7) Delivery is realtime. 

8) Delivery may extend over a period of time. 

9) Distribution channels are nonexistent or compressed. 

Higher education shares these characteristics. For example, a class lecture experience 

relies not only on the quality of the content of the lecture, but also includes the fact that it is 

intangible, labor intensive (for both the instructor and the student), involves other consumers, and 

is consumed the moment it is produced. An interaction with a counselor relies on the content of 

the advice given, is consumed while the interaction is occurring, and may occur over an extended 

time. The discussion between student and counselor is intangible and highly dependent on the 
attitude and behavior of both. 

Accepting higher education as a service organization enables educators to utilize service 

marketing concepts that could enhance an institution's efficiency, effectiveness and success, much 

as has been done in the business and industry sectors. This study proceeds from the conviction that 

higher education, particularly student services, should utilize not only student cognitive and 

personal development theory to drive its services, but should also place the delivery and 

assessment of those services within the context of successful service marketing in order to improve 

those services and increase student (customer) satisfaction. 
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Service marketing will be more fully discussed throughout this paper, but at this point it 

will be helpful to clarify why the words "customer" or "consumer" will be used. Many in academe 

feel strongly that viewing the student as customer/consumer is inappropriate and even inaccurate. 

Indeed, it is difficult to fully view the student who must comply with grading and graduation 

standards, for example as a customer who deserves an instant refund, or a better grade, or a 

diploma upon demand. On the other hand, the prospective or enrolled student is a typical customer 

in light of an institution's need and desire to provide an attractive array of quality products 

(courses and degrees), to be well-priced, and to provide prompt and courteous service, among 

other things. This study focuses on the student's interaction with an institution at the service level, 

touching on those things about which a student is most likely to react as a customer. In other 

words, while acknowledging that there may be facets of an institution for which the analogy of the 

student-as-learner is more appropriate than student-as-customer, it is the perspective of this study 

that the services analyzed herein engage a student as a customer. 

Service Marketing and Service Quality 

Marketing theories have only recently moved from a focus on goods to a focus on service. 

The main impetus behind this is the growth in the service sector and the consumers' heightened 

interest in receiving good service (Gronroos, 1990). Savvy leaders acknowledge that the quality of 

the product is essential, but that the service associated with it makes the difference (Albrecht & 

Zemke, 1985). Quoting several successful executives and marketing studies, Gronroos (1990) 

makes the point that simply having a good product, or even the best product, is not enough; the 

services associated with it must differentiate the product from other similar products in order to 

win the desired market share. 

Service marketing theories focus on consumer behavior, consumer satisfaction, and those 

aspects of the service encounter that attract and retain customers, and enable a focus on the entire 

pool of consumers, or on segments within that pool. Service marketing theories offer the manager 

a framework within which to develop service systems, to train personnel, to develop assessment 

strategies to determine success, and to design marketing strategies (Bateson, 1979). 

Service quality is a major dimension in service marketing theories. The pursuit of quality 

is spurred by research that indicates that an institutional ethic focused on quality results in reduced 

costs; for example, the do-it-right-the-first-time approach reduces time and resources spent on 

remedying errors (Tuttle, 1994; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 1990). Quality service is also 

seen as the most powerful way to differentiate a product in the marketplace. The impact of word-

of-mouth recommendations by satisfied customers is twice as effective as corporate advertising 
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(Congram & Friedman, 1991). Furthermore, Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman (1996) provide an 

extensive literature search and their own research to support the assertion that high quality service 

results in improved customer retention. 

Most theorists appear to agree that service quality is best seen as an experience (such as 

paying a bill or obtaining a refund, waiting for or receiving assistance, or receiving forms or 

materials) where the quality of that experience is defined by the customer; therefore the actual 

definition of quality will vary from service to service and from customer to customer (Coate, 1990; 

Zeithaml et al., 1990). Gronroos (1990) conceptualizes "moments of truth" where the customer 

and the employee who is providing the service meet and interact. The customer brings perceptions 

and expectations of the product and service (tangible or intangible) to the interaction, and then is 

either satisfied or dissatisfied with how the interaction meets or exceeds those expectations. 

Managers who pursue service quality must first determine what the customer wants and needs, 

what the customer is experiencing, how the customer is evaluating the service, and what 

differences exist within the customer pool (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985). How might 

this be done? 

The study of service quality is fairly recent, mirroring the growth of the service sector and 

growing consumer demand for service quality. In the mid-1970's Shostack (1977) noted the lack 

of clear concepts and theories in service marketing, arguing that designing and improving quality 

services needs an approach different from that of designing and improving goods. This was 

echoed by Gronroos (1982) and Lovelock (1983) who offered clarifications of what constituted the 

service sector and perspectives on the service encounter. In 1985 the team of Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml and Berry surveyed the literature and announced a research plan for developing a model 

of service quality. They published the accrual of their findings, their model, and revisions of that 

model over the next ten years. Their model for assessing service quality is briefly described in the 

next section, and more fully in Chapters Two and Three. 

A Service Quality Model and SERVQUAL Survey 

Though the literature on service quality is growing, research instruments to support the 

assessment of service quality within an organization are few. SERVQUAL, an instrument based 

on the research of Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1991b; 1988) has the largest body of analysis 

and literature surrounding it. SERVQUAL is designed for adaptation to a variety of service 

settings and is based on a theoretical construct that the customer brings quality expectations to the 

service encounter, and then is either satisfied or dissatisfied if the service encounter is different 

than the expectations. 
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A number of studies have used SERVQUAL in private and public sectors, several of 

which discuss the use of SERVQUAL on college and university campuses (Asubonteng, 

McCleary, & Swan, 1996; Black, 1992; Franklin & Shemwell, 1995; Ford, Joseph, & Joseph, 

1993; Nitecki, 1996). There is no evidence in the literature, however, that SERVQUAL has been 

used in the community college setting. 

The SERVQUAL survey is grounded in a rich conceptualization of service quality that 

focuses on initial customer expectations, customer perceptions of the actual quality of the service, 

and the dimensions of those expectations. Customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction is gauged by the 

positive or negative gap between expectations and perceptions of the actual service encounter(s). 

Reports of the variety of studies using SERVQUAL both support and debate the utility of the 

instrument in producing information that enables managers to assess customer satisfaction. Its 

adaptability to specific service settings, the capacity to add questions that probe market 

segmentation, and the apparent fact that it has not been used in a community college, make it a 

good candidate to use in this study. 

This study will use the SERVQUAL model and survey to assess the service quality of 

selected programs at a suburban community college. Though accreditation self-studies, program 

reviews and other institutional examinations yield data about the characteristics of services, and 

though a variety of student surveys yield some data about student wants and needs, little attention 

has been given to a comprehensive review of service quality in such a way that focuses attention 

on student satisfaction with the quality of service delivery. Since this community college 

experiences direct competition with a number of other institutions, has a diverse population with 

some distinct market segments, and is in a funding milieu where improvements in educational 

outcomes and retention must be demonstrated, SERVQUAL could fulfill a need. Should this study 

successfully do that, then other community colleges may wish to adopt the model as well. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study is to measure student satisfaction with the quality of service of a 

variety of student and academic support services at Everett Community College using the 

SERVQUAL model. 
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Research Questions 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (Parasuraman et al., 1991b; Parasuraman et al., 1988) 

contend that SERVQUAL will indicate where the positive or negative gaps in customer 

satisfaction lie, thereby enabling executives and managers to identify the strengths and weaknesses 

of their organization and service, and to alter service processes accordingly. The first research 

question is directed toward that strategy: 

Research Question One: Will there be gaps between student expectations of service and 

their perceptions of service quality performance in each of the departments being examined? 

In the specific environment of Everett Community College, there is a focus on the female 

population, which comprises about 63% of the enrollment in college-credit courses, and on ethnic 

diversity within the student population. As posited by service quality and customer satisfaction 

literature, attracting new customers (students) and retaining customers (students) can be influenced 

by service quality. The following research questions will be directed toward examining the 

responses of those populations. 

Research Question Two: Are there significant differences in student expectations of 

service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 

Research Question Three: Are there significant differences in student perceptions of 

service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 

Research Question Four: Are there significant differences in the gaps between 

expectations and perceptions of service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 

Significance of the Study 

In the State of Washington, the 2020 Commission has announced a vision for 

Washington's public institutions that embraces the growth of institutions and the creation of new 

institutions (2020 Commission, 1998). At the same time, a number of authors report increased 

competition for students as private and virtual institutions aggressively seek to attract students 

from both traditional and non-traditional sectors (Dehne, 1993; Holmes, 1994; Pate, 1993). 

Though the number of learners in the marketplace is projected to grow, the position of any 

particular college in the evolving marketplace will need to be strengthened in order to continue 

attracting and retaining a good number of properly matched students. The student, in the role of a 

consumer confronted with many viable choices, will base an enrollment decision on several factors 

such as cost, location and the expectation that his/her goals will be met through the programs and 

services of the college (Sevier, 1989). Furthermore, the student will have the opportunity to base 
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his or her continued enrollment at that institution on how well the educational program and 

services meet the student's standards for service (Pate, 1993). In a competitive market, satisfaction 

with service may make the difference. 

In a slightly different vein, it is apparent that all public colleges will continue to be held 

accountable by legislators for their students' success. Insofar as this translates into student reports 

of satisfaction with their educational outcomes and the rate of retention of students at several 

levels, as well as their eventual graduation, colleges will be well advised to have a comprehensive 

and systemic assessment process that both helps them review their services and improve them. 

This study examines an approach to assessment that may enable a college (a) to analyze 

gaps in service quality that may lead to student dissatisfaction and attrition, (b) to utilize results 

through deliberate process improvements, (c) to improve its position in the marketplace by 

providing higher quality services, and (d) to meet demands for accountability measures. 

Furthermore, this study uses an instrument which apparently has not been used in the 

community college setting, and therefore contributes to the literature that examines the analysis of 

student satisfaction in the community college. 

Delimitations of the Study 

This study focuses on service quality and uses a single model of assessment, 

SERVQUAL. The study is limited to five specific student and academic support service areas: 

registration, financial aid, counseling, career planning and library services. It does not examine 

specific instructional services. It does not examine other student and academic support service 

areas such as tutoring, student activities, disability services and computer labs. 

The survey was conducted at a comprehensive community college of 8000 students with a 

population drawn from urban, suburban and rural areas. The survey was distributed to students in 

a random sample of academic transfer and professional/technical classes. 

Limitations of the Study 

The sample used in this study is composed of students in a wide variety of classes that 

represent the courses offered for college credit. It uses the technique of cluster sampling; though 

the selection of the classes was random, the selection of students was not random. Furthermore, 

some students in the selected classes may have been absent on the day the survey was administered 
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or refused to complete the survey, or may have withdrawn from the class between the time the 

class was selected and the time the survey was given, or may not have been given the survey due to 

lack of instructor cooperation. The characteristics of the non-surveyed students are not known, and 

it cannot be established that their characteristics were similar or dissimilar from the respondents or 

from the whole population. However, the characteristics of those who did respond are reasonably 

similar to the characteristics of the whole population. 

The sample was limited to enrolled students in a Winter Quarter at a suburban community 

college of 8000 students in the Pacific Northwest. This study's findings may not be applicable to 

small institutions, very rural or urban institutions, baccalaureate institutions, and/or institutions 

with a traditional enrollment. This study's findings may not be applicable to institutions with a 

high on-campus residential population. 

Quantitative data were collected from a self-report survey distributed to 90 classes 

selected through a cluster sampling technique. Eighty-six of the classes were on campus and the 

surveys were mailed to the instructor with instructions for administering it in class. The 

instructions are in Appendix A. Four of the selected classes were offered in an off-campus or 

"distance" mode, such as correspondence, telecourse, online, or cooperative education, and the 

surveys were mailed to the home address of those enrolled students. Students were not paid for 

their participation. 

The self-report survey assumes that students marked truthful and accurate responses, and 

that they fully understood the survey instructions, items and questions. It is a known limitation of 

survey research that the researcher is not able to respond to the respondents' questions or issues 

once the survey has been distributed. 

Since this survey relies heavily on respondent perceptions, there may be personal bias and 

unknown motivations that underlie responses. Furthermore, since the survey was administered in 

the classroom or, for the off-campus/distance students, completed in the home environment, there 

may have been factors associated with those environments that affected student evaluation of 

service quality. If such factors exist, they are not known to the researcher. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are used in this study: 

Assurance: Assurance is one of the five dimensions of the SERVQUAL model and 

encapsulates the qualities of competence, courtesy, credibility and security. Assurance is 

associated with the service's ability to convey trust and confidence (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 
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CSSQ: College Student Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSSQ), developed by Betz, 

Klingensmith and Menne (1970) is designed to measure six dimensions of college student 

satisfaction based on a job satisfaction analogy. 

CCSEQ and CSEQ: Based on student involvement theory, the College Student 

Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) for students at baccalaureate institutions and Community 

College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CCSEQ) describe the experiences of students as well 

as their satisfaction with various aspects of the college (Friedlander et al., 1993). 

Empathy: Empathy is one of the five dimensions of the SERVQUAL model and 

encapsulates the qualities of access, clear communication, and understanding of the customer. 

Empathy is associated with the service's ability to provide caring, individualized attention to the 

customer (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 

Reliability: Reliability is one of the five dimensions of the SERVQUAL model and is 

associated with the qualities of dependability and accuracy (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 

Responsiveness: Responsiveness is one of the five dimensions of the SERVQUAL model 

and refers to the service's helpful and prompt service (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 

Selected Student and Academic Support Services: For the purpose of this study, selected 

student and academic support services refer to Registration, Financial Aid, Counseling, Career 

Center, and Library services. These are seen as easily identifiable services used by a large number 
of students. 

Service Quality: For the purposes of this study, service quality may be seen as the 

individual customer's assessment of his or her expectations and perceptions related to the delivery 

of service, where the delivery of the service is generally intangible, interactive, and simultaneous 

with the consumption or execution of a product or process. To anchor this conceptmore firmly, 

some examples of the context of service quality might be a payment or refund process, waiting for 

or receiving assistance, or distributing or receiving materials. Aspects which the customer is 

assessing might be courtesy, promptness, accessibility, personal attention, etc. 

SERVQUAL model: The SERVQUAL model is an approach to describing, 

understanding and assessing service quality for service entities. It identifies five dimensions of 

service quality: reliability, responsiveness, tangibles, empathy, and assurance. It identifies gaps 

between customer expectations and the actual experience of the service (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 

SERVQUAL survey: This 22-item survey is based on the SERVQUAL model and 

measures customer satisfaction with service (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 

Students of Color: In this study, this represents the sum of students and/or respondents 

who indicated their ethnic origin as either African American, Asian American, Native American, 

Hispanic, or Bi-racial. 
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Tangibles: Tangibles is one of the five dimensions of the SERVQUAL model and is 

associated with the physical attributes of a service, such as the appearance of the office and of the 

service providers (staff), and the quality of the written materials (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Review of Literature 

Introduction 

The quality of higher education in the United States emerged as a public issue in the 

1980's with several publications that expressed concern with the instructional quality, curriculum 

content, standards and student outcomes. As a result, assessment has become a high priority focus 

of legislators, agencies and institutions. This chapter reviews the history and role of assessment in 

higher education, particularly assessment of student services. The links between and among 

assessment, student development theories, retention models and student satisfaction will be 

explored. The use of a marketing concept, service quality, will be outlined and proposed as a 

viable method for assessing student satisfaction. 

Institutionally Generated Assessment Activities in Higher Education 

Assessment activities are not new in higher education, and they have taken many forms. 

A review of the assessment movement, chronicled by Pace (1984), includes a description of 

assessment work in the first half of this century. He provided a reference to work by Eckert in 

1943 that assessed the impact of the college experience, finding that the most substantial changes 

occurred in reading and English skills. Pace also described early efforts at the University of 

Chicago, Michigan State University, and the Educational Testing Service, among others, to 

develop tests to measure student learning. 

Jacob (1957) studied what happened to the values of college students as a result of general 

education, finding that student values do change to some extent in college, but that change could 

be attributed to many aspects of the college experience rather than to a singular characteristic. The 

exploration of the relationship between intellectual training and character was studied by Eddy 

(1959) using interviews and observations on twenty campuses. Like Jacob, he reported that the 

greatest impact on character resulted from the total campus experience. He also criticized higher 

education's efforts to develop critical, active and inquisitive minds. 

While most research to this point in time had focused on students at baccalaureate 

colleges, the Project for Appraisal and Development of Junior College Student Personnel Programs 

established by the American Association of Junior Colleges in the mid-1960's is an indication of 
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the rising interest in establishing and strengthening student development programs at the 
community college level (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). 

The landmark work of Feldman and Newcomb, The Impact of College on Students, 

(1969) analyzed the findings of all assessment studies to that point in time. Theirown findings 
supported the multiplicity of college characteristics that can affect student outcomes, but more 
importantly, they pointed to future research directions. Most relevant seems to be the issue that 
college impact varies with the "input." This theme is emphasized by Astin (1991) in his 
development of a conceptual model of I-E-0, input-environment-outcome. This model allows 
researchers and institutions to evaluate outputs in terms of inputs and recognizes that different 
institutions have different inputs (students), and there are many variables in the students and in the 
campus environments that must be evaluated. This perspective is very important because it 
acknowledges that different assessment issues and strategies face each and every institution. 

Astin (1991) has also championed the merits of multi-institutional, longitudinal research. 
While this approach has the benefit of allowing a macro view of the college experience, it does not 
necessarily replace the need of the individual campus to evaluate its own effectiveness at the micro 
level. 

Pace and Friedlander (1978) traced the different schools of thought of assessment, from 
educational measurement in the 1920's and 1930's, to the exercise of professional judgement 
through accreditation, to comparing performance data with specified objectives, to the process of 
collecting data in order to make a decision, to the scientific approach of measuring the differential 
impact of educational programs on the development of students. They then offered their own 
model of "educational change" or self-study, as a method of assessment, arguing that "the extent 
to which significant change occurred depended on the breadth and intensity of the self-study 
process" (p. 15). The self-study model could produce not only change, but would support the 
learning process of all involved, including students. 

Terenzini and Pascarella (1991) reviewed the literature from 1969-89, noting the 
significant and rapid developments in assessment research during that time. They attributed those 
developments to the emergence of student development theory, and to the accessibility and power 
of computer hardware and software that supported research activities. They also cited the impetus 
of mounting public criticism of higher education's performance. Though there had been 
institutionally based progress in developing assessment programs up to that point in time, the 
1980's brought a powerful incentive to do more of it, and more effectively. 

The following two sections will review the contribution of student development theories 
to the growth of the assessment movement, and the influence of external accountability demands 
on the importance of assessment. 



17 

Student Development Theory as a Support for Institutional Assessment Activities 

The period between 1950 and the early 1970's saw a variety of new developmental 

theories which enabled educators to view students as still developing, rather than as having already 

formed personalities and behaviors in their late adolescence. Such perspectives can underpin 

efforts by student affairs professionals to develop programs and create campus environments that 

facilitate intellectual and affective growth. 

Piaget set the stage by delineating the sequential process through which young individuals 

evolve toward higher forms of rational thinking (Ginsburg & Opper, 1969). Building on this 

framework, Perry (1970) studied intellectual development during adolescence and adulthood. 

Perry's special contribution was his delineation of the process though which individuals 

understand and acknowledge the complexity and relativity of truth. Kohlberg (Gilligan, 1981; 

Mischel, 1971) also built on Piaget's work by articulating stages of moral development that can 

accompany the individual's growing capacity for complex thought. Erickson's theory of 

psychosocial development (Roberts, 1975) is relevant to higher education in that it identifies stages 

of development in identity, intimacy, autonomy and morality, and their interaction with the 

environment. These foundational theories provide guideposts for student development programs 

that facilitate personal development. 

In the late 1960's, Chickering developed a model of developmental tasks of the adult 

years, from late adolescence to late adulthood (Chickering & and Associates, 1981; Miller & 

Prince, 1976). He postulated seven major development vectors: achieving competence, managing 

emotions, becoming autonomous, establishing identity, freeing interpersonal relationships, 

clarifying purposes, and developing integrity. He also proposed institutional factors which affect 

personal development: teaching practices, student-faculty relationships, sources and types of 

evaluation, and a multiplicity of institutional functions that frame the ethos of the institution. This 

combination of identifiable growth factors and the impact of institutional characteristics provided 

an important framework for assessment in the area of student and academic support services. 

Miller and Prince (1976) outlined a student development model based on human 

development theory with strategies for implementation. They argued that services and their 

method of delivery should be shaped deliberately to influence student learning and development, 

and that the assessment process of those services and of student outcomes must be formulated in 

order to inform the development and implementation of programs and services. 

The late 1970's saw a significant advance in the assessment movement in the student 

services sector of higher education with two publications. Both New Directions for Student 

Services: Evaluating Program Effectiveness (Hanson, 1978) and Evaluation in Student Affairs 

(Kuh, 1979) asserted that assessment had to become an integral part of student personnel services 
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administration, and offered specific strategies for assessment activities. These strategies outlined 

the use of a variety of quantitative and qualitative measurement methods, organizational 

approaches, and avenues for modifying programs based on the findings. Not only were the reasons 

for these assessment strategies altruistic, but they were generated at a time when low enrollment 

and budget cuts were calling the value of student services into question. 

Though the influence of student development theory on student services and assessment 

strategies is important, Harpel (1978) notes that over-reliance on student development as a 

theoretical and research basis of student services can derail the student services administrator as he 

or she makes the case for student services; he states "the student personnel administrator must be 

prepared to demonstrate the contribution of student services to the aims of the institution and to 

adapt these services as needed on the basis of pointed, objective assessments of effectiveness and 

efficiency" (p. 20). Brown (1979) states that in an era of limited resources and accountability, 

evaluation within student affairs programs has become almost as certain as death and taxes. Kuh 

(1979) observed that the time for evaluation in higher education, including student affairs, had 

come, and that "systematic evaluation of programs and personnel is necessary to insure that 

students are provided satisfactory services" ( p. 1). Later, Braskamp (1991) noted the importance 

of systematic assessment to demonstrate accountability and/or to improve the institution's 

programs. Systematic assessment is defined as the "continuous gathering, interpretation, and use 

of information about the life of an institution" (p. 417). Indeed, as noted by Uperaft and Schuh 

(1996), it is a "matter of survival" to use assessment tools to evaluate student services' relevance 

and effectiveness (p. 7). 

The availability of concepts and models for assessment of student services by the 1980's, 

while not widely used, at least provided student services' professionals some tools for responding 

to the accountability pressures it would experience in the 1980's and 1990's. 

Accountability-driven Assessment Activities in Higher Education 

The current focus on assessment and quality was sparked with the publication of A Nation 

at Risk: The Imperative for Education Reform by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education (NCEE) in 1983 (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) . In it, the 

NCEE summarized the current status of education in the United States as mediocre. Though 

primarily aimed at quality factors in primary and secondary school systems, it also called for a 

tightening of college admission standards, and stricter evaluation of teacher-training programs. 

More focused critiques of quality in higher education quickly followed. 
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Involvement in Learning (National Institute of Education Study Group, 1984) outlined the 

warning signals of declining value in higher education: poor student achievement, specialization, 

erosion of faculty roles, over-specialization, lack of financial vitality, and low requirements and 

standards. Bennett's To Reclaim a Legacy (1984) and Bok's Higher Learning (1986) furthered the 

assertions that educational outcomes expected by society of its college graduates were in danger of 
not being met. Criticisms were waged against the loss of centrality of a core curriculum and 
watered down standards of achievement. Bok, while citing many of the strengths of higher 
education, states: 

The desire to innovate and improve is often not strong enough to 
overcome inertia and to assure a determined, systematic effort to enhance 
the quality of education. In other walks of life, competition is frequently 
the mechanism that drives individuals and organizations to surmount such 
inhibitions and to strive continuously to improve. But competition 
succeeds only to the extent that customers, judges, or other trusted sources 
can define success in some legitimate way in order to establish a standard 
and reward those who best achieve it. In education, at least at the 
university level, this ability is lacking. Neither students nor other 
interested audiences can tell how effective their education is, or how its 
quality compares with that of other universities. (p. 178) 

General education outcomes were not the only target. Standards of evaluating faculty and 
the quality of instruction received much attention (Boyer, 1987; Goodwin & Stevens, 1993). 
Beyond the instructional arena, concerns were voiced about student support services (Mayhew et 
al., 1990; Patti et al., 1993), and graduate job success (Pike, 1993; Pike, 1994; Simmons, 1997). 

Both educators and the public appeared to have lost confidence in the ability of higher education to 
meet expected outcomes. 

The recommendations outlined in Involvement in Learning (National Institute of 
Education Study Group, 1984) shed light on many of the accountability and assessment strategies 
of the 1980's and 1990's. The Study Group contended that the quality of higher education could 
be significantly improved if America's colleges, community colleges and universities would apply 
existing knowledge about three critical conditions of excellence: student involvement, high 
expectations, and assessment and feedback. Among their recommendations they urged accrediting 
agencies to hold schools accountable for systematic assessment and improvement efforts, and 
advised that public funding could be tied to efforts that promote student involvement and 
institutional assessment. 

Debreceny (1994) described the response of accrediting agencies to the issue of declining 
quality. He outlined five key elements to a conceptual framework for an outcomes assessment 

program: statement of mission and purpose, formulation of goals and objectives, implementation 
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of evaluation procedures, using the results to improve the institution, and examination of the 

selected measurements to assure effective evaluation. He emphasized that this process is more 

formative than it is summative. A summative approach, he cautions, may be used improperly to 

compare institutions. 

Legislators and educational leaders addressed the concern for quality by implementing 

various mechanisms to assure accountability for outcomes, effectiveness and quality, falling under 

the general umbrella of "outcomes assessment." As a further impetus, legislatures and higher 

education coordinating boards in a number of states launched programs that tied funding to 

outcomes. Ewell (1991) evaluates the perspective of the public official as this: 

Traditionally, public colleges and universities were seen as a kind of 
`public utility' providing needed services that enabled citizens of the 
state to advance in their careers and assure a quality of life. As a 
`public service', the accountability demands placed on higher 
education thus centered on issues of 'access' and 'efficiency'. 
Recently, in contrast, public officials have come to see higher 
education as a strategic investment, enabling the state to build its 
economy and infrastructure by developing manpower and attracting 
new industry. From this perspective, accountability becomes less a 
question of equitable and efficient operations than documenting a 
concrete return on investment. (p. 14) 

First modeled by Tennessee in its development of a performance funding system in the 

early 1980's (Bogue & Brown, 1982), many states have adopted methods of tying funding to 

performance outcomes (National Governors' Association, 1988; Seppanen & Yoshiwara, 1997). In 

Washington State, for example, one to two percent of each community college's 1997-99 operating 
funds were held back while performance indicators were evaluated. Issues that drove the goals of 
the performance indicators were average wages of graduates, transfer rate, course completion, and 
graduation efficiency. 

Assessment Models in Higher Education 

Many argue that the primary challenge for the assessment movement is to demonstrate the 

effective utilization of the results of assessment. Mentkowski (1991) observes that assessment 
must inspire insights and questions that foster change and notes two conditions that must be met 

for assessment to yield improvements in quality: (a) results must be presented in a context which 

allows for meaningful comparisons, and (b) feedback should focus on strengths as well as 

weaknesses. Educators should use assessment both to "prove" and to "improve." 
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Braskamp (1991) states that higher education needs "a belief that assessment can be a very 

positive self-affirming and correcting activity" (p.423). Debreceny (1994) notes that while 
accrediting bodies in the United States uniformly demonstrate an appreciation for institutional 
diversity and the potential for different outcome assessment programs, they also uniformly expect 
that the results of assessment must be used demonstrably to improve the institution, as unique as it 
is, a theme also sounded by Uperaft and Schuh (1996). 

Many proposals of assessment models are designed for institutions where students behave 

in fairly traditional patterns. Astin (1991; 1993) has spent over twenty years chronicling a model 
of input-environment-outcome (I -E -O). This model champions the gathering of data on the 
characteristics students bring to an institution, an assessment of the qualities of the environment to 
which they are exposed, and a review of student outcomes in terms of how students have changed. 
While this model combines the factors needed to carry out systematic review, this model may be 
easier to follow when the population is somewhat homogeneous and the students are enrolled for a 
significant period of time. A key point of this model, though, is the emphasis placed on evaluating 
output in light of the input, allowing for the fact that various types of institutions have different 
populations and should not necessarily be compared to some external standard. 

A specific model for evaluating co-curricular student service departments is advanced by 
Nichols (1991) who recommends that an assessment plan specify the departmental service 
objectives, indicate the relationship between those objectives and the institution's mission, and use 
the result to demonstrate whether or not the objectives were met. He also recommended multiple 
measures in order to preclude that evaluation would be made on too narrow or shallow a measure. 

At the implementation level, Kelley (1994) outlines qualitative and quantitative techniques for 
assessment and offers examples of how the data can be used in refining programs and services. 
Polcyn (1986) offers a research design and action plan that demonstrates the effective uses of 
assessment activities. 

Uperaft (1994) argues for an open dialogue between theoreticians and practitioners in order to 
assure that theories of student development are put into practice and constantly evaluated. He 
notes that too often student development programs lack resources or fail in implementation 
because of a poor articulation between theory and practice. 

In sum, educational leaders, accreditation agencies, and legislators are investing extensive 
effort in assessing educational quality and outcomes. Assessment activities, when systematic and 
tailored to the institution, can strengthen an institution as well as meet external accountability 
demands. 
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Persistence and Retention Factors in Assessment 

For many institutions, whether driven by institutional goals or external performance 

expectations, persistence and retention are frequently used indicators of institutional effectiveness, 

playing a large role in assessment activities (State Board of Community and Technical Colleges, 

1998; Wince & Borden, 1995). In today's educational and political environment, student 

persistence in post-secondary institutions may be one of the most salient indicators of educational 

impact or excellence (National Institute of Education Study Group, 1984). The following sections 

describe two major conceptual approaches, within the educational sector, to the phenomenon of 

student persistence and retention. 

Social and Academic Integration 

Earlier studies of retention and attrition were fueled in large part by the onset of declining 

numbers of college entrants after the vigorous enrollments of the 1950's and 1960's (Hossler, 

Bean, & Associates, 1990; Tinto & Wallace, 1986). Researchers examined personality traits, 

socio-economic status, economic forces, and other factors in their studies of persistence. Spady 

(1970; 1971) suggested that a theoretical model was needed in order to synthesize the broad range 

of findings, and advanced the notion of Durkheim's concept of social integration; he considered 

drop-outs to be people withdrawing from a social system because of a lack of shared values or 

normative support. Tinto built on this and developed an explanatory and predictive model of the 

drop-out process, conceptualizing the quality of a student's academic and social integration as the 

driver of persistence behavior (Tinto, 1986). Tinto's hypothesis is that persistence is a function of 

the match between an individual's ability, background characteristics, and motivation to make a 

commitment, and the institution's academic and social characteristics. The model assumes that, 

other things being equal, persistence or withdrawal behavior is largely determined by an 

individual's integration into social and academic systems of an institution. 

Tinto's interactional view of student departure is generally referred to as a student 

integration model, emphasizing both social integration and academic integration (Cabrera, 

Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Napoli & Wortman, 1996; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980). As 

a predictive theory, it has been subject to many validation efforts. 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) conducted a longitudinal study of first-year students at 

Syracuse University. They collected data on student characteristics, expectations and enrollment 

patterns, finding that the integration scales of the research instrument significantly increased the 

identification of persisters and dropouts. Chapman and Pascarella (1983) found that integration 
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varied by institutional type, noting that at commuter institutions academic integration had the 

strongest influence, while at residential institutions, social integration had the strongest influence. 

Pascarella, Smart and Ethington (1986), in a longitudinal study of students who began 

their studies at two-year institutions, supported Tinto's model by finding that social and academic 

integration had the most consistent predictive value of degree persistence and degree completion. 

They also found that for men, knowing a faculty member or administrator personally had the 

strongest positive association with persistence, while for women the ability to exercise leadership 

skills had the most effect. In other studies of students in a community college, Nora, Attinasi, and 

Matonak (1989) and Halpin (1990) found that academic integration was the most influential 

positive factor in student persistence. Halpin urged community college leaders to emphasize the 
importance of academic interaction opportunities in their strategies for institutional success. 

Bers and Smith (1991) conducted a study which included all enrolled students at a 
community college, rather than the traditional "first-time freshman" samples of other studies, and 
found that though integration did contribute to the differentiation of persisters and non-persisters, 

educational objective and intent to re-enroll were stronger contributors. They posited that the 
variety of community college student intentions, and the easy ability to stop-in and stop-out, make 
the predictive value of any single indicator more difficult to perceive. In a comparison of Tinto's 
Student Integration Model and Bean's Student Attrition model using traditional students at a 
university, Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora and Hengtsler (1992) found support for Tinto's model, but 
also found, as Bers and Smith did, that the intervening variable of intent to re-enroll was very 
strong. 

Tinto's theory of integration has generally enjoyed the support of research. Tinto and 

others, though, note that the model needs to be extended to the effect of "involvement in learning" 
and the effects that administrative and organizational actions and policies can have on student 
departure (Cabrera et al., 1992; Tinto, 1986; Tinto & Russo, 1994). The following two sections 
will explore these topics. 

Involvement in Learning 

Appointed by the National Institute of Education, the Study Group on the Conditions of 
Excellence in American Higher Education contended in its final report, Involvement in Learning 
(1984) that the most important condition of excellence for the purpose of improving American 

higher education is student involvement. Student involvement in learning, they noted, improved 

growth and achievement, satisfaction, persistence and the continuation of learning. Boyer (1987) 

believes students want involvement and uses a student quote effectively to make this point: "We'd 



24 

like you to understand one thing. We don't want the university to interfere in our lives, but we 

want someone in the university to be concerned with our lives" (p. 204). 

The College Student Experience Questionnaire, developed by Pace (1984), measures 

student involvement. Pace reports that students who live on campus, join clubs, serve on 

committees, use campus facilities and participate in college cultural events, report the greatest 

gains both personally and intellectually. Seidman (1991) found that a pre-and post admission 

counseling intervention at a community college, during which students were encouraged to 

become involved and introduced to college services and social opportunities, resulted in higher 

satisfaction, better grades, and higher rates of retention than those for non-affected students. 

Astin (1985) outlined five postulates of the relationship between student learning and 

involvement: 1) involvement is the investment of psychological and physical energy; 2) the 

amount of energy may vary; 3) involvement may be measured quantitatively, or have qualitative 

dimensions; 4) the benefits of involvement are a function of the quality and quantity of effort 

expended; and 5) the effectiveness of educational policy or practice is related to the way an 

institution enables students to become involved. This emphasis on the amount of effort spent on 

involvement echoes Pace. 

Davis and Murrell (1993) noted that decisive research on the conceptual model of student 

involvement is sparse. Their research, built on data collected by Kuh (1991), affirmed most of the 

major assertions of Pace and Astin. Among their findings were 1) the amount of effort in the 

academic and social area is a determinant of students' self reported growth and learning, and 2) the 

perception of being enrolled in an institution that facilitates involvement promotes expenditure of 

effort. A limitation of their study, however, is that these students were already enrolled in colleges 

with a primary characteristic of engendering student involvement. The students had, in effect, self-
selected a college that expected involvement. 

A community college was the site for research by Tinto and Russo (1994) with students 

who did not necessarily self-select into an "involving" program. Through quantitative analysis, 

Tinto and Russo found student self-reports of growth greater for students enrolled in a special 

"involving" interdisciplinary program, than for students who were not. The "involved" students 

were also retained at a higher rate. Their conclusions support the finding of Davis and Murrell 

(1993) that academic involvement may be of primary importance and lead to other types of 

involvement or integration. Tinto and Russo also extend the suggestion (Halpin, 1990) that 

colleges of any type have the opportunity to create an environment that fosters involvement. 

The notions of integration and involvement have a strong relationship to each other as 

institutions continue to review and strengthen their strategies toward improving outcomes and 

retaining students (Benjamin & Hollings, 1995; Tinto & Wallace, 1986). The findings of research 

in the areas of integration and involvement can assist an organization in influencing retention. 
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Research has shown that initiatives in both the academic and student affairs arenas can be 

effective. (Cabrera et al., 1992; Chapman & Pascarella, 1983; Pascarella et al., 1986). However, a 

review of the literature in both integration and involvement indicates most of it is placed within the 

academic experience. The next section explores how institutions and programs can influence 

student success through organizational factors, particularly student services. 

Organizational Influences on Retention 

In his analysis of the expansion of the student integration model, Tinto (1986) reminds us 

that the organization, structure and resources of educational institutions also impact student 

retention. The implication is that no single program should be relied upon to generate retention 

efforts, and that institutions can and should exert control over student persistence through careful 

control of their own environment. The inclusion of organizational variables can lead to a more 

complete guide for administrative policy formation by "pointing out the various and often 

unintended ways in which administrative actions impact directly and indirectly student departure" 

(Tinto, 1986, p. 377). Student affairs offices may have even more opportunity than instruction to 

impact a student's experience with an institution. For example, while one instructor may be in 

contact with, say, 150 students in a given term, a single registration clerk or financial aid assistant 

can interact with 150 students in two days. This statement is not made to indicate the importance of 

one over the other, but to illustrate that student services offices are usually high volume operations 

that touch the majority of students on campus. As such, it is critical to assess how administrative 
actions not just programs affect students. 

Similar to Tinto's model of student integration is Bean's model of student attrition (Bean, 

1980; Cabrera et al., 1992), which relies on the measurement of several variables as determinants 

of attrition or persistence. These variables include factors similar to academic and social 

integration, but also include factors about the organization that impact the socialization and 

satisfaction of students. Bean's model exemplifies an approach wherein attrition/retention may be 
as much a reflection of organizational behavior as it is of the individual students within it. 

Enrollment management may be seen as a paradigm that unifies many aspects of 

accountability, assessment, student development outcomes, integration, involvement, attrition and 

retention factors. As described in Strategic Enrollment Management (Dolence, 1993), enrollment 

management is an institution-wide process that embraces every aspect of an institution. The goal 

of an enrollment management strategy is to help an institution achieve and maintain the optimum 

recruitment, retention, and graduation rates of students. Enrollment management strategies may 

guide recruitment, financial aid, student support services, advising, curriculum development and 
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even parking fees and credit card payment options, toward the goals of attracting and retaining 

students. 

Insofar as enrollment management strategies have a goal of affecting retention, theories 

and research in student development, integration, involvement and attrition are useful in guiding 

institutional programs and services. However, as noted by Tinto and Russo (Tinto & Russo, 

1994), Bean (1980), and Clagget (1996), the daily and pragmatic organizational practices of an 

institution also affect student enrollment patterns. From an enrollment management point of view, 

for example, even the innocuous question of office hours in the registration office has import when 

striving to attract and retain students. 

Franklin (1994) argues that student satisfaction is at the root of determining success in 

strategies targeted toward attracting and retaining students. This is echoed by Hill (1997) who 

asserts that student satisfaction is an institutional priority. Indeed, whether one uses the rubric of 

integration, involvement, or implementing organizational structures and practices through 

enrollment management, the focus is on whether or not the student is satisfied enough to enroll, 

remain enrolled, and benefit from the experience. The next section will focus on student 

satisfaction and its relationship to student persistence, a common benchmark in assessment 

strategies. 

Student Satisfaction 

Student satisfaction has been identified as a significant contributor to persistence and 

retention (Kearney & Kearney, 1994; Spicuzza, 1992; Wince & Borden, 1995). In a competitive 

market environment, dissatisfied students are likely to drop-out or transfer (Hayes, 1977). 

Conversely, Wince and Borden (1995) suggest that "while dissatisfied students may continue to 
remain enrolled for lack of alternative choices, they may not represent the university well to other 
potential students...and may not be expected to be supporters of the university after graduating" 
(p. 25). 

Noting the current competitive educational climate, Stalnaker (1994) urges colleges to 

make every effort to ensure student satisfaction in order to recruit and retain students. Not only are 

recruitment and retention targets often used as accountability benchmarks, but external 

accountability plans may require meeting benchmarks of student satisfaction (Franklin, Shemwell, 
& Witta, 1994). 

Satisfaction research in higher education has taken many different directions and used 

many theoretical foundations, such as person-environment fit (Witt & Handal, 1984), job 

satisfaction analogies (Betz et al., 1970), integration (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1986), 
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involvement (Astin, 1985), and quality of life (Benjamin & Hollings, 1995). Based on student 
involvement theory, the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) for students at 

baccalaureate institutions and Community College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CCSEQ) 

are proposed by Friedlander, Murrell and MacDougall (1993) as valid and reliable instruments that 

describe the experiences of students as well as their satisfaction with various aspects of the college. 
Research using the CSEQ and CCSEQ tends to link satisfaction with evaluation of learning 
outcomes, however, rather than with evaluation of actual service delivery characteristics (Pike, 

1993). The College Student Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSSQ), developed by Betz, Klingensmith 
and Menne was designed to measure six dimensions of college student satisfaction based on the 
premise that students are like employees: they must interact effectively with their academic and 
social environments in order to remain in them. The six dimensionsare (1) policies and 
procedures, (2) working conditions, (3) compensation, (4) quality of education, (5) social life, and 
(6) recognition. The CSSQ is directed largely at assessing how satisfaction relates to academic 
achievement and demographic and personal characteristics. 

While these models carry some weight and enable the development of several 
perspectives, some researchers have suggested that additional effective models for both assessing 
and improving student satisfaction may lie outside of education. Franklin and Shemwell (1995) 
argue that such surveys as CSSQ, CSEQ, and CCSEQ are no longer applicable to all parts of the 
student experience because students are now viewing themselves as consumers who have 
alternatives. Students, who have many other marketplace interactions where service quality is 
emphasized, are applying consumer standards to their educational experiences. Wince (1995) 
recommends that satisfaction be carefully examined in its relationship to persistence and that a 
good paradigm may be found in a service process model, a topic largely within the business 
world's domain of service marketing theory. Chadwick and Ward (1987) suggest that the 
importance of customer satisfaction has already been recognized by private business and industry, 
and that colleges and universities can find parallels in that research. Uperaft and Schuh (1996) 
suggest specific models and strategies drawn from the marketing field that can help identify 
specific aspects of satisfaction that need to be assessed. Because academe has had a traditional 
reluctance to accept the notion that business and higher education share some similar goals and 
functions (Coate, 1990; Glenn, 1997) the next section will explore the similarities between the 
business world and higher education. 
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Service Organizations 

Glenn (1997) argues that business and industry have faced the same challenges now 

confronting higher education: performance standards, competition, limited resources, outmoded 

organizational structures, and shifting consumer expectations. Hill (1997) notes that the main 

problem facing institutions, that of doing more with less, might be resolved through new 

management techniques. Both authors turn to strategies in service processes that have been 

developed in the business sector. 

Business and industry have experienced a sea change in the latter part of the twentieth 

century. The delivery of services has replaced production of goods as the primary force in the US 

and most of the world. As early as 1986, the service sector accounted for 66% of the jobs in the 

United States, and now accounts for 71% (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, November, 1997). 

Gronroos (1990) notes that any percentage is an underestimate, because even manufacturing firms 

provide services such as repair, credit, and customer relations. 

Throughout this century, business marketing theory had a strong and focused basis in 

goods and products. The rise of the service sector, though, elicited a need for new research and 

theories to drive service marketing. Shostack (1977) was one of first to state that "new concepts 

are necessary if service marketing is to succeed" (p. 73). As a result, significant discussion grew in 

an attempt to describe the phenomenon of the service organization. 

As described in Chapter One, marketing theorists have identified the chief characteristics 

that mark a service organization (Cavaness & Manoochehehri, 1993; Congram & Friedman, 1991; 

Gronroos, 1983; Parasuraman et al., 1985). They are: 

1) Services are intangible. Because they are activities rather than physical objects, 

they cannot be measured, tested or verified prior to consumption. 

2) Services are heterogeneous, especially if labor intensive. The quality of the 

service depends on the employee, the customer, and the environment. 

3) The production and consumption of service is simultaneous. 

4) Service has a technical quality, which involves what the customer is actually 

receiving from the service. 

Oliver (1993) offers a more descriptive list of characteristics, highly related to the four 

above: 

1) The service is a performance. 

2) The customer is involved in the production. 

3) Other customers are often similarly involved in production. 

4) Quality control can only be performed during delivery. 
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5) Service varies depending on the provider, and the interaction between provider 

and customer. 

6) Service cannot be inventoried. 

7) Delivery is realtime. 

8) Delivery may extend over a period of time. 

9) Distribution channels are nonexistent or compressed. 

These characteristics describe not only services provided within business and industry, but 

within the educational enterprise as well. Drucker (as cited in Albrecht & Zemke, 1985) asserts 

that information and education certainly at the heart of higher education are services, and 

crucial ones at that. Smith, Abent and Lafond (1991) state that education is among the most 

critically important service sectors. Indeed, each of the service organization's characteristics listed 

above can be applied to the daily life of a college or university, from the classroom, to the career 
center, to the financial aid office. By viewing higher education as a service organization, the 

concepts, theories and practices associated with service organizations become accessible for 

adaptation to the world of higher education. 

The focus of the service organization is on the customer. Albrecht and Zemke (1985) 

echo the well-known phrase, "the customer is king", and describe the real test of a service 

organization as "the actual experience of the customer" (p. 48). Robertson, Zeilinski and Ward 

(1984) assert that the "success of the firm or organization depends foremost on the satisfaction of 
consumer needs" (p. 28). A successful service organization understands its customers needs, is 

designed to serve its customers needs, and uses a customer-driven, research-based definition of 

quality; its long term goal is to obtain and keep customers (Congram & Friedman, 1991),In a 

competitive environment, focusing on the customer and providing quality service to satisfy the 

customer are the main themes pursued by service organizations. The next two sections explore 

concepts in customer satisfaction and quality service, which are the major theoretical constructs 
underlying this study. 

Customer Satisfaction 

Given the focus on the customer, customer satisfaction plays a large role in service 

marketing theory. Churchill and Surprenant (1982) illustrate this point. 
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Satisfaction is a major outcome of marketing activity and serves to link the 
processes culminating in purchase and consumption with postpurchase 
phenomena such as attitude change, repeat purchase, and brand loyalty. The 
centrality of the concept is reflected by its inclusion in the marketing concept 
that profits are generated through the satisfaction of consumer wants and 
needs. (p. 491) 

The higher education leader can easily see the applicability of this statement to a college 

or university, despite its reference to 'profits'. Ennis (1977) commented that a satisfied customer 

can be very valuable to an educational institution "in terms of word of mouth advertising, as a 

source of jobs for future students, contributions of money and time...." (p. 81). Pate (1993) found 

that satisfied students were more willing to recommend the university to others, to re-enroll, and to 

support the institution financially. Discovering the wants and needs of students (both at-large and 

within targeted populations) and then satisfying them are the keys to success. In analyzing the 

current competitive postsecondary education market, viewing the student as a consumer or 

customer has found strong support (Chadwick & Ward, 1987; Christensen & Philbrick, 1993; 

Franklin & Shemwell, 1995). 

Customer satisfaction theory rests largely on an analysis of the expectations the customer 
brings to the service encounter, and the customer's perceived reality of the service encounter. In 
the expectancy disconfirmation paradigm, as described by Oliver (1993), individuals are believed 
to entertain predictions or expectations about the process and outcome of a service. As the process 
unfolds and the outcome becomes clear, the individual generates a comparison of the expectations 
with the perceived reality. If the perceived reality exceeds expectations, a positive disconfirmation 
results, and the customer may be described as satisfied. If the perceived reality ispoorer than 

expected, a negative disconfirmation results. When expectations equal the perceived reality of the 

encounter, there is little impact on satisfaction. Though this model gains in complexity when the 

customer brings either very high or very low expectations to the encounter and/or when the service 

is extremely multi-dimensional, studies have supported its basic framework (Bolton & Drew, 
1991). 

Service organizations can utilize the implications of this model in several ways in order to 

maximize customer satisfaction (Gronroos, 1990; Heskett, 1986; Kelley, Skinner, & Donnelly, 

1992). For example, they can manage the accuracy of their promotional literature and advertising, 

in other words, not promise more they can provide. Service organizations can also train their 
service providers to analyze and meet the needs of the customer, both through attitude and 

knowledge. Furthermore, service organizations can educate the customer as to his/her role in the 

service encounter, as well as build his/her technical knowledge. When these strategies include an 



31 

effort to differentiate the diverse populations an organization may serve, the ability to maximize 

customer satisfaction can improve. 

Service quality is proposed as a critical aspect of customer satisfaction, but there are 

different interpretations of the relationship between them. Bolton and Drew (1991), Parasuraman 

et al, (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1994b) and Cronin and Taylor (1994) offer analyses that 

describe the possibilities of the direction of the relationship. Specifically, does service quality 

influence satisfaction or does satisfaction influence the perception of service quality? Oliver 

(1993) acknowledges that the relationship may be a two-way street by concluding that quality is 

factored into a consumer's satisfaction judgement, and that satisfaction may subsequently reinforce 

quality perceptions. In each case, however, service quality is accepted as a key ingredient in 

building customer satisfaction, and in most cases, assuring customer satisfaction. 

Service Quality 

Service quality is not only highly related to customer satisfaction (Reidenbach & Sandifer-

Smallwood, 1990), but it serves two other purposes: (a) attracting and retaining customers in a 

competitive environment; and (b) providing a platform for optimizing performance and 

minimizing costs. 

In terms of the first purpose, when a service is replicated by a number of other providers, 

as is true of such services, for example, as banking and education, the competitive edge is often 

achieved by pricing and service quality. Quality service offers one of the best opportunities to 

differentiate a business or service in the marketplace (Congram & Friedman, 1991). Numerous 

references in articles and books are made to American Express, Federal Express and British 

Airways, to name a few, as organizations that embraced a service quality ethic and succeeded in 

capturing their desired market share (Albrecht & Zemke, 1985). As organizations increase their 

level of service, the customer comes to expect it of all service suppliers (Czepiel, Solomon, & 

Surprenant, 1985). In terms of attracting and retaining customers, the climate requires a dedication 

to quality service in order to stay viable. 

Regarding the second purpose, Gronroos (1990) notes that quality is not a major expense, 

but a lack of quality is. He amplifies on this viewpoint by noting that American manufacturing 

firms spend more than 20 percent of their income doing things wrong and then having to correct 

their mistakes. Service organizations have an even more troublesome statistic. Because of the 

complexity of the service phenomenon, it is estimated that about 35% of the operating costs of 

service organizations are caused by a lack of quality. Congram and Friedman (1991) point out that 

quality is closely linked with efficiency and profitability; doing it right the first time avoids both 
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the customer dissatisfaction and the loss of human and financial resources involved in fixing a 

mistake. 

Examining the purposes of service quality, though, is not enough. A successful service 

organization seeking to influence customer satisfaction needs to have a way to assess current 

services, and identify areas for change and improvement. 

Research conducted by Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1985; 1988) in the mid-1980's 

provides a pivotal conceptual framework for service quality, which despite the rapid growth in 

interest in service quality had been lacking until then. Building on literature in the areas of the 

characteristics of service, expectations, perceptions and disconfirmation, they pursued qualitative 

and quantitative research methods to pinpoint some tenets of service quality that could shape a 

research and assessment instrument, subsequently formulated as "SERVQUAL". They identify 

potential gaps between an organization's ability to deliver quality service and the customer's 

satisfaction with those services, and delineate five dimensions along which consumers compare 

their expectations with actual service. They propose that service quality is a function of the 

magnitude and direction of the gap between expected service and perceived service. To measure 

the magnitude and direction of service quality gaps along the five dimensions, they formulated the 

SERVQUAL survey to collect data that will help an organization assess customer satisfaction with 

service quality. A more detailed description of the formulation of the SERVQUAL instrument, 

with a discussion of its structure, reliability and validity is provided in Chapter Three. The 

following section describes its utility in assessing service quality in higher education. 

Utilizing SERVQUAL 

The SERVQUAL instrument is designed generically with recommendations on adapting it 

to a specific setting (Babakus & Boller, 1992; Carman, 1990; Parasuraman et al., 1991b; 

Parasuraman et al., 1988), and has been used in several sectors such as banks, utilities, and 

hospitals (Brensinger & Lambert, 1990; Parasuraman, Berry, & Zeithaml, 1991a; Reidenbach & 

Sandifer-Smallwood, 1990). 

SERVQUAL has been used in the educational sector as well. Black (1992) used 

SERVQUAL in studying service quality at a small group of Presbyterian liberal arts colleges. 

Many of the colleges in his survey claimed to have placed a high priority on service quality, and 

many had adopted compelling mission statements. However, he found that few actually collected 

data on student expectations of service quality and few designed service systems based on either 

student feedback or the input of informed front-line staff. Black also noted that staff who had the 

most contact with students were the least paid and trained, and that few colleges held anyone 
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responsible for the overall success and quality of the student's service experience. Through the use 

of the SERVQUAL survey instrument, Black also discovered that service quality failed to meet 

service expectations of students in each of the five dimensions proposed by Parasuraman et al. 

(1988). 

Ruby (1996) studied student satisfaction with academic records, admissions, career 

services and financial aid at a group of ten Midwestern Christian colleges. He found that students 

evaluate service quality differently depending on the department. Females tended to both expect 

and perceive higher levels of service quality than males. A moderate relationship between 

satisfaction and commitment to the institution was established. Survey responses were mixed in 

their support of the five dimensions of service quality. In this respect, his study supports the 

findings of Babakus and Boller (1992) who suggest that the dimensionality of service quality may 

depend on the type of organization or services being studied. 

At a comprehensive regional university, with a population of juniors and seniors, Franklin 

and Shemwell (1995) compared SERVQUAL's measurement of satisfaction (as defined by the size 

and direction of the gap between scores in expectations and scores in actual experience) with 

satisfaction scores from the College Student Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSSQ), a traditional 

student satisfaction instrument. They found that the traditional instrument garnered an 89% 

satisfaction rate, while SERVQUAL generated a 93% dissatisfaction rate based on the negative 

gaps between expectations and performance. They suggested that such a finding called into 

question an over-reliance on a traditional student satisfaction instrument, and recommended further 

research into the use of instruments such as SERVQUAL. 

Focusing on the role of faculty in providing service quality, DiLorenzo-Aiss (1990) used 

the service quality concepts of Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry to advance a related model for 

conceptualizing faculty and student roles, and for exploring instructional service gaps that may be 
a barrier to the delivery of a quality education. She did not use the SERVQUAL instrument, or an 
adapted instrument, in formal research. However, DiLorenzo-Aiss proposes that adaptation of 

service quality concepts would be useful to education. 

Uperaft and Schuh (1996) believe SERVQUAL "provides an excellent beginning point for 

discussing active measures of assessment, as well as a model for developing instruments and 

protocols to measure student satisfaction of services, programs and facilities" (p. 158). 

A search of the literature does not reveal the use of SERVQUAL in the community 

college setting. Given the difference between residential colleges, where Black (1992), Franklin 

and Shemwell (1995), and Ruby (1996) conducted their research, and the commuter aspect of the 

community college, it may be valuable to apply the SERVQUAL model to determine its 

contribution to understanding service quality in the community college. Furthermore, research 

using SERVQUAL could demonstrate SERVQUAL's effectiveness in closing the loop between 
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gathering data about student satisfaction or dissatisfaction and then using the data to improve 

services to affect recruitment and retention. 

Summary 

Pressures for improving the quality of the educational experience and directives for 

assessment compel educational leaders to demonstrate that they are effectively providing services. 

One of the prevalent measures of effectiveness is student retention. Student development 

paradigms such as social and academic integration and involvement have been supported as 

models that integrate perspectives on the needs of students and the ability of the institution to meet 

those needs and therefore retain students. These paradigms essentially rely on student satisfaction 

in strengthening integration, involvement and retention. Student satisfaction literature is strong, 

but not focused on the emerging perspectives of students-as-consumers. 

Literature generated by the higher education sector that focuses on customer satisfaction 

and service quality is scant compared to the literature generated by business and industry service 

sectors. In an era of crisp competition in higher education and an emphasis on customer 

satisfaction, the business and marketing sectors may offer to education some concepts and models 

for understanding and improving customer (student) satisfaction. 

The SERVQUAL model offers potential to higher education as it seeks to evaluate the 

effectiveness of its service quality. It has been used and debated in the literature, but the use to 

date within higher education is limited, and in the community college sector nil. Use of 
SERVQUAL in the community college setting may not only assist community college educational 

leaders to assess student satisfaction and service quality, but will contribute to the literature on 

service quality in higher education. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 

Introduction 

Overview 

This study is focused on measuring student satisfaction with service quality. Service 

marketing literature indicates the positive effects of attracting and retaining customers by 

maintaining a high quality service environment. This same phenomenon could be a factor in 

college student enrollment behavior. 

This research uses the SERVQUAL instrument to examine student satisfaction with 

service quality at a community college. The specific services assessed in this study are: 

Registration, Financial Aid, Counseling, Career Center, and the Library. SERVQUAL has been 

substantially explored in the literature, and has a strong theoretical framework. Though 

SERVQUAL has been used in the baccalaureate sector, the literature currently does not include 

any reference to SERVQUAL's use in a community college setting. Therefore, this study may 

contribute to the literature as well as offer a model to other community colleges for their own 

adaptation. 

A quantitative rather than qualitative research methodology is selected in order to build on 

current literature where SERVQUAL has been used in higher education. Furthermore, the 

institution for which the study is being conducted is expressly interested in a survey methodology 

that will capture a large number of student responses in order to be satisfied that the results are 

representative. The findings will provide an initial analysis of student satisfaction and lay the 

groundwork for further quantitative and qualitative research. 

The instrument and the research methodology are described in this chapter. 

Setting 

Everett Community College (EvCC) is located 30 miles north of Seattle, Washington, in 

an area of substantial population growth. Much of the former rural nature of the area has given 

way to large malls, an expanding business and industry base, large residential developments and 

growing urban characteristics. Founded in 1941, EvCC is one of the older community colleges in 

Washington, and the seventh largest of 33 community and technical colleges in the state. The 
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College offers comprehensive programs in university transfer, technical training, adult basic 

education, community service and continuing education. Over 8000 students enroll in a given 

term, 5500 of whom are in college credit offerings, as opposed to solely enrolled in adult education 

and/or continuing education. 

Over the past several years EvCC has experienced enrollment declines. The competition 

for students with nearby colleges is keen, and there is significant concern that the College is not 

doing its best in providing, among other things, good customer service that will attract and retain 

students. Several initiatives, such as enhanced marketing and recruiting, and the addition of some 

services and programs, have resulted in a recent enrollment increase. However, the College 

continues to focus on areas for improvement, such as customer service and student satisfaction. 

Additionally, the College is interested in gaining insight into some of its market segments in order 

to determine what differences might exist within those segments that can guide recruitment and 

retention strategies. 

Furthermore, the College is preparing its self-study for regional accreditation. This study 

will support institutional responses to several issues. For example, Standard 3.B.6 of the 

Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges' Accreditation Handbook (Commission on 

Colleges, 1999) seeks assurance that "the institution periodically and systematically evaluates the 

appropriateness, adequacy, and utilization of student services and programs and uses the results of 

the evaluation as a basis for change" (p.52). Standard 2.B.1 also calls for a regular assessment 

plan, and the College has incorporated this survey into its array of assessment strategies. 

Instrument 

SERVQUAL is an instrument developed as part of a comprehensive and lengthy effort by 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (Parasuraman et al., 1991b; Parasuraman et al., 1988) to develop 

service quality theory, assessment, and applications. The purpose of the SERVQUAL survey 

instrument is to assess service quality in various organizations and businesses in the service sector. 

The survey instrument used in this study is an adapted version of the SERVQUAL survey, which 

includes twenty-two items that measure five dimensions of service quality on a Likert-type scale. 

The format of the survey instrument is adapted from that used by Ruby (1996). The survey may be 

found in Appendix B. The SERVQUAL authors have not restricted the use of the instrument, and 

recommend adaptation to reflect the service being evaluated (Parasuraman et al., 1991b; 

Parasuraman et al., 1988). For example, educational institutions would use the word "student" 

instead of "customer" in the items. 
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The development of SERVQUAL occurred in several phases and is summarized below 

based on the developers' own reports (Parasuraman et al., 1991b; Parasuraman et al., 1988; 

Zeithaml et al., 1990). Following that, a summary of other reviewers' comments will be outlined. 

First, the developers examined the literature in service quality, and explored the extant 

conceptualizations of service quality. They focused on the characteristics and evaluation of service 

quality. To investigate these concepts, qualitative research in the form of focus groups and in-

depth interviews was conducted in four diverse and nationally recognized firms (banking, credit 

card, securities brokerage, and product repair maintenance) and among consumer groups. The 

interviews yielded an analysis of gaps in management's perceptions and performance in service 

delivery, and clarification of how those gaps affected consumers. They proposed a service quality 

model, stating that the "quality that a consumer perceives in a service is a function of the 

magnitude and direction of the gap between expected service and perceived service" (Parasuraman 

et al, 1985, p. 46). 

The customer's assessment of overall service quality depends on the gap between 

expectations and the perceptions of actual performance. This gap is influenced by four primary 

gaps in the service organization itself. If these gaps are significant, they can impede the delivery 

of high quality services. Parasuraman et al. (1985) describe these four gaps: 

Gap 1. The difference between customer expectations of service quality and 

management's perception of customer expectations. 

Gap 2. The difference between management's understanding of customer expectations, 

and service quality specifications. 

Gap 3. The difference between service quality specifications and the service actually 

delivered. 

Gap 4. The difference between actual service performance and the service promises made 

to the customer. 

The causes of these gaps are of interest to managers who have a goal of improving service 

quality, and the research team (Parasuraman et al., 1985; Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1988) 

attempted to isolate the sources of each gap. 

Gap 1 can be associated with the proliferation of levels of management; organizations 

could improve service quality by streamlining organizational structure and improving 

communication within the organization. In many cases, what the front counter person knows about 

customer needs and wants is not well communicated to executives. Alternatively, minimal 

communication from management to service delivery personnel can result in poorly understood 

goals for service. 

Gap 2 is an indication of management's ability to translate their understanding of 

customer expectations (as described in Gap 1) into effective operational standards. A commitment 
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to service quality and the ability to set goals and standardize tasks can determine how well the 

service is provided. 

The gap between service guidelines and actual performance, Gap 3, is affected by 

teamwork, employee fit, technology, and employee autonomy. Management should devote energy 

to hiring the right employees, giving them the tools and flexibility to do their jobs well, and 

fostering a team approach. 

Gap 4 is significantly related to the lack of communication between departments in the 

service organization, usually leading to promises raised by one department which may not be 

delivered by another department, or may not even be known by the other department. 

Each gap is associated with those aspects of organizational factors that contribute to the 

nature of the gap. These factors enable an organization to identify functions or organizational 

characteristics that may impact its performance in any of these gaps. As described by Zeithaml, 

Berry and Parasuraman (1988), they are detailed in Table 3.1. 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry propose that organizations with significant problems in 

areas such as those described in Gaps 1, 2, 3, and 4 will evince service quality problems that cause 

customers to receive poorer service than they expect. These gaps contribute to an overall service 

experience. Based on this analysis, Parasuraman et al. (1985; 1988) developed Gap 5: the 

difference between expected service and perceived service. Evaluations of high and low service 

quality depend on how consumers perceive the actual service experience versus what they 
expected. Service quality, then, is a "function of the magnitude and direction of the gap between 
expected service and perceived service" (1988, p. 46). 

Service quality is solely determined by the consumer because it is based on the 
consumer's perceptions. Based on focus group research, Parasuraman et al. (1985) found that 

consumers use basically the same criteria to evaluate service, regardless of the type of service or 

organization. Initially, they categorized these as falling along ten dimensions, as listed in Table 
3.2. 
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Table 3.1: Service Quality Gaps 

GAP 

Gap 1 The difference between customer 
expectations of service quality and 
management's perception of customer 
expectations 

Gap 2 The difference between management's 
understanding of customer expectations, 
and service quality specifications. 

Gap 3 The difference between service quality 
specifications and the service actually 
delivered. 

Gap 4 The difference between actual service 
performance and the service promises 
made to the customer. 

ORGANIZATIONAL FUNCTIONS OR 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Marketing Research Orientation 
Upward Communication 
Levels of management 

Management Commitment to Service Quality 
Goal Setting 
Task Standardization 

Teamwork Supervisory Control Systems 
Role Conflict Employee-Job Fit 
Role Ambiguity Technology-Job Fit 

Perceived Control 

Horizontal Communication  
Propensity to Overpromise  

Table 3.2: Ten Dimensions of Service Quality 

DIMENSION EXPLANATION 

1. Reliability Organization demonstrates consistency of performance and dependability. 
Performing the service right the first time. 

2. Responsiveness Employees are willing and ready to provide service. Timely service. 

3. Competence Employees possess the skill and knowledge to perform the service. 

4. Access Service is easy to approach and use. Convenient hours and location. 

5. Courtesy Employees are polite, respectful, friendly, neat. 

6. Communication Explanations of service are understandable. 

7. Credibility Organization has customer's best interests at heart by maintaining its 
reputation and employing trustworthy personnel. 

8. Security Freedom from danger or risk is evident. 

9. Understanding Employees know the customer and provide attention to customer needs. 

10. Tangibles Physical evidence of the service is satisfactory. 
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The next phase of development was the generation of a 97 item pool for the SERVQUAL 

instrument which represented the various facets of the ten dimensions of service quality. For 

example, an item related to reliability was presented as "When these firms promise to do 
something by a certain time, they should do so." Each item was cast in two statements: one to 
measure expectations about firms in general, and the other to measure perceptions of the actual 
experience of the service quality of a particular firm. Items about expectations were grouped and 

presented first. Items about perceptions of actual service quality were grouped and presented 
second. Additional questions about overall perceptions of services, as well as demographic 
information were also added to the instrument. Data from this initial instrument was gathered from 

a sample of 200 adult respondents and contributed to the refinement of the instrument through 
various scale purification strategies (Parasuraman et al., 1988). 

An iterative sequence of analyses narrowed the framework and yielded six distinct 

dimensions: tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, communication, understanding/knowing the 

customers, and access. Thirty-four items remained in the pool. The refined instrument was again 

administered to consumers, probing the service quality of four different types of service firms: a 

bank, a credit card company, a repair and maintenance firm, and a long distance telephone 
company. 

With that data, an iterative scale purification process again was followed (Parasuraman et 

al., 1988). Of the six dimensions, data suggested that communication, understanding/knowing the 

customers, and access were better defined as assurance and empathy. Final scale reconfiguration 

yielded twenty-two items spread among five dimensions: tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, 

assurance, empathy. Table 3.3 maps the five dimensions as outlined by Parasuraman, Zeithaml 

and Berry. 

Table 3.4 shows SERVQUAL's component and total reliabilities for each of the four 

sample firms, using the resulting twenty-two items within the five dimensions. The reliabilities are 

consistently high across all four samples, with a total-scale reliability of .9 (Parasuraman et al., 
1988). 
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Table 3.3: Five Dimensions of Service Quality 

DIMENSION	 EXPLANATION 

1. Tangibles Physical facilities, equipment, appearance of staff 

2. Reliability	 Ability to perform the promised service accurately and dependably. 

3. Responsiveness	 Willingness to help customers and provide prompt service. 

4. Assurance	 Knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to inspire trust and 

confidence. 

5. Empathy	 Caring, individualized attention the firm provides its customers. 

Table 3.4: Internal Consistencies of the Five Service Quality Dimensions 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (ALPHAS) 

Dimension Number Bank Credit Repair and Long Distance 
of Items Card Maintenance Telephone Company 

Company Company 

Tangibles 4 .52 .62 .64 .64 

Reliability 5 .80 .78 .84 .74 

Responsiveness 4 .72 .69 .76 .70 

Assurance 4 .84 .80 .87 .84 

Empathy 5 .71 .80 .72 .76 

Reliability of Linear Combination .87 .89 .90 .88 
(Total-Scale Reliability) 

As an additional verification of the reliabilities and factor structure of the instrument, the 

data collected through the first administration of the 97-item pool was reanalyzed by deleting items 

that had not survived the scale purification processes, and using the remaining five dimensions. 

The reliability coefficients were similar to those outlined in Table 3.4: tangibles, .72; reliability, 

.83; responsiveness, .82; assurance, .81; empathy, .86. Parasuraman et al. (1988) assert that these 

findings confirm the high reliability and dimensional distinctiveness of the scale. 

Validity of an instrument can involve several criteria (Gay, 1976; Suskie, 1992). 

Construct validity for SERVQUAL was established by satisfying the conditions for high reliability 

and internal consistencies, as described above. Content validity of SERVQUAL was strengthened 

by establishing a framework of service quality theories through the literature review, gathering 



42  

qualitative information through interviews and focus groups, and subjecting the review of items to 

an iterative process of review by experts. This information assured that the domain of 

SERVQUAL was thoroughly explored and that the items under exploration were related to the 

domain. Concurrent validity was established by associating SERVQUAL scores with the 

respondents' answers to questions about their overall perception and experience of the firm(s) 

under question; the developers found significantly positive relationships (Parasuraman et al., 

1988). 

SERVQUAL was deliberately designed to be used across a broad spectrum of service 

organizations. The developers urge organizations to adapt the survey to their characteristics and/or 

research objectives, noting that an obvious parameter to the use of the instrument is that it should 

be limited to current or past customers who have familiarity with the service(s) (Parasuraman et 

al., 1988). 

In a study of customer assessment of telephone service, Bolton and Drew (1991) offer 

support for the validity of the SERVQUAL model, noting that a key determinant of overall service 

quality is the gap between performance and expectations. Reidenbach and Sandifer-Smallwood 

(1990) transformed the initial ten service dimensions into seven factors to develop a questionnaire 

tailored to a hospital's services, finding that the dimensions of reliability, competence and 

tangibles had corresponding values. 

Carman (1990) used SERVQUAL in four settings: a dental school patient clinic, a 

business school placement center, a tire store, and an acute care hospital, adapting it as 

recommended by Parasuraman et al. In comparing his findings with those reported by 

Parasuraman et al., Carman notes similar factor loading behaviors and reliability statistics. He also 

notes that the appropriate adaptation of the instrument to the organization being studied altered the 

relationship between the dimensions of service quality and suggests that for some service 

organizations, some of the original ten service dimensions included by Parasuraman et al. (and 

later subsumed under other headings) would be useful. He also suggests that the relative 

familiarity of the customer with the service is an important variable in examining the results. 

Using SERVQUAL to measure the quality of business-to-business services, Brensinger 

and Lambert (1990) noted that it performed as well as it did for consumer services, and had similar 

explanatory power, but lacked desired predictive power for their sector. 

DiLorenzo-Aiss (1990) assessed SERVQUAL and other market-driven service models in 

terms of their application to higher education, concluding that there were many similarities 

between higher education and non-educational service industries that indicated that higher 

education should integrate a service management approach. Several researchers have used 

SERVQUAL in higher education settings. 
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Black (1992) used SERVQUAL to examine the perceptions and experiences of both 

administrators and students at a group of Presbyterian colleges. Results confirmed the reliability 

of the SERVQUAL instrument and found that students were less satisfied than administrators 

expected them to be, and that students valued the dimensions differently than administrators. 

Ford, Joseph and Joseph (1993) used SERVQUAL at universities in the US and New 

Zealand, concluding that SERVQUAL was an appropriate instrument in the higher education 

setting. 

Franklin and Shemwell (1995) conducted research at a comprehensive regional university 

and compared the results of SERVQUAL with CSSQ, noting that the different conceptual 

frameworks of student-as-customer versus student-as-employee, as exemplified by each 

instrument, needed to be examined in light of the current consumer environment. In their study, 

SERVQUAL results indicated a 93% dissatisfaction rate, compared to a satisfaction rate of 89% 
from CSSQ results. 

Ruby (1996) used SERVQUAL to assess the service quality of a number of service 

departments at a sample of colleges and universities in the Coalition of Christian Colleges and 

Universities using SERVQUAL. He concluded that students evaluate service quality differently 

for each department, and that there is a moderate relationship between satisfaction with the service 
and a commitment to the institution. Ruby found that females had both higher expectationsof 
service quality and higher perceptions of service quality. He suggests that a comprehensive 
approach to quality management should recognize that different populations may evaluate quality 
using different standards, a point also made by Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1988, 1990). He 
recommended SERVQUAL as a valuable instrument for educational institutions. 

Nitecki (1996) and Coleman (1997) used SERVQUAL in university library settings. 

Given the explosion of materials and obvious budget limitations, libraries can no longer be 
evaluated based solely on their library holdings. Instead, the emphasis in library quality has re-
focused on library service. Both studies found discrepancies between user expectations and 
perceptions of actual service performance. The authors suggest ways for managers to interpret 
SERVQUAL data to understand user needs and improve service. 

Through replication studies as well as more conceptual analysis, some criticisms have 
been leveled at the SERVQUAL model, as well as the instrument. Teas (1993) challenged 
Parasuraman et al.'s concept that consumers evaluate service quality based on the gap between 
expected services and actual experience with the service; Teas believes that consumer expectations 
are not shaped by an idealized norm, but rather might be shaped by a prediction of service quality. 

He posits that respondents to SERVQUAL may vacillate between their own interpretation of how 
service quality 'should be' and therefore undermine the results. He suggests an alternative 
concept, but does not advance a fully developed model. 



44 

Cronin and Taylor (1994) propose an alternative model named SERVPERF (service 

performance). This model rests on the notion that service quality is directly influenced by 

perceptions of performance. They assert that this perspective is more supported in the literature, 

and therefore the SERVQUAL model lacks construct validity. The literature focusing on 

SERVPERF is not extensive, however, and therefore was not considered for this study. 

Asubonteng (1996), Smith (1995), and Van Dyke, Kappelman and Prybutok (1997) 

provide summaries of the SERVQUAL replication studies in terms of the limits of the 

SERVQUAL instrument. Few, if any, studies provide an exact replication of the original 

developmental work of Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry. Debate centers on the utility and 

validity of a gap score in measuring satisfaction, the adaptation to specific settings, and agreement 

with the five dimensions outlined by Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry. However, SERVQUAL 

remains the only well-documented instrument available for assessing service quality. As such, 

previous research offers guideposts for current research in the adaptation of the original instrument 

and interpretation of results. 

Parasuraman et al. have continued to publish articles aimed at responding to the critiques 

as well as advancing the model further. In recent years they have supplemented their model with 

several distinctions and classifications (Parasuraman et al., 1994b). They posit that expectations 

may have two levels, desired and adequate; the consumer's zone of tolerance within those levels 

will be mediated by the factors that surround the interaction. Furthermore, expectations may be 

influenced by antecedents, such as the customer's immediate personal needs, or by the knowledge 

that alternatives to the service are available elsewhere, or by the service's own promises, or by 

word of mouth recommendations. 

In the adaptation of the SERVQUAL standard instrument for use at Everett Community 

College, some of the recommendations noted by Parasuraman et al. and other researchers 

identified above were utilized. Respondents were given the opportunity to indicate if they had not 

experienced a particular service, in order to distinguish the level of familiarity with a service. Nine 

demographic questions were included so that some cross-tabulations could be examined; however, 

since the responses were anonymous there was no opportunity to match the respondents to their 

student records. Fourteen questions were also included which probed student opinion on a variety 

of statements about instructional and student services; these questions served other College 

purposes and are not explored in this study. Ruby's approach (1996) to formatting the survey to 

include several campus services was the model for the format of the instrument used in this study. 
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Pilot Study 

Following Suskie's (1992) recommendations about conducting survey research, a draft of 

the adapted SERVQUAL survey was pilot tested about fifty days before administration with a 

volunteer group of nine students who were subsequently advised not to take the survey again if it 

was later presented in their class. These nine students were volunteers recruited the previous week 

by staff members from a variety of student services departments with the promise of free food and 

beverage while taking the survey. While the group was small, they did vary in their 

characteristics: the youngest was 17, the oldest was 63; six were Caucasian and four were males. 

They were not personally known to the researcher. 

After making the group comfortable, the survey was introduced by the researcher using a 

pre-written script. All volunteers then completed the survey within 35 minutes, and subsequent 

discussion was encouraged. Volunteers were asked to comment on wording, format, 

understandability, and content. To reap richer data from the volunteers, they were also encouraged 

to discuss some of their experiences at the College, thus allowing the researcher to gain some 

insight into their interpretation of service quality. 

It was not the intention to use the volunteers as a focus group that would contribute data to 

the study. Though some focus group strategies (Bers, 1994; Brodigan, 1992) were followed in 

order to make effective use of the pilot group, the typical outcomes of a focus group were not 

pursued. Nonetheless, the extended discussion did result in some changes to the survey. 

The College's institutional research coordinator attended the pilot test and discussion in 

order to serve as an additional interpreter of the volunteers' comments and to assist in the 

improvement of the instrument. Based on the student comments, discussion, and the researchers' 

own perceptions of needs to refine the instrument, wording was changed in the instructions, the 

names representing two of the identified service departments were changed, a section was added to 

allow for individual comments, a "not applicable" option was included, and other minor wording 

changes were made for clarity. 

The nine completed surveys from the pilot test were tallied to assure that the format of the 

survey was conducive to efficient and effective data entry and analysis. The results are not 
included in this present study. 

Sample 

Previous student surveys at the College had netted a very small response rate, so it was 

determined to administer the survey in classes in order to maximize response rate. A cluster 
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sampling method was selected as the most appropriate strategy. Gay (1976) notes that cluster 

sampling is more convenient when the population is substantial and spread out over a large area, 

and when the researcher does not have sufficient control over the subjects. The possibility of not 

obtaining a representative sample, a possible disadvantage of cluster sampling, may be minimized 

by selecting a larger sample. Suskie (1992) advises that cluster sampling in education usually is 

done with a population where, unfortunately, not all of the members of the cluster participate or are 

available, leading to a weakness in the survey process. Another drawback to cluster sampling is 

that commonly used inferential statistics to prove or disprove hypotheses may not be appropriate 

for analyzing data. Since it was not a goal to rely exclusively on inferential statistics, this 

drawback was not serious. 

Though Krejcie and Morgan (1970) indicate that a sample size of 357 is representative of 

a population of 5000, it was felt that a larger number of responses would strengthen the perceived 

value of the findings by the campus community and provide more opportunity for the profile of 

respondents to be similar to the profile of enrolled students. The goal of collecting at least 600 

completed surveys was established. 

Given probable duplications of students in classes, student absences on the day the survey 

was administered, and possible non-participation of some instructors and students, it was estimated 

that 1700 seats in a variety of classes were needed to form the sample in order to reap at least 600 

completed surveys. With an average class size of 19, it was calculated that 90 classes should be 

selected. 

Courses were selected early in the quarter in order to enable proper notification to 

instructors, and allow time for dissemination, administration and collection of the surveys. 

Therefore, a class list was run on the fourth day of the winter quarter. Using that list, classes with 

less than four enrolled students by the fourth day were excluded in order to avoid possibly 

selecting a class at risk of cancellation. 

Given the nature of the services referred to on the survey, it was determined that the 

possible pool of classes for selection in cluster sampling would be those that yielded college credit. 

Students in college credit courses, as opposed to continuing education, for example, would be 

more likely to have used the services. Thus, adult basic education, community service, continuing 

education classes, and specific intensive English language courses for international students were 

excluded. 

There was some consideration of excluding off-campus/distance education courses, but 

the decision was made to allow them to remain on the list, since earlier research demonstrated that 

most of the students in those classes also took on-campus courses at one time or another and used 

services. 
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The remaining eligible classes numbered 563. Following cluster sampling methodology, 

each class was listed in alpha order by department, numbered, and a random number list was used 

to select 90 classes. Current enrollment in those classes yielded a total of 1705 seats, with 1496 

unduplicated students. 

Survey Administration and Data Collection 

The College adopted the SERVQUAL survey and the study methodology as part of its 

goal to assess student satisfaction, as well as to support its self-study for accreditation. The 

chairperson for the self-study team, the chairperson for the Outcomes Committee, the Vice 

President of Educational Services and the Dean of Students approved the use of the survey and the 

administration of the survey in the classroom. The Coordinator of Institutional Research assisted in 

reviewing and refining the instrument and methodology. Since the main researcher was associated 

with one of the departments being assessed, all completed surveys were returned to the 

Coordinator of Institutional Research to avoid the appearance of bias in data collection and 

analysis. 

All instructors were advised four weeks before the survey was distributed that selected 

instructors would be asked to take class time to administer the survey. Once the classes were 

selected through the cluster sampling methodology described above, the appropriate number of 

surveys (matched to the class enrollment) were bundled together with a cover letter to the 

instructor. The cover letter explained the purpose of the survey and the deadline for administering 

it. The instructor was also given a script for explaining the survey process to the students; it is in 

Appendix A. 

Each survey itself had a cover letter which explained to the student the purpose of the 

survey, identified the expected time for completion, and assured the student of anonymity. The 

script read by the instructor in class also assured the students of anonymity, and asked them not to 

complete the survey if they had already done so in another class. Though the students were not 

explicitly informed that their participation was voluntary, the language of the cover letter indicated 
that they were invited to participate and cooperate. Neither a reward nor a penalty was offered to 
the student for completing or not completing the survey. 

The instructors were advised that they could administer the survey at anytime between 

January 21 and February 12. Given the sensitivity of taking class time to administer a survey, it 

was felt that instructors needed flexibility to determine a convenient time to do so. 

Since four of the selected classes were off-campus/distance classes, a survey with an 

explanatory cover letter was mailed directly to the home address of each enrolled student in those 
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classes, with a postage paid return envelope. The explanatory letter invited their participation and 

asked them to complete the survey only if they did not do so in another class. 

All data was collected between January 21 and February 19, 1999. Data entry was 

performed by the researcher and other College staff. Each usable survey was numbered. Data was 

entered in an Excel spreadsheet, with all responses linked to the number of the survey. The data 

was then uploaded into SPSS for analysis and reporting purposes. Comments were entered in 

Word software, and linked to the number of the survey. 

All responses were anonymous. Since no personal identification data, such as name or 

student number, were marked on the surveys, the survey data was not linked to existing student 

records at the College. 

Research Questions 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (Parasuraman et al., 1991b; Parasuraman et al., 1988) 

contend that SERVQUAL will indicate where the positive or negative gaps in customer 

satisfaction lie, thereby enabling executives and managers to identify the strengths or weaknesses 

of their organization and service and to alter service processes accordingly. The first research 

question is directed toward that strategy: 

Research Question One: Will there be gaps between student expectations of service and 

their perceptions of service quality performance in each of the departments being examined? 

In the specific environment of Everett Community College, there is a focus on the female 

population, which comprises about 63% of the enrollment in college-credit courses, and on ethnic 

diversity within the student population. As posited by service quality and customer satisfaction 

literature, attracting new customers (students) and retaining customers (students) can be influenced 

by service quality. The following research questions will be directed toward examining the 

responses of those populations. 

Research Question Two: Are there significant differences in student expectations of 

service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 

Research Question Three: Are there significant differences in student perceptions of 

service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 

Research Question Four: Are there significant differences in the gaps between 

expectations and perceptions of service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 
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Data Analysis 

Data from the initial Excel spreadsheet was uploaded to SPSS (Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences), which was used to perform the data analysis. Several separate steps were taken 

to organize and review the data. 

The survey administered to EvCC students included not only the standard SERVQUAL 

questions, but additional questions formulated in response to other College interests. Only the 

SERVQUAL standard questions were utilized for this report. 

The first set of 22 questions, henceforth identified as 'Expectations', and the second set of 

22 questions, henceforth identified as 'Perceptions', were analyzed to determine the frequency and 

means of the responses. In each set there were 110 responses, constituted of 22 items across five 

offices. 

All responses in the Expectations set were used. The Perceptions responses were broken 

into two groups: those who rated a service on the 1-5 scale, and those who selected the "does not 

apply" response, and only the former group of responses were used. As a result, the number of 

usable Perceptions scores is generally smaller than those for Expectations. The frequencies and 

means of those who rated the items in Expectations and Perceptions were compared along 

dimensions, and across the five different offices. High and low ratings were pinpointed. 

The gap between Expectations and Perceptions on each of the items was reviewed in 

terms of the most positive and most negative gaps. 

In preparation for the analysis of the second, third and fourth research questions, data was 

re-grouped for gender and ethnicity to form two groups for each category. 

1.	 Responses to the question asking the respondent to indicate his or her gender 

were reviewed, and non-responses to the gender question were deleted. Thus, 

"male" and "female" groups were identified. 
2.	 Preliminary data analysis yielded weak results when each ethnic group was 

viewed separately. After discussion with the Coordinator for Institutional 

Research, it was determined that two such groupings would be more helpful than 

smaller groupings. To create two groups for the ethnicity category, those who 

indicated African American, Native American, Hispanic, Asian American, and 

Bi-racial heritage were grouped as Students of Color. Caucasians were grouped. 

Responses to "Other" and non-responses were eliminated. Thus, "Caucasians" 

and "Students of Color" groups were identified. 

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted using each of these categories 

as the independent variable or factor, and the responses to Expectations or Perceptions as the 

dependent variable. An analysis was also conducted using those categories as the independent 
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variable or factor and the gap score as the dependent variable. An analysis of variance compares 

the variance of means between groups to that of the variance of means within groups in order to 

determine whether one mean differs significantly from another. Significance at the .05 level was 

held to be creditable. At no point in the variant analyses do the degrees of freedom fall below the 

point where estimation would be unreliable. 

As implied by many theorists and researchers (Braskamp, 1991; Mentowski, 1991; 

Uperaft, 1994), assessment activities should result in direct efforts to improve the institution. 

Toward that end, not only will the data from the SERVQUAL survey be analyzed and discussed, 

but the perspectives gained, and the steps taken, by an institution using SERVQUAL will be 

referenced. 

Summary 

SERVQUAL was administered at Everett Community College in order to assess student 

satisfaction with service quality. The survey methodology generated a sufficient response for an 

analysis of the research questions. Descriptive statistics and analysis of variance techniques will 

be used to present the data in Chapter Four, and a discussion will follow in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Results 

Introduction 

This study used SERVQUAL as the survey instrument to assess service quality in 

Registration, Financial Aid, Counseling, Career Center, and the Library at a community college. A 

copy of the survey is in Appendix B. 

The results are discussed by first examining the demographics of the respondents, and 

then by analyzing the data with respect to each of the four research questions. Descriptive 

statistics are used to analyze the raw data, and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to 

determine statistical significance between groups. Data is presented by rounding to two digits after 

the decimal point. Distinctions of highest scores and lowest scores were made by determining the 

ten highest and lowest scores, and then highlighting the items with those scores. 

Demographics 

There were initially 1705 filled seats in the 90 classes selected by the cluster sampling 

method; 1496 of these were unduplicated students. Assuming that no student completed a survey 

twice, 959 different students returned usable surveys for a 64% response rate. The non-response 

rate is the result of several factors. One, eleven surveys were discarded because it was very 

obvious that those respondents had misread the directions, deliberately misused the survey, or 

completed less than 25% of the survey items. Two, the instructors of two senior citizen classes 

declined to participate because they felt their students would not cooperate. Three, it is possible 

that some other instructors declined to administer the survey, but it is not known who they are 

since not all responding instructors returned their completed surveys in a fashion that allowed the 

class to be identified. And four, it is assumed that some students were absent the day the survey 

was administered in their class, or otherwise declined to complete a survey. 

The profile of the respondents is described in Table 4.1. Included in the table are 

some related indicators of the Everett Community College (EvCC) student body. Since the 

survey was administered to students who were in regular college-credit courses, an analysis of 

the College's total enrollment data for all students in that same category was used to determine 

if the survey respondents were similar to the population as a whole. 
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Table 4.1: Profile of SERVQUAL Respondents 

Characteristic SERVQUAL EvCC Students 
Respondents in college-credit 

classes 

Number 959 5513 
Gender 

% Female 63% 62% 
% Male 36% 35% 
No response 1% 3% 

Age 
Average Age 27.2 30.0 
Age Range 16-81 15-81 

Race 
African American 1.1% .1% 
Bi-racial 2.2% N/A 
Native American 3.8% 2.4% 
Asian/Pacific Islander 6.8% 5.5% 
Hispanic 3.4% 3.5% 
Caucasian 74.5% 64% 
Other and No response 8.2% 24% 

Sixty-three percent of the SERVQUAL respondents indicated female gender. This 

compares favorably with enrollment data drawn from the overall population of students in college-
credit courses that finds that 62% are female. 

The average age, 27.2 years old, of SERVQUAL respondents is lower than the average 

age, 30 years old, of the whole population in similar courses. Perhaps the reason for the 

discrepancy may be that though the random selection of classes included some courses that draw 

typically older students, the instructors of several of these courses opted not to participate. 

However, the age ranges of the SERVQUAL respondents and the overall population of students in 
the same category is similar. 

The percentages associated with racial background of the respondents are different from 

those of the whole population in college-credit classes, particularly Caucasians. Seventy-four per 
cent of the SERVQUAL respondents indicate Caucasian as their race, while the comparable EvCC 

population is 64%. At the same time, the percentage of non-Caucasian SERVQUAL respondents 

exceeds the comparable EvCC population. This could be explained by a difference in data 

collection techniques. The enrollment process captures a greater number of "other" and "no-

response" entries than found in the SERVQUAL responses. This could be accounted for by two 

factors. One, SERVQUAL responses were anonymous and respondents could have felt more free 

to indicate racial background than they do at the time of enrollment. Two, the SERVQUAL survey 

allowed for a response to "Bi-racial" which is not an acceptable item in the enrollment data set. 
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With fewer students utilizing a non-response option, and by adding a bi-racial category, the 

SERVQUAL categories may actually more honestly reflect the student population. It appears that 

a satisfactory representation of students of color is included in the SERVQUAL data. 

It was determined that the sample population is representative of the general population 

enrolled in similar courses in terms of gender, age and race. 

Research Question One 

Research Question One: Will there be gaps between student expectations of service 
and their perceptions of service quality performance in each of the departments being 
examined? 

Data for this question will be analyzed by reviewing the respondents' expectations, 

perceptions and the subsequent gaps between expectations and perceptions. 

Expectations 

Part One of the SERVQUAL survey asks respondents to consider this question: How 

important are the following factors to your idea of a typical college's services or departments? 

Twenty-two items followed. Respondents rated each item for five different services: Registration, 

Financial Aid, Counseling, Career Planning Center, and Library. They rated each service on a 

Likert scale of 1 to 5, where 1 stood for "not very important" and 5 stood for "very important". 

The purpose of Part One is to elicit the students' expectations of service quality for a typical 

college along twenty-two items, which cluster under five different dimensions as conceptualized in 

the SERVQUAL model. In sum, 110 items are scored by posing twenty-two items for five 
different services. 

Table 4.2 contains the means of all responses to each of the twenty-two items. Several 

survey responses contained blank responses for some items, but for each item no less than 946 out 
of 959 responses were tallied. 
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Table 4.2: Means of Responses for Expectations of Service Quality 

How important are the following 
factors to your idea of a typical 

Registration Financial 
Aid 

Counseling Career 
Center 

Library 

college's services or department? N=947-957 N=946-953 N=947-955 N=946-954 N=949-956 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees who instill confidence. 4.55 4.51 4.51 4.40 4.16 

2. Safe and secure services. 4.30 4.35 4.51 4.28 4.27 

3. Courteous employees. 4.65 4.60 4.73 4.65 4.53 

4. Knowledgeable employees. 4.77 4.74 4.75 4.70 4.56 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets promised deadlines. 4.71 4.71 4.40 4.34 4.26 

6. Staff willing to solve problems. 4.68 4.68 4.69 4.49 4.30 

7. Services performed correctly. 4.72 4.70 4.51 4.42 4.28 

8. Services available when promised. 4.80 4.72 4.63 4.50 4.49 

9. Accurate records. 4.90 4.86 4.63 4.54 4.48 

RESPONSIVENESS 
10. Told when services will be 4.65 4.62 4.47 4.37 4.28 
provided. 

11. Service is prompt. 4.71 4.63 4.47 4.36 4.33 

12. Staff are willing to help. 4.68 4.66 4.77 4.64 4.51 

13. Staff not too busy to help. 4.57 4.52 4.59 4.46 4.38 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment looks modern. 3.63 3.55 3.60 3.90 

15. Visually appealing facilities. 3.73 

16. Neat-appearing employees. 3.85 3.81 3.88 3.85 3.77 

17. Attractive materials. 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides individual attention. 4.57 4.61 4.71 4.58 4.25 

19. Convenient office hours. 4.71 4.59 4.66 4.56 4.69 

20. Staff provides personal attention. 4.34 4.41 4.57 4.44 4.11 

21. Committed to students' interests. 4.60 4.59 4.67 4.62 4.53 

22. Understands student needs. 4.61 4.64 4.66 4.63 4.55 
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In Table 4.2 the light gray cells represent those expectations items with the ten highest 

mean scores; there are seventeen items with those scores. They range from 4.70 to 4.90 on the 

scale of 1-5. Seven of the high scores fall in Registration, five in Financial Aid, four in Counseling 

and one in the Career Center. Eight of the scores fall in the Reliability dimension and five in the 

Assurance dimension. There are two responses each in Responsiveness and Empathy. 

Specifically, the pattern indicates students bring relatively high expectations to the Registration 

area. They also expect knowledgeable employees in most offices, and Reliability from 

Registration and Financial Aid. 

The dark gray cells in Table 4.2 represent those expectations with the ten lowest mean 

scores; there are ten items with those scores. They range from 3.33 to 3.52 on a 1-5 scale. Three 

of the lowest scores fall in Counseling, two each in Registration, Financial Aid and Career Center, 

and one in Library. All of the ten lowest scores are in the Tangibles dimension. In fact, the lowest 

twenty scores, all below 4.0, fall entirely in the Tangibles dimension, which is defined as the 

appearance of physical facilities, equipment, personnel and communications material. In 

discussing the SERVQUAL model, Zeithaml, Parasuraman and Berry (1990) note that across 

many different types of services, customers exhibit lower expectations of Tangibles compared to 

other dimensions. For this community college, it may be construed that students have modest 

expectations regarding appearance of staff, facilities and materials. 

Perceptions 

Part Two of the SERVQUAL survey asked respondents to consider this question: How 

strongly do you agree that the service at EvCC has these characteristics? Twenty-two items 

followed. Respondents scored each item for the same five services as for Part One. They rated 

each service on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, where 1 stood for "strongly disagree" and 5 stood for 

"strongly agree". The purpose of Part Two is to elicit the students' perceptions of actual service 

quality at Everett Community College along twenty-two items, which cluster under the five 

different dimensions as conceptualized in the SERVQUAL model. Students were able to respond 

"does not apply" if they were not familiar with the service at EvCC. It may be assumed that the 

scores reflect the perceptions of students who have experience with the service(s). 

Table 4.3 contains the means of all responses to each factor. Several survey responses 

contained blank responses for some questions, and a larger number contained the response of 

"does not apply"; these were excluded from analysis. But for each item no less than 503 out of 

959 responses with scores of 1-5 were tallied. 
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Table 4.3: Means of Responses for Perceptions of Actual Service Quality 

How strongly do you agree that the 
service at EvCC has these 
characteristics? 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees who instill confidence. 

2. Safe and secure services. 

3. Courteous employees. 

4. Knowledgeable employees. 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets promised deadlines. 

6. Staff willing to solve problems. 

7. Services performed correctly. 

8. Services available when promised. 

9. Accurate records. 

RESPONSIVENESS 
10. Told when services will be 
provided. 

11. Service is prompt. 

12. Staff are willing to help. 

13. Staff not too busy to help. 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment looks modern. 

15. Visually appealing facilities. 

16. Neat-appearing employees. 

17. Attractive materials. 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides individual attention. 

19. Convenient office hours. 

20. Staff provides personal attention. 

21. Committed to students' interests. 

22. Understands student needs. 

Registration 

N=895-945 

4.15 

4.46 

4.16 

4.25 

4.45 

4.14 

4.26 

4.42 

4.38 

4.04 

4.25 

3.99 

4.06 

4.27 

4.01 

4.14 

3.96 

4.08 

4.02 

4.11 

Financial  
Aid  

N=592-665  

4.39 

3.87 

3.96 

4.11 

4.17 

3.98 

3.90 

\N 

3.91 

3.84 

3.85 

3.82 

3.86 

Counseling  

N=552-685  

3.97  

4.45  

4.23  

4.09  

4.25 

4.18 

4.13 

4.21 

4.33 

3.98 

4.25 

3.98 

3.89 

4.22 

3.87 

4.18 

3.77 

4.10 

4.07 

4.04 

Career  
Center  

N=503-629  

4.01 

4.44 

4.21 

4.12 

4.27 

4.15 

4.20 

4.28 

4.34 

4.11 

4.10 

4.27 

4.00 

3.92 

4.20 

3.90 

4.12 

3.88 

4.07 

4.09 

4.05 

Library 

N=694-847 

4.00 

4.47 

4.03 

4.16 

4.35 

4.11 

4.25 

4.38 

4.38 

4.24 

4.10 

4.18 

3.91 

4.03 

3.88 

4.12 

3.93 

4.01 

4.04 

3.95 

4.02 

4.11 
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The ten highest mean scores in perceptions are indicated in Table 4.3 by light gray cells, 

and include thirteen items. They range from 4.33 to 4.47. Of those items, eight are in the 

Reliability area, and five are in the Assurance area. The Library and Registration areas each 

earned four high scores, with two each in Counseling and Career Center, and one in Financial Aid. 

Respondents gave high marks to a safe and secure atmosphere in all offices, in the Assurance 

dimension. In the Reliability dimension, accurate records also scored well in all offices except 
Financial Aid. 

The ten lowest mean scores in perceptions are indicated by the dark cells in Table 4.3 and 

they include fourteen items. They range from the lowest score of 3.66 to 3.86. Of the fourteen 

lowest items, five each are in Tangibles and Empathy, with three in Responsiveness and one in 

Assurance. The Financial Aid office earned ten of the lowest scores, with two in Counseling and 

one each in Registration and the Career Center. In all, thirty-five items (out of 110) earned a 

mean of less than 4.0 for the respondents' mean perceptions of the services offered at EvCC. 

Seventeen of those items are in the Financial Aid area. Low scores occurred fairly consistently in 

"staff too busy to help" and "convenient office hours", and most of the Tangibles. 

Relatively speaking, the Financial Aid services seem to be perceived by students less 
positively than other services. In nineteen out of twenty-two areas, Financial Aid earned the 
lowest mean perception scores. Patterns of low scores across all offices are seen where staff are 
perceived as too busy to help, facilities are not visually appealing, materials are not attractive, and 
office hours are inconvenient. 

Gaps 

In preparation for addressing gaps in service quality, the preceding sections outlined the 

scores for both the expectations and perceptions. Reviewing expectations and perceptions can be 

illuminating, but the heart of the SERVQUAL model focuses on the concept that gaps between 
expectations and perceptions indicate customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction. There is, however, 
no pre-set benchmark for judging how good or bad a gap is based on the magnitude of the gap. 

Table 4.4 represents the gap scores, which are computed by comparing the expectations 

and perceptions of each individual respondent, and then computing the mean of all of the gaps. A 

negative gap indicates that perception of service quality fell below expectations. A positive gap 

indicates that perceptions of service quality exceeded expectations. 

Respondents who scored only an expectation or a perception, instead of both, are excluded 
since no gap score could be computed. Almost all respondents provided a score for all the items in 

the expectations section. Fewer did so when it came to marking the perceptions items. The Career 
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Center garnered the lowest number of gap scores, with variously 500-623 respondents providing 

both expectations and perceptions scores along the different items. The Registration Office 

generated the most gap scores, with between 892-944 respondents providing both expectations and 

perceptions scores. This makes sense insofar as almost all students have had direct experience 

with the Registration functions. Not as many may have chosen to visit the Career Center and may 

have skipped the response or marked "does not apply". Nonetheless, the existence of at least 500 

gap scores for each item is viewed as more than substantial. 

Table 4.4: Gaps in Service Quality 

Survey Item Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=892-944 N=588-663 N=597-683 N=500-625 N=691-843 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees who instill -.42 '\Is ' -.58 -.44 -.20 
confidence. , ,\ 
2. Safe and secure services. +.15 -.01 -.07 +.11 +.18 

3. Courteous employees. -.50 -.76 -.49 -.44 -.49 

4. Knowledgeable employees. -.53 -.77 -.64 -.57 -.39 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets promised deadlines. -.26 -.59 -.20 -.12 +.09 

6. Staff willing to solve problems. -.53 -.81 -.51 -.41 -.21 

7. Services performed correctly. -.46 -.79 -.42 -.26 -.04 

8. Services available when -.37 -.57 -.41 -.25 -.11 
promised. 

9. Accurate records. -.52 -.68 -.37 -.28 -.10 

RESPONSIVENESS 
10. Told when services will be -.41 Y' -.43 -.33 -.06 
provided. N\ 

, : 

I I. Service is prompt. -.67 -.80 -.50 -.30 -.22 

12. Staff are willing to help. -.43 -.71 -.52 -.41 -.35 

13. Staff not too busy to help. -.58 -.80 -.59 -.46 -.48 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment looks modern. +.40 +.22 +.34 +.19 +.08 

15. Visually appealing facilities. +.25 +.14 +.14 +.12 +.03 
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Table 4.4 (Continued) 

Survey Item Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=892-944 N=588-663 N=597-683 N=500-625 N=691-843 
16. Neat-appearing employees. +.41 +.30 +34 +.34 +.3$ 

17. Attractive materials. +.55 +.44 +.49 +.46 +.52 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides individual attention. -.43 -.70 -.53 -.47 -.24 

19. Convenient office hours. -.76 -.66 

20. Staff provides personal -.27 -.58 -.34-.43 -.17 
attention. 

21. Committed to students' -.58 -.74 -.57 -.50 -.50 
interests. 

22. Understands student needs. -.51 -.78 -.59 -.54 -.43 

The items with the ten highest negative gap scores are highlighted in dark gray in Table 
4.4. There are fifteen of them. They range from a gap of -.89 to a gap of -.71. Twelve of the 
fifteen most negative gaps are in the Financial Aid area, followed by one each in Registration, 

Counseling and Career Center. Item # 19, related to the convenience of the operating hours, 

captured negative scores in Registration, Financial Aid, Counseling and the Career Center. The 

Library also earned a negative gap score on that item, but did not make it into the top fifteen. Six 
of the most negative gaps are in Empathy, four are in Responsiveness, three are in Assurance and 
two are in Reliability. 

The items with the ten most positive gap scores are highlighted in light gray in Table 4.4. 
There are twelve of them, ranging from +.55 to +.30. Registration and Counseling earned three of 
the most positive ratings, with two each in Financial Aid, Career Center and Library. They are all 
in the Tangibles area. 

Of the 110 items, twenty-four (22%) earned a positive gap score indicating that 

perceptions of actual service quality exceeded expectations. All of the items in the Tangibles 

dimension earned positive gap scores, and with few exceptions they are the highest positive gap 
scores. 

In terms of specific services, convenient operating hours earned consistently high negative 

gap scores in all offices. 

In all dimensions except Tangibles, Financial Aid services earned relatively the largest 

number (16) of negative gap scores, with the Counseling services following in second place. 
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Given that expectations were low in the Tangibles area, and perceptions only slightly 

higher, the items in the Tangibles dimension earned positive gap scores, though the magnitude of 

the gap is relatively modest. 

Several items earned gap scores that may be viewed as fairly neutral, with gap scores 

ranging from -.07 to +.09, such as: 

Safe and secure atmosphere in Financial Aid and Counseling; 

Visually appealing facilities in the Library; 

Services performed correctly the first time in the Library; 

An idea when services will be performed in the Library; 

Modern-looking equipment in the Library; 

Providing services within deadlines in the Library. 

In sum, Research Question One can be answered in the affirmative. There are gaps 

between student expectations and perceptions in each of the five departments, in all of the items. 

Twenty-two percent of the gaps are positive; the remainder are negative. The Financial Aid Office 

earned the highest negative gaps. Respondents also generated negative gaps for "convenient office 

hours". All offices experienced positive gaps in the Tangibles area, though it is valuable to note 

that the expectations and perceptions scores were generally the lowest for Tangibles. 

Research Question Two 

Research Question Two asks: Are there significant differences in student 
expectations of service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 

Data for Research Question Two is analyzed by using a one-way analysis of variance and 

a 95% confidence level. Student ratings of their service quality expectations served as the 

dependent variable and gender and ethnicity served as the independent variable in Tables 4.5 and 

4.8, respectively. The data are reported separately for gender and for ethnicity. 

Expectations by Gender 

At least 941 students, out of 959, responded to each item as well as indicated their gender. 

Table 4.5 provides the mean scores by gender, and indicates the significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 4.5: Expectations of Service Quality Based on Gender 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=942-951 N=941-948 N=942-949 N=941-948 N=945-950 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees who Female Mean 4.66 4.64 4.61 4.50 4.20 
instill confidence. Male Mean 4.37 4.30 4.33 4.25 4.08 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 

2. Safe and secure Female Mean 4.38 4.46 4.64 4.39 4.37 
services. Male Mean 4.15 4.17 4.29 4.11 4.12 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

3. Courteous Female Mean 4.72 4.67 4.80 4.72 4.62 
employees. Male Mean 4.54 4.47 4.62 4.54 4.38 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

4. Knowledgeable Female Mean 4.84 4.80 4.81 4.77 4.64 
employees. Male Mean 4.66 4.63 4.63 4.59 4.42 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets promised Female Mean 4.79 4.81 4.46 4.40 4.33 
deadlines. Male Mean 4.58 4.54 4.30 4.24 4.15 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

6. Staff willing to Female Mean 4.75 4.75 4.76 4.56 4.37 
solve problems. Male Mean 4.57 4.57 4.57 4.35 4.18 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

7. Services Female Mean 4.78 4.77 4.55 4.47 4.31 
performed Male Mean 4.62 4.59 4.44 4.33 4.21 
correctly. Significance 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.09 

8. Services Female Mean 4.83 4.78 4.70 4.57 4.57 
available when Male Mean 4.75 4.62 4.49 4.37 4.36 
promised. Significance 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

9. Accurate Female Mean 4.94 4.91 4.69 4.59 4.51 
records. Male Mean 4.83 4.77 4.55 4.46 4.41 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.10 

RESPONSIVE-
NESS 
10. Told when Female Mean 4.73 4.69 4.54 4.42 4.34 
services will be Male Mean 4.52 4.49 4.36 4.29 4.16 
provided. Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

11. Service is Female Mean 4.76 4.71 4.55 4.42 4.39 
prompt. Male Mean 4.62 4.49 4.34 4.25 4.22 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

12. Staff are Female Mean 4.76 4.76 4.84 4.72 4.60 
willing to help. Male Mean 4.55 4.49 4.66 4.52 4.35 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Table 4.6 (Continued) 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=942-951 N=941-948 N=942-949 N=941-948 N=945-950 
13. Staff not too Female Mean 4.66 4.61 4.68 4.54 4.50 
busy to help. Male Mean 4.43 4.38 4.47 4.34 4.18 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment Female Mean 3.72 3.63 3.43 3.64 3.95 
looks modern. Male Mean 3.46 3.43 3.28 3.54 3.82 

Significance 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.21 0.09 

15. Visually Female Mean 3.54 3.47 3.58 3.58 3.75 
appealing Male Mean 3.42 3.31 3.39 3.41 3.69 
facilities. Significance 0.11 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.42 

16. Neat-appearing Female Mean 3.90 3.88 3.94 3.91 3.85 
employees. Male Mean 3.75 3.71 3.78 3.75 3.62 

Significance 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.00 

17. Attractive Female Mean 3.45 3.40 3.37 3.42 3.38 
materials. Male Mean 3.39 3.27 3.27 3.31 3.27 

Significance 0.48 0.12 0.22 0.20 0.17 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides Female Mean 4.63 4.69 4.77 4.63 4.32 
individual Male Mean 4.47 4.47 4.62 4.52 4.13 
attention. Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

19. Convenient Female Mean 4.77 4.67 4.72 4.60 4.75 
office hours. Male Mean 4.63 4.47 4.56 4.50 4.61 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 

20. Staff provides Female Mean 4.40 4.48 4.61 4.49 4.20 
personal attention. Male Mean 4.25 4.31 4.51 4.35 3.95 

Significance 0.02 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.00 

21. Committed to Female Mean 4.68 4.68 4.72 4.67 4.60 
students' interests. Male Mean 4.49 4.43 4.59 4.54 4.41 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

22. Understands Female Mean 4.69 4.72 4.72 4.69 4.63 
student needs. Male Mean 4.47 4.50 4.56 4.53 4.41 

Significance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

For all 110 items in Table 4.5, females had higher expectations than males, in terms of 

mean scores. For 97 (88%) items the differences between male and female responses are 

statistically significant at the .05 level. The items for which there is a statistical significance are 

shaded in gray. Of the thirteen responses for which there is no statistical significance, six of them 

concern the Library. Also, of those thirteen, ten are in the Tangibles dimension. In the Tangibles 
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dimension, females are just as likely to be different from males as to be the same, though they 

clearly have higher expectations for neatly dressed employees. 

The answer to Research Question Two is affirmative in terms of the differences between 

the responses of the males and females. There are significant differences based on gender in the 

clear majority of items. Those areas where there are no significant differences lie in the Library 

services and in the Tangibles dimension. 

For a more detailed review of expectations based on gender, Tables 4.6 and 4.7 illustrate 

the highest and the lowest mean expectation scores. 

Table 4.6 provides the items associated with the ten highest mean expectations scores. 

For females, the ten highest mean scores ranged from 4.76 to 4.84, and nineteen items earned those 

scores. For males, the ten highest scores ranged from 4.57 to 4.83, and twenty-one items earned 

those scores. As noted above, females had uniformly higher expectation than males did, however 

Table 4.6 indicates that of the combined twenty-four highest scored items, males and females hold 

sixteen of those items in common, particularly expecting knowledgeable employees, services 

performed correctly and when promised, and accurate records. 

Highest expectations, as listed in Table 4.6, are held by males and females in all 

dimensions except Tangibles. Reliability items, particularly in the Financial Aid and Registration 
areas, also attract a large number of high expectations. 

Table 4.6: Highest Mean Expectations Scores by Gender 

Dimension Item Office Females Males 
N=598-605 N=342-348 

Range of Highest 4.76 4.84 4.57-4.83 
Ten Scores 
Assurance 3. Courteous employees. Counseling 4.80 4.62 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Career Center 4.77 4.59 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Registration 4.84 4.66 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Counseling 4.81 4.63 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Financial Aid 4.80 4.63 

Reliability 5. Meets promised deadlines. Financial Aid 4.81 -

Reliability 5. Meets promised deadlines. Registration 4.79 4.58 

Reliability 6. Staff willing to solve problems. Counseling 4.76 4.57 

Reliability 6. Staff willing to solve problems. Financial Aid - 4.57 
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Table 4.6 (Continued) 

Dimension Item Office Females Males 
N=598-605 N=342-348 

Reliability 6. Staff willing to solve problems. Registration - 4.57 

Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Financial Aid 4.77 4.59 

Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Registration 4.78 4.62 

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Financial Aid 4.78 4.62 

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Registration 4.83 4.75 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Registration 4.94 4.83 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Financial Aid 4.91 4.77 

Responsiveness 11. Service is prompt. Registration 4.76 4.62 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Financial Aid 4.76 -

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Registration 4.76 -

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Counseling 4.84 4.66 

Empathy 18. Provides individual attention. Counseling 4.77 4.62 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Library - 4.61 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Registration - 4.63 

Empathy 21. Committed to students' interests. Counseling - 4.59 

Table 4.7 provides the items associated with the ten lowest mean expectations scores. For 
females, the ten lowest scores ranged from 3.38 to 3.58, and eleven items earned those scores. For 
males, the ten lowest scores ranged from 3.27 to 3.62, and fourteen items earned those scores. 

Table 4.7 indicates that of the combined fourteen lowest scored items, males and females hold 

twelve of them in common, particularly the visual appearance of facilities and the attractiveness of 

materials. 

For both males and females, the lowest expectations fell in the Tangibles dimension. The 

lowest expectations were almost evenly scored among the five different offices. 
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Table 4.7: Lowest Mean Expectations Scores by Gender 

Dimension Item Office Females Males 
N=598-605 N=342-348 

Range of Lowest 3.38-3.58 3.27-3.62 
Ten Scores 
Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Career Center - 3.54 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Counseling 3.43 3.28 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Financial Aid 3.63 3.43 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Registration - 3.46 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Career Center 3.58 3.41 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Counseling 3.58 3.39 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Financial Aid 3.47 3.31 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Registration 3.54 3.42 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Library - 3.62 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Career Center 3.42 3.31 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Counseling 3.37 3.27 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Financial Aid 3.40 3.27 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Library 3.38 3.27 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Registration 3.45 3.39 

In sum, females have higher expectations than males, and the differences between the 

groups are significant in almost all cases except Tangibles items, where males and females are just 

as likely to be different as the same. Despite the significant differences between mean expectation 

scores, though, both males and females tend to select items similarly for both their low and high 
expectations. 

Expectations by Ethnicity 

At least 870 students, out of 959, responded to each item as well as indicated their 

ethnicity. Table 4.8 indicates the expectation of service quality, expressed as the mean score for 

all responses where an expectation score and ethnicity were indicated. Items for which there is a 

significant difference between groups are highlighted in light gray. 
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Table 4.8: Expectations of Service Quality Based on Ethnicity 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=875-880 N=870-875 N=872-878 N=871-877 N=873-878 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees Caucasian Mean 4.58 4.50 4.51 4.42 4.12 
who instill Students of Color Mean 4.49 4.55 4.55 4.36 4.27 
confidence. Significance 0.20 0.52 0.60 0.47 0.06 

2. Safe and Caucasian Mean 4.32 4.35 4.53 4.30 4.27 
secure services. Students of Color Mean 4.33 4.36 4.45 4.24 4.25 

Significance 0.90 0.82 0.30 0.38 0.83 

3. Courteous Caucasian Mean 4.66 4.58 4.74 4.67 4.53 
employees. Students of Color Mean 4.60 4.62 4.69 4.56 4.55 

Significance 0.34 0.62 0.29 0.07 0.78 

4. Knowledge- Caucasian Mean 4.79 4.74 4.76 4.73 4.58 
able employees. Students of Color Mean 4.78 4.75 4.69 4.63 4.50 

Significance 0.90 0.81 0.17 0.06 0.22 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets Caucasian Mean 4.73 4.71 4.44 4.35 4.27 
promised Students of Color Mean 4.67 4.66 4.32 4.32 4.24 
deadlines. Significance 0.26 0.36 0.08 0.71 0.72 

6. Staff willing to Caucasian Mean 4.70 4.70 4.71 4.50 4.30 
solve problems. Students of Color Mean 4.64 4.62 4.64 4.48 4.38 

Significance 0.25 0.15 0.15 0.85 0.31 

7. Services Caucasian Mean 4.75 4.72 4.54 4.45 4.29 
performed Students of Color Mean 4.58 4.61 4.41 4.28 4.26 
correctly. Significance 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.74 

8. Services Caucasian Mean 4.81 4.73 4.65 4.52 4.51 
available when Students of Color Mean 4.74 4.68 4.54 4.40 4.41 
promised. Significance 0.13 0.34 0.07 0.05 0.13 

9. Accurate Caucasian Mean 4.91 4.87 4.63 4.55 4.50 
records. Students of Color Mean 4.85 4.81 4.68 4.55 4.45 

Significance 0.06 0.11 0.40 0.95 0.58 

RESPONSIVE-
NESS 
10. Told when Caucasian Mean 4.66 4.62 4.48 4.39 4.28 
services will be Students of Color Mean 4.62 4.59 4.45 4.36 4.23 
provided. Significance 0.42 0.71 0.64 0.75 0.49 

11. Service is Caucasian Mean 4.71 4.63 4.50 4.37 4.33 
prompt. Students of Color Mean 4.66 4.58 4.41 4.32 4.32 

Significance 0.32 0.33 0.20 0.40 0.81 

12. Staff are Caucasian Mean 4.68 4.65 4.77 4.65 4.51 
willing to help. Students of Color Mean 4.69 4.70 4.77 4.64 4.52 

Significance 0.86 0.41 0.98 0.77 0.84 
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Table 4.8 (Continued) 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=875-880 N=870-875 N=872-878 N=871-877 N=873-878 
13. Staff not too Caucasian Mean 4.58 4.52 4.60 4.47 4.38 
busy to help. Students of Color Mean 4.58 4.57 4.62 4.48 4.41 

Significance 0.92 0.40 0.71 0.84 0.69 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment Caucasian Mean 3.62 3.55 3.35 3.58 3.90 
looks modern. Students of Color Mean 3.74 3.69 3.60 3.74 4.04 

Significance 0.25 0.18 0.01 0.11 0.17 

15. Visually Caucasian Mean 3.47 3.39 3.48 3.51 3.73 
appealing Students of Color Mean 3.61 3.56 3.65 3.60 3.84 
facilities. Significance 0.14 0.07 0.08 0.34 0.24 

16. Neat- Caucasian Mean 3.84 3.80 3.86 3.84 3.75 
appearing Students of Color Mean 3.87 3.84 3.96 3.87 3.86 
employees. Significance 0.73 0.71 0.28 0.70 0.25 

17. Attractive Caucasian Mean 3.39 3.30 3.29 3.34 3.30 
materials. Students of Color Mean 3.56 3.54 3.47 3.49 333 

Significance 0.09 0.02 0.07 0.14 0.03 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides Caucasian Mean 4.59 4.61 4.73 4.59 4.24 
individual Students of Color Mean 4.52 4.58 4.70 4.60 4.30 
attention. Significance 0.20 0.62 0.57 0.81 0.44 

19. Convenient Caucasian Mean 4.73 4.59 4.67 4.57 4.72 
office hours. Students of Color Mean 4.64 4.58 4.62 4.53 4.62 

Significance 0.07 0.84 0.43 0.55 0.06 

20. Staff Caucasian Mean 4.36 4.41 4.58 4.45 4.12 
provides personal Students of Color Mean 4.22 4.35 4.46 4.30 4.07 
attention. Significance 0.07 0.37 0.10 0.04 0.57 

21. Committed to Caucasian Mean 4.62 4.59 4.67 4.62 4.52 
students' Students of Color Mean 4.55 4.51 4.65 4.57 4.53 
interests. Significance 0.27 0.22 0.85 0.39 0.97 

22. Understands Caucasian Mean 4.63 4.64 4.66 4.65 4.57 
student needs. Students of Color Mean 4.55 4.59 4.63 4.57 4.51 

Significance 0.14 0.39 0.59 0.16 0.35 

For sixty-seven (61%) of the 110 items in Table 4.8, Caucasians had higher expectations 

than Students of Color. Three items were tied, and forty items were rated higher by Students of 

Color. Of those forty items, it is interesting to note that they include all of the Tangibles 

dimension items. However, differences between the groups were significant in only nine items 

(8%). 
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Of those nine items of significant differences, three items are in Tangibles, where Students 

of Color had significantly higher expectations. The strongest pattern of significant differences is in 

the item of "services performed correctly", where Students of Color had significantly lower 

expectations than Caucasians. The actual ratings, though, do not indicate that the performance of 

service is unimportant, since the mean scores are relatively high for both groups. 

In terms of answering Research Question Two related to ethnicity, there are few 

significant differences between these two groups in their expectations of service quality. 

For a more detailed review of expectations based on ethnicity, Tables 4.9 and 4.10 

illustrate the highest and lowest mean scores by the two groups. 

Table 4.9 provides the items associated with the ten highest mean expectations scores. 

For Caucasians, the highest scores ranged from 4.72 to 4.91, and fifteen items were associated with 

these scores. For Students of Color, the ten highest scores ranged from 4.68 to 4.85, and twelve 

items were associated with those scores. Table 4.9 indicates that of the combined nineteen high 

expectation items, Caucasians and Students of Color hold eight items in common. 

Caucasians' high expectations tended to focus on Registration (five items) and Financial 

Aid (four items). Students of Color tended to focus their high expectations toward Counseling 

(five items) and Registration services (four items). For both groups, items in Assurance and 

Responsiveness attracted high expectations, particularly "knowledgeable employees" and 

"accurate records". No high expectations were held by either group in the Tangibles area. The 

Library and Career Center each placed only once in the highest expectations. 

Table 4.9: Highest Mean Expectations Scores by Ethnicity 

Dimension Item Office Caucasian Students of 
Color 

N=705-714 N=163-165 
Range of 
Highest Ten 4.72 4.91 4.68-4.85 
Scores 
Assurance 3. Courteous employees. Counseling 4.74 4.69 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Career Center 4.73 -

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Counseling - 4.69 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Financial Aid 4.74 4.75 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Registration 4.79 4.78 

Reliability 5. Meets promised deadlines. Registration 4.73 -
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Table 4.9 (Continued) 

Dimension Item Office Caucasian Students of 
Color 

N=705-714 N=163-165 
Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Financial Aid 4.72 -

Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Registration 4.75 -

Reliability 8. Services available when Financial Aid 4.73 -
promised. 

Reliability 8. Services available when Registration 4.81 4.74 
promised. 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Counseling - 4.68 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Financial Aid 4.87 4.81 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Registration 4.91 4.85 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Financial Aid - 4.70 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Registration - 4.69 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Counseling 4.77 4.77 

Empathy 18. Provides individual attention. Counseling 4.73 4.70 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Library 4.72 -

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Registration 4.73 -

The items earning the lowest expectations scores from the Caucasians and Students of 

Color are described in Table 4.10. For Caucasians, the ten lowest scores ranged from 3.30 to 3.58, 

and included twelve items. For Students of Color, the ten lowest scores ranged from 3.47 to 3.74, 

and included thirteen items. Table 4.10 indicates that of the combined thirteen items, Caucasians 

and Students of Color agreed on twelve of them with low expectations. This pattern is unlike that 

found in their high expectations, where the two groups agreed on only eight items out of nineteen. 

All of the low scores fall in the Tangibles category and are fairly evenly spread among 

Career Center, Counseling, Financial Aid and Registration. Interestingly, one Tangibles item (neat 

appearing employees) does not appear in this list, and the Library is included only in terms of the 

attractiveness of materials. 

As described earlier, Caucasians had higher mean expectations in 61% of all items. Table 

4.10 makes it clearer, though, that both Caucasians and Students of Color agree that the Tangibles 

area earns their lowest expectations. However, Students of Color have uniformly higher 
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expectations in Tangibles, and in three of the items there is a significant difference: modern 

equipment in Counseling, and attractive materials in Financial Aid and in the Library. 

Table 4.10: Lowest Mean Expectations Scores by Ethnicity 

Dimension Item Office Caucasian Students of 
Color 

N=705-714 N=163-165 
Range of Lowest 3.30-3.58 3.47-3.74 
Ten Scores 
Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Career Center 3.58 3.74 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modem. Counseling 3.35 3.60 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Financial Aid 3.55 3.69 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modem. Registration - 3.74 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Career Center 3.51 3.60 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Counseling 3.48 3.65 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Financial Aid 3.39 3.56 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Registration 3.47 3.61 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Career Center 3.34 3.49 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Counseling 3.29 3.47 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Financial Aid 3.30 3.54 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Library 3.30 3.53 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Registration 3.39 3.56 

In terms of expectations by ethnicity, there are few significant differences between the 

expectations responses by Caucasians and Students of Color. However, it is interesting to note that 

Students of Color scored uniformly higher mean expectations for all Tangible items. The Library 

does not attract a strong pattern of either the highest or the lowest expectations from either group, 
unlike the other service areas. 

In sum, Research Question Two has two answers. First, there are significant differences 

between the expectations of males and females in 88% of the items. Second, there are few (8%) 

significant differences between the expectations of Caucasians and Students of Color. 
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Research Question Three 

Research Question Three asks: Are there significant differences in student 
perceptions of service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 

Data for Research Question Three is analyzed by using a one-way analysis of variance, 

employing a 95% confidence level. Student ratings of their service quality perceptions served as 

the dependent variable, and gender and ethnicity served as the independent variables in Tables 4.11 

and 4.14 respectively. The data are reported separately for gender and for ethnicity. 

Perceptions by Gender 

At least 575 out of 959 respondents scored items as well as indicated their gender. As 

mentioned earlier, Part Two of the SERVQUAL survey, the Perceptions section, allowed 

respondents to mark "does not apply" thereby yielding fewer ratings between 1-5. 

Table 4.11 provides the mean scores by gender. The items for which there are significant 

differences between males and females at the .05 level are highlighted in light gray. 

In twenty-two (20%) of the 110 items in Table 4.11, there is a significant difference 

between the mean perceptions of males and females. This pattern is different than that found in 

expectations, where there were significant differences in 88% of the items. 

Of all 110 items in table 4.11, females have mean perceptions that are higher than those of 

the males in seventy-eight (71%) of the items, twenty (26%) of which are higher at a significant 
level. 

Nine of the items where females have significantly higher perceptions lie in the Tangibles 

dimension, four each in Responsiveness and Reliability, and three in Assurance. In only two of the 
items with significant differences do males have higher perceptions, and both lie in the Library. 

Most of the significant differences lie in the Counseling and Library service areas and in the 

Tangibles dimension. In the Tangibles dimension, females have uniformly higher mean 

perceptions of service quality across the board, and in almost half of the Tangibles items, these 

differences are significant. 
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Table 4.11: Perceptions of Service Quality Based on Gender 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=890-940 N=588-661 N=548-681 N=500-575 N=690-842 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees Female Mean 4.14 3.80 4.01 3.99 4.01 
who instill Male Mean 4.18 3.79 3.91 4.07 4.01 
confidence. Significance 0.54 0.87 0.21 0.38 0.97 

2. Safe and Female Mean 4.50 4.44 4.50 4.49 4.50 
secure services. Male Mean 4.43 4.31 4.37 4.36 4.43 

Significance 0.19 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.21 

3. Courteous Female Mean 4.12 3.84 4.27 4.24 3.98 
employees. Male Mean 4.23 3.95 4.19 4.19 413 

Significance 0.11 0.28 0.27 0.48 0.04 

4. Knowledge- Female Mean 4.26 3.97 4.15 4.17 4.16 
able employees. Male Mean 4.23 3.93 4.00 4.04 4.14 

Significance 0.60 0.60 0.07 0.11 0.74 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets Female Mean 4.47 4.14 4.31 4.31 4.36 
promised Male Mean 4.44 4.08 4.17 4.22 4.34 
deadlines. Significance 0.67 0.51 0.07 0.19 0.71 

6. Staff willing to Female Mean 4.16 3.90 4.22 4.16 4.09 
solve problems. Male Mean 4.14 3.88 4.12 4.14 4.17 

Significance 0.80 0.84 0.22 0.80 0.26 

7. Services Female Mean 4.24 3.88 4.19 4.24 4.26 
performed Male Mean 4.30 3.91 4.04 4.16 4.26 
correctly. Significance 0.37 0.79 0.07 0.36 0.99 

8. Services Female Mean 4.43 4.23 4.31 4.32 4.41 
available when Male Mean 4.43 4.08 4.07 4.23 4.35 
promised. Significance 0.98 0.08 0.00 0.24 0.38 

9. Accurate Female Mean 4.41 4.19 4.39 4.42 4.44 
records. Male Mean 4.33 4.15 4.24 4.22 4.30 

Significance 0.22 0.64 0.04 0.01 0.04 

RESPONSIVE-
NESS 
10. Told when Female Mean 4.26 3.89 4.16 4.19 4.23 
services will be Male Mean 4.26 3.81 3.98 4.01 4.26 
provided. Significance 1.00 0.44 0.03 0.03 0.68 

11. Service is Female Mean 4.02 3.83 4.04 4.14 4.10 
prompt. Male Mean 4.09 3.80 3.91 4.06 4.12 

Significance 0.32 0.71 0.15 0.37 0.77 

12. Staff are Female Mean 4.23 3.97 4.31 4.28 4.16 
willing to help. Male Mean 4.28 4.02 4.16 4.26 4.21 

Significance 0.51 0.59 0.05 0.80 0.52 
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Table 4.11 (Continued) 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=890-940 N=588-661 N=548-681 N=500-575 N=690-842 
13. Staff not too Female Mean 3.95 3.76 4.06 4.05 3.83 
busy to help. Male Mean 4.06 3.74 3.85 3.95 4.06 

Significance 0.11 0.82 0.02 0.25 0.00 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment Female Mean 4.12 3.96 3.99 3.98 4.11 
looks modern. Male Mean 3.98 3.82 3.73 3.83 3.91 

Significance 0.03 0.13 0.00 0.09 0.01 

15. Visually Female Mean 3.81 3.71 3.81 3.78 3.94 
appealing Male Mean 3.72 3.59 3.60 3.65 3.76 
facilities. Significance 0.27 0.21 0.02 0.15 0.02 

16. Neat- Female Mean 4.32 4.18 4.32 4.28 4.18 
appearing Male Mean 4.21 4.05 4.06 4.08 4.01 
employees. Significance 0.06 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 

17. Attractive Female Mean 4.06 3.92 3.92 3.95 3.96 
materials. Male Mean 3.95 3.77 3.79 3.83 3.88 

Significance 0.10 0.05 0.11 0.13 0.27 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides Female Mean 4.14 3.94 4.22 4.14 4.01 
individual Male Mean 4.17 3.87 4.11 4.10 4.04 
attention. Significance 0.70 0.47 0.17 0.56 0.68 

19. Convenient Female Mean 3.97 3.87 3.77 3.90 4.05 
office hours. Male Mean 3.94 3.81 3.79 3.87 4.05 

Significance 0.72 0.54 0.87 0.75 0.99 

20. Staff provides Female Mean 4.06 3.87 4.14 4.07 3.93 
personal Male Mean 4.13 3.81 4.04 4.07 3.98 
attention. Significance 0.32 0.54 0.22 0.97 0.48 

21. Committed to Female Mean 4.01 3.86 4.07 4.09 4.10 
students' Male Mean 4.06 3.77 4.07 4.10 4.13 
interests. Significance 0.48 0.34 0.99 0.91 0.62 

22. Understands Female Mean 4.03 3.88 4.06 4.07 4.11 
student needs. Male Mean 4.03 3.84 4.03 4.05 4.10 

Significance 0.98 0.64 0.66 0.78 0.86 

In partial answer to Research Question Three, there appear to be few significant 

differences in the mean perceptions between males and females in service quality overall, though 

in the Tangibles dimension there is a likelihood that females will have higher perceptions than 

males. 
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For a detailed review of perceptions based on gender, Tables 4.12 and 4.13 illustrate the 

highest and lowest mean scores, based on gender. 

Table 4.12 provides the items associated with the ten highest mean perception scores. For 

females, the ten highest scores range from 4.32 to 4.50, and sixteen items earned those scores. For 
males, the ten highest scores ranged from 4.28 to 4.44, and thirteen items earned those scores. Of 
the eighteen combined items, eleven are held in common. Registration services earned the largest 

number of high perceptions scores; Financial Aid the fewest. Reliability and Assurance 

dimensions earned the clear majority of the highest scores. Most agreements as to high 
perceptions lie in the "safe and secure services", "meets promised deadlines", "services available 

when promised", and "accurate records". 

Table 4.12: Highest Mean Perceptions Scores by Gender 

Dimension Item Office Females Males 
N= 307-599 N= 193-343 

Range of Highest 4.32-4.50 4.28-4.44 
Ten Scores 
Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Career Center 4.49 4.36 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Counseling 4.50 4.37 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Financial Aid 4.44 4.31 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Library 4.50 4.43 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Registration 4.50 4.43 

Reliability 5. Meets promised deadlines. Library 4.36 4.34 

Reliability 5. Meets promised deadlines. Registration 4.47 4.44 

Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Registration - 4.30 

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Career Center 4.32 -

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Library 4.41 4.35 

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Registration 4.43 4.43 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Career Center 4.42 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Counseling 4.39 -

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Library 4.44 4.30 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Registration 4.41 4.33 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Registration 4.28 
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Table 4.12 (Continued) 

Dimension Item Office Females Males 
N= 307-599 N= 193-343 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Counseling 4.32 -

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Registration 4.32 -

Table 4.13 provides the items associated with the ten lowest mean perception scores. For 

females, the ten lowest scores range from 3.71 to 3.87, and twelve items earned those scores. For 

males, the ten lowest scores ranged from 3.60 to 3.80, and thirteen items earned those scores. Of 

the sixteen combined items, nine are held in common. 

Tangibles captured the largest number of low perceptions, a view more strongly held by 

males than by females. Financial Aid earned the majority of low perceptions scores, followed by 

Counseling services. Across all offices, the visual appearance of the physical facilities received 

low marks. 

Table 4.13: Lowest Mean Perceptions Scores by Gender 

Dimension Item Office Females Males 
N= 307-599 N= 193-343 

Range of 
Lowest Ten 3.71 3.86 3.59 3.80 
Scores 
Assurance 1. Employees who instill confidence. Financial Aid 3.80 3.79 

Assurance 3. Courteous employees. Financial Aid 3.84 -

Responsiveness 11. Service is prompt. Financial Aid 3.83 3.80 

Responsiveness 13. Staff not too busy to help. Financial Aid 3.76 3.74 

Responsiveness 13. Staff not too busy to help. Library 3.83 -

Tangibles 14. Equipment appears modern. Counseling - 3.73 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Financial Aid 3.71 3.59 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Career Center 3.78 3.65 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Registration 3.81 3.72 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Counseling 3.81 3.60 
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Table 4.13 (Continued) 

Dimension Item Office Females Males 
N= 307-599 N= 193-343 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Library - 3.76 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Financial Aid - 3.77 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Counseling - 3.79 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Financial Aid 3.87 -

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Counseling 3.77 3.79 

Empathy 21. Committed to students' interests. Financial Aid 3.86 3.77 

In sum, though females tend to have higher mean perceptions than males in most items, 

the differences are significant in only 20% of the items. Both groups reserved their highest 

perceptions for the Assurance and Reliability dimensions, and the Registration and Library areas. 

The lowest perceptions scores of males and females alike went to the Financial Aid services in a 

wide variety of items, and to the visual appearances of the facilities of all offices. Unlike the 

expectations profiles of males and females, where their preferences as expressed in highest and 

lowest score showed general similarities, their perceptions do not indicate a similar congruence 

except that both rate the appearance of facilities low. 

Perceptions by Ethnicity 

At least 437 students, out of 959 total respondents, provided a rating to the perceptions 

items as well as indicated their ethnicity. Table 4.14 provides the mean scores by two groups, 

Caucasians and Students of Color, and indicates significance at the .05 level. The items for which 

there are significant differences between the groups are highlighted in gray. 
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Table 4.14: Perceptions of Service Quality Based on Ethnicity 

Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Items Aid Center 

N=822-869 N=547-612 N=518-633 N=473-586 N=640-778 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees Caucasian Mean 4.14 3.78 3.94 3.98 3.98 
who instill Students of Color Mean 4.19 3.96 4.18 4.20 4.13 
confidence. Significance 0.52 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.07 

2. Safe and Caucasian Mean 4.48 4.40 4.46 4.45 4.48 
secure services. Students of Color Mean 4.49 4.48 4.47 4.47 4.47 

Significance 0.92 0.35 0.87 0.80 0.92 

3. Courteous Caucasian Mean 4.18 3.86 4.23 4.21 4.02 
employees. Students of Color Mean 4.14 3.95 4.25 4.23 4.08 

Significance 0.61 0.43 0.77 0.77 0.52 

4. Knowledge- Caucasian Mean 4.27 3.97 4.06 4.11 4.16 
able employees. Students of Color Mean 4.21 4.02 4.24 4.19 4.15 

Significance 0.50 0.60 0.07 0.39 0.88 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets Caucasian Mean 4.45 4.12 4.26 4.28 4.38 
promised Students of Color Mean 4.41 4.13 4.29 4.26 4.30 
deadlines. Significance 0.55 0.97 0.77 0.80 0.29 

6. Staff willing to Caucasian Mean 4.14 3.89 4.16 4.14 4.10 
solve problems. Students of Color Mean 4.23 4.00 4.39 4.29 

Significance 0.29 0.36 0.02 0.13 0.10 

7. Services Caucasian Mean 4.27 3.92 4.10 4.20 4.26 
performed Students of Color Mean 4.24 3.85 4.30 4.33 4.24 
correctly. Significance 0.75 0.57 0.03 0.17 0.81 

8. Services Caucasian Mean 4.43 4.18 4.21 4.28 4.39 
available when Students of Color Mean 4.42 4.23 4.35 4.38 4.41 
promised. Significance 0.90 0.63 0.13 0.24 0.79 

9. Accurate Caucasian Mean 4.40 4.19 4.32 4.34 4.40 
records. Students of Color Mean 4.32 4.17 4.38 4.37 4.38 

Significance 0.36 0.82 0.50 0.69 0.80 

RESPONSIVE-
NESS 
10. Told when Caucasian Mean 4.25 3.85 4.04 4.06 4.22 
services will be Students of Color Mean 4.24 4.01 4.31 4.34 4.33 
provided. Significance 0.93 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.18 

11. Service is Caucasian Mean 4.05 3.80 3.96 4.07 4.09 
prompt. Students of Color Mean 4.13 3.93 4.22 4.26 4.22 

Significance 0.41 0.29 0.02 0.07 0.11 

12. Staff are Caucasian Mean 4.27 4.00 4.23 4.25 4.18 
willing to help. Students of Color Mean 4.25 4.05 4.38 4.38 4.20 

Significance 0.76 0.70 0.13 0.16 0.83 
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Table 4.14 (Continued) 

Items 
Registration Financial 

Aid 
Counseling Career 

Center 
Library 

N=822-869 N=547-612 N=518-633 N=473-586 N=640-778 
13. Staff not too Caucasian Mean 4.00 3.73 3.96 3.99 3.91 
busy to help. Students of Color Mean 4.05 3.92 4.12 4.10 3.95 

Significance 0.58 0.12 0.14 0.29 0.63 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment Caucasian Mean 4.09 3.92 3.88 3.93 4.06 
looks modern. Students of Color Mean 4.05 3.99 4.01 4.00 4.03 

Significance 0.63 0.50 0.20 0.48 0.78 

15. Visually Caucasian Mean 3.74 3.63 3.68 3.67 3.84 
appealing Students of Color Mean 3.97 3.91 3.88 3.95 4.03 
facilities. Significance 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.05 

16. Neat- Caucasian Mean 4.31 4.18 4.25 4.22 4.13 
appearing Students of Color Mean 4.21 4.13 4.19 4.26 4.14 
employees. Significance 0.16 0.61 0.47 0.68 0.92 

17. Attractive Caucasian Mean 4.02 3.87 3.86 3.91 3.93 
materials. Students of Color Mean 4.04 3.93 3.96 3.93 3.96 

Significance 0.78 0.51 0.28 0.88 0.69 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides Caucasian Mean 4.16 3.92 4.19 4.11 4.01 
individual Students of Color Mean 4.14 4.02 4.23 4.23 4.05 
attention. Significance 0.77 0.37 0.67 0.19 0.64 

19. Convenient Caucasian Mean 3.98 3.82 3.79 3.86 4.09 
office hours. Students of Color Mean 3.99 3.95 3.84 3.98 4.03 

Significance 0.91 0.27 0.70 0.29 0.51 

20. Staff Caucasian Mean 4.11 3.89 4.12 4.06 3.96 
provides personal Students of Color Mean 4.04 3.94 4.13 4.19 3.93 
attention. Significance 0.43 0.65 0.88 0.19 0.75 

21. Committed to Caucasian Mean 4.06 3.86 4.07 4.10 4.12 
students' Students of Color Mean 3.98 3.90 4.18 4.20 4.16 
interests. Significance 0.39 0.71 0.27 0.31 0.58 

22. Understands Caucasian Mean 4.04 3.87 4.03 4.04 4.11 
student needs. Students of Color Mean 4.10 4.00 4.22 4.23 4.15 

Significance 0.52 0.25 0.05 0.06 0.67 
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Of all 110 items in Table 4.14, only twelve (11%) indicate a significant difference in mean 

perception scores of Caucasians and Students of Color. This is a pattern similar to that of their 

expectations, where the two groups were significantly different in only 8% of the items. 

Overall, eighty-five (77%) of the 110 items received a higher mean perception score from 

Students of Color than from Caucasians. However, there is a significant difference in only twelve 

(14%) of those items. Stated differently, each significant difference found between the perceptions 

of Caucasians and Students of Color indicate a higher (more positive) perception by Students of 

Color. These higher perceptions occur largely in Counseling and Career Center services, and in 

the item regarding the visual appearance of facilities. 

In partial answer to Research Question Three, there appear to be few significant 

differences between Caucasians and Students of Color in their perceptions of service quality; the 

significant differences mostly are in the Counseling and Career Center areas where students of 

Color demonstrate some significantly higher perceptions that Caucasians. 

For a more detailed review of perceptions based on ethnicity, tables 4.15 and 4.16 

illustrate the highest and the lowest mean perceptions scores, based on ethnicity. 

Table 4.15: Highest Mean Perceptions Scores by Ethnicity 

Dimension Item Office Caucasians Students of 
Color 

N=358-704 N=115-165 
Range of Highest 4.31-4.48 4.34-4.49 
Ten Scores 
Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Career Center 4.45 4.47 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Counseling 4.46 4.47 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Financial Aid 4.40 4.48 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Library 4.48 4.47 

Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Registration 4.48 4.49 

Reliability 5. Meets promised deadlines. Library 4.38 -

Reliability 5. Meets promised deadlines. Registration 4.45 4.41 

Reliability 6. Staff willing to solve problems. Counseling - 4.39 

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Career Center - 4.39 

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Counseling - 4.35 

Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Library 4.39 4.41 
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Table 4.15 (Continued) 

Dimension Item Office Caucasians Students of 
Color 

N=358-704 N=I15-165 
Reliability 8. Services available when promised. Registration 4.43 4.42 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Career Center 4.34 4.37 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Counseling 4.32 4.38 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Library 4.40 4.38 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Registration 4.40 -

Responsiveness 10. Told when services will be provided. Career Center - 4.34 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Career Center - 4.38 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Counseling - 4.38 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Registration 4.31 

Table 4.15, provides the items associated with the ten highest mean scores. For 

Caucasians, the ten highest scores ranged from 4.31 to 4.48 and included fourteen items. For 

Students of Color, the ten highest scores ranged from 4.34 to 4.49, and included seventeen items. 

Of the twenty combined areas, eleven are held in common; this reflects slightly more similarity in 

their overall positive perceptions than they shared in expectations. 

Caucasians gave most of their highest ratings to Registration, while Students of Color 

rated Counseling and Career Center services highly. Perceptions are high in both groups about the 

safety and security of the office atmosphere in all areas, and in Reliability items, particularly the 

accuracy of records. 

Table 4.16 provides the items associated with the ten lowest mean scores. For 

Caucasians, the ten lowest scores ranged from 3.63 to 3.84, and included ten items. For Students 

of Color, the ten lowest scores ranged from 3.84-3.96, and included eighteen items. Of the 

combined twenty items, eight are held in common by both groups. This lack of similarity in low 

perceptions is unlike the pattern seen in the two groups' low expectations, where they shared a 

strong sense of low expectations in the Tangibles division. Both groups share low perceptions of 

Financial Aid services, with the Students of Color awarding ten of their lowest marks to Financial 

Aid, while Caucasians gave it five of their lowest scores. The visual appearance of facilities 

earned a large number of low scores, and both groups gave low ratings to convenient office hours 

in Counseling and Financial Aid, but otherwise the scores range widely. 

http:3.84-3.96
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Table 4.16: Lowest Mean Perceptions Scores by Ethnicity 

Dimension Item Office Caucasians Students of 
Color 

N=358-704 N=115-165 
Range of 
Lowest ten 3.63-3.84 3.84-3.96 
Scores 
Assurance 1. Employees who instill confidence. Financial Aid 3.78 3.96 

Assurance 3. Courteous employees. Financial Aid - 3.95 

Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Financial Aid - 3.85 

Responsiveness 11. Service is prompt. Financial Aid 3.80 3.93 

Responsiveness 13. Staff not too busy to help. Financial Aid 3.73 3.92 

Responsiveness 13. Staff not too busy to help. Library - 3.95 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Career Center 3.67 3.95 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Counseling 3.68 3.88 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Financial Aid 3.63 3.91 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Library 3.84 -

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Registration 3.74 -

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Career Center - 3.93 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Counseling - 3.96 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Financial Aid - 3.93 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Library - 3.96 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Counseling 3.79 3.84 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Financial Aid 3.82 3.95 

Empathy 20. Staff provides personal attention. Financial Aid 3.94 

Empathy 20. Staff provides personal attention. Library - 3.93 

Empathy 21. Committed to students' interests. Financial Aid - 3.90 

In terms of ethnicity, the significant differences between Caucasians and Students of 

Color in their perceptions of service quality are few, and most of those differences occur in the 

Counseling and Career Center areas. Where the differences are significant, Students of Color have 

higher perceptions of services than Caucasians. 
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In sum, the response to Research Question Three is that there are few significant 

differences between males and females and between Caucasians and Students of Color in their 

perceptions of service quality. 

Research Question Four 

Research Question Four asks: Are there significant differences in the gaps between 

expectations and perceptions of service quality based on gender and ethnicity? 
The SERVQUAL model posits that customer satisfaction and dissatisfaction is a function 

of the magnitude and direction of the gap between expectations and perceptions. There is no-pre-

set benchmark of what constitutes a good or a bad gap score. 

Data for Research Question Four is analyzed by using a one-way analysis of variance, 

employing a 95% confidence level. Respondents' gaps between service quality expectations and 

perceptions served as the dependent variable, and gender and ethnicity served as the independent 

variables in Tables 4.17 and 4.20 respectively. The data are reported separately for gender and for 
ethnicity. 

Gaps by Gender 

At least 497 out of 959 respondents scored both expectations and perceptions items, as 

well as indicated their gender. 

Table 4.17 provides the mean gap scores by gender. The items for which there are 

significant differences between males and females at the .05 level are highlighted in gray. 
For all 110 items in Table 4.17, there is a significant difference between males and 

females gap scores (both positive and negative) in only thirty-seven (34%) of the items. For the 

thirty-seven items where the gap is significant, thirty-four indicate that the females have a 

significantly larger negative gap score than the males. 

Ten of the differences occur in the Assurance dimension, nine are in Responsiveness, 

eight in Empathy, seven in Reliability, and none in Tangibles. Most of the differences occur in the 

Registration and Library services. For both Registration and Library services, males and females 

have significant differences in the majority of items. 

In partial answer to Research Question Four, there are some significant differences in the 

mean gap scores between males and females, but not in a majority of the items. The groups are 

similar in all of the Tangibles scores. 
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Table 4.17: Gaps in Service Quality Based on Gender 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=887-939 N=584-660 N=546-680 N=497-622 N=687-839 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees who Female Mean -.53 -.89 -.64 -.55 -.24 
instill confidence. Male Mean -.23 -.55 -.46 -.24 -.12 

Significance .00 .00 .05 .00 .15 

2. Safe and secure Female Mean +.09 -.08 -.15 +.05 +.11 
services. Male Mean +.26 +.13 +.08 +.21 +.34 

Significance .03 .02 .00 .06 .00 

3. Courteous Female Mean -.60 -.86 -.52 -.45 -.62 
employees. Male Mean -.31 -.57 -.41 -.38 -.25 

Significance .00 .01 .17 .42 .00 

4. Knowledgeable Female Mean -.59 -.82 -.67 -.61 -.49 
employees. Male Mean -.44 -.68 -.60 -.52 -.23 

Significance .03 .18 .42 .34 .00 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets promised Female Mean -.33 -.67 -.18 -.17 +.04 
deadlines. Male Mean -.14 -.43 -.21 -.05 +.19 

Significance .00 .02 .76 .18 .06 

6. Staff willing to Female Mean -.59 -.87 -.54 -.49 -.32 
solve problems. Male Mean -.42 -.70 -.44 -.27 +.01 

Significance .03 .12 .28 .03 .00 

7. Services Female Mean -.54 -.87 -.42 -.28 -.07 
performed Male Mean -.31 -.65 -.42 -.20 +.05 
correctly. Significance .00 .06 .94 .41 .16 

8. Services Female Mean -.40 -.57 -.41 -.28 -.17 
available when Male Mean -.31 -.55 -.40 -.19 +.00 
promised. Significance .17 .84 .99 .38 .03 

9. Accurate records. Female Mean -.53 -.71 -.38 -.28 -.10 
Male Mean -.49 -.60 -.34 -.28 -.09 

Significance .56 .25 .57 .98 .89 

RESPONSIVE-
NESS 
1. Told when Female Mean -.48 -.81 -.43 -.33 -.15 
services will be Male Mean -.27 -.69 -.43 -.32 +.10 
provided. Significance .00 .29 .94 .85 .01 

11. Service is Female Mean -.74 -.85 -.52 -.33 -.30 
prompt. Male Mean -.52 -.71 -.43 -.23 -.07 

Significance .00 .20 .38 .31 .01 

12. Staff are willing Female Mean -.51 -.81 -.53 -.47 -.45 
to help. Male Mean -.29 -.52 -.50 -.31 -.16 

Significance .00 .01 .68 .07 .00 
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Table 4.17 (Continued) 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=887-939 N=584-660 N=546-680 N=497-622 N=687-839 
13. Staff not too Female Mean -.71 -.86 -.59 -.49 -.69 
busy to help.	 Male Mean -.36 -.68 -.58 -.40 -.09 

Significance .00 .11 .94 .41 .00 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment Female Mean +.36 +.24 +.42 +.25 +.09 
looks modern.	 Male Mean +.49 +.22 +.23 +.11 +.07 

Significance .17 .85 .12 .27 .86 

15. Visually Female Mean +.24 +.18 +.19 +.13 +.14 
appealing facilities.	 Male Mean +.28 +.09 +.08 +.09 -.02 

Significance .69 .46 .35 .76 .11 

16. Neat-appearing Female Mean +.39 +.28 +.36 +.36 +.32 
employees.	 Male Mean +.44 +.32 +.29 +.31 +.39 

Significance .60 .69 .47 .66 .45 

17. Attractive Female Mean +.57 +.47 +.50 +.47 +.49 
materials.	 Male Mean +.52 +.41 +.47 +.43 +.58 

Significance .58 .56 .79 .69 .39 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides Female Mean -.49 -.72 -.54 -.47 -.31 
individual attention.	 Male Mean -.32 -.65 -.50 -.45 -.13 

Significance .02 .51 .64 .83 .03 

19. Convenient Female Mean -.80 -.81 -.96 -.74 -.72 
office hours.	 Male Mean -.70 -.72 -.76 -.68 -.56 

Significance .23 .45 .07 .58 .07 

2. Staff provides Female Mean -.34 -.60 -.42 -.37 -.26 
personal attention.	 Male Mean -.14 -.54 -.45 -.29 .00 

Significance .01 .64 .75 .35 .00 

21. Committed to Female Mean -.67 -.78 -.62 -.53 -.60 
students' interests.	 Male Mean -.42 -.66 -.47 -.43 -.34 

Significance .00 .25 .09 .26 .00 

22. Understands Female Mean -.57 -.84 -.65 -.59 -.52 
student needs.	 Male Mean -.37 -.67 -.48 -.46 -.28 

Significance .01 .12 .06 .17 .00 

For a detailed review of gaps based on gender, Tables 4.18 and 4.19 illustrate the most 

positive and negative gaps based on gender. Table 4.18 provides the items associated with the 

most positive mean gap scores. For females, the ten most positive gap scores range from .25 to 

.57, and thirteen items earned those scores. For males, the ten most positive gap scores ranged 

from .32 to .58, and ten items earned those scores. Of the fourteen combined items, nine are held 
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in common. Positive gap scores are sprinkled fairly evenly among all service areas. All but one 

are in the Tangibles dimension, with most agreement between males and females occurring in item 

#17, the attractiveness of materials. Though Tangibles earned positive gap scores, indicating 

satisfaction, it is worthwhile to remember that the positive gap was formed by low expectations 

held by both groups for Tangibles, superseded only by slightly less low perceptions. 

Table 4.18: Most Positive Mean Gap Scores by Gender 

Dimension Item Office Female Male 
N=305-599 N=192-341 

Range of Most 
Positive Ten Gap +.25 - + .57 +.32 - +.58 
Scores 
Assurance 2. Safe and secure services. Library - +.34 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Career Center +.25 -

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Counseling +.42 -

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modem. Registration +.36 +.49 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Career Center +.36 -

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Counseling +.36 -

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Financial Aid +.28 +.32 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Library +.32 +.39 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Registration +.39 +.44 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Career Center +.47 +.43 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Counseling +.50 +.47 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Financial Aid +.47 +.41 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Library +.49 +.58 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Registration +.57 +.52 

Table 4.19 provides the items associated with the most negative mean gap scores. For 

females, the ten most negative gap scores range from -.78 to -.96 and thirteen items earned those 

scores. For males, the ten most negative gap scores ranged from -.60 to -.76, and thirteen items 

earned those scores. Of the sixteen combined items, ten are held in common. The most negative 

gaps are largely in the Financial Aid area, occupying eleven of the thirteen items of the females, 
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and ten of the thirteen items of the males. There is also consensus between the males and females 

with negative gap scores in "convenient office hours" in Counseling, Registration and Financial 

Aid. 

Table 4.19: Most Negative Mean Gap Scores by Gender 

Dimension Item Office Female Male 
N=305-599 N= 192 -341 

Range of Most 
Negative Ten Gap -.78 - -.96 -.60 - -.76 
Scores 
Assurance I. Employees who instill confidence. Financial Aid -.89 -

Assurance 3. Courteous employees. Financial Aid -.86 -

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Financial Aid -.82 -.68 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Counseling - -.60 

Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Financial Aid -.87 -.65 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Financial Aid - -.60 

Responsiveness 10. Told when services will be provided. Financial Aid -.81 -.69 

Responsiveness 11. Service is prompt. Financial Aid -.85 -.71 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Financial Aid -.81 -

Responsiveness 13. Staff not too busy to help. Financial Aid -.86 -.68 

Empathy 18. Provides individual attention. Financial Aid - -.65 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Counseling -.96 -.76 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Financial Aid -.81 -.72 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Registration -.80 -.70 

Empathy 22. Understands student needs. Financial Aid -.84 -.67 

Empathy 21. Committed to students' interests. Financial Aid -.78 -.66 

Regarding service quality gaps by gender, females tend to have larger negative gap scores 

than males, but the two groups are only significantly different in 34% of the items. The two 

groups award their most positive gap scores to the Tangibles dimension for all offices, and their 

most negative to many Financial Aid services. Both groups share positive gap scores in their 

positive assessment of neat-appearing employees and the attractiveness of materials, and negative 
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gap scores in "convenient office hours". The groups differed in the magnitude of their gap scores 

largely in Registration and the Library. Both groups yielded mostly negative gap scores, but the 

females tended to be more negative. 

Gaps by Ethnicity 

At least 470 out of 959 respondents scored both expectations and perceptions items, as 

well as indicated their ethnicity. 

Table 4.20 provides the mean gap scores by ethnicity. The items for which there is 

significant difference between Caucasians and Students of Color at the .05 level are highlighted in 
gray. 

For all 110 items in Table 4.20, there are significant differences between the mean gap 
scores of Caucasians and Students of Color in sixteen (15%) of the items. 

Caucasians have gap scores (either positive or negative) larger than Students of Color in 

ninety-five (86%) of the items, sixteen (17%) of which are significantly larger and negative. 

Expressed differently, the sixteen items for which there is a significant difference between the 

groups indicate service qualities toward which Caucasians yield more negative scores than 
Students of Color. 

Nine of the significant differences fall into the Counseling area and seven in the Career 
Center. Most of the significant differences in gaps are in the Reliability dimension for Counseling 

and Career Services. In these areas of difference, Students of Color yield less negative gap scores 
than Caucasians. There are no significant differences in the Tangibles. 

In partial answer to Research Question Four, there appear to be few significant differences in the 

mean gaps between Caucasians and Students of Color; the differences that do occur indicate that 
Students of Color are less dissatisfied. 
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Table 4.20: Gaps in Service Quality Based on Ethnicity 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=819-868 N=544-611 N=516-632 N=470-583 N=637-776 
ASSURANCE 
1. Employees Caucasian Mean -.45 -.78 -62 -.50 -.18 
who instill Students of Color Mean -.31 -.69 -.40 -.23 -.22 
confidence. Significance .14 .46 .05 .02 .68 

2. Safe and Caucasian Mean +.15 +.04 -.06 +.11 +.20 
secure services. Students of Color Mean +.12 -.05 -.04 +.15 +.20 

Significance .76 .42 .82 .69 1.00 

3. Courteous Caucasian Mean -.49 -.74 -.51 -.46 -.49 
employees. Students of Color Mean -.47 -.78 -.42 -.34 -.46 

Significance .85 .77 .41 .28 .78 

4. Knowledge- Caucasian Mean -.53 -.74 -.70 -.61 -.41 
able employees. Students of Color Mean -.58 -.77 -.42 -.45 -.32 

Significance .52 .85 .01 .15 .34 

RELIABILITY 
5. Meets Caucasian Mean -.27 -.60 -.24 -.16 +.11 
promised Students of Color Mean -.27 -.50 -.02 -.01 +.08 
deadlines. Significance .95 .43 .04 .15 .78 

6. Staff willing to Caucasian Mean -.56 -.83 -.57 -.46 -.20 
solve problems. Students of Color Mean -.40 -.62 -.21 -.17 -.12 

Significance .12 .13 .00 .01 .50 

7. Services Caucasian Mean -.48 -.79 -.52 -.33 -.03 
performed Students of Color Mean -.32 -.73 -.06 +.07 -.01 
correctly. Significance .11 .71 .00 .00 .81 

8. Services Caucasian Mean -.38 -.58 -.44 -.31 -.13 
available when Students of Color Mean -.31 -.50 -.18 -.01 +.01 
promised. Significance .41 .50 .02 .01 .15 

9. Accurate Caucasian Mean -.51 -.68 -.38 -.31 -.13 
records. Students of Color Mean -.52 -.64 -.32 -.17 -.03 

Significance .91 .70 .54 .15 .35 

RESPONSIVE-
NESS 
10. Told when Caucasian Mean -.41 -.79 -50 -.42 -.09 
services will be Students of Color Mean -.39 -.61 -.16 -.03 +.10 
provided. Significance .83 .20 .00 .00 .10 

11. Service is Caucasian Mean -.66 -.82 -.54 -.36 -.24 
prompt. Students of Color Mean -.53 -.67 -.20 -.07 -.09 

Significance .20 .26 .00 .02 .18 

12. Staff are Caucasian Mean -.41 -0.67 -0.54 -0.43 -0.34 
willing to help. Students of Color Mean -.44 -0.70 -0.40 -0.30 -0.33 

Significance .76 0.85 0.16 0.23 0.94 
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Table 4.20 (Continued) 

Items Registration Financial Counseling Career Library 
Aid Center 

N=819-868 N=544-611 N=516-632 N=470-583 N=637-776 
13. Staff not too Caucasian Mean -.59 -0.81 -0.61 -0.48 -0.49 
busy to help. Students of Color Mean -.52 -0.65 -0.50 -0.40 -0.44 

Significance .52 0.24 0.36 0.49 0.71 

TANGIBLES 
14. Equipment Caucasian Mean +.43 +.25 +.37 -F.20 +.10 
looks modem. Students of Color Mean +.32 +.25 +.30 +.19 -.02 

Significance .37 .99 .63 .93 .33 

15. Visually Caucasian Mean +.24 +.12 +.14 +.07 +.05 
appealing Students of Color Mean +.37 +.32 +.18 +.29 +.16 
facilities. Significance .33 .17 .76 .12 .40 

16. Neat- Caucasian Mean +.46 +.33 +.38 +.36 +.38 
appearing Students of Color Mean +.32 +.28 +.22 +.38 +.31 
employees. Significance .22 .67 .19 .90 .57 

17. Attractive Caucasian Mean +.58 +.49 +.53 +.51 +.56 
materials. Students of Color Mean +.43 +.33 +.38 +.37 +39 

Significance .19 .21 .22 .27 .18 

EMPATHY 
18. Provides Caucasian Mean -.43 -.70 -.53 -.48 -.24 
individual Students of Color Mean -.40 -.60 -.45 -.39 -.24 
attention. Significance .70 .44 .42 .43 .95 

19. Convenient Caucasian Mean -.76 -.81 -.88 -.74 -.65 
office hours. Students of Color Mean -.67 -.63 -.77 -.60 -.60 

Significance .43 .20 .42 .26 .67 

20. Staff Caucasian Mean -.27 -.55 -.43 -.35 -.17 
provides personal Students of Color Mean -.20 -.42 -.31 -.14 -.12 
attention. Significance .49 .31 .24 .06 .61 

21. Committed to Caucasian Mean -.56 -.72 -.57 -.50 -.53 
students' Students of Color Mean -.56 -.61 -.41 -.32 -.39 
interests. Significance .97 .38 .13 .09 .14 

22. Understands Caucasian Mean -.49 -.79 -.62 -.59 -.44 
student needs. Students of Color Mean -.40 -.62 -.36 -.31 -.34 

Significance .40 .18 .01 .01 .28 

For a detailed review of gaps based on ethnicity, Tables 4.21 and 4.22 illustrate the most 

positive and negative scores, based on ethnicity. 

Table 4.21 provides the items associated with the most positive mean gap scores. For 

Caucasians, the ten most positive gap scores range from +.36 to +.58, and eleven items earned 

those scores. For Students of Color, the ten most positive gap scores ranged from +.28 +.43, and 
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fourteen items earned those scores. Of the fifteen combined items, ten are shared in common. All 

of the most positive gap scores occur in the Tangibles dimension, and they are fairly evenly spread 

among all five service areas. In terms of positive gap scores indicating satisfaction, both groups 

demonstrate their most positive satisfaction in the Tangibles area, with Students of Color showing 

more satisfaction with the appearance of facilities than Caucasians. 

Table 4.21: Most Positive Mean Gap Scores by Ethnicity 

Dimension Item Office Caucasians Students of Color 

N=356-703 N=113-165 
Range of Most 
Positive Ten Gap +.36 - +.58 +.28 - +.43 
Scores 
Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Counseling +.37 +.30 

Tangibles 14. Equipment looks modern. Registration +.43 +.32 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Financial Aid - +.32 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Registration +.37 

Tangibles 15. Visually appealing facilities. Career Center - +.29 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Financial Aid - +.28 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Career Center +.36 +.38 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Counseling +.38 -

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Library +.38 +.31 

Tangibles 16. Neat-appearing employees. Registration +.46 +.32 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Career Center +.51 +.37 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Counseling +.53 +.38 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Financial Aid +.49 +.33 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Library +.56 +.39 

Tangibles 17. Attractive materials. Registration +.58 +.43 

Table 4.22 provides the items associated with the most negative mean gap scores. For 

Caucasians, the ten most negative gap scores range from -.70 to -.88, and fifteen items earned 

those scores. For Students of Color, the ten most negative gap scores ranged from -.62 to -.78, and 

twelve items earned those scores. Of the seventeen combined items, ten are held in common. 
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Both Caucasians and Students of Color generated their highest negative gap scores in the 

Financial Aid items. Out of twenty-two different items, Financial Aid earned the most negative 

gap scores of either one or both groups in fourteen items. Negative gap scores were earned in all 

dimensions except Tangibles. Both groups agreed on negative gap scores in "convenient office 

hours" in Registration and Financial Aid. 

Table 4.22: Most Negative Mean Gap Scores by Ethnicity 

Dimension Item Office Caucasians Students of 
Color 

N=356-703 N=113-165 
Range of Most 
Negative Ten -.70 - -.88 -.62 - -.78 
Gap Scores 
Assurance 1. Employees who instill confidence. Financial Aid -.78 -.69 

Assurance 3. Courteous employees. Financial Aid -.74 -.78 

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Counseling -.70 -

Assurance 4. Knowledgeable employees. Financial Aid -.74 -.77 

Reliability 6. Staff willing to solve problems. Financial Aid -.83 -.62 

Reliability 7. Services performed correctly. Financial Aid -.79 -.73 

Reliability 9. Accurate records. Financial Aid - -.64 

Responsiveness 10. Told when services will be provided. Financial Aid -.79 -

Responsiveness 11. Service is prompt. Financial Aid -.82 -.67 

Responsiveness 12. Staff are willing to help. Financial Aid - -.70 

Responsiveness 13. Staff not too busy to help. Financial Aid -.81 -.65 

Empathy 18. Provides individual attention. Financial Aid -.70 -

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Financial Aid -.81 -.63 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Registration -.76 -.67 

Empathy 19. Convenient office hours. Career Center -.74 -

Empathy 21. Committed to students' interests. Financial Aid -.72 -

Empathy 22. Understands student needs. Financial Aid -.79 -.62 

In sum, though Caucasians predominately had larger gap scores than Students of Color, 

the differences were significant in only 15% of the 110 items, and those occurred in the 

Counseling and Career Center services. The largest differences overall are in the Reliability 
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dimension. Both groups generated positive gap scores only in the Tangibles items. Both groups 

gave the majority of their most negative scores to the Financial Aid area. 

In answer to Research Question Four, there were significant differences in gap scores 

between genders in 34% of the items, and between ethnic groups in 15% of the items. Though 

there are differences, they are in a minority of items. 

Summary of Findings 

In response to the four research questions, respondents' expectations and perceptions of 

service quality were explored. Then, the gaps between those expectations and perceptions were 

reviewed. The differences in the responses of males and females, and Caucasians and Students of 

Color were analyzed. 

With 110 items spread across five different services and along five dimensions, the 

findings were numerous. This summary offers the findings relevant to the four research questions, 

as well as to the highs and lows of the responses of all respondents and of the different groups. 

Expectations: 

Overall, students bring their highest expectations to the Registration area. They accord 

high expectations to "knowledgeable employees" in most areas, and reliable service from 

Registration and Financial Aid. The lowest expectations occur in the Tangibles dimension 

across all service areas. 

The differences between males and females in their expectations are significantly different 

in 88% of the items. Females generally have higher mean expectations than males. The 

differences are most pronounced in the Reliability, Responsiveness and Empathy 

dimensions. 

The differences between Caucasians and Students of Color are significantly different in 

only 8% of the items. Caucasians generally have higher mean expectations than Students 

of Color, except in the Tangibles dimension. In the Tangibles dimension, Students of 

Color demonstrate some significantly higher expectations. 

Perceptions: 

Overall, the Reliability dimension attracted most of the highest perceptions in all service 

areas except Financial Aid. The Tangibles dimension attracted the lowest perceptions. 

Financial Aid services earned more of the lowest perceptions than other service areas. 
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The differences between males and females are significant in only 20% of the items, with 

most differences in the Counseling and Library areas. In most cases, females have higher 

mean perceptions than males. 

Students of Color tend to have higher perception ratings than Caucasians. The 

differences, though, are significant in only 11% of the items, mostly in the Counseling and 

Career Services area. 

Gaps: 

Gaps were apparent between the expectations and perceptions of all respondents in all 

items. Twenty-two percent of the gaps were positive, the remainder were negative. The 

positive gaps were clustered almost entirely in the Tangibles dimension, which had 

accrued low expectations scores and only slightly higher perceptions scores. The most 

negative gaps occurred in most of the Financial Aid items and the convenience of office 

hours. 

The differences between males and females are significant in 34% of the items and occur 

mostly in the Registration and Library services. In general, females tend to have larger 

gap scores than males. 

The differences in mean gap scores between Caucasians and Students of Color are 

significant in 15% of the items. In those items, Caucasians have larger gap scores than 

Students of Color. Most differences occur in the Counseling and Career Center services, 

indicating that Caucasians may be less satisfied with Counseling and Career Center 

services than Students of Color. 
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CHAPTER FIVE  

Conclusion and Discussion 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the purpose, methodology and findings of this study will be reviewed. 

Conclusions will be discussed and recommendations made for utilizing the data. Additionally, 

recommendations for further inquiry will be outlined. 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to measure student satisfaction with the quality of service of 

a variety of student and academic support services at Everett Community College using the 

SERVQUAL model. The SERVQUAL survey collects data on customer (student) expectations 

and perceptions along five dimensions of service quality, wherein the gap between those 

expectations and perceptions indicates satisfaction or dissatisfaction with service quality. Research 

questions focused on examining the expectations and perceptions that students had of the service 

quality of Registration, Financial Aid, Counseling, Career Center and the Library, and determining 

differences between males and females and Caucasians and Students of Color. A cluster sampling 

methodology was used to select college-level classes in which students were given the 

SERVQUAL survey instrument. Data was analyzed using descriptive statistics and one-way 

analysis of variance in order to determine the significance of differences between males and 

females and Caucasians and Students of Color. 

Findings 

The results of analysis indicated gaps between students' expectations and their perceptions 

in all service areas, and most of the gaps were negative insofar as the students' perceptions of 

service quality were below their expectations. The most negative gaps occurred in the Financial 

Aid service area. Positive gaps primarily were found in the areas that concern the appearance of 

staff, facilities and materials. 
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Differences were found between males and females and Caucasians and Students of Color 

at a number of levels, but the differences were significant in a majority of items only between the 

expectations of males and the expectations of females. Otherwise, the groups were more alike than 

different. 

The SERVQUAL model is conceptualized as yielding gap scores that can inform leaders 

and managers of where their services exceed or fall below customer expectations along five 

dimensions: Assurance, Reliability, Responsiveness, Tangibles and Empathy. Positive gaps are 

seen as indicating customer satisfaction, because perceptions of actual service quality exceed 

expectations. Negative gaps indicate dissatisfaction, because perceptions fall below expectations 

and suggest service quality aspects that may need improvement or change. 

SERVQUAL does not, however, offer any benchmark as to what a high or low 

expectation or perception might be, or what magnitude of a gap is "good" or "bad". It is not the 

purpose of this study to suggest a benchmark, either. However, for the purpose of using terms 

such as "high" or "low" in the discussion of the findings, this study will consider that scores below 

a 4.0 (on a scale of 1-5) are low, and that gaps that have a magnitude of less than 0.1 might be of 

less interest or concern than those with larger gaps. 

The research questions which focused the analyses of the SERVQUAL survey were 

selected because of their relevance to the particular interests of the research team and managers at 

Everett Community College. In that light, the findings will be discussed below as they relate to 

developing an understanding of student expectations and perceptions, and the gaps, both positive 

and negative. 

Expectations 

Overall, students had high expectations for five service areas across all dimensions, with 

one outstanding exception: the items related to the Tangibles dimension. While one might 

naturally expect students to demonstrate high expectations of an educational institution, it is 

somewhat reassuring to note that they discriminate between and among the items and dimensions, 

finding some more important than others. 

Mean expectations scores for items in the Tangibles dimension were consistently lower 

than for all other items. Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991b) found consumers generally 

rated expectations for Tangibles lower for the variety of firms surveyed. Though students' written 

comments on the survey forms were not formally analyzed as part of this study, some insight may 

be gained from those students who noted that they would rather see limited resources spent on 

teachers or programs or scholarships than on fancy carpets and four-color brochures, for example. 
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Ruby (1996) reported a similar response for students surveyed at private Christian baccalaureate 

institutions and observed that as long as visual appearances and usefulness of equipment seem 

adequate to the functions desired, they contribute little to the overall satisfaction of students 

compared to other services. 

Registration and Financial Aid services were the target of the highest expectations, 

particularly in the Reliability area. High expectations were also accorded to "knowledgeable 

employees" in the Assurance dimension. Similar results were found by Ruby (1996). 

In all of the expectations categories, females had higher mean expectations than males, 

and in 88% of the items, these differences were significant. Ruby (1996) also found this pattern. 

But, though females had expectations significantly higher than males, their ranking of expectations 

were remarkably similar. The items to which both groups gave their highest expectations were 

very similar, as were their low expectations. Knowledgeable employees, and most of the 

Reliability items, garnered the high expectations from both males and females, and Tangibles the 
lowest. 

A slightly different perspective on expectations emerged based on ethnicity. Overall, the 
differences between Students of Color and Caucasians were significant in only 8% of the items. 
In 61% of the items, Caucasians had higher expectations than Students of Color and they were 
sprinkled throughout all service areas and all dimensions, except one: Tangibles. All Tangibles 
items earned higher mean expectations though still lower than other ratings -- from Students of 
Color than Caucasians, and in three of the items the differences were significant at the .05 level. In 
terms of their highest expectations, both groups awarded most of their high scores to the Assurance 
and Reliability areas, with Caucasians rating Registration and Financial Aid highly, and Students 
of Color rating Counseling and Career Center highly. 

In terms of simply understanding student customer expectations, the student and academic 

support services' managers should recognize the emphasis that students place on having 
knowledgeable employees and reliable service. While excessively poor facilities, appearances, and 
materials may very well cause a negative reaction in student customers, particularly Students of 
Color, it appears that students at this community college have rather modest and realistic 
expectations of Tangible service quality aspects. 

It also appears that females have higher overall expectations of the College. Initial contact 
and services directed at prospective students might warrant special review to determine their 
appeal to the higher expectations of females. Care should be taken in such a strategy, however. 

Zeithaml (1990) observes that overpromising service qualities in order to attract customers might 
lead to higher dissatisfaction if the perception of actual service quality does not meet the built-up 
expectations. 
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Perceptions 

Like the expectations scores, overall perceptions were highest for Assurance and 

Reliability dimensions. Students are positively impressed overall with "safe and secure services" 

and "accurate records". 
And, somewhat like the expectations scores, a number of low perceptions fell into the 

Tangibles dimension. Low perceptions, though, were numerous, and occurred throughout all 

dimensions and all offices. Financial Aid services received the majority of the low perceptions 

ratings; only five of the twenty-two items for Financial Aid services received a rating above 4.0, 

and no score was higher than 4.39. 

Again student written comments on the surveys, though not formally analyzed for this 

study, may provide some insight into this. Many student comments indicated a frustration with the 

amount of time and detail involved in the Financial Aid application process, as well as 

disappointment with denied or insufficient funding. Ruby, finding similar results, noted that 

perceptions of service delivery in the Financial Aid office may be closely tied to the amount of 

unmet need, and that students may be more critical of Financial Aid services due to their 

importance (Ruby, 1996). In other words, some of their perceived problems might well be out of 

the control of the College's Financial Aid service staff, but the students' disappointment with their 

financial aid outcome could affect their perception of local service quality. On the other hand, 

many of the low ratings were directly related to "across the counter" interactions rather than aid 

eligibility criteria. For example, low ratings occurred in "staff provides individual attention", 

"convenient office hours", and "staff not too busy to help", for example. In aspects such as these, 

it appears that some positive service changes might alleviate student dissatisfaction. 

Other service areas also received low perceptions ratings that might be of concern to 

managers. The Counseling area, for example, earned low perceptions scores for "convenient office 

hours", an item in the Empathy dimension. 

Like their performance on the expectations scores, females generally had higher 

perceptions of service quality than males, though the differences between males and females were 

significant in only 20% of the items. The most obvious pattern was that females, for many items, 

had more positive perceptions of service quality in the Counseling area than males. No apparent 

reason for this springs from any student comments, though there is a large body of literature 

(Tannen, 1994) that suggests that females react more positively to situations of active listening and 

might be more comfortable in the Counseling atmosphere. Both males and females rated Financial 

Aid services relatively low in service quality. 

In most items, Students of Color had higher mean perceptions than Caucasians, though the 

differences between the two groups were significant in only 11% of the items. In a number of 
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items, Students of Color had a significantly higher perception of service quality in the Counseling 

area than did Caucasians. Students of Color also have significantly higher perceptions of the 

visual appeal of several service area facilities, though their scores were still quite low. Students of 

Color gave slightly higher scores to Financial Aid services than Caucasians did in most items, 

though the significant difference between mean scores of those groups was minimal. Nonetheless, 

Financial Aid earned low scores from Students of Color compared to their ratings of other services. 

The Counseling Center managers may appreciate the apparent fact that female students 

(who outnumber males enrolled at the College) and Students of Color (who are identified as a 
priority for recruitment and retention) placed higher value on the service quality received in that 

area. The Financial Aid services area may take note of their overall low marks, as well as the 
indication that subgroups uniformly provided low marks as well. 

Gaps 

The discussion of the findings in expectations and perceptions, above, may be helpful in 
exploring where student preferences lie, and assist in analyzing some successful and unsuccessful 
services for recruitment and retention, but the heart of the SERVQUAL model lies in analyzing the 
gaps between expectations and perceptions. Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1994a; 1994b), 

supported by Bolton and Drew (1991), posit that the low and high scores of expectations and 
perceptions are best understood in relation to each other insofar as they point to areas of 
satisfaction and/or dissatisfaction. In analyzing the results of data collected from college students 
at baccalaureate institutions, Ruby (1996) noted the value of utilizing gap scores instead of 
separate expectations and perceptions scores by demonstrating that students evaluated different 
services along different dimensions in significantly different ways, and that gap scores represent a 
common platform for identifying areas for improvement (or success) across the board. This is 
particularly helpful when strategies need to be prioritized. The pattern of responses gathered in this 
study may bear that out. 

Overall, the largest negative gaps, where perceptions did not meet expectations, were in 
two distinct areas: Financial Aid services and "convenient office hours". 

In terms of the service areas, students, as noted above, held relatively high expectations of 
service quality across the board. Furthermore, students almost uniformly gave their lowest 
perceptions ratings to Financial Aid services. This pattern resulted in Financial Aid, compared to 
other service areas, earning the gap scores of the largest magnitude. 

In terms of specific service quality aspects, student ratings indicated that convenient office 
hours in the service areas fell well below their expectations. 
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Positive gaps exhibited a rather singular trend themselves. Twenty out of twenty-four 

positive gaps were in the Tangibles area. As described earlier, student expectations of the 

Tangibles items were uniformly low, as were many of their perceptions compared to other 

perceptions. Nonetheless, overall mean perceptions exceeded overall mean expectations in every 

case in the Tangibles dimension. 

Using expectations and perceptions scores from another angle, for all respondents, the 

highest expectations and the highest perceptions intersected in only three out of 110 items, all in 

the Registration area: meets promised deadlines, services available when promised, and accurate 

records. Yet each of these items earned a negative gap score, indicating that the services are 

falling short of expectations. 

The mean gap scores of males and females were significantly different in 34% of the 

items, with the differences occurring in all dimensions except the Tangibles dimension. Many of 

the significant differences between male and female gap scores occurred in the Registration and 

Library areas. Females had significantly larger negative gap scores (more dissatisfaction) with a 

large number of Registration service and Library service quality items. In the areas of Financial 

Aid, Counseling and Career Center, males and females did not seem to demonstrate very many 

differences. Both males and females gave the majority of their largest negative gap scores to 

Financial Aid, and their positive gap scores to Tangibles. 

Caucasians and Students of Color were significantly different in only 15% of the items. 

The significant differences occurred exclusively in the Counseling and Career Center service areas, 

where Caucasians had a larger negative gap than did Students of Color. In other words, though 

similar in their gap scores in Registration, Financial Aid and the Library, Students of Color were 

significantly less dissatisfied than were Caucasians with the Counseling and Career Center 

services. Both groups gave their most positive gap scores to the Tangibles area, and most of their 

large negative gap scores to Financial Aid services. 

Given the perspective that gap scores represent the best opportunity to view the magnitude 

of student satisfaction and dissatisfaction and to prioritize strategies based on highest need, the 

College may see that the Financial Aid area could benefit from further analysis. Students apply 

high expectations to that area, and award low perceptions scores. Furthermore, the large gap 

scores for the item "convenient office hours" indicate that the College may be missing the mark in 

a number of its service areas in providing desired access to those services. At the same time, 

services that earned large negative gap scores but not the largest should be monitored to 

determine how to prevent service erosion as well as enhance it. 

On a positive note, the finding that Students of Color experience significantly less 

dissatisfaction with Counseling and Career Center services affirms the efforts that those areas 
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make to reach out to Students of Color. Patti (1993) found that students who connect with those 

services are retained at a significantly higher rate. 

Discussion 

This study was pursued to enable a community college to consider service quality issues 

in several of its student and academic support services. While many colleges use survey research 
methods to analyze student satisfaction with types of services and educational programs, this effort 
to examine the quality of the service encounter within service departments represents an additional 
and different perspective on student satisfaction and on assessment strategies. 

Recent literature on the future of higher education urges educational leaders to incorporate 
service quality strategies into their organization. With that point in mind, discussions were held 
among leaders and managers at Everett Community College to review the survey results. The 

discussions ranged far beyond the scope of the initial research questions. The issues raised in the 
following sections amplify some of the concerns that emerged from those discussions and can be 
food for thought for other institutions considering their own service quality. 

Building Employee Satisfaction 

In accepting the notion that service quality is one of the vital keys to institutional success, 
college administrators must articulate expectations and systems to support service quality. 
Selecting a grand strategy is perhaps the most difficult task. 

Black (1995) asserts that there is an inherent relationship between quality service and 
employee satisfaction, and that to improve customer service an institution must first understand 
and enhance its existing environment, particularly the satisfaction and attitude of its employees. 
Efforts along this line cut across all parts of the institution, in the classroom and out. Creating a 
positive work environment, improving communication, supporting a team approach, and providing 
training and recognition are some of the components of the strategy. 

One of the attractive features of this path is that it assures that all aspects of the college 
experience have the potential for strengthening service quality. Too often, customer satisfaction 
and quality service initiatives are not embraced by every sector in campus. Perhaps some on the 
instructional side of the institution may believe that educators are not in the business of satisfying 

students as customers, or perhaps some administrative staff who have little student contact are not 
enthusiastic about changing their work habits. In this case, supporting all employees toward the 
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goal of working productively and enjoying their work elevates campus attitude and increases the 

chance that students will encounter positive employees at any level. 

In developing the SERVQUAL model, Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1985; 1990) 

described gaps in organizational structures that are at the root of causing quality problems and 

subsequent customer dissatisfaction. These gaps, described in Chapter Three, might be largely 

resolved through employee development. 

Given the data from the SERVQUAL survey, interest in improving student satisfaction, 

and belief that high quality employees support high quality service, some of the first steps being 

discussed at Everett Community College are: 

1) Improved communication between management and line staff; 

2) Streamlining procedures; 

3) Supporting training and empowerment. 

4) Revitalization of the strategic plan, with employee input, that enables departments and 

staff to work together toward goals, instead of separately. 

It may also be valuable to adapt the SERVQUAL survey for employees to respond to 

questions about internal office-to-office service qualities in order to pinpoint areas of emphasis for 
employee development, an approach suggested by Brensinger and Lambert (1990). 

While the employee development strategy is one way to sidestep the inevitable dissension 

in some quarters that any obvious customer service initiative would engender, it does not fully fend 
off the viewpoint that customer service is not the business of a college. There are many in 
academe who would argue that students are not customers buying grades or degrees, or that limited 
resources should not be diverted from classroom needs to bolster customer service. The following 

two topics, the cost of quality service and targeting student services first, offer some additional 

leadership strategies. 

The Costs of Quality 

Seymour (1994) gently disputes the quotation that "quality is free." He notes that the 
widespread Total Quality Management approaches currently in vogue require cultural 

transformation, hard work, training dollars and more, in order to build quality mechanisms in an 

organization. Furthermore, few organizations are able to fully analyze the true costs and benefits 

of their investment in organizational restructuring. Following those observations, though, he 

reports on the improved productivity and savings reported by some organizations that have 

embedded service quality in their organization. Increased employee job satisfaction, improved 

attendance, decreased employee turnover, reduced errors and re-work, improved customer 
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retention, and free word of mouth advertising all contribute toward an improved bottom line. Not 

all institutions report so glowingly, but the potential is there. 

Another way to view this issue is to consider the costs of lack of quality. Tuttle (1994) 

states that public institutions face flat or declining dollars, with growing demand. Dissatisfied 

customers, negative word-of mouth, employee turnover, and work redone in order to correct errors 

are drains of limited resources. 

Rather than necessitating the adoption of an expensive institution-wide Total Quality 

Management program (Seymour, 1994), the SERVQUAL data analysis provides managers with 

the opportunity to prioritize strategies for improving service quality. By carefully targeting those 

gaps that are large, strategic, and correctable-able with limited resources, the college can direct its 

resources toward services and employee training that will make a difference. At Everett 

Community College it is possible to identify gaps and areas where improvement will not 

necessarily demand large expenditures of resources. For example, employee satisfaction strategies 

might include additional allowances for flextime, enabling some services to expand their office 

hours without hiring additional staff. 

Targeting Student Services First 

Many note the reluctance of the academic community to viewing students as customers 

(Coate, 1990; Glenn, 1997). Coate suggests that starting where success might be more easily and 

quickly demonstrated may be a positive strategy. One of the options might be student services. 

As mentioned in Chapter Two, student services have the potential of far more student 

contact than individual instructors and have the potential of making a large impact with a quality 

service. Student services offer a particularly vibrant opportunity for assessments such as 

SERVQUAL. Often, student services are driven by philosophic approaches to student growth and 

development, with such goals, for example, as enhancing student self-esteem, or student retention. 

Assessing and improving services in such a way that students are treated respectfully, provided 

with timely service benefits, and find services to be accessible and personalized should be some of 

the hallmarks of student services accountability. 

The genesis of the SERVQUAL survey at Everett Community College was to utilize a 

different instrument to measure student satisfaction at the service quality level. The findings have 

resonated with College leadership and with the directors of the services targeted by the survey, and 

are the impetus of several strategies across campus. 

Because the magnitude and trend of the gaps hold some clear messages, particularly 

regarding Financial Aid and office hours, managers are able to evaluate options for improvement 
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in a straightforward manner. Several solutions, seen as affordable and do-able, are already in 
progress. 

Toward that end, student services leaders at Everett Community College have participated 

in several discussions at the director level and at the staff level to assess the SERVQUAL findings 

and to identify areas for improvement and change. For example, the Registration area has 

identified prompt service and convenient office hours as looming issues and is considering 

alternative staffing options in order to improve those aspects. The Financial Aid area is 

emphasizing speedier service through Web application and automatic deposits. 

If actions are taken, though, how is the effectiveness of the new measures evaluated? 

Continuous Assessment 

The evaluation of SERVQUAL results generates two questions. First, if there are no 

external benchmarks, how does a service area determine the relative positive or negative weight of 

the scores? Second, if changes are made in an effort to improve a negatively evaluated service 

quality, how does one determine the effectiveness of the change? 

Assessment, Erwin (1993) asserts, is oriented toward practice and action. Once action has 

been taken, it must again be assessed. Bolton and Drew (1991) indicate that many service firms 

have created feedback loops that utilize survey data, allow for changes to be implemented, and 

then evaluate the changes with subsequent survey data. Total Quality Management methods 

characterize this same concept as "continuous improvement" (Sutcliffe & Pollock, 1992). 

Williford and Moden (1993) describe a wide variety of student service assessment initiatives in 

which continuous assessment and improvement is inherent. 

One reasonable solution to these questions is to implement the periodic administration of 

the SERVQUAL survey. Nichols (1991) emphasizes the value of building data over time. Doing 
so establishes institutional patterns from which some benchmarks may emerge. Furthermore, 

longitudinal data can help an institution analyze areas of progress and/or problems. For example, 

Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1993) note that if SERVQUAL scores for certain areas have 

declined significantly from one period to another, managers can assess whether this is due to 

higher expectations, lower perceptions, or both. Suggestions for further research, described below, 

include some specific options for pursuing this issue. 
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Discussion Summary 

Analysis of SERVQUAL results and their implication for college action may bring a 

number of issues to the fore: the role of employee satisfaction vis a vis student satisfaction; 

targeting student services, the costs of quality, and continuous assessment processes. While these 

issues may transcend the specific items analyzed by SERVQUAL, such as prompt service, 

convenient office hours or the visual appeal of facilities, they may be seen as part of the context in 

which an institution discusses and implements practices that affect student satisfaction. 

Additional issues related to the actual use of SERVQUAL in the community college, and 

further research suggestions, will be discussed in the next section. 

Service Quality Assessment at a Community College 

As noted earlier, there is no available literature that describes the use of SERVQUAL in 

the community college setting. This situation has made analysis of the SERVQUAL findings in 

this study challenging because of a lack of comparable data or other findings. Though some of the 

findings in this study are similar to findings made at some baccalaureate institutions, it would be 

even more interesting to note their similarity or dissimilarity with other community colleges. 

For example, finding few significant differences in responses between Caucasians and 

Students of Color overall, but some differences in their satisfaction with Counseling and Career 

Center services raises more questions than answers. Does the ethnic representation of EvCC's 

Counseling staff have an effect on student satisfaction? Do special outreach activities have an 

effect? Other studies that analyze the responses of subgroups would be valuable in analyzing these 

responses. 

The average age of respondents in this study is much higher than the average age of 

students in studies at baccalaureate institutions. Does this affect the findings? Do older students 

have different expectations and perceptions than younger students? This study did not analyze 

differences in responses based on age, though without some sense of comparability with other 

similar institutions any findings could possibly be as perplexing as those above. 

The high expectations and perceptions of females, which is where most of the significant 

differences were found, has been noted in other studies, but there is no suggestion as to why this is 

so. The pattern of differences between males and females in the Registration and Library services 

does not suggest any obvious connection. This bears further exploration and would be furthered if 

other community colleges yielded data as well. 
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On another note, Ruby's 1996 study at private Christian baccalaureate colleges found the 

same strong pattern of dissatisfaction with financial aid services as found in this study. It is 

possible that high-tuition colleges would engender heightened student expectations of financial aid 

service, and set the stage for more dissatisfaction. At a community college, the tuition is not as 

high, but the actual financial need might be more personally felt by low-income students, making 

those students critical of service quality. Data from other community colleges might strengthen 

the analysis of this issue and offer a better understanding of solutions. 

To enable interested community colleges to consider implementing a SERVQUAL survey 

on their own campus, the following suggestions are offered. 

1.	 SERVQUAL could be administered every two years, alternating with other 

instruments that measure different types of student outcomes and opinions. Over 

time, patterns could be established and standards evaluated. 

2.	 Though direct and public comparisons should be avoided due to the differences in 

programs at different institutions, peer institutions may wish to collaborate on a 

common methodology and make their findings available to each other. This would be 

helpful in determining if there are patterns of responses. 

3.	 If a group of institutions form a common approach to administering the SERVQUAL 

survey, it would be cost-effective to share the cost of creating the survey in a 

scannable format in order to reduce the data entry expenses and aid in common data 

analysis. 

4.	 Successful aspects of the methodology employed in this study were the lead-time 

given to instructors who were asked to administer the survey during class-time, the 

support of campus administration, and the volume of data gathered from 

representative classes. Nonetheless, the SERVQUAL survey is long and bulky, and 

some data analysis should be expanded. Several revisions to the methodology used in 

this study could be considered. 

a. The Likert scale used in this study ranged from 1-5. Some SERVQUAL 

studies use a 1-7. The pros and cons should be weighed carefully. 

b. As suggested by others (Carman, 1990; Parasuraman et al., 1991b), 

respondents could be asked to weight the importance of some of the items, 

which would lend additional ability to analyze which gaps might be more 

important in the students' viewpoint. 

c. To shorten the survey time, Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (Parasuraman 

et al., 1994a) suggest a strategy of administering Part One to half of the 

targeted population, and Part Two to the other half, and then analyzing the 

gaps as representative of the targeted population. Another alternative is to 
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administer two different surveys, one of which has some of the dimensions, 

and the other with the remaining dimensions. This would be less practical if 

special correlations with certain populations were sought. 

d.	 Responses could be evaluated against student responses to questions about 

their overall satisfaction, and with a willingness to recommend the institution, 

as suggested by Reidenbach and Sandifer-Smallwood (1990) and Ruby 

(1996). 

5.	 Finally, Oliver (1993) suggests that the diagnostic value of SERVQUAL results only 

at the middle level of specificity and the results deserve further clarification. Follow-

up in focus groups would greatly assist the analysis of findings prior to taking action. 

For example, the pattern of dissatisfaction with convenient office hours suggest that 

managers need to discover in what ways the current hours are inadequate. A focus 

group may help uncover student interest in earlier hours, evening hours, weekend 

hours, or better telephone access, for example. 

Summary 

The era of "customer satisfaction" brings students to colleges who are increasingly 

identifying themselves as customers. Competition among a growing number of institutions and 

learning organizations is sharpening the desire of institutions to deliver service quality in order to 

attract and retain students. The use of the SERVQUAL survey instrument offers a fruitful 

opportunity for student services managers to assess student satisfaction with service quality. 

Insofar as satisfaction may affect student desire to attend, affect retention, and affect word-of 

mouth recommendations, colleges should include service quality assessment in their efforts to be 
accountable for the effectiveness of their services and to improve those services. 

This study found discernible patterns in student satisfaction and dissatisfaction. It may be 
inferred that students place less emphasis on the tangible aspects of service quality and more 

emphasis on aspects that provide them with reliable services and demonstrate attention to their 

personal needs. Respondents send a clear message about dissatisfaction with Financial Aid service 

quality and with convenient office hours. Differences between male and female respondents, and 

between Caucasians and Students of Color are not as clear, but indicate further areas of inquiry. 

Because SERVQUAL offers a targeted method of determining areas that can improve 

student satisfaction, this strategy offers some direct, and perhaps cost-effective ways of 

implementing action as a result of assessment research. This may make it appealing to other 

community colleges. 



107 

Future research strategies could include an examination of the relationship between 

service quality satisfaction and retention or willingness to recommend the institution to others, as 

well as the use of qualitative research methods to explore the findings of surveys such as 

SERVQUAL. Implementation by other community colleges would be helpful in building a 

database and reference points about student satisfaction with service quality. 



108 

BIBLIOGRAPHY  

2020 Commission. (1998). Learning for life: Report of the 2020 commission on the future of post-
secondary education, [web]. Available: www.wa.gov:80/governor/2020/learning.htm#a 
[1999, June 2]. 

Albrecht, K., & Zemke, R. (1985). Service America! Homewood, IL: Dow Jones-Irwin. 

Astin, A. W. (1985). Achieving educational excellence. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

Astin, A. W. (1991). Assessment for excellence. New York: American Council on 
Education/MacMillan Publishing. 

Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college? Four critical years revisited. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 

Asubonteng, P., McCleary, K. J., & Swan, J. J. (1996). SERVQUAL revisited: A critical review of 
service quality. The Journal of Services Marketing, 10(6), 62-79. 

Babakus, E., & Boller, G. W. (1992). An empirical assessment of the SERVQUAL scale. Journal 
of Business Research, 24, 253-268. 

Banta, T. W., & Associates. (1993). Making a difference: Outcomes ofa decade of assessment in 
higher education. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Bateson, J. E. (1979). Why we need service marketing. In 0. C. Ferrell, S. W. Brown, & C. W. 
Lamb Jr. (Eds.), Conceptual and theoretical developments in marketing (pp. 131-146). 
Chicago: American Marketing Association. 

Bean, J. P. (1980). Dropouts and turnover: The synthesis and test of a causal model of student 
attrition. Research in Higher Education, 12, 155-187. 

Benjamin, M., & Hollings, A. E. (1995). Toward a theory of student satisfaction: An exploratory 
study of the "quality of student life". Journal of College Student Development, 36, 574-86. 

Bennett, W. J. (1984). To reclaim a legacy. Washington D C: National Endowment for the 
Humanities. 

Bers, T. H. (1994). Focus group research: Community college applications. Journal of Applied 
Research in the Community College, 2(1), 5-19. 

Bers, T. H., & Smith, K. E. (1991). Persistence of community college students: The influence of 
student intent and academic and social integration. Research in Higher Education, 32(5),
539-556. 

Betz, E. L., Klingensmith, J. E., & Menne, J. W. (1970). The measurement and analysis of college 
student satisfaction. Measurement and Evaluation in Guidance, 3(2), 110-118. 

Black, J. (1995). Creating customer delight. College and University, LXX(2), 52-58. 

www.wa.gov:80/governor/2020/learning.htm#a


109 

Black, J. P. (1992). A study of the relationship between the critical components of service 
management and the quality of service in Presbyterian-affiliated liberal arts colleges. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Gonzaga University. 

Bogue, E. G., & Brown, W. (1982). Performance incentives for state colleges: How Tennessee is 
trying to improve its higher education investment. Nashville, TN: Higher Education 
Commission. 

Bok, D. (1986). Higher learning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Bolton, R. N., & Drew, J. H. (1991). A multistage model of customers' assessments of service 
quality and value. Journal of Consumer Research, 17(March), 375-384. 

Boyer, E. L. (1987). College: The undergraduate experience in America. New York: Harper & 
Row. 

Braskamp, L. A. (1991). Purposes, issues and principles of assessment. NCA Quarterly, 66(Fall), 
417-429. 

Brensinger, R. P., & Lambert, D. M. (1990). Can the SERVQUAL scale be generalized to 
business-to-business services? Paper presented at the American Marketing Association. 

Brodigan, D. L. (1992). Focus group interviews: Applications for institutional research. AIR 
Professional File, 43, 49-54. 

Brown, R. D. (1979). Key issues in evaluating student affairs programs. In G. D. Kuh (Ed.), 
Evaluation in student affairs (Vol. 26, pp. 13-31). Cincinnati: American College 
Personnel Association. 

Cabrera, A. F., Castaneda, M. B., Nora, A., & Hengstler, D. (1992). The convergence between two 
theories of college persistence. Journal of Higher Education, 63(2), 143-164. 

Carman, J. M. (1990). Consumer perceptions of service quality: An assessment of the 
SERVQUAL dimensions. Journal of Retailing, 66(1), 33-55. 

Casto, R. A. (1995). Best predictors of student needs and expectations: Responding to the voice of 
the customer and orchestrating change in a two-year college. Lima, OH: Lima Technical 
College. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 390 508) 

Cavaness, J. P., & Manoochehehri, G. H. (1993). Building quality into services. SAM Advanced 
Management Journal, (Winter), 4-8. 

Chadwick, K., & Ward, J. (1987). Determinants of consumer satisfaction with education: 
Implications for college and university administrators. College and University, 62, 236-
246. 

Chapman, D. W., & Pascarella, E. T. (1983). Predictors of academic and social integration of 
college students. Research in Higher Education, 19(3), 295-322. 

Chickering, A. W., & and Associates. (1981). The modern American college. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 



110 

Christensen, A. L., & Philbrick, D. (1993). Businesses and universities: Similar challenges, shared 
solutions. Journal of Education for Business, 69(Sept-Oct), 6-9. 

Churchill, G. A., Jr., & Suprenant, C. (1982). An investigation into the determinants of customer 
satisfaction. Journal of Marketing Research, 19, 491-504. 

Claggett, C. A. (1996). Correlates of success in the community college: Using research to inform 
campus retention efforts. Journal of Applied Research in the Community College, 4(1), 
49-68. 

Coate, L. E. (1990). TQM on campus. NACUBO Business Officer, (November), 26-35. 

Cohen, A. M., & Brawer, F. B. (1996). The American community college. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 

Coleman, V., Yi, X., Bair, L., & Chollett, B. (1997). Toward a TQM paradigm: Using 
SERVQUAL to measure library service quality. College and Research Libraries, 58(3), 
237-51. 

Commission on Colleges. (1999). Accreditation handbook. Bellevue, WA: Northwest Association 
of Schools and Colleges. 

Congram, C. A., & Friedman, M. L. (Eds.). (1991). The AMA handbook of marketing for the 
service industries. New York: American Management Association. 

Cooper, C., & Bradshaw, R. A. (1984). How green is your academic climate? Check it out with 
MOSS: A monitor of student satisfaction. College and University, 59, 251-260. 

Cronin Jr., J. J., & Taylor, S. A. (1994). SERVPERF versus SERVQUAL: Reconciling 
performance-based and perceptions-minus-expectations measurement of service quality. 
Journal of Marketing, 58(January), 125-131. 

Czepiel, J. A., Solomon, M. R., & Surprenant, C. F. (1985). The service encounter. Lexington, 
MA: Lexington Books. 

Davis, T. M., & Murrell, P. H. (1993). A structural model of perceived academic, personal, and 
vocational gains related to college student persistence. Research in Higher Education, 
34(3), 267-289. 

Debreceny, R. (1994). Outcomes assessment: The accreditation process, [web]. LaGrange College. 
Available: www.lgc.peachnet.edu/sacs.htm [1999, February 7]. 

Dehne, G. C. (1993). Staying ahead of the curve. Trusteeship, 1(1), 18-23. 

Delene, L., & Bunda, M. (1991). The assessment of service quality in higher education. 
Kalamazoo, MI: Western Michigan University. (Eric Document Reproduction Service No. 
HE 024 725) 

DiLorenzo-Aiss, J. (1990). Higher education as a service marketer: Quality control in reference to 
faculty performance and student outcome. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia 
University. 

www.lgc.peachnet.edu/sacs.htm


111 

Dolence, M. G. (1993). Strategic enrollment management. Washington, DC: American 
Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers. 

Dressel, P., & Mayhew, L. (1954). General education: Explorations in evaluation. Westport, CT: 
Greenwood Press. 

Eddy, J., E. D. (1959). The college influence on student character. Washington D C: American 
Council on Education. 

Edwards, J. (1993). Student service quality assurance: A model that works. The Community 
Service Catalyst, 23(1), 9-12. 

Ennis, B. M. (1977). Marketing education in the 1980s: Strategy considerations for a mature 
product line. Paper presented at the American Marketing Association. 

Erwin, T. D. (1993). Outcomes assessment. In M. J. Barr (Ed.), The handbook of student affairs 
administration . San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Ewell, P. T. (1991). Back to the future. Change, Nov/Dec, 12-17. 

Feldman, K. A., & Newcomb, T. M. (1969). The impact of college on students: An analysis of four 
decades of research. (Vol. 1). San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

Ford, J. B., Joseph, M., & Joseph, B. (1993). Service quality in higher education: A comparison of 
universities in the United States and New Zealand using SERVQUAL. American 
Marketing Association, 4, 75-81. 

Franklin, K. K. (1994). Multivariate correlation analysis ofa student satisfaction survey. Johnson 
City, TN: East Tennessee State University. (Eric Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
388 695) 

Franklin, K. K., & Shemwell, D. W. (1995, November). Disconfirmation theory: An approach to 
student satisfaction in higher education. Paper presented at the meeting of the Mid-South 
Educational Research Association Conference, Biloxi, MS. 

Franklin, K. K., Shemwell, D. W., & Witta, E. L. (1994). Hierarchical confirmatory factor 
analysis of a student satisfaction survey. Johnson City, TN: East Tennessee State 
University. (Eric Document Reproduction Service No. ED 388 694) 

Friedlander, J., Murrell, P. H., & MacDougall, P. R. (1993). The community college student 
experiences questionnaire. In T.W. Banta and Associates (Ed.), Making a difference (pp. 
196-210). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Gay, L. R. (1976). Educational research. Columbus, OH: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co. 

Gilligan, C. (1981). Moral development. In A. W. Chickering (Ed.), The modern American college 
(pp. 139-157). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Ginsburg, H., & Opper, S. (1969). Piaget's theory of intellectual development. Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Glenn, R. T. (1997). Starting from scratch. Trusteeship, 5(3), 24-28. 



112 

Goodwin, L. D., & Stevens, E. A. (1993). The influence of gender on university members' 
perceptions of "good" teaching. Journal of Higher Education, 64, 166-185. 

Gronroos, C. (1982). A service-orientated approach to marketing of services. European Journal of 
Marketing, 12(8), 588-601. 

Gronroos, C. (1983). Strategic management and marketing in the service sector. Cambridge, MA: 
Marketing Science Institute. 

Gronroos, C. (1990). Service management and marketing. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. 

Halpin, R. L. (1990). An application of the Tinto model to the analysis of freshman persistence in a 
community college. Community College Review, 17(4), 22-32. 

Hanson, G. R. (1978). Evaluating program effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Harpel, R. L. (1978). Evaluating from a management perspective. In G. R. Hanson (Ed.), 
Evaluating program effectiveness (Vol. 1, ). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Hayes, S. C. (1977). Dropouts dissatisfaction with the university. Australian Journal of Education, 
21(2), 141-149. 

Heskett, J. L. (1986). Managing in the service economy. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 

Hill, F. (1997). The implication of service quality theory for British higher education: An 
exploratory longitudinal study. The Journal of General Education, 46(3), 209-231. 

Holmes, L. M. (1994). Recruitment of traditional students by two-year colleges. Pittsburgh State 
University, Pittsburgh, KS. 

Hossler, D., Bean, J. P., & Associates. (1990). The strategic management of college enrollments. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Jacob, P. E. (1957). Changing values in college: An exploratory study of the impact of college 
teaching. New York: Harper & Brothers. 

Kearney, G. W., & Kearney, T. J. (1994, November). Transfer student expectations and 
satisfaction: Predictors for academic performance and persistence. Paper presented at the 
meeting of the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Tucson, AZ. 

Kelley, L. H. (1994, May). Utilizing multiple measures to assess student satisfaction. Paper 
presented at the meeting of the Association for Institutional Research, New Orleans, LA. 

Kelley, S. W., Skinner, S. J., & Donnelly, J., J. H. (1992). Organizational socialization of service 
customers. Journal of Business Research, 25, 197-214. 

Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research activities. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 30, 607-610. 

Kuh, G. D. (Ed.). (1979). Evaluation in student affairs. (Vol. 26). Cincinnati: American College 
Personnel Association. 

Kuh, G. D. (1991). Involving colleges. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 



113 

Liu, R., & Jung, L. (1980). The commuter student and student satisfaction. Research in Higher 
Education, 12(3), 215-225. 

Lovelock, C. H. (1983). Classifying services to gain strategic marketing insights. Journal of 
Marketing, 47(Summer), 9-20. 

Mayhew, L. B., Ford, P. J., & Hubbard, D. L. (1990). The quest for quality. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 

Mentowski, M. (1991). Creating a context where institutional assessment yields educational 
improvement. The Journal of General Education, 40, 255-283. 

Miller, T., & Prince, J. (1976). The future of student affairs. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

Mischel, W. (1971). Introduction to personality. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. 

Napoli, A. R., & Wortman, P. M. (1996). A meta-analysis of the impact of academic and social 
integration on persistence of community college students. Journal of Applied Research in 
the Community College, 4(1), 5-21. 

National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The imperative for 
educational reform. Washington, DC: US Department of Education. 

National Governors' Association. (1988). Results in education: State level college assessment 
procedures. Washington DC: National Governors Association. 

National Institute of Education Study Group. (1984). Involvement in learning. Washington DC: 
Department of Education. 

Nichols, J. 0. (1991). The departmental guide to implementation of student outcomes assessment 
and institutional effectiveness. New York: Agathon Press. 

Nitecki, D. A. (1996). Changing the concept and measure of service quality in academic libraries. 
The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 181-190. 

Nora, A., Attinasi Jr., L. C., & Matonak, A. (1989). Testing qualitative indicators of pre-college 
factors in Tinto's attrition model: A community college student population. The Review of 
Higher Education, 13(3), 337-355. 

Oliver, R. L. (1993). A conceptual model of service quality and service satisfaction: Compatible 
goals, different concepts. Advances in Services Marketing and Management, 2, 65-85. 

Pace, C. R. (1984). Historical perspectives on student outcomes: Assessment with implications for 
the future. NASPA Journal, 22(2), 10-18. 

Pace, C. R., & Friedlander, J. (1978). Approaches to evaluation: Models and perspectives. In G.R. 
Hanson (Ed.), Evaluating program effectiveness (Vol. 1, pp. 1-17). San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 

Parasuraman, A., Berry, L. L., & Zeithaml, V. A. (1991a). Perceived service quality as a customer-
based performance measure: An empirical examination of organizational barriers using an 
extended service quality model. Human Resource Management, 30(3), 335-364. 



114 

Parasuraman, A., Berry, L. L., & Zeithaml, V. A. (1991b). Refinement and reassessment of the 
SERVQUAL scale. Journal of Retailing, 67(4), 420-450. 

Parasuraman, A., Berry, L. L., & Zeithaml, V. A. (1993). Research note: More on improving 
service quality measurement. 69, 1, 140-147. 

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V., & Berry, L. L. (1994a). Moving forward in service quality 
research: measuring different customer-expectation levels, comparing alternative scales, 
and examining the performance-behavioral intentions link. Cambridge, MA: # 94-114 
Marketing Science Institute. 

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Berry, L. L. (1985). A conceptual model of service quality 
and its implications for future research. Journal of Marketing, 49(Fall), 41-50. 

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Berry, L. L. (1988). SERVQUAL: A multiple-item scale for 
measuring consumer perceptions of service quality. Journal of Retailing, 64(1), 12-40. 

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Berry, L. L. (1994b). Reassessment of expectations as a 
comparison standard in measuring service quality: Implications for further research. 
Journal of Marketing, 58(1), 111 -124. 

Pascarella, E., Smart, J. C., & Ethington, C. A. (1986). Long-term persistence of two-year college 
students. Research in Higher Education, 24(1), 47-71. 

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1980). Predicting freshman persistence and voluntary dropout 
decisions from a theoretical model. Journal of Higher Education, 51(1), 60-75. 

Pate, W. S. (1993). Consumer satisfaction, determinants and post-purchase actions in higher 
education. College and University, 68(2), 100-107. 

Patti, M. V., Tarpley, R. S., Goree, C. T., & Tice, G. E. (1993, November). The relationship of 
college facilities and services to student retention. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
Mid-South Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA. 

Perry, J., W. G. (1970). Forms of intellectual and ethical development in the college years. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Pike, G. R. (1993). The relationship between perceived learning and satisfaction with college: An 
alternate view. Research in Higher Education, 34(1), 23-40. 

Pike, G. R. (1994). The relationship between alumni satisfaction and work experiences. Research 
in Higher Education, 35(1), 105-123. 

Polcyn, L. J. (1986). A two-instrument approach to student satisfaction measurement. College and 
University, 62(1), 18-24. 

Reidenbach, R. E., & Sandifer-Smallwood, B. (1990). Exploring perceptions of hospital operations 
by a modified SERVQUAL approach. Journal of Health Care Marketing, 10(4), 47-55. 

RiCharde, R. S., Olney, C. A., & Erwin, T. D. (1993). Cognitive and affective measures of student 
development. In T.W. Banta and Associates (Ed.), Making a difference: Outcomes of a 
decade of assessment in higher education (pp. 179-195). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 



115 

Roberts, T. B. (Ed.). (1975). Four psychologies applied to education. New York: John Wiley and 
Sons. 

Robertson, T. S., Zielinski, J., & Ward, S. (1984). Consumer behavior. Glenview, IL: Scott, 
Foresman and Co. 

Ruby, C. (1996). Assessment of student satisfaction with selected student support services using 
the SERVQUAL model of customer satisfaction. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio 
University. 

Seidman, A. (1991). The evaluation of a pre/post admissions/counseling process at a suburban 
community college: Impact on student satisfaction with the faculty and the institution, 
retention and academic performance. College and University, 66, 223-232. 

Seppanen, L., & Yoshiwara, J. (1997). Performance funding for improvement in Washington 
community colleges, [web]. State Board for Community and Technical Colleges. 
Available: www.sbctc.ctc.edu/pub/pubperform.htm [1999, February 7]. 

Sevier, R. A. (1989). Conducting focus group research. The Journal of College Admissions, 122, 4-
9. 

Seymour, D. (Ed.). (1994). Total quality management on campus: Is it worth doing? (Vol. 86). San 
Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

Shostack, G. L. (1977). Breaking free from product marketing. Journal of Marketing, 41(April), 
73-80. 

Simmons, D. (1997). Incumbent worker training: A call for consumer satisfaction assessment. 
Journal of Applied Research in the Community College, 4(2), 119-124. 

Smith, A. M. (1995). Measuring service quality: Is SERVQUAL now redundant? Journal of 
Marketing Management, //(1/3), 257-276. 

Smith, L. N., Abent, R., & Lefond, D. (1991). Education. In C. A. Congram & M. L. Friedman 
(Eds.), The AMA handbook of marketing for the service industries (pp. 491-504). New 
York: American Management Association. 

Spady, W. G. (1970). Dropouts from higher education: An interdisciplinary review and synthesis. 
Interchange, 1(1), 64-85. 

Spady, W. G. (1971). Dropouts from higher education: Toward an empirical model. Interchange, 
2(3), 38-62. 

Spicuzza, F. J. (1992). A customer service approach to advising: Theory and application. NACADA 
Journal, 12(2), 49-58. 

Stalnaker, L. R. (1994). A study of student satisfaction with the college experience at Butler 
County Community College. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kansas State University. 

State Board of Community and Technical Colleges. (1998). Washington community and technical 
colleges accountability and performance funding recommendations, [web]. Washington 
State Board of Community and Technical Colleges. Available: 
www.sbctc.ctc.edu/pub/pubperform.htm [1999, February 7]. 

www.sbctc.ctc.edu/pub/pubperform.htm
www.sbctc.ctc.edu/pub/pubperform.htm


116 

Suskie, L. A. (1992). Questionnaire survey research: What works. (Vol. 6). Tallahassee, FL: 
Association for Institutional Research. 

Sutcliffe, W., & Pollock, J. (1992). Can the total quality management approach used in industry be 
transferred to institutions of higher education? The Vocational Aspect of Education, 44(1), 
11-27. 

Tannen, D. (1994). Gender and discourse. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Teas, R. K. (1993). Expectations, performance, evaluation, and consumers' perceptions of quality. 
Journal of Marketing, 57(October), 18-34. 

Terenzini, P. T., & Pascarella, E. T. (1991). Twenty years of research on college students: Lessons 
for future research. Research in Higher Education, 32(1), 83-92. 

Tinto, V. (1986). Theories of student departure. In J. C. Smart (Ed.), Higher education: Handbook 
of theory and research (Vol. II, pp. 359-384). New York: Agathon Press, Inc. 

Tinto, V., & Russo, P. (1994). Coordinated Studies Programs: Their effect on student involvement 
at a community college. Community College Review, 22(2), 16-25. 

Tinto, V., & Wallace, D. L. (1986). Retention: An admission concern. College and University, 
61(4). 

Tranberg, M., Slane, S., & Ekeberg, S. E. (1993). The relation between interest congruence and 
satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 253-264. 

Tuttle, T. C. (1994). Is total quality worth the effort? How do we know? In D. Seymour (Ed.), 
Total quality management on campus: Is it worth doing? (Vol. 86, pp. 21-32). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Uperaft, M. L. (1994). The dilemmas of translating theory to practice. Journal of College Student 
Development, 35(November), 439-443. 

Uperaft, M. L., & Schuh, J. H. (1996). Assessment in student affairs: A guide for practitioners. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

US Bureau of Labor Statistics. (November, 1997). Monthly Labor Review, [web]. U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. Available: http : / /stats.bls.gov /newsrels.htm [1999, May 16]. 

Van Dyke, T. P., Kappelman, L. A., & Prybutok, V. R. (1997). Measuring information systems 
service quality: Concerns on the use of the SERVQUAL questionnaire. MIS Quarterly, 
21(2), 195-208. 

Wampold, B. E., Ankarlo, G., Mondin, G., Trinidad-Carrillo, M., Baumler, B., & Prater, K. 
(1995). Social skills of and social environments produced by different Holland types: A 
social perspective on person-environment fit models. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 
42(3), 365-379. 

Williford, A. M., & Moden, G. 0. (1993). Using assessment to enhance quality. In T.W. Banta and 
Associates (Ed.), Making a difference: Outcomes of a decade of assessment in higher 
education . San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

http:stats.bls.gov


117 

Wince, M. H., & Borden, V. M. H. (1995, May). When does student satisfaction begin? Paper 
presented at the meeting of the Association for Institutional Research, Boston, MA. 

Witt, P. H., & Handal, P. J. (1984). Person-environment fit: Is satisfaction predicted by 
congruency, environment, or personality? Journal of College Student Personnel, 25, 503-
508. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Berry, L. L., & Parasuraman, A. (1988). Communication and control processes in 
the delivery of service quality. Journal of Marketing, 52(April), 35-48. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Parasuraman, A., & Berry, L. L. (1990). Delivering quality service. New York: 
The Free Press. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Berry, L. L., & Parasuraman, A. (1996). The behavioral consequences of service 
quality. Journal of Marketing, 60(April), 31-46. 



118 

APPENDICES  



119 

APPENDIX A: Student Surveys Script 



120 

Student Surveys  

Class: 

Instructor: 

Return these surveys, with this cover sheet, in the attached 
envelope to: 

Darryl Dieter, Coordinator, Institutional Research 

DEADLINE: FEBRUARY 12, 1999 

How to conduct this survey. A suggestion for how to present it 

With all students seated, announce: "As part of the College's process to review its 
services and improve them, the College is asking for your feedback. We are following 
a special process to assure that student responses represent the full spectrum of 
students at EvCC, so a variety of classes at the College are administering 
questionnaires, including this class. I will pass around a questionnaire. If you have 
already completed this survey in another class, please do not complete one in this 
class; just pass on it, and perhaps devote the time to reviewing your text, or 
assignments. For the next thirty to thirty-five minutes, please enter your answers on 
the survey. You may use a pen or a pencil and make sure your marks are clear. You 
are not being asked to place your name or ID number on this survey; it is anonymous. 
When everyone is done, I will collect the surveys. Thank you for your help on this; 
the results will help the College make some decisions concerning College services." 

A servqual faculty lv 
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Survey of Student Satisfaction  
with the Service Quality of Support Services  

Winter, 1999 

Hello, 

The College is inviting you to participate in a survey of student satisfaction with selected college services. 
Though there are many departments on a college campus that serve students, this study will focus on your 
perception of the following services: registration, financial aid, counseling,career planning, and the
library. 

The purpose of this study is twofold: 

1) To determine your perception of the quality of service a typical college should offer, and 

2) To determine your perception of whether these qualities of service exist at your current college. 

This survey is not really focused on whether or not the college offers the right types of assistance, such as 
child care or health care centers. Instead, it focuses on how you are treated, and the quality of the services 
present on campus. 

It will take you approximately 15-25 minutes to complete this survey. Your cooperation is greatly 
appreciated, and you can be assured that this information will be treated seriously by college decision-
makers. We hope that you find satisfaction in feeling that you are helping your college evaluate itself. 

You will not be personally identified through this survey, since neither your name nor ID number is used. 
In every case your response will be used anonymously. 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 

Return to Instructor or to Darryl Dieter, Rainier Hall, Room 322 
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PART ONE: 

How important are the following characteristics to excellent service at a typical college? 

In this section (items 1-23) you are asked to rate how important you believe the following characteristics are when it 
comes to college services in registration, financial aid, counseling, career help and the library. For example, you 
may believe that friendly staff or accurate records are more important to some services than others. Or you might 
think that convenient hours are more important for one type of service than for othas. You might also believe that 
some services are more important than others and therefore should provide better service. 

>>> Do not think about your current college. Instead, think about what you would expect of the quality of services 
at a typical college. 

How to Answer: Circle 5 if you believe that the service characteristic in the left column is extremely important to 
the department listed in the center of the page. Circle I if you believe that the service characteristic is not at all 
important. Circle one of the numbers in the middle if your feelings are more neutral. 

SERVICE CHARACTERISTIC STUDENT SERVICE	 RATING 

How important are the following Not at all Very 
factors to your idea of a typical Important Important 
college's services or departments: 

1. Employees who instill ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

confidence in students that the ...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 

service will be provided 
...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 
correctly. ...Library 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Services provided in an	 ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5atmosphere that is safe and 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 secure. 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library	 I 2 3 4 5 

3. Employees who are	 ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5consistently courteous with 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5students. 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library	 I 2 3 4 5 

4. Employees who have the	 ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5knowledge to answer students' 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4questions accurately. 5 

...Career Planning Center 2 3 4 51 

...Library	 2 3 4 51 
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How important are the following 
factors to your idea of a typical 
college's services or departments: 

5. Providing services within the 

time-frames and deadlines 

promised. 

6. Staff who show a sincere 

interest in resolving problems if 

they occur. 

7. Performs services correctly 

the first time. 

8. Services are available at the 

times promised. 

9. Accurate records. 

10. Giving students a precise  

idea of when they can expect  

services to be performed.  

11. Providing prompt service. 

Not at all Very 
Important Important
I 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 2 3 4 51 

1...Counseling 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 2 3 4 5I  

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 

...Registration I 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 
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How important are the following 
factors to your idea of a typical 
college's services or departments: 

12. Always expressing a 

willingness to help students. 

13. Never acting too busy to 

respond to student's requests. 

14. Modern-looking equipment. 

15. Visually appealing physical 

facilities. 

16. Neat-appearing employees. 

17. The attractiveness of 

materials that are associated with 

the service (mailings, forms, 

brochures.) 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

Not at all Very  
Important Important  

I 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

I 2 3 4 5  

2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  
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How important are the following Not at all Very 
factors to your idea of a typical Important Important 
college's services or departments: 

18. Providing individual 

attention to student needs. 

19. Operating hours that are 

convenient to students. 

20. Employees who give 

students personal attention. 

21. Offices and policies that 

have the students' best interests 

at heart. 

22. Offices and policies which 

demonstrate an understanding of 

the specific needs of college 

students. 

23. Policies that assure that 

students are treated equally and 

fairly. 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1  2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

1 2 3 4 5  

Please turn the page. You are at the half way point! 
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PART TWO: 

How well do these characteristics describe the way service is provided at your current college? 

When answering the following items, think about Everett Community College. Please indicate how accurately you 
believe the characteristics in the left hand column describe your experience of the quality of service provided by 
these departments at EvCC: 

Registration, located in the Jackson Center (also known as Enrollment services.)  
Financial Aid, located on the third floor of the Parks Building.  
Counseling, located on the third floor of the Parks Building (also known as Counseling, Advising and Career Center.)  
Career Planning Center, located on the third floor of the Parks Building (it is a special part of the Counseling office.)  
Library, located on the ground floor of the Parks Building.  

For example, you may believe that the staff in one office is more friendly or efficient than in another office. Or you 
might think that some offices have more convenient hours than others. You might also believe that some services or 
offices are more important than others and therefore you judge your experience of their service quality differently. 

How to Answer: Circle 5 if you believe that the service characteristic in the left column clearly exists in the EvCC 
department listed in the center of the page. Circle 1 if you believe that the service characteristic is not present at all. 
Circle one of the numbers in the middle if your feelings are more neutral. If you have not used the service or are not 
familiar with it, circle NA. 

SERVICE CHARACTERISTIC STUDENT SERVICE RATING 

How strongly do you agree that Strongly Strongly Does 

the service at EvCC has these Disagree Agree not 
\ applycharacteristics? 

24. Employees instill confidence ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NAin students that the service will 
...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NAbe provided correctly. 
...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

25. Services are provided in an ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NAatmosphere that is safe and 
...Counseling I 2 3 4 5 NA secure. 
...Career Planning Center I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library 2 3 4 5 NA1 

26. Employees are consistently ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NAcourteous with students. 
...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Career Planning Center I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library I 2 3 4 5 NA 
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How strongly do you agree that Straggly Strongly Does 

the service at EvCC has these 
characteristics? 

27. Employees have the 

knowledge to answer students' 

questions accurately. 

28. Services are provided within 

the time-frames and deadlines 

promised. 

29. Staff show a sincere interest 

in resolving problems if they 

occur. 

30. Services are performed 

correctly the first time. 

31. Services are available at the 

times promised. 

32. Records are kept accurately. 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

Disagree Agree not 
\ apply 

1 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 

1 2 3 4 5 NA 

1 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 
I 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 
I 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 
I 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 

1 2 3 4 5 NA 

1 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 

1 2 3 4 5 NA 
I 2 3 4 5 NA 
I 2 3 4 5 NA 

I 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 
I 2 3 4 5 NA 
1 2 3 4 5 NA 



How strongly do you agree that 
the service at EvCC has these 
characteristics? 

33. Students are given a precise 

idea of when they can expect 

services to be performed. 

34. Service is prompt. 

35. Staff express a willingness to 

help students. 

36. Staff never act too busy to 

respond to students' requests. 

37. Equipment appears modern. 

38. Physical facilities are 

visually appealing. 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

...Registration 

...Financial Aid 

...Counseling 

...Career Planning Center 

...Library 

Strongly  
Disagree  
/ 

1 2 

1 2 

21 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

I 2 

1 2 

1 2 

I 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 
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Strongly Does 
Agree not 

\ apply 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 

3 4 5 NA 
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How strongly do you agree that 
the service at EvCC has these 
characteristics? 

39. Employees have a neat 

appearance. 

40. The materials that are 

associated with the service 

(mailings, forms, brochures) are 

attractive. 

41. Staff provide individual 

attention to student needs. 

42. Hours of operation are 

convenient. 

43 Employees give students 

personal attention. 

44. Offices and policies have the 

students' best interests at heart. 

Strongly Strongly Does 
Disagree Agree not 
/ \ apply 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Counseling I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Counseling I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Counseling I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

... Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Career Planning Center I 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
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How strongly do you agree that	 Strongly Strongly Does 
Disagree Agree notthe service at EvCC has these applycharacteristics? 

45. Offices and policies	 ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NAdemonstrate an understanding of 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
the specific needs of college 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
students. ...Library	 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

46. Policies assure that all	 ...Registration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 NAstudents are treated equally and 

...Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NA
fairly. 

...Career Planning Center 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

...Library	 2 3 4 5 NA1 

Now we would like you to answer some additional questions about your experience at Everett Community College. 

Please indicate whether you disagree or agree 
with the following statements: 

47. Based on my experience at Everett Community College, I would 
recommend it to friends who are considering a college education 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 

Strongly 
Agree 

4 5 

Does 
not 

apply 

NA 

48. I am satisfied with my instructors at EvCC 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

49. I enjoy the campus atmosphere at EvCC 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

50. Most students are satisfied with EvCC's advising services 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

51. I think that EvCC offers a good variety of courses and programs I 2 3 4 5 NA 

52. I feel that I am learning new ideas and/or skills due to my experience at 
EvCC 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

53. I have been able to get help in planning what courses to take and/or how 
to satisfy my program requirements 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

54. EvCC offers good job placement assistance 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

55. I believe that all new students should be required to meet with an advisor 
before they register 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

56. I believe people of all races, lifestyles and beliefs get along well together 
at EvCC 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

57. EvCC is definitely helping me meet my goals I 2 3 4 5 NA 

58. The quality of the classes at EvCC is preparing me for my career 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

59. If I were beginning my college education all over again, I would choose 
to attend EvCC 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
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The following information is important in helping us understand the pattern of student responses. We want to 
understand how different types of students may perceive the College, and what their needs are. Please remember 
that we are not asking for your name or student ID, so your answers are anonymous. Please check the appropriate 
boxes: 

60. Your Gender: Male Female o 

61 Your age right now: 

62. Have you attended any other colleges in addition to EvCC? Yes No 

63. Are you employed at least 30 hours per week this term? Yes No o 

64. Do you have any type of campus involvement outside of class (such as clubs or student employment or 
committees) this term? Yes 1 No 0 

65. Do you plan to transfer to a university some time in the future? Yes 1 No o 

66. How many EvCC classes have you completed up to this point in time? (do not count your current classes) 

0-2 3-5 6-10 10-15 More than 15 

67. Have you been enrolled in at least one class that meets in a building on the EvCC main campus? 
Yes 1 No o 

68. Please indicate your ethnic background: 

African American 1 Asian/Pacific Islander 3 Hispanic 5 

Native American/Indian 2 Caucasian/White Bi-racial 6 Other 7 

You may write additional comments below or on the back of this page. 

Thank you very much for your participation in this survey and for helping the  
College.  

This survey is based on the SERVQUAL model developed by Parasuraman. Zeithrnal, and Berry (1988). SERVQUAL: A multi-item scale for 
measuring consumer perceptions of service quality. Journal of Retailing, 64, 12-37. Further adaptation is based on a format developed by Ruby 
(1996). Assessment of student satisfaction with selected support services using the SERVQUAL model of customer satisfaction. Ohio 
University. 




