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ABSTRACT

The increase in the number of tertiary institutionis Ghana offering Communication Design
calls for a review of activities in the premium Dagment of Communication Design in Kwame
Nkrumah University of Science and Technology. Graled in service quality theory, the study
examined students’ perceptions and satisfactiorat&nships among five key variables related to
satisfaction with service quality: assurance, tabtgs, reliability, empathy and responsibility.
The design employed for the study was survey. Altof 400 questionnaire were randomly dis-
tributed out of which 260 were returned during thend of the second semester of the 2014/2015
academic year. The instrument used for the studysvealapted from Cronin and Taylor's Service
Quality Questionnaire. The instrument consisted ofo parts; Part A consisted of items on re-
spondent’s Bio-data while Part B comprised of 22rits which elicited responses from students’
perceived satisfaction. The results of the studyngsthe factorial analysis technique indicated
that students had negative perceptions and satiséacabout service delivery in the department.
The findings suggest that there is a missing linktltveen the department and students. Based on
these findings, the researchers recommend that ¢hehould be an avenue where students can
address their concerns without malice, and also emrsthat these concerns are given the maxi-
mum consideration.

Keywords: Service quality, SERVPERF, higher education, stisi@erceptions

INTRODUCTION tics and consistent interrelations between peo-
Tertiary or higher level education is acknowl-ple become highly attainable when members of
edged universally as one of the necessary cothe society are highly educated. In the work of
ditions for attaining personal achievement, so€oates (2005), it was stated that students, fac-
cial development and cohesion in any societylty, administrators, financial support and

Societal goals in development, economics, poliphysical facilities were described as inputs to
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the education system; whereas educated peop(student), increased professional development
research findings and service to the communitpf faculty, higher university ranking and better-
were the outputs/products of the education systualified graduates.
tem.

Recently, there has been an increase in the
Interest in the quality of university educationnumber of private universities to complement
has grown considerably over the last decad¢he ten public universities in Ghana. As private
Students need accurate information about edyparticipation is increasing, competition between
cational quality to help them choose betweetthe public and private tertiary institution is also
different courses of study. Academics and uniincreasing. These private institutions are offer-
versity administrators need information to helpng similar courses as offered by the public
them monitor and improve their courses andertiary institutions. Can the academic depart-
programmes. Institutions need informationments in the public universities rely on the
about quality to help them benchmark and marbrand name of their institutions to operate or
ket their performance. Governments and othdift up the game to distinguish themselves to be
bodies need information to assist with fundingahead of their competitors? Are students satis-
policy development and accountability. Forfied with services rendered to them? The pur-
these and many more reasons, quality assurangese of this research was to measure service
has become vital in the higher education systemuality at the department level and to determine
(Coates, 2005).But, in today's competitive envithe level of satisfaction amongst students. Stu-
ronment as quoted by Al-Alak and Alnaserdents, professional bodies, and governments
(2012), it is becoming more difficult for univer- who are the stakeholders in higher education
sities to enhance and maintain a competitivbave their own view of quality due to particular
advantage in their own target markets. Markneeds. Therefore, this paper considers students
ovic (2005), suggested that factors that enableerception and does not suggest that other per-
educational institutions to attract and retairspectives are not valid and important.
students should be studied seriously as many
options are open to them. It is, therefore, vitaBervice quality
for higher education institutions to actively Service quality has since the 1980’s emerged as
monitor the quality of services and safeguarc pervasive strategic force and a key strategic
the interests of stakeholders through the fulfillissue on management’s agenda. It is no surprise
ment of their real needs and wants (Zesharthat practitioners and academics alike are keen
2010; Al-alak, 2009). on accurately measuring service quality in or-

der to better understand its essential antece-
At the heart of service delivery according todents and consequences, and ultimately, estab-
Oldfield and Baron (2000) lies the interactionlish methods for improving quality to achieve
between customers and service organizationsompetitive advantage and build customer loy-
Employees, who deliver the service, in this casalty (Abdullah, 200% The common themes
the instructors, are of key importance to bothhat run through numerous definitions of ser-
the customers they serve, that is the studentgice are intangibility and simultaneous con-
and the employer they represent, that is theumption (Fitzsimmons and Fitzsimmons,
university. In some regards, the employe®001). According to Zerher (2009) there are
(instructor) may be the most visible route byfour characteristics of service that make it dif-
which the employer (the university) can distin-ferent from goods and these are;
guish itself (Stodnick and Rogers, 2008). Better
measures of the customers’ voices through the{dl) Intangibles - Services are acts and func-
assessment of service quality may ultimately tions, but are not physically present as tan-
lead to improved educational experience gible objects.
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(2) Perishability - A service cannot be storedes having sufficient space for students to work
for later use. collaboratively, curricula and assessment that
compel certain standards of performance or
(3) Heterogeneity - Services are created indiactivities and events around campus that
vidually for each customer, and serviceprompt students to reflect on the ethics and
scope and quality can differ in accordanceractices of their learninfCoates, 2005)This
with the behaviour, knowledge, and serviceaccording to Yeo (2008), does not happen over-
mindedness of the service provider's emsight. It requires a persistent endurance to with-
ployees and the consumers. stand the test of time through collective mind-
sets and efforts. Success depends on the dy-
(4) Simultaneous occurrence - Services areamic exchange of mental models of both aca-
characterised by the coincidence of prodemic and non-academic staff in achieving
duction and consumption because the seservice quality. Although, such individual at-
vice is usually created in contact with thetributes as attitude and motivation may be diffi-

consumer. cult to modify over a short period, given the
right stimulus through, for instance, an appro-
Service quality and student satisfaction priate reward and compensation system, mental

According to Jairet al (2010) there is consid- models can be changed for the benefit of the
erable debate about the best way to define sdnstitution. Thus, a proper understanding of the
vice quality in Higher Educationln the re- antecedents and determinants of customer satis-
search by Akbar and Pervez (2009) customeémrction can be seen as having an extraordinarily
satisfaction was said to be a well-known andigh monetary value for service organizations
established concept in several areas like mam a competitive environment (Lassat al
keting, consumer research, economic psychoR000).
ogy, welfare-economics and economics. The
most common interpretations obtained froniTheoretical models for service quality
various authors reflect the notion that satisfacAccording to Yeo (2008), in a world where
tion is a feeling which results from a process obranding becomes the basis for competition of
evaluating what has been received against whanique products and services in attracting a
was expected, including the purchase decisiolarger market share for ultimate profitability,
itself and the needs and wants associated wittonsumers are largely spoilt with choice. How
the purchase. Bitner and Zeithaml (2003) statedoes one decide which product or service is
that satisfaction is the customers’ evaluation obetter than others? While a multitude of factors
a product or service in terms of whether thatmay contribute to the decision process, one
product or service has met their needs and exinderlying factor that differentiates itself and
pectations.The expectation may go as far astaps into the direct experience of the consumer
before the students even enter the higher educia-"service quality” (Cronin and Taylor, 1992).
tion (Palacicet al, 2002).

Since the 1980s service quality has been linked
On the contrary, Caregt al, (2002), believe with increased profitability, and it is seen as
that satisfaction actually covers issues of stuproviding an important competitive advantage
dents’ perception and experiences during thby generating repeat sales, positive word-of-
college years. Thumstitutions and teachers mouth feedback, customer loyalty and competi-
need to provide students with the appropriatéve product differentiation. A survey of the
resources and opportunities to promote specifiservice marketing literature reveals two main
kinds of interactions. This may involve aca-approaches to measure service quality:
demic staff making themselves available folSERVQUAL (Parasuramaet al, 1988) and
consultation outside class time, campus librarSERVPERF (Cronin and Taylor, 1992).
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SERVQUAL has its theoretical foundations ine  Assurance — refers to the knowledge, cour-
the gaps model and defines service quality in tesy of employees and ability to convey
terms of the difference between customer ex- trust and confidence in the customer to-
pectations and performance perceptions. Cus- wards the service provider.
tomer expectations are “beliefs about service
delivery that serve as standards or reference Empathy - refers to the provision of caring,
points against which performance is judged”, individualized attention provided to cus-
whereas customer perceptions are “subjective tomers.
assessments of actual services experiments”
through interaction with the providers |t is based on capturing the gap between cus-
(Zeithaml andBitner, 2006). Parasuramatal. tomers’ expectations and experience which
(1988), developed the SERVQUAL modelcould be negative or positive if the expectation
(Fig. 1) which is a multi-item scale developedis higher than experience or expectation is less
to assess customer perceptions of service quahan or equal to experience respectively
ity in service and retail businesses. The scal@Chingang and Lukong, 2010). In the context of
decomposes the notion of service quality inthigher education according to Zeithaml and
five constructs: Tangibles, Reliability, Respon-Bitner (2006), these dimensions include the
siveness, Assurance and Empatfifilese con- appearance of the university’s physical facili-
structs are further elaborated as: ties, equipment, personnel, and communication
» Tangibles — refers to the appearance ofaterials (tangibles, measured by four items),
physical facilities, equipment, personnelthe ability of the university to perform the
and communication materials. promised service dependably and accurately
(reliability, measured by five items), the will-
< Reliability — refers to the ability to perform ingness of the university to help students and
the promised service dependably and accuyprovide prompt service (responsiveness, four
rately. items) the knowledge and courtesy of teachers
and their ability to convey trust and confidence
« Responsiveness — refers to the willingnesgassurance, four items) and the caring, individu-
to help customers and to provide promp#lized attention the university provides its stu-
service. dents with (empathy, five items).

Tangibles

Reliability |_,

Assurance

Y

Perceived Customer
Empathy service quality satisfaction

Responsiveness

Products

Fig. 1 SERVQUAL Model (Source: Kuma et al, 2009)
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Due to the controversy relating to theof 400 questionnaire were randomly distributed
SERVQUAL instrument, a more direct ap-to students out of which 260 were returned dur-
proach to the measurement of service qualiting the end of second semester of the
has been proposed. The new approach was d&314/2015 academic year, of which males and
veloped as the measurement instrument calldfémales had equal representation. Factor analy-
SERVPERF which is used for the service qualsis was used in analyzing the responds in this
ity assessment. The SERVPERF instrumergtudy. Each student was asked to voluntarily fill
like the SERVQUAL uses an attribute ap-out the survey at the end a lecture. There were
proach. But in comparison with SERVQUAL two sections in the questionnaire, section A
the SERVPERF tool measures only customergionsisted of demographic factors covering the
experiences of the service. This instrumensubjects of gender, age, and their year of study,
makes use of the original SERVQUAL scales. section B covered measurement of service qual-
ity in higher education using SERVPERV
Comparing with SERVQUAL,SERVPERF which is based on SERVQUAL dimensions.
uses a single set of questions concerning po¥he questions used on the survey were derived
consumption perceptions of service quality androm a study by Shauchenka and Bustowska
does not seek to measure expectations. It w§2010). The respondents were supposed to rate
illustrated that service quality is a form of con-22 statements on a five point-Likert scale
sumer attitude. Therefore, measuring only pemwhich ranged from 1 to 5. While 1 represents
formance of service quality is an enhancedstrongly agree” which denotes a very strong
means of measuring service qualitypositive perception, 5 represents “strongly dis-
(Shauchenka and Buslowski, 2010). Accordingagree” which denotes a very strong negative
to Scott and Brian(1996), SERVPERF boilsperception. Neutrality is denoted by 3. Since 3,

down to a simple equation: represents the point of neutrality, average
means from 1.0 to 2.9 denote a decreasing posi-
Service Quality = Performance tive perception while those from 3.1 to 5.0 de-

note an increasing negative perception.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The study does not seek to generalize its findRESULTS
ings as it is in its preliminary stage of finding aFactor analysis was used in analyzing the data.
wider perception of student satisfaction withThe 22 components (variables) of the question-
the university. It is a quantitative study involv-naire were loaded into the SPSS software .
ing the administration of questionnaire which isCronbach’s Alpha stood at .87 indicating a very
based on SERVPERF (Cronin and Taylorrobust analysis. Secondly, it has to be estab-
1992). The sampling frame was the four differdished if the factor analysis carried out would
ent year groups from the Department of Comyield distinct and reliable factors. This informa-
munication Design, totaling about 600. A totaltion is displayed in the Table 1. The Kaiser-

Table 1: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy .874
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1539.454
Df 153
Sig. .000
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Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett's Test figure would Students are undecided, this is because, their
determine if the analysis would yield distinctaverage means are approximately 3.0 (which
and reliable factors. A value near or equal to @hdicates “undecided” on the questionnaire).
would mean factor analysis would not yieldThis might be due to a situation of not being
distinct and reliable factors while a value closesatisfied with what they are getting as far as
to or equal to 1 means the analysis would do dakis dimension is concerned but do not want to
required. Values between 0.5 and 0.7 are cotnurt the feelings of their staff by stating that.
sidered mediocre, those between 0.7 and 0.8 are
good, and those between 0.8 and 0.9 are greBangibles
while those above 0.9 are excellent. Since th¥ariables which seek to measure the students’
value from the analysis is 0.874, it is clear thaperception of the facilities provided by the de-
the factor analysis would yield distinct and reli-partment form this factor. They measure fea-
able factors. tures such as appropriate equipment, well-
furnished and well-lit classrooms, computer
For factor analysis to work, it has to be establabs, studios and others. The factor is domi-
lished that there is a relationship between thaated by variables such dthe department has
variables. This is determined by the Bartlett'snodern equipment such as computer lab, de-
Test of Sphericity. If the significance value ofsign studio, photo lab etc.(loading: 0.728),
this test is less than or equal to 0.05, then Itmaterial associated with the service such as
shows there is a significant relationship bejournals, printed matter, have good visual ap-
tween the variables. Looking at Table 1, thgearance and be up to dat€loading: 0.706)
significance value is 0.000, showing that thereand “the department has modern architecture
is a significant relationship between the variwith spacious, well lighted and ventilated lec-

ables. ture rooms with ample furniture”(loading:
0.662). As indicated in table 2 above, the factor
Reliability also has quite a good reliability coefficient:

The variables that make up this factor seek t®73.Generally, the students have a negative
measure whether the students perceive theirerception of the facilities of the department.
lecturers and other staff as reliable peopleThe results displayed in Table 4 shows that the
whether the lecturers and other staff are sincestudents somehow had a bad perception of this
and whether they persist in their sincerity. Thidlimension. While the items on the question-
factor is made up of variables with high factomaire try to suggest to them that everything is
loadings such aSwvhen a student has a prob- perfect, they seem to think otherwise. This is
lem the department demonstrates sincere intebecause they have crossed the “undecided” line
est in solving it” (loading: 0.771),“when a and are heading towards “disagree” which is
promise is made to do something at a certainlenoted by 4 on the questionnaire. That situa-
time, it does so'{loading: 0.771);the depart- tion can be interpreted to mean that students
ment does the job right the first time and perheld a weak negative perception about the fa-
sists in doing it without error'{loading: 0.689), cilities of the department. This is not surprising
“the department readily responds to student'taking into account the kind of facilities in the
queries at all times”(loading: 0.632). These department: classrooms built out of plywood,
can be found in Table 2. most of them, poorly ventilated, no well-
stocked computer labs, poor internet facilities
The factor also has a very good reliability coefand others.
ficient: .760. Looking at the averages displayed
in Table 3, it is obvious both males and femaleResponsibility
have a similar perception of the reliability of The next factor is made up of variables which
the faculty and other staff of the department. seek to measure how diligently employees of
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Table 2: Rotated component matrif

Component
1 2 3 4 5
When a student has a problem the department deratesst 771

sincere interest in solving it.

When a promise is made to do something at a cetitaim the .771

department does so.

The department does the job right the first time aersists in .689

doing it without error.

The department readily responds to student's cuatiall times. .632

Students relate comfortably with lecturers and erygx¢. .762

The department understands the specific needewfdfudents. 600 471

The behaviour of employees and lecturers inspirdigence in .583 .440

the students.

The department is focused on the best servicéhér students. 554 442

Students have confidence in the course outlinethedeaching 721

methods.

The department has convenient business hours| fetudients. .642

The department has employees and lecturers whaderov 400 .612

individual attention to each student.

Employees and lecturers have the knowledge needesswer 442 439
students' questions.

Employees and lecturers promise students the semithin .684
deadlines and are able to meet it.

Employees and lecturers are always explaining dotinetir 451 .620
students may have.

Students feel safe in their transactions with thgadtment. 424 .542

The department has modern architecture with spagiotell .728
lighted and ventilated lecture rooms with amplenfiure.

Material associated with the service such as jdsypainted 410 .706
matter, have good visual appearance and be upgeo da

The department has modern equipment such as comialne .662
design studio, photo lab etc.

Table 3: Students’ perception about service reliality

Gender Mean N
Male 2.9523 131
Female 3.0407 129
Total 2.9962 260

Table 4: Students’ perception about tangibles

Gender Mean N
Male 3.2443 131
Female 3.3612 129
Total 3.3023 260
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the department perform their duties. The factothat they have a positive perception. The fourth

is dominated by variables such ‘@mployees year students, with a mean of 2.8 have the least

and lecturers promise students the servicgositive perception of the responsibility of their

within deadlines and are able to meetlecturers.

them” (loading: 0.684) and'employees and

lecturers are always explaining doubts theirAssurance

students may havgloading: 0.620). The factor The four variables which form this factor seek

also has a reliability coefficient of .738. to find out if the students have confidence in
the capability of their lecturers and other staff.

Generally, the students hold a weak positivén other words, whether the students feel safe in

perception of the responsibility of the staff oftheir dealings with the staff and whether they

the department. The results, as shown in Tableelieve the staffs have the needed knowledge to

5 indicates that gender-wise, the respondentglp them give the students a good education.

hold a weak positive perception of the staff ofThe factor is dominated by variables such as

the department. With averages just above Ztudents have confidence in the course outline

(which indicates “agree” on the questionnaire)and the teaching methodgloading: .721) and

it can be concluded that they have a bit of demployees and lecturers have the knowledge

positive perception regarding the responsibilityneeded to answer students' questiofisading:

of the staff. With an average of approximately.442). The factor also has quite a robust Cron-

2.5, the males, however, seem to have motach’s alpha: .697.

positive perceptions of the responsibility of the

staff than the females. Looking through the figures in Table 7, it is
clear the second year students are the ones with

The results from the Table 6 suggests that the more positive perception of the capability of

second year students have a more positive pehe staff followed by the first year students. The

ception of the responsibility of their lecturers.third and final year students, held a weak posi-

Their mean of approximately 2.3 shows clearlytive perceptions of the capabilities of staff. This

Table 5: Responsibility by gender of respondents

Gender Mean No.
Male 2.5439 131
Female 2.7093 129
Total 2.6260 260

Table 6: Responsibility according to respondents’ @ademic level

Respondents’ academic level Mean N
100 2.5240 73
200 2.2838 37
300 2.6949 59
400 2.8022 91
Total 2.6260 260
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might be as a result of the fact that they havemployee”(loading: 0.762),“the department
had to deal with the staff for a longer time tharunderstands the specific needs of their stu-

the first and second year groups. dents” (loading: 0.600), andthe department
has employees and lecturers who provide indi-
Empathy vidual attention to each student{loading:

This factor is made up of variables that measur@.400). These can be found in Table 2. With a
how the students relate with the staff of theeliability coefficient of .798, the factor has
department. This include whether the studentgroven to be very reliable.

are able to enjoy situations such as the opportu-

nity to get individual attention from the staff, With a general mean of approximately 2.9, it is
whether their individual specific needs are ususafe to conclude that the students have a very
ally taken care of, and whether the staff proweak positive perception of this dimension of
vides the best possible services for the studenthe survey instrument. There is really no sig-
The factor is made up of variables such asificant difference between the perception of
“students relate comfortably with lecturers and males and that of females: they both have a

Table 7: Respondents’ perceptions of assurance

Respondents’ academic level Mean No.
100 2.6027 73
200 2.3446 37
300 2.8432 59
400 2.8297 91
Total 2.7000 260

Table 8: Respondents’ perception of empathy

Gender Mean No.
Male 2.8382 131
Female 2.9039 129
Total 2.8708 260

Table 9: Empathy: respondents’ academic level

Respondents’ academic level Mean No.
100 2.7315 73
200 2.4595 37
300 2.0881 59
400 2.0088 91
Total 2.8708 260

Journal of Science and Technology © KNUST DecemBén6



120 Badu et al.

very weak positive perception of this dimen-Looking at the significance value in Table 10
sion of the questionnaire. This is shown bybased on gender, it is clear that the perception
their respective averages of 2.8 and 2.9 in Tablef the males is not any different from that of the
8. females as far as service quality in the depart-
ment is concerned. A significance value of .196
The two senior years groups completely reis way higher than the 0.05 used as the signifi-
mained undecided as far as the relationshipance level during the analysis. For there to be
between the students and the staff is concerned; significant difference between their percep-
they both have a mean of approximately 3.Qions, the significance value (denoted by “Sig.”
(which indicates “undecided” on the surveyin Table 11) has to be less or equal to 0.05 after
instrument). The two junior year groups how-the ANOVA test is conducted.
ever hold a weak positive perception about the
relationship between the students and the staffhe perception of the respondents based on
with the second years holding the more positivacademic levels does not seem any different.

perception as can be seen in the Table 9. Generally the respondents still hold a very
weak perception of service quality in the de-
Overall average partment. This is evident in the means returned

Overall, this study found out that the studentdy the test as shown in Table.12

have an extremely weak positive perception of

service quality delivery in the department desHowever, it is obvious there is a significant

ignated for this study. With an overall mean ofdifference between the levels of their percep-

approximately 2.9, it is safe to draw the abovédions. While the third and fourth year students

conclusion as indicated in Table 10. show clearly their indecision, the second year
students hold a weak positive perception about

To find out if there is a significant difference service quality in the department. Table 13 de-

between the perceptions they hold, an Analysitailed the results of an ANOVA test.

of variance (ANOVA) test conducted returned

results shown in Table 11.

Table 10: Overall average of students’ perceptionfaservice delivery

Gender Mean No.
Male 2.8520 131
Female 2.9468 129
Total 2.8990 260

Table 11: ANOVA test conducted

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between groups .585 1 .585 1.680 .196
Within groups 89.797 258 .348
Total 90.381 259
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Table 12: Overall average of students’ (academic\el) perception of service delivery

Respondents’ academic level Mean No.
100 2.7899 73
200 2.6592 37
300 2.0364 59
400 2.9951 91
Total 2.8990 260

Table 13: ANOVA test conducted

Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between groups 4.951 3 1.650 4.946 .002
Within groups 85.430 256 .334
Total 90.381 259

Table 13 backs the claim that there is a statistproduction and consumption, training for staff
cally significant difference between their per-must be encouraged and there must be swift
ceptions. The significance value, which has tinformation flow regarding activities of the
be less or equal to .05 for one to conclude thatepartment to avoid dissatisfaction. At any
there is a significant difference between theipoint in time, personnel should show keen in-
perceptions, is really very low in this case:iterest in the activities in the department and be
.002. abreast with current issues relating to service
delivery. Most importantly, academic facilities
RECOMMENDATIONAND CONCLU- such as lecture rooms, furniture and laborato-
SION ries must be provided or upgraded.
The results show that the service quality dimen-
sions (tangibles, responsiveness, reliabilityAgain, staff, especially teaching staff must
assurance and empathy) have strong relatioshow professionalism in their appearance. The
ship with students’ satisfaction. Not a singledepartment has moved into a new building with
one of the five service dimensions looked fastate-of-the-art lecture rooms. With the excep-
vourable to the students. At every stage of setion of the graduating class all respondents
vice encounter at the department, there is disaprould be available to find out if there would be
pointment or service failure which comes withsignificant improvement in their responses to
grave consequences. The researchers are of ggrvice delivery. Other departments in the
view that there should be an avenue where stikwame Nkrumah University of Science and
dents can address their concerns without malFechnology could take an introspective view of
ice, and also ensure that these concerns astudents’ perception about their service deliv-
given the maximum consideration. As studentgery for them to identify any lapses and work
play a significant role in the service deliveryassiduously to improve them.
process as clearly characterized in simultaneous
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In conclusion, service delivery at the Depart-Chingang, N. D. and Lukong P. B. (2010). Us-
ment of Communication Design does not ap- ing the SERVQUAL Model to assess Service
peal to the students. It also means many haveQuality and Customer Satisfaction. An Em-
graduated without satisfaction. For fear of vic- pirical study of grocery stores in Umea.
timization their grievances lie silently within Umea School of Business, Master thesis,
them and they leave the university without sat- Umea University.

isfaction. It suggests that the department is op-

erating on a time bomb and if conscious efforCoates, H. (2005). The value of Student En-
is not taken to improve on performance, by gagement for Higher Education BL Quality
word-of-mouth (Zeithaml and Bitner., 2006), AssuranceQuality in Higher Education11
they silently spread the bad news about the (1): 25-36.

service delivery of the department to dent the

image of the university as a whole. Cronin, J. J. and Taylor S. A. (1992). Measur-
ing Service Quality: re-examination and ex-
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