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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to analyze different scales which were used in measuring the service quality in higher education and to identify 
the dimensions which can be generalized. For this, ten different scales which are already available in the literature were considered. 
After reviewing different scales, it was seen that these scales were developed as per the need of different scenarios for e.g. respondent, 
sample size, different stakeholders and geographical location. Due to a variety of scenarios, none of the scale was found to be suitable 
for the generalization as it is. So, some common parameters were extracted which are required for measuring the quality of service in 
higher education. These common parameters were then clubbed into different heads so that none of the essential parameters was 
skipped in future studies. A major limitation of this study is that it did not consider the modified form of these scales. This study will 
help in exploring the different parameters required to measure the quality of service in education, which can act as a standard. 
Academicians can use it for assessing and improving the quality standards. It helps in defining a new direction in service quality and 
provides a new insight to the practitioners for improvement.
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Introduction

In the present era, knowledge is the driving force of the economy, so it gives an upper edge to the educational institutions. 
Among educational institutions, higher education plays a vital role in developing a young student into a responsible 
professional. It contributes profusely in preparing the personnel as resources for the economy. In fulfilling this 
responsibility effectively, quality and excellence are required.  From the time of independence, a tremendous shift is seen 
in the number of the institution. Even though the institutions and courses have mushroomed in every nook and corner of 
the country, quality remains at stake. So it becomes indispensable to check the quality of these institutions regularly and 
make the necessary improvements. Higher education is typically a service as it possesses all the characteristics of the 
service industry i.e. intangibility, perishability, inseparability and heterogeneity. Its measurement is, therefore, a challenge 
and needs to be catered effectively. 

Quality

The focus of the quality is directed towards customers' satisfaction (Juran, 1988). So it should be understood and measured 
from the customers' point of view (Lagrosen et. al., 2004). The term quality has evolved by many folds till date. In the 
study of higher education, it has different interpretations. At times, it is used to denote the prestige of the institution, 
effective management, updated infrastructure and technology or sound research environment. But above all, the quality 
and excellence should be explained from the viewpoint of its primary customer and stakeholder. In higher education, 
students are considered as the primary customer (Mahapatra & Khan, 2007). It is necessary to know the requirements of 
students and what they expect from their institutions. As the students bear all the expenses, it is their right to receive the 
quality education which helps in their development. For this, a set of parameters should be clear in their mind which is 
essential for them and should be a part of their educational institution. 

Higher Technical Education 

Among the entire service sector, the technical higher education is a key aspect of all social growth and economic 
development (Mahapatra & Khan, 2007). Technical education is a prominent part of higher education. It comprises of all 
the research and training programs in the sector like management, engineering, architecture, pharmacy, law, hotel and 
catering management, applied art and craft etc. The wide array of the courses has provided our country with a global 
recognition. Some premium institutions like IITs, (Indian Institute of Technology) IIMs (Indian Institute of Management) 
and NITs (National Institute of Technology) have given an added advantage to it. Although the institutions have expanded 
manifold, still they are unable to meet the demands of our students. In addition to this, the quality is not up to the mark. The 
same is proved by the world ranking agencies and the unemployable graduates who are passing out every year from these 
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institutions. To curb this problem, quality is mandatory. It is required to have a set of parameters which are important from 
the students' point of view. Those parameters should be essentially achieved by the institutions in order to get affiliation 
from the regulatory bodies.  Also, continuous feedback and improvement should be carried out to meet the changing 
demands of students as well as environment.

Literature Review

In earlier times, quality was concerned with the manufacturing industry. But with the advent of service industry, it has 
spread its presence there too. Researchers realized that there is a lot of difference in measuring the quality of both 
manufacturing and service industry, latter being hard to measure. Parsuraman et al., (1985) defined the quality as the 
comparison of expectation with performance and in 1988, a scale SERVQUAL was given by them to measure the service 
quality in different business settings. The scale consists of 22 statements in which expectation and perception of customers 
regarding the services are noted and a gap is found. This became popular and was widely used by different authors. Later 
many authors found limitations with this model related to gap, reliability etc. Cronin and Taylor (1992) modified this scale 
keeping the dimension same and gave a new one as SERVPERF that was fully related to performance. Further, many 
researchers gave a modified form of the SERVQUAL suiting to their areas, setting and customer. Some of the researchers 
also developed entirely new scales as per the need. Some of the modified scales are RSQS (Retail service quality scale) 
(Dabhalkar et. al, 1996) came up for retail sector, KQCAH (key quality characteristics assessment for Hospital) (Sower, 
2001) for health care, TSERVQUAL (Eraqi, 2006) for tourism EduQual (Mahapatra and Khan, 2007) for education and 
many other modified models were introduced as per the sectors. In this study, we will discuss the scales and models which 
were developed by the researchers in the field of the higher education and the dimensions which were found suitable for 
their settings.

Models in Higher Education 

The urge to measure the quality of services motivated the researchers to develop different scales and models. From 1988 
till 2014 around 10 scales and models have evolved and are discussed below:

Service Quality Model (SERVQUAL): After the recognition of the importance of customers' need, measurement of the 
quality became a must for the entire organizations. Parsuraman et al., (1988) developed a scale "SERVQUAL" to measure 
the service quality in different service settings.  While using this scale, expectation and perception of customers were 
noted and a gap was found (p-e). A positive gap indicates the satisfaction of the customer from the services and service 
provider and vice- versa. A total number of ten dimensions were found namely:

(1) Tangibles; (2) reliability; (3) responsiveness; (4) communication; (5) credibility; (6) Security; (7) competence; (8) 
courtesy; (9) understanding/knowing customers; and (10) Access.

These were later on squeezed into five generic dimensions' acronym as RATER these are as follows:

(1) Tangibles (measured by four items): the appearance of physical facilities, equipment, and personnel;

(2) Reliability (five items): the ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately;

(3) Responsiveness (four items): the willingness to help customers and provide prompt service;

(4) Assurance (four items): the knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to inspire trust and confidence; 
and

(5) Empathy (five items): the level of caring and individualized attention the firm provides to its customers.

This method was widely accepted and used by many researchers in different service setting in many areas:

ØBanking (Lam et. al., 2002; Chi Cui et. al., 2003; Munusamy et. al., 2010; Debashish & Sharma, 2014);

ØHealth care (Raspollini, 1997; Pakdil & Harwood, 2005; Nashrath, 2011);

ØRetail (Parasuraman et. al., 1988; Dabholkar, 1996; Naik et. al., 2010; Sudhahar et. al., 2006);

ØTelecommunication (Johnson, 2002; Seth et. al., 2008);

ØTourism (Nowacki, 2005; Rahman, 2010), etc.

SERVQUAL has also been used in several countries including 

ØIndia (Sudhahar et. al., 2006; Seth et. al., 2008; Naik et. al., 2010; Gupta & Dutta, 2012; Debashish & Sharma, 
2014).

ØMauritius (Devi, 2004, Prayag, 2007)

ØMalaysia (Abdullah, 2006; Rahman et. al., 2010; Rajab et. al., 2011; Ibrahim et. al., 2012) 
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Ø

al., 2008)

ØIran (Yarmohammadian et al., 2011; Bahadori et. al., 2012; Saraei & Amini, 2012)

ØSouth Africa (Green & Ramroop, 2014; Nell & Cantt, 2014)

ØScotland (Curry & Sinclair, 2000; Donnelly et. al., 2006)

Despite of being so popular and having widespread application, SERVQUAL has faced a number of criticism and 
objection related to gap model, dimensionality, polarity, scale point etc. 

Service Performance Model (SERVPERF): Till 1992, though gripped with many unanswered issues, SERVQUAL 
model was the only tool to measure the service quality in a service setting. Cronin and Taylor, (1992) argued that 
customers are really not aware of their expectation of service, so it is not appropriate to measure the expectation part, rather 
focus should be on the performance of service provider. The base of their research lies on the same dimensions (RATER) 
as that of SERVQUAL, as it was the result of extensive research.  In their study, a comparison was done between 
SERVQUAL and SERVPERF.  It was noticed that in SERVPERF service quality was taken as attitude and had many 
variations as compared to SERVQUAL. Unlike SERVQUAL model SERVPERF model found to be reliable and 
supportive in all the four service industry considered in research (bank, dry cleaning, fast food and pest control). Further, it 
also clarifies that service quality is an antecedent of satisfaction. This study tried to research four different service sectors 
and its reliability is checked on three components namely: service quality, customer satisfaction and purchase intentions 
and found to be significant. Thus SERVPERF was preferred by many researchers (Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Abdullah, 
2006). SERVPERF model is used in many field and areas.

ØEducation (Abdullah, 2006)

ØBanking (Charles & Lewis, 2003; Mesay, 2012)

SERVPERF model is used in different areas 

ØSouth Korea

ØHawasa city

Owila Model: Owlia and Aspinwall (1996) developed a framework by studying varied dimensions of service quality from 
literature review. They supported the notion that in higher education there are number of customers who directly or 
indirectly affect the quality. A student, along with academic staff, employer, government etc. also plays a crucial role in 
predicting the quality of higher education.

The quality dimensions and their characteristics in higher education are as follows

ØTangibles: Sufficient equipment/facilities, modern equipment/facilities; ease of access; visually appealing 
environment; support services (accommodation, sports,).

ØCompetence: Sufficient (academic) staff; theoretical knowledge, qualifications; practical knowledge; up to 
date; teaching expertise, communication.

ØAttitude: Understanding student's needs; willingness to help; availability for guidance and advisory; giving 
personal attention; emotion, courtesy.

ØContent: Relevance of curriculum to the future jobs of students; effectiveness; containing primary knowledge 
skills; completeness, use of computer; communication skills and team working; flexibility of knowledge, being 
cross- disciplinary.

ØDelivery: Effective presentation; sequencing, timeliness; consistency; fairness of examinations; feedback from 
students; encouraging students.

ØReliability: Trustworthiness; giving valid award; keeping promises, match to the goals; handling complaints and 
solving problems. 

The above dimensions have its own customer focus group 

ØTangibles: Students, staff 

ØCompetence: Students, staff +

ØAttitude: Students 

ØContent: Students, staff, employers 

USA (Raspollini, 1997; Pariseau & McDaniel, 1997; Engelland et. al., 2010; Ham & Hayduk, 2003; Tiernan et. 
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Ø

ØReliability: Students, staff, employers

This was further regrouped in seven dimensions through factor analysis. The new dimensions thus identified were 
academic resources, support services, competence, attitude, delivery, content and reliability. It was then subjected to 
validity and reliability test.

Quality Function Deployment (QFD): The QFD approach was used along with SERVQUAL by to find out the 
perspective of students regarding the quality of the higher education in India. For this the "customer requirement" and 
"design characteristics" were found out and their comparison was made on the basis of perception and expectations to find 
the service quality. To ensure the service quality educational services can be redesigned by using QFD technique. As per 
the study, the customer requirements include different items divided into five main constructs:

ØCompetence: Appropriate physical facilities/infrastructure, faculty's expertise, faculty's teaching ability and 
skills, sufficient faculty/support staff.

ØAttitude: Effective problem solving, orientation towards achievement, healthy competitive environment, 
willingness to help, politeness and courtesy, cooperative and collegial environment.

ØContent: Learn to apply, clarity of course objectives, relevance of curriculum to future needs, flexibility of 
knowledge being cross disciplinary.

ØDelivery: Ease of contact/access to teachers and administrative staff, effective classroom management, 
adequate and appropriate classroom procedures, responsiveness, reward structure/recognition for work done, 
record keeping on performance, orderly environment.

ØReliability: Clearly specified values and aims, consistency of practice, clearly specified policies/guidelines, 
fairly and firmly-enforced rules and regulations, adherence to course objectives.

Similarly, design characteristics were found in three different constructs

ØManagement system: A well accepted vision and mission statement, clearly defined and specific goals, effective 
and efficient leadership, clear and specific policies and procedures, strategic and operational planning, clear 
organizational structure and design, delegation of authority/power distribution, machinery for evaluation and 
control, budget priorities.

ØTechnical system: Well defined curriculum design, suitability and relevance of curriculum content, curriculum 
planning, design, periodic review, instructional competence-expertise and adequacy, instructional arrangement, 
adaptive resource allocation (as in contingencies), adequate and competent administrative staff/support staff.

ØSocial system: Trustworthiness among all, well-defined channels of communication, customer focus/needs-
based

QFD techniques are used to identify and rank the customer requirement and design parameters. It also tried to identify the 
relationship between customer requirement and design parameters. This approach overall helped in identifying the above 
minimum set of design characteristics needed to meet the customers' requirement which helped in improving the quality as 
per the customers' requirement. 

Higher Education Performance Model (Hed PERF): To measure the service quality in a higher education institution, an 
attempt was made by Abdullah in 2006 to develop a scale. In this study, a scale of 41 statements was tested by using both 
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for uni-dimensionality, reliability and validity. This study emphasized 
that students are the primary customer of an educational institution so it is necessary that a scale should include all the 
student specific dimensions. The author claimed that the dimensions of earlier studies do not cover the need of students 
completely. So a six-factor scale HedPERF (Higher Education Performance) which was targeted specifically for the 
higher education was developed. Factor analysis identified 6 dimensions namely: Non-academic Aspects, Academic 
Aspects, Reputation, Access, Programming issues and Understanding. The authenticity of determinants of the service 
quality was tested by reliability and validity analysis. The results revealed that all the six dimensions have a great impact 
on the service quality. Further multiple regressions were used to analyze the overall effect of dimensions on service 
quality. It was observed that the combination of six dimensions was significantly related to the service quality. The only 
limitation of this study was that it was confined to a single industry. It was suggested that more model should be generated 
covering all the dimensions so that it can be generalized to the different industry.

Education Quality (EduQUAL): With the advent of different models in higher education, the focus was concentrated to 
identify the dimension which is specific and considered the students as a primary customer. Mahapatra & Khan, (2007) 

Delivery: Students 
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claimed that the quality of service is dependent on the requirements of different stakeholders specifically in a technical 
education setting. To ensure the quality, a minimum set of dimensions suitable for all stakeholders must be identified. 
These dimensions should be able to enhance the customer satisfaction. In their study, they developed a scale EduQUAL 
which was based on the SERVQUAl. In this, a questionnaire of 43 statements was used, and expectations and perceptions 
were recorded.  It was circulated to students, parents, alumni and recruiters of various engineering and technical 
institutions across India. The reliability and validity of the scale were checked and through factor analysis, five dimensions 
were identified from 28 statements:

Ø ability to provide the promised service dependably and accurately.

ØResponsiveness- willingness to help customers, provide prompt service.

ØPhysical facilities- physical facilities, equipment, personnel and communication material.

ØPersonality development- overall development of students' personality, enhancement of knowledge.

ØAcademics- expert faculties, individualized attention to the customer.

Further, in this study, the authors tried to find the relationship between consumer satisfaction and their perception of 
service through the neural network. Four model were framed to viz. (p-e), (e-p), p only, (e&p). The performance of the 
models was checked for all the four stakeholders separately. It was noticed that the traditional gap model outshined in 
comparison with others. (p-e) was found to be the best model for predicting the service quality for all the stakeholders. 
Sensitivity analysis was carried out to check the robustness of the model. This was done by finding the areas which 
required improvements. Many were found related to the curriculum and syllabi, learning resources, infrastructure scarcity 
and lack of job opportunities. The limitation of this study was that the neural models were not found robust. 

Service Quality Measurement in Higher Education in India (SQMHEI): To improve the quality of the higher education 
institutions, a new model was proposed by Senthilkumar & Arulraj, (2010). This study was conducted specifically for the 
higher education institutions of India. For this, the data were collected from different regions of Tamil Nadu. Students of 
the final year were selected from all type of institutions, central, state, deemed, private, self-financed etc. A questionnaire 
with six sections was used out of which first five includes Teaching Methodology (TM), Environmental change in study 
factor (ECSF), Disciplinary Measures (DM), Placement related activities, overall rating of service quality and satisfaction 
level and sixth was for demographic profile.  The model is developed using the above parameters and it was revealed that 
placement is the mediating factors for various dimension [Teaching Methodology (TM), Environmental change in study 
factor (ECSF), Disciplinary Measures (DM)] of quality education. Further, this study also helped in policy formulations.

Higher Education Service Quality (HiEdQUAL): Annamdevula & Bellamkonda, (2012) develops a new instrument 
HiEdQUAL for higher education, considering students as a primary customer. The sample was taken from the university 
and those students were selected whose has completed atleast a year there. Around 358 responses were collected and 
analyzed. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) reduced 54 statements to 27 and a scale was proposed, which was further 
confirmed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The HiEdQUAL scale items involved the following five constructs 

Teaching and Course content: TC1 Teachers responsive and Accessible, TC2 Teachers follow Curriculum strictly, TC3 
Teachers follow good Teaching Practices, TC4 Relevance b/w Programme & Syllabus, TC5 Course Content Develops 
Students' Knowledge, TC6 Department Informs schedules, exams, results etc. TC7 Teachers Complete Syllabus on time, 
TC8 Department has Sufficient Academic Staff.

Administrative services: AS1 Administrative Staff Provide Service without delay, AS2 Administrative Staff are courteous 
and Willing to help, AS3 Administrative Staff Provide Error free work, AS4 Administration maintains accurate and 
Retrieval Records, AS5 Administrative staff accessible during office hours, AS6 University has safety and security 
measures.

Academic Facilities: AF1 Department has adequate facilities, AF2 Classrooms equipped with teaching aids, AF3 
Department has sufficient class rooms, AF4 University has adequate auditoriums, conference halls etc., AF5 Library has 
adequate academic resources, AF6 Computer labs have adequate equipment and internet facilities.

Campus Infrastructure: CI1 University has adequate hostel facilities, CI2 University has adequate medical facilities 
(Health Centers), CI3 University has adequate Amenities (Canteen, Shopping Centre, Bank, ATM, Post office, etc.), CI4 
Campus infrastructure is well maintained.

Support Services: SS1 University has sufficient sports and recreation facilities, SS2 University/department provides 
placement services, SS3 University provides counseling services.

Learning outcomes- 
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The model was checked for reliability, validity and model fit. Results show that the model is strongly reliable. The values 
of validity were also found to be significant. Similar was the case of model fit. The limitation with this study was that it 
only focused on the student leaving all other internal and external customers and it is found that other stakeholders also 
plays an significant role in overall quality and satisfaction of educational institutions.

Educational Service Quality (ESQ): John & Senith, (2012) used ESQ (Educational Service Quality) model earlier given 
by Holdfords (2001). Originally the scale consists of 41 statements which assessed the perception of students in terms of 
learning resources, faculty, school administration and perception of their educational progress. In this study, same scale 
was used but reduced to 27 statements after factor analysis. Five dimensions were revealed out of it viz; Administration, 
Faculty Communication, Facilities, Interpersonal Behaviour of faculty, Students Safety.  Around 201 pre-final and final 
engineering students from Tamil Nadu were taken as sample. PLS regression was used for analysis and it was found that all 
the five dimensions' account for the overall satisfaction. Also, Faculty members' communication was found to be the most 
important. The constraint with this model and study was that it was not able to fetch the sample from different years of 
students studying in different streams and geographical area.

Student satisfaction Index Model (SSI): In this study, an attempt was done to develop and test the student satisfaction Index 
model for higher education institutions. This model is adopted from European Customer Satisfaction Index (ECSI). In this 
model satisfaction of the students are measured from four different perspectives i.e. brand image, perceived quality, 
students' expectation, perceived value, overall satisfaction and loyalty. Around 454 graduate students from a private 
institute are taken as sample. The results revealed that perceived quality and image has significant strong impact on 
satisfaction and least impact was shown by expectations. Further, it is seen that image and satisfaction are independent 
variables. Also, it was emphasized that since loyalty is the ultimate factor of the model so it must be given special attention.

Research Methodology

There are ten different models which are used in this study. There are basically two reasons for choosing these scales. The 
first reason is that all of this scale considered the viewpoint of students and considered the student as their prime customer. 
It is also believed that students bear all the expenses of the education and they are the one who received the services on the 
daily basis so their needs must be considered at the priority. That is why this study considers only those scales which 
considered the opinion the students. Secondly, most of the dimensions which are used in this study are an institutional 
factor. To bring the model in a bracket, those studies were considered which discuses the majority of the dimensions which 
falls within the institution. After analyzing positive and negative point of the scale some finding is noted. On the basis of 
that, a framework is proposed. 

Findings

The core findings generated from the above model have been summarized in this section. A number of varied set of 
dimensions were used which cannot be generalized in entire higher education sector. It was observed that all the models 
and scales are modified to suit its customer group and their geographical and demographical settings. The importance of 
dimensions was also found to be affected by different demographic and other variables (geographical area, type of 
institutions, its customer group etc.). Moreover, the expectations, perception and satisfaction are customers oriented. All 
the study used different type of customer base. The difference lies in age groups, their streams, geography and even the 
time spent in the institution also varies. All the educational institutions have their own mission and vision with lots of 
constraints, which are not considered in any above case.

In most of the studies, very few institutions were included so generalization of any model is not feasible for the entire 
higher education sector. Many of the scales and models were not found robust enough in their respective studies. 
Therefore, a far more refined form is required. Reliability, physical facilities, faculties and their expertise, course content 
were found to be prominent in most of the cases. Individually different parameters were given weight age as per the need of 
the respondents and time. A few of them are delivery, discipline, overall development, placement activities etc. It was also 
noticed that a quality service leads to the satisfaction of the stakeholders. Many studies confirmed that satisfaction leads to 
loyalty and in case of higher education loyalty indicates behavioural intentions showing either recommendation or re-
admission in higher course by the satisfied students.

On the basis of above dimensions of service quality, a framework is developed (Figure 1).  It includes service quality, 
students' satisfaction and behavioural intention. Further, service quality is divided into different dimensions namely 
common dimensions, specific dimensions and other dimensions. Here, 'common dimension' includes those aspects which 
are expected to be common in each area/ specialization of undergraduate and postgraduate courses like science, 
commerce, arts, pharmacy etc. 'Other dimensions' terms are those aspects which may or may not be used in every course. 
These are applicable where only a particular dimension is assessed in depth. For example in higher education faculty skills 
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needs to be tested then it should be assessed on the basis of all the reliability, assurance, empathy etc. The last one is 
specific dimensions which can be used for selected areas. For eg overall personality development can be used in 
management education. Disciplined activities are more related to science and research where precision is required etc.

Figure 1: Framework for Dimensions in Higher Education

Source: Author's own 

Conclusions

The present study tried to fetch all the present scales and models used in the higher education sector. The aim of the study 
was to find a set of dimensions which can be suitable generally for all the higher educational settings. It was also required 
that the set of dimension should be such that it fulfills the expectations of most of the stakeholders of the education sector 
(students, parents, teachers, alumni, recruiters etc).  As per the above findings, it has been noticed that though many 
authors have worked on the service quality of higher education sector none have reached any consensus. Researchers are 
still not able to generalize the set of dimensions. Every time a modified scale is presented to suit the area and setting. But in 
totality, a model is developed which clearly depicts the direct relationship between service quality, satisfaction and 
behavioural intentions. The need of the hour is to create a scale which can be used in general for all the settings of higher 
education institutions and customer group. 

Limitations of the study

One of the major constraints of this study is that it lacks empirical validation as it is based on reviewing the previously 
developed scales. The other limitation is that it contains a limited number of prominent models. Also out of these models, it 
was difficult to fetch a significant set of dimension appropriate for the higher education setting.
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