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Abstract: This study aims to develop a deeper understanding of the management education in India and to 

uncover the constructs/factors that underlie the desired expectations to reveal the underlying satisfaction and 

the benefits that students look for. This paper focuses on identifying and evaluating techniques used to take on 

the challenges of quality improvement in management education. A questionnaire consisting of 43 items was 

developed to measure the constructs and its dimensions. The purpose of this work is to examine the performance 

of eight alternative measures of service quality of management education in India. The dimensions are as 

follows: Tangible aspects (5 items), Reliability (5 items), Competence (5 items), Industry Institute interaction (6 

items), Course structure (6 items), Internship output (6 items), Employability (5 items) and Inculcation of 

Entrepreneurial spirit (5 items). The first draft of the questionnaire was subject to a pilot testing through a focus 

group and an expert evaluation. Data were gathered from 425 MBA students’ effective sample from various 

institutes (mix of public, private and autonomous offering PGDM) located in Lucknow, North India. Structural 

equation modeling was used to test the management education service quality. Confirmatory factor analysis 
with partial disaggregation was performed on the eight dimensions of management education quality. 

Keywords: Confirmatory factor analysis, Management education, Service quality 
 

I. Introduction: 
Service quality is an important feature of the literature in marketing and operations management which 

has started gaining attention in higher as well as professional education. Stern and Tseng (1993) reported that 

few higher institutions have adopted a service quality philosophy. Earlier research has demonstrated that 

students are reluctant to complain about poor service (Gronhaug and Arndt, 1980) but these days students are 

becoming increasingly more value conscious. The educational institutions in India, increasingly find themselves 
in an environment that is focused on understanding the role and importance of service quality. Relentless global, 

social, cultural and economic change is being translated by educational institutions into a continuous stream of 

complex reforms based on quality. There is a need for adaptation to serve the interests of its stakeholders in 

terms of greater responsiveness, responsibility, accountability and increased expectations etc. therefore 

educational systems are being pressurized to shift their focus from quantitative expansion, to an emphasis on 

quality. The quality of service experience becomes an important factor in buying decision (Baston, 1995).  

Higher education quality assurance systems place emphasis on the student experience as one of the most 

important assessment criteria (Allen and Davis, 1991; Ramsden, 1991). In response to growing concerns from 

stakeholders about poor or inconsistent quality, institutions of higher education are increasingly realizing the 

significance of students centered philosophies and thereby, seeking ways to improve and provide better service 

to the students. Students‟ service could be viewed as a philosophy of management permeating throughout the 
institutions with the aim of satisfying the students through the quality of services. Educational institutions have 

begun to realize the importance of this philosophy, which is shown by an increasing concern among academics 

about the dissatisfaction of students regarding the quality of education and overall management of educational 

institutions. The educational literature suggests that there is mounting pressure from the students, parents, 

employers and even faculty members, to close the widening gap between their expectations of institutional 

performance and the actual performance (Brigham, 1994). 

Quality in higher education exhibits all the classical features of services: it is intangible and 

heterogeneous, meets the criterion of inseparability by being produced and consumed at the same time, satisfies 

the perishability criterion and assumes the students participation in the delivery process (Cuthbert 1996a). 

Quality in services, with impact on students‟ psychology and resultant behavior which exhibits in terms of a 

positive attitude towards higher education services, has led to the conclusion that the quality is the single most 
important factor for long–term success and survival of educational institutions. Institutions have begun to realize 

the significance of a qualitative orientation and commensurate to this, there have been attempts at providing 

better services to the students.  

This research investigation aims to analyze service quality among the sample of management graduate 

students of North India. Starting with the theoretical background, the paper outlines the results of a study 

conducted on the students as primary customers to obtain a perspective on service quality of select management 
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institutions located in the region. Based on the literature review, followed by a pilot study, the various students‟ 

requirements were identified. The management educational services quality model was developed to identify the 

gap and determine the level of service quality in management institutes. Following this, use of structural 
equation modeling, confirmative factor analysis was set of minimum quality components that meet the 

requirements of the students as important customers. Therefore, it is imperative that educational institutes 

actively monitor the quality of their services and commit to continuous improvements in an effort to respond to 

the needs of enhancing the institutional image. A better understanding of how these students form impressions 

on quality which can provide valuable information to educational management for designing service delivery 

systems that enhance their satisfaction level (Seymour, 1992).  

 
II. Service quality: Conceptualization and measurement 

  The conceptualization of service quality has aroused considerable interest and debate in the research 

literature because of the difficulties in both defining and measuring it and there is no consensus emerging on 

either (Parasuraman et al., 1985; Dotchin & Oakland, 1994; Gaster, 1995; Asubonteng al., 1996). A definition 

of „service quality‟ is person dependent and has different meaning for different people. Most definitions of 

service quality are customer- centered (Galloway & Wearn, 1998), with customer satisfaction being seen as 

functions of perceived quality (Anderson & Sullivan, 1993), or perceived quality being a function of customer 

satisfaction (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Thus, the commonly accepted orientation defines service quality as the 

extent to which a service meets customers‟ needs or expectations (Lewis & Mitchell, 1990; Dotchin & Oakland, 
1994; Asubonteng et al., 1996). Service quality, as perceived by customers, involves a comparison of what they 

feel the service should be (expectation, E) with their judgment of the services they received (perception, P) 

(Sasser & Arbeit, 1978; Gronroos, 1984; Parasuraman et al., 1985; Zeathaml et al., 1985). It is defined as the 

difference between customer expectations of service and perceived service. If expectations are greater than 

performance, then perceived quality is less than satisfactory and hence customer dissatisfion occurs 

(Parasuraman et al., 1985; Lewis & Mitchell, 1990). 

 
III. Measuring service quality 

To achieve quality as perceived by the customer, proactive organizational commitment is required. 

Berry (1995) suggests that service plays an important role in enhancing value, and can positively influence a 

firm‟s success. From a customer perspective, a provider‟s service can help to offset potential burdens, like 

frustration, repentation, high price etc. As a result, understanding and measuring customer expectations and 

performance are therefore an essential component that can be used to enhance organisation‟s service provision. 

In analyzing service from the customer‟s perspective, researches by Parasuraman et.al (1988) yielded a 

useful concept of ten potentially overlapping dimensions. When developing their framework further, extensive 
statistical analysis revealed significant correlations between certain dimensions depicted in the original concept, 

and this led to the regrouping of the original ten items into five subsequent dimensions (tangibles, reliability‟ 

responsiveness, assurance and empathy) were labeled as the SERVQUAL scale. The instrument represents a 

multi-item scale that since its development has been widely used for measuring consumer expectations and 

perceptions of service quality. It consists of 22 parallel expectation (E) and perception (P) statements on five 

service quality dimensions. In order to obtain view for the statement, consumers are required to select a response 

on 7 point Likert scales that range from strongly disagree to strongly agree. This then allows for the difference 

in scores for each dimension which has been calculated. The difference (P-E = Q) represents the measure of 

service quality (Q). Where Q is negative, a service gap exists. However, if Q is positive, customer expectations 

are being exceeded. 

In the present research an instrument was designed which provides the measurement of the relative 

importance associated with each dimension on management education. After the mean for each dimension has 
been calculated, the relative importance score and weighted average score was calculated for each dimension. 

The instrument was developed with the intention that it could be applied in measuring the quality of services of 

management education in the broad framework of research investigations.  

  
IV. Service quality in higher education 

Service quality in higher education is relative concept, with respect to the stakeholders in higher 

education and circumstances in which it is involved. In other words, quality means different things to different 

people as well as person may adopt different conceptualizations at different moments (Zafiropoulos et al.2005). 

However, Sahney et al. 2004 highlighted that definitions of quality in education follow the general definitions of 
quality. The applicability of service quality in the educational sector attracted the interest of many theorists and 

researcher (Edwell, 1993; Sherr & Lozier, 1991; Tribus, 1994; Brigham, 1993). Educational institutions are 

perceived as organizations designed to transform teaching, curriculum, organizational and management 

education processes in a way which serves students interests for their career. Substantial interest in service 
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quality in management education has begun to emerge (Sallis, 1993), and this interest has been focused 

primarily on higher educational institutes Coate, 1990; Cope & Sherr, 1991; Masters & Leiker, 1992; Saunders 

& Walker, 1991; Sutcliffe & Polock, 1992; Van Vught & Westerheijden, 1992; Winter,1991). As with other 
services, the concept of quality when applied to higher education has been inclusive (Williams, 1990; Staropli, 

1992; Liaison committee of records‟ conferences, 1993; Cheng & Tam, 1997) and service quality in higher 

education has been defined variedly as, excellence in education (Peters & Waterman, 1982), value in 

addition(Feigenbaum,1951), fitness for purpose (Reynolds,1986; Brennan et al.,1992; Tang & Zairi,1998), 

fitness of educational outcome and experience for use (Juran & Gryna,1998), conformance of education output 

to planned goals, specifications and requirements (Gilmore, 1974; Crosby, 1979), defect avoidance in education 

process ( Crosby, 1979), and meeting or exceeding customer‟s expectations of education ( Parasuraman et al. 

1985). 

Quality initiatives have been the subject of enormous amount of discourse to practitioner and 

academicians, and various levels have been found as a gateway into higher education (Avdjieva & Wilson, 

2002). Many academic institutions have implemented such policies in response to a reduction in student 
funding, complaints by employers and parents, as well as the pioneering success of such drivers in many 

corporate businesses (Kanji and Tambi, 199). However, since the early to mid 1990s a stream of work has 

explored various aspects of service quality relating to the teaching and learning factors, and the environmental 

attributes influencing higher education (Harrop & Douglas, 1996; Narasimhan, 1997; and Shank et al. 1995), 

with the majority of such investigations using students‟ evaluations to assess quality (Rowley, 1997; Aldridge & 

Rowley, 1998). It may be concluded that service quality in higher education is a multiple concept with varying 

conceptualizations and this poses problems in formulating a single, comprehensive definition. It concludes 

within its ambit the quality of inputs in the form of students, faculty, support staff and infrastructure; the quality 

of processes in the form of learning and teaching activity; and the quality of outputs in the form of the 

enlightened students.  
 

V. Gap analysis in higher education 
Gap analysis is not new in higher educational context, and a number of studies have been influenced by 

the work of Parasuraman et al.  For example, (Long et al.,1999) „gap analysis‟ to develop a number of questions 

in order to compare what students „look for‟(expect) and what they „experience‟ on a course. (Sander al., 2000) 

meanwhile examined undergraduates‟ expectations and preferences in teaching, learning and assessment. LaBay 
& Comm 2003 also developed a number of measures to evaluate students‟ expectations and perceptions, 

concerning their faculty members, on a sample of undergraduate students.  

Customers judge the desired quality according to their expectations (Ghobadian et al., 1994; Dotchin 

&Oakland, 1994: Kandampully, 1997; Fergueson et al., 1999, Lee et al., 2000; Walter & Germunden, 2000). 

The ultimate measure of quality is whether or not the product or service lives up to expectations of the 

customers. The most widely used and tested service quality instrument „SERVQUAL‟ based on the service 

quality „gap model‟ (Parasuraman et al.,1988,1991,1993,1994), which defines service quality as a function of 

gap between customers‟ expectations of a service and their perceptions of the actual service delivery by 

organization. In brief, SERVQUAL is recognized as a tried and tested instrument that has been successfully 

applied in many different service contexts (Buttle, 1996). Its strengths more than outweigh any deficiencies, and 

the results can be presented in a format useful for targeting specific service improvements (O‟Neill & Palmer, 
2001). Over recent years the higher education sector has become more quality conscious, which has been fuelled 

by increasing competition, a reduction in state funding, and greater consumer demands (Ford et al., 1999; Kanji 

& Tambi, 1999). In response, a growing number of institutions and academics have grappled with such quality 

issues and have undertaken research with the aim of addressing some of the key concerns (Lau, 2003; Oldfield 

& Baron, 2000). 

This research therefore aims to bridge this gap, by using a modified SERVQUAL instrument to 

investigate service quality among management graduate students studying in North India. However, for this 

study the terminology has been borrowed, the items that these dimensions contained have been changed to adapt 

to the needs of management educational service and few other dimensions have also been added. 

 

VI. The conceptual model 
As to higher education in India in the present study, eight dimensions which composed distinct 

components of perceived service quality has been taken as factor determining the quality of management 

education. On these eight factor dimensions, 43 items were taken into consideration. The reliability of each 

factor dimension was checked and found α value above .60 and thus the instrument has been highly reliable and 

used for further process 
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Figure-1: Perceived service quality model 

 

 
 

Physical aspects: This pertains to the institute‟s physical facilities, equipment, support services and attraction 

of campus. Since students do not receive only education service, but also a large component of support service, 

they undoubtedly depend on other cues in the absence of physical aspects evidence by which to assess service 

quality. 

Reliability:  This refers to the colleges‟ ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately. 

Competence: It refers to the faculties‟ intrinsic characters which are formed by the accumulation in long 

teaching history and learning and construct from working base of a good teacher. 

Industry Institute Interaction: This means the interaction level of student and institute with the industry 

through industrial visits, interaction with industry experts, executive interaction and industrial exposure etc. 

Course structure: It mainly refers to what will be taught to the students and the detailed requirements of it as 

the industry demand. 
Internship output: It mainly refers to the experience of student during internship and their interaction with the 

working group. It also concerns to the expertise gained and possibility of getting employed in the organization 

of internship. 

Inculcation of Entrepreneurial Spirit: It refers to the spirit of starting/establishing business venture among 

management graduates. It also refers to the innovation and risk taking ability and converting risk into profit. 

Employability: It refers to the skills, knowledge, competence etc. that is required to be employed in an 

organization of repute. 

 
VII. Research Methodology 

7.1 Sampling and Data collection 

We solicited anonymous response to questionnaire given to management students of management 

institutes. Questionnaires were administered during the last week of March 2012. Questionnaires were hand 

delivered to all students studying final year MBA/PGDM course. Four hundred twelve students response were 

collected who participated from various management institutes. Students were given verbal instructions, and 

completed the questionnaire in twenty minutes resulting 69 percent actual response rate.  

 

7.2 Measure Instrument 
The literature review along with interaction held with faculty members provided the basis for 

constructing this conceptual model and for developing the questionnaire used in this study. The survey 
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instrument contained 43 variables related to different dimensions of the university/institute educational service 

offering. Items pertaining to service quality assessment were measured on a 7 point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The information gathered was analyzed using the factor analysis and multiple 
regression techniques. The factor analysis allowed us to identify the dimensional structure of perceived service 

quality. Then, the regression analysis allowed us to identify the more important dimensions. Confirmatory factor 

analysis was also used to validate the factor structure founded with exploratory factor analysis and to asses 

convergent and discriminant validity of the instrument. 

 
VIII. Data Analysis and interpretation 

 The next step of management education regarding service quality evaluation is to collect the results of 

our questionnaire, and adopt various statistical methods to analyze the data.  
 

Table-1: Mean score (Standard deviation) for modified SERVQUAL dimensions 
S.No. Items P (Std. D) E (Std. D) P-E 

Physical Aspects 

1 Modern-looking equipment 4.23 (1.90) 6.11 (1.24) -1.88 

2 Visually appealing 4.39 (1.78) 5.80 (1.18) -1.41 

3 Support services like Library, Computer lab etc. 4.75 (1.80) 6.28 (1.14) -1.53 

4 Neat cleaned, attractive and convenient 4.78 (1.81) 6.67 (6.22) -1.89 

5 Sufficient physical equipment 4.45 (1.74) 5.91 (1.21) -1.46 

Reliability  

6 Deliver service on time 4.53 (1.86) 5.81 (1.37) -1.28 

7 Ability to solve complains  4.69 (1.88) 5.96 (1.34) -1.27 

8 Perform right the first time 4.55 (1.75) 5.81 (1.10) -1.26 

9 Promises to do something by a certain time 4.53 (1.84) 5.63 (1.24) -1.10 

10 Solving the problems of students 4.74 (1.87) 5.77 (1.63) -1.03 

Competence  

11 Sufficient faculty/support staff 5.10 (1.64) 6.15 (1.24) -1.05 

12 Experienced faculty 5.15 (1.66) 6.27 (1.10) -1.12 

13 Theoretical knowledge and adequate qualification 5.32 (1.54) 6.27 (1.09) -0.95 

14 Mastery of academic knowledge 5.18 (1.54) 6.15 (1.08) -0.97 

15 Refresher course and FDP 5.04 (1.70) 5.88 (1.33) -0,84 

Industry Institute interaction  

16 Industry expert to deliver lecture 4.57 (1.97) 6.23 (1.07) -1.66 

17 Work on industry project 4.33 (1.93) 6.22 (1.09) -1.89 

18 Annual industrial visit 4.56 (2.18) 6.39 (0.95) -1.83 

19 Industrial proposal and students involvement 4.17 (2.05) 5.90 (1.34) -1.73 

20 Establishing Industry Institute Partnership Cell 3.95 (2.05) 5.96 (1.27) -2.01 

21 Short term on the job training 4.12 (2.02) 6.19 (0.98) -2.07 

Course structure  

22 Update syllabus time to time 4.76 (1.85) 6.38 (1.04) -1.62 

23 Designs relevant course curriculum 4.85 (1.68) 6.32 (0.94) -1.47 

24 Encourages teamwork and communication skill 4.87 (1.74) 6.42 (0.86) -1.55 

25 Computer as integral part of the syllabus 5.60 (5.46) 6.38 (0.81) -0.78 

26 Course contains basic knowledge & skill 5.03 (1.60) 6.27 (0.81) -1.24 

27 Industrial and managerial case studies 5.04 (1.63) 6.26 (1.00) -1.22 

Internship output  

28 Support on internship project 4.56 (2.07) 6.15 (1.13) -1.59 

29 Learning opportunity during internship 4.70 (1.92) 6.24 (0.82) -1.54 

30 Employment probability 4.40 (1.86) 3.95 (1.09)   0.45 

31 Experience, expertise and exposure 4.60 (1.81) 6.07 (1.17) -1.47 

32 Conformity between interest and task allotted 4.72 (1.80) 6.03 (1.23) -1.31 

33 Knowledge and employability 4.92 (1.85) 6.12 (0.97) -1.20 

Inculcation of Entrepreneurial Spirit    

34 Inculcation of entrepreneurial spirit 4.42 (1.71) 5.92 (1.10) -1.50 

35 Implantation of entrepreneurial seed 4.54 (1.81) 6.05 (1.06) -1.51 

36 Entrepreneurial spirit after course completion  4.54 (1.76) 6.07 (1.10) -1.53 

37 Entrepreneurs‟ demonstration of managerial skill 4.56 (1.95) 6.19 (1.02) -1.63 
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38 Knowledge refinement 4.73 (1.80) 6.25 (0.93) -1.52 

Employability    

39 Campus placement 5.11 (1.80) 6.50 (0.82) -1.39 

40 Employability enhancement 4.96 (1.55) 6.42 (0.84) -1.46 

41 Employment confidence 4.94 (1.56) 6.24 (0.97) -1.30 

42 Academic value addition 4.93 (1.57) 6.14 (1.09) -1.21 

43 Dividend on investment 4.90 (1.61) 6.28 (0.87) -1.38 

 Totals 202.81 262.01 -59.2 

 Average 4.71 6.09 -1.71 

 

The mean scores from the sample are illustrated in Table -1. For each statement the mean Expectation (E) and 

Perception (P) values, along with a service quality value from the formula are presented, Q = P – E 
(Parasuraman et al., 1988). The three columns provide summary results for the institution service quality, and 

the overall SERVQUAL results are illustrated in Table -1, above the three columns. Where the gap (P – E) is 

negative, this refers to perceptions of the institution falling short against initial students‟ expectations, and the 

presence of service quality gaps. The findings suggest a short fall on all the items measured. The expectation 

and perception items were measured using a seven point Likert scale, from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly 

agree, with 4 serving as a mid point/neutral opinion on the scale. Mean scores greater than four identify a 

tendency for respondents to agree with a particular statement, whereas means of less than four indicate 

disagreement.  

 

Expectations (E) 

It can be concluded (Tables -1) that expectation (E) values among the North Indian management 

graduate students were higher (means ranging from 5.63 to 6.67). Thirty one statements 
(1,3,4,11,12,13,14,16,1718,21,22,12,24,25,26,27,28,29,31,32,33,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42and 43) illustrate mean 

scores of 6.03 to 6.67. This suggests that Indian graduate students really have higher expectations in terms of 

need for all the items covering these thirty one statements.  
 

Perceptions (P) 

Only one perception items (20 items) is below the mid-point 4 on the scale, suggesting that there is 
disagreement among students in terms Industry institute partnership cell of the institution. More over most of the 

items exceeded from 4.12 to 5.60 suggesting that the sample had a tendency to agree that sufficient items have 

given adequate perception among the students.  

 

 
Figure-2: Gap analysis of perception and expectation 

 

 8.1 Service Quality Gaps Analysis (P-E) 
The service quality gaps are demonstrated in the third column of Table -1. As each item except item30 

(probability of employment) has a negative value, students‟ perceptions of the service are falling short of their 

expectations. In the sixth factor Internship Output, item 30 the employment probability in organization of 

internship is positive (0.45) represents that the students have higher perception on it. Paired sample t-tests were 

also undertaken on the perception and expectation mean items, in order to identify whether or not statistically 

significant service quality gaps were apparent. Findings from data presented in Table- 2 demonstrate significant 
differences of P-E value between management students‟ perceptions and expectations of service on all 43 

statements in North India. It can be concluded that there is a significant difference between the students‟ 

expectations and perceptions at the 95% confidence level. However, for all the other statements, there is a 

statistical significance of a 0.01, which illustrates a statistically significant gap between the students‟ 
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perceptions and expectations of service at the 99% confidence level. These represent service quality gaps that 

the institution should take the appropriate measures on-board to bridge.  

 

Table-2: One sample test statistics 

S.No. Items    P           E (P– E)   

value Physical Aspects Percep Expect 

1 Modern-looking equipment 26.58 56.80 -30.22 

2 Visually appealing 28.44 56.55 -28.11 

3 Support services like Library, Computer lab etc. 30.40 63.29 -32.89 

4 Neat cleaned, attractive and convenient 30.46 12.36 +18.10 

5 Sufficient physical equipment 29.38 55.99 -26.61 

Reliability  

1 Deliver service on time 28.18 48.80 -20.62 

2 Ability to solve complains  28.78 51.28 -22.50 

3 Perform right the first time 29.85 61.08 -31.23 

4 Promises to do something by a certain time 28.28 44.83 -16.55 

5 Solving the problems of students 29.40 40.82 -11.42 

Competence  

1 Sufficient faculty/support staff 35.82 56.91 -21.09 

2 Experienced faculty 35.72 65.62 -29.90 

3 Theoretical knowledge and adequate qualification 39.86 66.04 -26.18 

4 Mastery of academic knowledge 38.63 65.39 -26.76 

5 Refresher course and faculty development programme 34.03 50.85 -16.82 

Industry Institute Interaction  

1 Industry expert to deliver lecture 26.70 67.03 -40.33 

2 Work on industry project 25.86 65.36 -39.50 

3 Annual industrial visit 24.11 77.43 -53.32 

4 Industrial proposal and students involvement 23.42 50.72 -27.30 

5 Establishing Industry Institute Partnership Cell 22.22 54.08 -31.86 

6 Short term on the job training 23.51 74.29 -50.78 

Course structure  

1 Update syllabus time to time 29.65 70.62 -40.97 

2 Designs relevant course curriculum 33.17 76.77 -43.60 

3 Encourages teamwork and communication skill 32.16 85.75 -53.59 

4 Computer as integral part of the syllabus 11.82 90.44 -78.62 

5 Course contains basic knowledge & skill 36.15 88.44 -52.29 

6 Industrial and managerial case studies 35.54 71.74 -36.20 

Internship output  

1 Support on internship project 25.40 62.68 -37.28 

2 Learning opportunity during internship 28.18 86.87 -58.69 

3 Employment probability 27.21 62.82 -35.61 

4 Experience, expertise and exposure 27.25 59.69 -32.44 

5 Conformity between interest and task allotted 30.14 56.51 -26.37 

6 Knowledge and employability 30.65 72.67 -42.02 

Inculcation of Entrepreneurial Spirit    

1 Inculcation of entrepreneurial spirit 29.76 61.82 -32.06 

2 Implantation of entrepreneurial seed 28.83 65.78 -36.95 

3 Entrepreneurial spirit after course completion  29.60 63.39 -33.79 
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4 Entrepreneurs‟ demonstration of managerial skill 26.78 69.64 -42.86 

5 Knowledge refinement 30.34 77.56 -47.22 

Employability   

1 Campus placement 32.69 91.21 -58.52 

2 Employability enhancement 36.82 87.58 -50.76 

3 Employment confidence 36.38 73.57 -37.19 

4 Academic value addition 36.06 64.69 -28.63 

5 Dividend on investment 35.13 82.81 -47.68 

 

IX. Dimensionality 
Both exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis were used to asses the dimensionality of the service 

quality measure. During the course of analysis, the service quality scales were refined to produce an optimal set 

of items. Table-3 presents the items and the factor loadings from a principal component analysis with varimax 

rotation which is a tried and tested method that frequently yields a simple structure (Norman & Streiner, 1997). 

The factor program extracted eight factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1.00 and the factors accounting for a 

minimum 60% of the variance. 

 

Table-3: Factor loading matrix following varimax rotation 
Statem

ents 

Factor: 1 

Tangibili

ty(T) 

Factor:2 

Reliabilit

y 

(R) 

 

Factor

: 3 

Comp

etence 

(C) 

Factor: 4 

Interactio

n 

( I ) 

Factor:5 

Course 

Structur

e 

(CS) 

Factor:6 

Internshi

p Output 

 (IO) 

Factor:7 

Entrepre

neurship 

(E) 

Factor:

8 

Emplo

yability 

(E) 

Com

posit

e 

Reli

abili

ty 

(α) 

T-1 0.656         

 

0.94 

 

 

 

 

 

0.84 

T-2 0.645        

T-3 0.677        

T-4 0.686        

T-5 0.657        

R-1  0.712       

R-2  0.696       

R-3  0.693       

R-4  0.674       

R-5  0.654       

C-1   0.675       

0.89 

 

 

 

C-2   0.687      

C-3   0.657      

C-4   0.654      

C-5   0.645      

I-1    0.696      

 

 

0.85 

 

 

I-2    0.706     

I-3    0.721     

I-4    0.689     

I-5    0.684     

I-6    0.698     

CS-1     0.702     

 

      

0.84 

CS-2     0.698    

CS-3     0.687    

CS-4     0.678    

CS-5     0.689    

IO-1      0.656     

 0.

82 

IO-2      0.676   

IO-3      0.634   

IO-4      0.643   
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IO-5      0.675   

E-1       0.623   

 

0.90 

E-2       0.632  

E-3       0.643  

E-4       0.614  

E-5       0.653  

E-6       0.654  

EP-1        0.676  

 

0.78 

EP-2        0.657 

EP-3        0.609 

EP-4        0.654 

EP-5        0.643 

Eigen 

Val. 
2.534 2.724 2.108 2.902 1.331 2.290 1.509 4.113  

Variati

on 
Explai

ned 

6.829 7.338 5.903 7.748 3.096 6.327 4.509 10.565 

Cum.V

aria. 
6.829 14.167 20.070 27.818 30.914 37.241 41.750 52.315 

 
Few items were eliminated from the scale because they performed poorly in the analysis.  Specifically, they had 

low factor loadings or they had no clear loading on a particular factor. There are eight factors each having Eigen 

value exceeding one for management education institution. The 43 items were subjected to EFA and eight 

factors model was estimated. The resulting scale was composed of all eight items. The eight-factor solution 
accounted for 52.315% of the total variance, and exhibited a KMO measure of sampling adequacy of 0.839. The 

Cronbach alpha figures suggest that the items represent reliable measures for each of the eight dimensions and 

thus support the instrument. The resultant empirical factor structure indicated that factor combined to form a 

first factor while some other factors like Industry institute interaction, tangibility etc. the second, third and 

fourth factor respectively.  

 

X. Confirmatory factor analysis 
Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess dimensionality. The raw data was used to as 

input in the analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis with partial disaggregation was performed on the eight 

dimensions of management education institutes. The partial disaggregation technique was applied instead of the 

traditional structural equation approach (or total disaggregation) although the traditional disaggregation 

technique provides the model detailed analysis for construct testing (each item is used as a separate indicator of 

the relevant constructed), it has a tendency to be cumbersome due to potentially high levels of random error in 

typical items and the many parameters that must be estimated. In contrast, partial disaggregation allows one to 

proceed with meaningful research by combining items into composites to reduce higher levels of random error 

and yet it retains all the advantages of structural equations, including accounting for measurement error, 

allowing for multiple, multidimensional variables and testing for hierarchal factor structures. To operationalize 

partial disaggregation in this study, items that relate to a given construct (factors/dimension) were combined to 
create two composite indicators for each construct instead of several single-item indicators. The chi-square is a 

badness-of-fit measure in the sense that a small chi-square corresponds to good fit and a large chi-square to bad 

fit.  A number of fit measures that take particular account of the error of approximation in the population and the 

precision of the fit measure itself have been proposed (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The Root Mean square Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) is suggested to be used as a measure of discrepancy per degree of freedom 

(Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Steiger, 1990).the lower the RMSEA values; the better it is, with maximum 

acceptable values between 0.08 and 0.09. Further, to eliminate or reduce the dependence of chi-square on 

sample size, the values of the Goodness-of-Fit (GFI) and Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit (AGFI), Tucker Lewis 

index (TLI), Comparative fit index (CFI) and Normalized fit index (NFI) were used. The score obtained from 

the analysis suggested an excellent fit between the data and the model. All the fit indices comply with the values 

recommended by Heir et al.(1998) and Arbuckle and Worthke (1995). The finding indicates that the perceived 
service quality is multidimensional construct that can be measured with a scale composed of eight dimensions. 
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Table- 4: Fit Statistics in the structural Equation Model 

S.No. Goodness- of -fit model index Recommended 

value
* 

Management 

education  model 

1. Chi-square/degree of freedom
** 

≤2.00 2.363 

2. Goodness-of-index (GFI) ≥0.90 0.873 

3. Adjusted goodness-of-index (AGFI) ≥0.90 0.832 

4. Tucker –Lewis index (TLI) ≥0.90 0.910 

5. Comparative fit index (CFI) ≥0.90 0.942 

6. Normalized fit index (NFI) ≥0.90 0.952 

7. Root mean square of approximation 

(RMSEA) 

≤0.80 0.079 

*These criteria are according to Arbuckle and Worthke (1995) and Hair et al (1998) 
**Segars And Grower (1993) recommended chi-square/degree of freedom value of ≤ 3.00 

 

XI. Internal consistency and validity 
Internal consistency was measured by computing Cronbach‟s alpha for each multi-item scale. 

Reliability coefficients were uniformly above the recommended level of 0.08(Nunnally, 1978) and compare well 

with reported alpha coefficients in the service quality literature (Morales et al., 1998) and in consumer research 

(Peterson, 1994). Construct reliabilities were computed for the overall scale as well as at the dimension level. 

The results of the test indicated that the modified SERVQUAL model is a very much reliable instrument, 

registering an overall Cronbach alpha value of 0.972. Hence, the internal consistency reliabilities of the 
measures used in this study were all acceptable. Next, the validity of the instrument is assessed using two 

methods; content validity and discriminant validity. Content validity refers to the degree which an instrument 

covers the meaning of the concepts included in a particular research (Babbie, 1992). For this study, the content 

validity of the proposed instrument is adequate enough because the instrument has been carefully constructed, 

supported by an extensive literature review. Now, we also endeavored to test the discriminant validity of this 

instrument. Discriminant validity gauges the extent to which measures of two different constructs are 

comparatively distinctive from each other, and that their correlation values are neither absolute 0 nor 1 

(Campbell and Fiske 1959). A correlation analysis was run on all the dimensions management education and the 

results are presented in the following Table-5. It is found that all the dimensions are not perfectly correlated as 

their correlation coefficients fall between 0 and 1, hence establishing the discriminant validity of the higher 

education service quality model. 

 

Table 5: Correlation results 
Dimensions Tangi

bility 

Reliab

ility 

Compet

ence 

Industry 

Interaction 

Course 

Structure 

Internship 

Output 

Entrepren

eurship 

Emplo

yabilit

y 

Tangibility 1.000        

Reliability 0.786 1.000       

Competence 0.678 0.743 1.000      

Industry 

Interaction 

0.765 0.712 0.678 1.000     

Course 

Structure 

0.675 0.698 0.698 0.768 1.000    

Internship 

Output 

0.723 0.689 0.690 0.678 0.745 1.000   

Entrepreneurs

hip 

0.698 0.687 0.567 0.578 0.694 0.678 1.000  

Employability 0.712 0.689 0.654 0.590 0.609 0.743 0.678 1.000 

All correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

XII. Relative importance of the four dimensions 
  In order to determine the relative importance of the six dimensions in influencing customers‟ overall 

quality perceptions we regress the overall quality assessment scores on the service quality score for the 

individual dimensions. The results of such a regression analysis are shown in table-6. The adjusted R2 value is 

statistically significant, and similar to those obtained by (Parasuraman et al. 1988). The combined dimension, 

competence - personal interaction is most critical dimension for students. Physical aspect is the second most 
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important dimension. A striking result in terms of the dimensions in predicting overall service quality is that 

course structure and employability are the least high important dimensions for management graduating students.  

 

Table-6: Relative importance of the four dimensions in predicting overall service quality 
Dimensions Standard Coefficient Significance 

Level 

Adjusted R2 

Tangibility 0.450 0.000 0.972(p ‹ 0.000) 

Reliability 0.467 0.000 

Competence 0.439 0.000 

Industry Interaction 0.475 0.000 

Course Structure 0.431 0.000 

Internship Output 0.445 0.000 

Entrepreneurship 0.435 0.000 

Employability 0.490 0.000 

 

XIII. Conclusions 
Delivering quality service has become an important goal for most universities and institutions of 

management education. This study represents an important starting point in the development of valid and 

reliable measures of universities‟ service quality. It contributes to the marketing and educational literature by 
introducing a new measure that provides both researchers and practitioners with more specific information 

concerning service quality‟s effect on students‟ satisfaction with universities services. In particular it suggests 

that university service quality can be measured with eight dimensions scale where employability and industry 

institute interaction is the most important factor for management graduating students. In practice, the importance 

of this dimension points to the need for stronger management emphasis on service dependability of personalized 

interest when interacting with graduate students. Although the results of this study provide valuable insight into 

relationship of student satisfaction with university/institute services, one obvious limitation is its external 

validity. Since this study is based on university department both public and private, institutions and autonomous 

institutions, the generalizability of findings can be established. The external validity of eight factors, this 

measure cannot be claimed until a series of follow-up studies are conducted in different universities/ institute 

settings. As competition for students has escalated among universities, student satisfaction has received 
increased attention. Since service quality and student satisfaction are important factors in retention and image 

building, it is important that institutes must focus on service quality (process) and use the tools of continuous 

improvement. Quality is what our customers tell us, it is not what we say it is. Progress can only be determined 

and improved by measurement (Coates, 1990). This study is an attempt to measure service quality in higher 

management education. 
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