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The features of quality, which is an ambiguous, gradual and very subjective concept, cause that there is
no one absolute standard for it. Scientists are looking for ways of its evaluation and improvements of the
existing methods. It relates to various areas, but at the same time it is also complex and multifaceted.
There are so many definitions of quality that are constantly evolving. In the paper two methods Servqual
and Servperf to assess the quality of teaching services were used. The aim of the paper was to compare
the results of the service quality analysis with use of both methods and to indicate the differences between
them. It was also checked whether conclusions regarding the quality of services differ depending on the
used research method. The Servqual method takes into account the individual expectations of the re-
spondents, which may affect the assessment of the actual service. It is more complicated, but the results
are more adequate to the specifics of the service. It was shown that in one of the areas the results con-
cerning the quality of teaching services differed significantly depending on the used method. However,
according to the literature review and presented analisys it is not possible to indicate which of these two
scales to use to propetly measure the service quality.
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1 Introduction

No matter how old we are, what school we fin-
ished, where we live, what kind of work we perform,
how much we earn, how healthy we are, we all use dif-
ferent type of services. Some services are used every
day, others not so often. But what it is important, they
are present is every step of people’s lives.

The service industry belong to those which play an
important role in the overall economies. The 21st cen-
tury is considered the century of the service industry.
The current situation in the world changes the
structure of services and their distribution channels,
which is also an interesting phenomenon.

This industry follows the same rules as any other
type of industry. Service companies need a variety of
resources to develop services. Different types of in-
formation, e.g. on what the service is supposed to be,
what its characteristics must be and when it should be
delivered, are needed. Services, like products, must
meet the expectations / requirements of customers,
and thus must be of appropriate quality.

There is a lot of competition on the service market.
Companies must fight to survive and convince present
and possible customers to order services from them.
What is more, except the prices, these services must
be prepared, manufactured, provided according to

customers’ requirements, so they will cause their satis-
faction. That is why every enterprise should think how
to maintain the quality of their services. Service com-
panies began to look for appropriate solutions and
methods that could be useful to assess and improve
the quality of these services. Service companies began
to look for appropriate solutions and methods that
could help them to achieve it.

The service quality has become a kind of measure
which explains how much the provided service meets
the customet's expectations. The enterprises found
how to increase profits and market share. To do so
they have to think how to improve the service quality.

It should be emphasized that a customer satistied
with the service is likely to return to the company, and
that he can recommend these services to his family
and friends. Perhaps he will share this fact on internet
forums or social networks. And that can cause the ap-
pearance of other potential customers.

The literature offers many methods that can be
used in order to assess the service quality. Among
them, the Servqual and Servperf methods are the most
popular and the most often described.

The Servqual method is the best known, most
frequently used and described method of assessing the
service quality. Its history dates back to the 80s of the
twentieth century. It was created by Parasurman,
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Zeithaml and Berry, and their first results were pu-
blished in the work [1]. In this method, the basis is to
compare customer expectations regarding a given set-
vice with the perception (reception) of the provided
service [2].

Customers create their expectations based on their
previous experiences, advice from friends and marke-
ting, and information about competitors. It is possible
that the customer’s expectations for a chosen service
can increase if the service is not delivered as it was ot-
dered. Expectations are often a benchmark in custo-
mer assessment.

Perception is customet’s proper opinion about
something that is judged and changes from customer
to customer because each customer has different ex-
pectations about certain services that play an im-
portant role in determining his level of satisfaction.
Customer satisfaction is the difference between cus-
tomer perception and expectations regarding service
quality. In many cases, customer perception is subjec-
tive, because, as already mentioned, it changes from
customer to customer, however, it provides useful
data for the enterprise how to develop their marketing
strategies. Customer perception and his satisfaction
are two values closely related to each other, because if
the ready service and the perception of its perfor-
mance are close to the customet's expectations, it re-
sults in his satisfaction [3].

A positive result of difference between perception
and expectations means customer satisfaction. The
higher the value the better. On the other hand, a ne-
gative result means customer dissatisfaction, but also
the need to search for potential areas for improvement
[4].

The Servperf method is the second one described
in the paper. It was created by Cronin and Taylor, and
its basics were published in papers [5+7]. The creators
of this method had doubts about the measurement of
the customer expectations. When defining their requi-
rements, customers may have a negative attitude to the
service, but also assess their expectations excessively
high. The concept of Cronin and Taylor is built on the
theory that the perception of the actual service is suffi-
cient to provide a measure of the quality of a given
service. This method is usually used when there is a
high probability of relatively maximum customer ex-
pectations in relation to each of the analyzed criteria
(attribute). The aim of the effective measurement is to
check the performance of the research service organi-
zation and to identify places where improvements
should be introduced [8]. The service quality is meas-
ured with a semantic scale (Likert scale), where 1
means poort, and the highest level excellent. The ser-
vice quality assessed with this method is the better,
when the individual assessment are closer to the max-
imum level [9]. Both methods are used to assess diffe-

rent types of services. Their methodology and conc-
lusions resulting from them differ significantly. In the
literature, it is possible to find supporters of both me-
thods. While writing this paper, the authors often ar-
gued, pointing the advantages and disadvantages of
each method. That is why it is worth taking a closer
look at both methods and compare them.

The aim of the paper was to compare the results of
the service quality analysis with use of two methods
and to indicate the differences between them. It was
also checked whether conclusions regarding the qua-
lity of services differ depending on the used research
method. The available literature was analyzed and
both methods were also compared practically to assess
the quality of a chosen service. In this paper educa-
tional services offered by one of the Polish technical
universities was assessed.

2 Literature review

Constant progress, technology development, and
strong, growing competition in the market make that
the quality is a very important factor in the fight for a
customer. Quality is a factor of competition in both
the goods and services market. Service providers need
to look for ways to convince customers that their ser-
vices are competitive and at a level that is adequate to
the expectations of buyers/customers [10+13].

There are many definitions of quality, which results
from its ambiguity, gradation and relativity. It is de-
fined as "meeting customer requirements" [14], "com-
pliance with internal and external requirements" [15],
"a composition of characteristics, marketing, produ-
ction, product or service design that will meet the
customet's needs" [16]. Tkaczyk believes that "quality
is the totality of properties of a product or service that
determine the ability of a product or service to meet
identified ot anticipated needs" [17]. On the other
hand, Nowotarska-Romaniak defined service quality
as the level at which a given service meets customer
expectations and fulfills its purpose [18], as illustrated
by the formula (1):

Actual state

Quality = )
The factors determining the quality of material go-
ods and the quality of services differ from each other,
which results from their specificity. The quality of go-
ods is assessed by checking specific features that were
included in the design, technical documentation or or-
der. The level of service quality can only be assessed
by careful analysis of the customer’s experience related
to the provided service. Analysis of the service quality
is a complicated problem due to its nature. The service
quality is characterized by such features as: immateri-
ality, impermanence, heterogeneity, inseparability, in-
dividuality and no possibility of acquisition [19+22].

Expectations
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It should be emphasized, however, that the diffe-
rence between goods and services is often difficult to
see. This is due to the fact that in the case of products
we are dealing with both tangible and intangible ele-
ments. Thus, we can distinguish pure goods, material
goods with elements of services, hybrids, services with
elements of material goods and pure services [23].

In the literature it is possible to find many methods
which are very useful to assess the service quality. In
the paper two very popular methods: Servqual and the
less complicated and much simpler, although based on
similar principles, the Servperf method are used.

The Servqual method, created in 1983-1985 by
Berry, Parasuraman and Zeithaml and described in pa-
per [1], is based on determining the difference
between the customer's perception of the experienced
and received service and his expectations for the set-
vice [24]. In the Servqual method a multi scale is used,
which help to measure the service quality from the
point of view of the customer and his experience, to
get many advices on how to improve the quality of the
offered services [9].

The survey used in Servqual consists of three parts.
In the first two, the respondent answers around 22
questions, which fall into five areas: materiality, relia-
bility, punctuality, professionalism and empathy. He
answers these questions twice, before and after recei-
ving the service, assessing own expectation towards
this service and his experience after this service is pro-
vided.

Perception is an opinion or assessment of the deli-
vered service which can be different depending on the
customer, because it is very subjective and plays a sig-
nificant role in building customer’s satisfaction. And
the level of his satisfaction is determined by the diffe-
rence between customers' petception and expectati-
ons regarding the service quality [25+27]. Customet’s
satisfaction can be expressed according to the formula

[28]:

$Q = Xia(Pi— Ey) ®

Where:

SQ; = perceived service quality of the chosen ser-
vice,

% = number of service attributes/items,

P = perception of the chosen service with respect
to performance of a service firm attribute ‘7,

E = service quality expectation for attribute 7 that
is the relevant norm for chosen service.

The customer assesses the expectations and per-
ceptions of a given service using a semantic scale (Lik-
ert scale), where 1 means poor, and the highest level
excellent. He also assesses the importance of indivi-
dual areas, e.g. by dividing 100 points between these
areas [27].

The Servqual method can be broadly used, so it can
be implicated to assess the quality of all services. The

big benefit of this method it that the enterprise can
improve quality, increase customer satisfaction, and
thus increase competitiveness with its use. The main
element of the Servqual analysis is to calculate the di-
fference between the two ratings given by customers,
ie. expectations and perception of the finished ser-
vice. This difference can also include the weights of
individual areas. Additionally, average expectation and
perception can be also calculated.

The Servperf (Service Performance) method was
developed by J. J. Cronin and S.A. Taylor and presen-
ted in papers [5+7]. Cronin and Taylor, claimed that it
is impossible to explore the customer expectations,
because they are ambiguous and variable. The custo-
mer can change their minds and requirements very
casily.

The Servperf has some similarities to the Servqual
method developed by Berry, Parasuraman and
Zeithaml, but is less time-consuming [28]. The Ser-
vperf was created as an answer to the Servqual met-
hod. In the extensive literature on the service quality
many scientists indicate too high assessment of custo-
mers' expectation as a weak point of Servqual. Already
before to order the service, customers can have skep-
tical feeling towards the service because od their re-
quireements, what is more, they can assess their ex-
pectation too high [29, 9, 30].

Servperf also includes around 22 statements to
which the respondent refers once. The main diffe-
rence which can be noticed in case of the Servqual and
the Servperf methods is that in the first method the
experienced quality is compared to the expected qua-
lity, while in the second method, the experienced qua-
lity is compared to the ideal quality [30]. That is why
the Servperf analysis is simpler and less time-consu-
ming [31].

As mentioned before, in this method, as in the Set-
vqual method, we also use a questionnaire consisting
of around 22 questions or statements (this is the ori-
ginal version and the quantity is adjusted depending
on the specificity of the services whose quality we as-
sess) [28], containing issues related to the five ele-
ments of quality discussed above (materiality, reliabi-
lity, responsiveness, confidence, empathy). As in case
of the Servqual method, in this case the respondent
also assesses each of the elements by marking appro-
priate points according to the semantic rating scale
(Likert scale) [32].

This method compares the results (perception)
with the ideal situation, i.e. the maximum number of
points in a given area [33]. The next step is to analyze
the reasons of differences between the level of service
quality that respondents feel and the quality of the
ideal service.

According to the literature, Servperf is a more ob-
jective method than the Servqual method because the
customer does not assess the expectations regarding
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the service, but he usually assess the the final form of

the service [8, 34]. The equation form (3), can be pre-
sented in the following way [28]:

SQ =3k, P ©

Where:

SO, = perceived service quality of the chosen ser-
vice,

£ = number of service attributes/items,

P = perception of the chosen service with respect
to performance of a service firm attribute ‘7

In terms of methodology, the Servperf method is
a substantial improvement in comparison to the Ser-
vqual method. First of all, it is more efficient because
it cut the amount of data by more than 50%, including
only perception of the ready services. On the other
hand many scientists say that it has also proved to be
empirically better than the Servqual scale, because it
only uses one scale (perception) to explain differences
in overall service quality [35, 34, 9].

The aim of the paper is to compare both methods
(Servqual and Servperf), to indicate the differences
and similarities between them, and above all to check,
on the example of teaching services, whether the
conclusions regarding the service quality differ depen-
ding on the research method used.

3 Methodology

In order to assess the quality of the services pro-
vided by different types of school, it is necessary to
determine the areas which are crucial for the service
recipients - students, the one which causes different
levels of student satisfaction. In the case of schools
(also universities) individual groups of attributes had
to be adapted to the specifics of their operation [36].

The research areas were presented in Figure 1.

ervqual areas

Servqual areas for

school services
4 = ™\
materiality
.
- ,
\ J
- ~
reliability timeliness

- N
empathy competence
N 7
4 R
assurance empathy
. J

Fig. 1Servqual areas for school services

Areas included in Figure 1 concern:
e tangibility (material elements of the service

such as facilitites, equipment, machine),

e responsiveness (willingness to help the custo-
mer and provide fast service, quick response
to customer requirements);

e reliability (fulfillment of the promise of pro-
viding services according to the order);

e empathy (individual approach to the custo-
mer and identification with his needs);

e assurance (professionalism, appropriate beha-
vior of the staff).

The questionnaire was completed by 240 students
of one of the technical faculties. Students were asked
to complete it after their final exam, which allowed
them to be objective and not afraid of teachers. The
questionnaires were collected in 2018/2019 (academic
year).

At the beginning the Cronbach Alpha test and
standardized Cronbach Alpha test were performed for
all statements together and for individual groups of
statements (separately expectations and perception) to
analyze the reliability of scale data which was used in
the survey. The results of the Cronbach test was dis-
cussed according to the assumptions presented by
Hair et al. [37]. According to these authors, results in
the range (0.9-1.0) are excellent, in the range (0.8-0.9)
very good, in range (0.7-0.8) good, which means that
they are reliable and can be further analyzed. Then, the
average expectations and perception for each state-
ment were calculated, which allowed to calculate the
quality level of the research education service.

In the research, the formula (2) was used to assess
the quality of teaching services with use of the Serv-
qual method. As for the Servperf method, the authors
took into account the main objection to the Servqual
method and, in accordance with the Servperf method,
did not take into account the individual expectations
of the respondents. However, in order to facilitate the
comparison of effectiveness, formula (3) was supple-
mented with the maximum rating according to the
Likert scale (4):

SQ =Yk, (P — M) @)

Where:

SO; = perceived service quality of the chosen set-
vice,

£ = number of service attributes/items,

P = perception of the chosen service with respect
to performance of a service firm attribute ‘7

M; — maximum of Likert scale.

The individual results were presented graphically,
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which facilitated their analysis and drawing conclu-
sions. Additionally, for the performed calculations, the

authors propose a scale illustrating the customer satis-
faction's level for both methods (Table 1).

Tab. 1The proposal of the interpretation of customer satisfaction’s level for (own study based on [38))

ls(itzf[z:;;c]lon Customer satisfaction’s level (Servqual) Customer satisfaction’s level (Servperf)
Very bad - customer extremely dissatisfied with | Very bad - customer extremely dissatisfied with
<-7;-3> the serving employee. Perception is much | the serving employee. Perception is much
smaller than expectations. smaller than the maximum of Likert scale.
Bad - customer dissatisfied with the serving | Bad - customer dissatisfied with the serving
(-3;0) employee. Perception is smaller than expecta- | employee. Perception is smaller than the maxi-
tions. mum of Likert scale.
0 Indifference. Perception is equal expectations. | Satisfaction. Perception is equal maximum of
Likert scale.
Good - customer satisfied with the serving em-
] ployee, there are few problems in terms of cus-
©:3) tomer satisfaction. Perception is higher than |
expectations.
Very good - customer extremely satisfied with
<3;7> the serving employee. Perception is much | --
higher than expectations.
4 Result itis seen the obtained results are in the range (0.7-0.8).

In Table 2 the results of the Cronbach Alpha and
standardized Cronbach Alpha test were presented. As

Such values mean that the results for individual groups
of attributes are good and all the answers can be fur-
ther analyzed.

Tab. 2 Cronbach’s alpha test for individual groups of statements (own study)

) Standardized Cronbach Al- .
Expectation Cronbach's alpha pha No of items
All statements 0.728 0.754 22
Materiality 0.709 0.731 4
Reliability 0.712 0.740 4
Timeliness 0.753 0.784 3
Competence 0.723 0.758 5
Empathy 0.718 0.741 6
Perception Cronbach's alpha
All statements 0,739 0.769 22
Materiality 0.754 0.791 4
Reliability 0.731 0.764 4
Timeliness 0.727 0.753 3
Competence 0.716 0.747 5
Empathy 0.751 0.782 6

The results of the analysis of teaching services
quality with use Servqual and Servperf methods were
presented in Table 3 and Figure 2. This table contains
arithmetic means of differences between the cus-
tomer’s expectations towards the service he wanted to
get and the perception of the service which he re-
ceived.

To facilitate the comparison of both methods, the
example assumes that the expectations in the Servperf
method are equal to the maximum value of the scale,
i.e. 7. Therefore, in case of the Servperf method the
individual expectations of the respondents (which is
characteristic of the Servqual method) were not taken
into account, but ideal quality. Results for Servqual
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analysis were described in details by authors in their

paper [30]. In this paper the authors wanted to show methods.

the differences in the results obtained with use of both

Tab. 3 Arithmetic means of differences between the perception (P) of the received service and excpectations (E) for the research education

service (own study based on [36))

Statements Servqual Servperf
MATERIALITY P-E P-7
1. Classes are equipped in modern devices 0.12 -0.2
2. The faculty building looks attractive 0.02 -0.048
3. Didactic and administrative employees look neatly. 0.16 -0.08
4. The electronic system helps deal with all the affairs connected with -2.37 -2.8
studying
Sum of arithmetic means -2.07 -3.13
RELIABILITY
5. Didactic employees meet deadlines. Classes are according to the 0.31 -0.18
schedule.
6. Students can expect the commitment and understanding of the dean's 0.06 -0.02
office employees in solving problems of individual students
7. Students can count on the lecturer's help in solving a problem -0.59 -0.68
8. Curricula are consistent with card of subject matter of teaching 0.43 -0.22
Sum of arithmetic means 0.21 -1.1
TIMELINESS
9. Didactic employees respond to e-mails quickly -1.02 -1.1
10. Tests are checked quickly (deadlines are met) -0.76 -0.88
11. Employees ate never too busy to respond to student's requests. -0.8 -1
Sum of arithmetic means -2.58 -2.98
COMPETENCE
12. Employees care for high level of education. -0.10 -0.24
13. Didactic employees are exacting 1.35 -0.28
14. Didactic employees use adequate (effective) methods of evaluation. -0.41 -0.48
15. Didactic staffs are prepared and competent for the classes their teach. 0.16 -0.12
Employees offer professional help.
16. Tests are checked with due care. -0.08 -0.84
Sum of arithmetic means 0.92 -1.96
EMPATHY
17. Each student is approached individually by the dean's office employ- 0.06 -0.02
ees.
18. Consultation hours are convenient for students. 0.04 -0.02
19. WB employees are polite and treat each student with respect. -0.22 -0.4
20. Plan is organized so that to ensute good organization of student's -0.69 -0.88
work
21. Employees do not understand individual student's need (their life- -1.26 -1.54
related problems).
22. Students believe in goodwill of the lecturer (in their fairness) -0.02 -0.44
Sum of arithmetic means -2.08 -3.3
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June 2021, 1V0l. 21, No. 3

MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY

ISSN 1213-2489

HH

T O T

Results of Servqual and Servperf
&
n oo
o
C
—
[

1 2 3 4 5 &6 7

& 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

Statements

O5ervgual O Servperf

Fig. 2 Arithmetic means of differences between the perception (P) and expectations (E) for the research education service (own study)

The analysis of Figure 2 and Table 3 showed that
the positive difference between perception and expec-
tations towards the provided service occurs in two at-
eas: Reliability and Competence. Figure 2 also showed
that student satisfaction measured with use of the
Servqual method in case of ten statements (7, 2, 3, 5,
6,8, 13,15, 17, 18) was higher than their expectations.
The Servperf method excludes such a situation, the
highest degree of satisfaction for this method would
be zero, and such a situation did not occur in case of
any statements.

In case of the Servqual method, the greatest nega-
tive difference between perception and expectations
was noted in the following statements: The electronic sys-
tem helps deal with all the affairs connected with studying (4),
Employees do not understand individual student's need (their
life-related problems) (21). These are the areas that cause
the greatest dissatisfaction of students. According to
this method, these are two areas that require particular
improvement. On the other hand, students stated that
they were particularly satisfied with the statement Di-
dactic employees are exacting (13).

As for the Servperf method and comparing the
perception to the maximum value in the Likert scale,
the results were similar. The same statements caused
the greatest dissatisfaction and required particular im-
provement.

From Figure 2 one can also draw an interesting
conclusion. If there was a great dissatisfaction with a
given statement (the difference between perception
and expectations), both methods confirmed it. This
was the case with the following statements: 4, 7, 9, 70,
11, 20 and 21.

In the next step results for areas of statements were

calculated. In this case it was possible to calculate
arithmetic means and weighted arithmetic means for
cach area. The results are presented in Table 3.

Total arithmetic measure of differences between
the perception (P) and expectations (E) (i.e. Servqual)
for the research education service without including
weights are -1.12 (Servgual) and -2.49 (Servperf). Taking
into account the assumptions presented in Table 1, in
both cases the students were not fully satisfied with
the provided service. Higher dissatisfaction in the case
of the Servperf method is due to the fact that the ideal
quality was used for comparison, ie. the maximum
value of the scale (i.e. 7), and not the expectations of
students, which were often lower than this value.

It should be emphasized that such values show
need to improve the educational services provided.
The values -1.12 and -2.49 are total averages collected
from five areas. In order to know the actual degree of
satisfaction with the service, individual areas should be
analyzed after taking into account the weights.

The university should analyze the areas where dis-
satisfaction was the greatest in order to start changes
from them, so the quality of the research educational
services can be improved.

Students gave importance to specific areas. Thanks
to the weights, it is known which areas are more im-
portant to the respondents. In Figure 3 the weights
indicated by the respondents to particular groups of
attributes were shown.

As shown in Figure 3, according to the respond-
ents the most important group of attributes is compe-
tence while the materiality is not considered so neces-
sary. This means that the skills and knowledge of the
teacher are more important, as they actually affect the
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quality of teaching. LLow-skilled teachers have nothing
to offer their students.

Materiality;

Empathy; 0.13 0.09

Reliability; 0.17

-

Timeliness;

Competence;_/ 0.12

0.5

Fig. 3 Weights assigned by the respondents to particular areas
(groups of attributes) (own study)

On the other hand, materiality is not so important,
more related to the feelings and external image of the
university. Of course, it's better to study in a nice, well-
equipped place. However, this does not have that
much impact on the learning process itself.

After considering the weights, the averages are -
0.05 (Servqual) and -0.04 (Servperf). Taking into account
the weights, student dissatisfaction can also be ob-
served, again greater in the Servperf method. Again
the results mean the need to raise the quality level of
educational services and their improvement.

The results of the assessments according to both
methods, taking into account the weights for each of
the analyzed areas, were presented in Table 4. A com-
parison of the weighted averages for each of the five
areas using the Servqual and Servperf methods is
shown in Fig. 5.

Tab. 4 Arithmetic means of differences between expectations and the perception of the research education service according to different

areas (own study)

Arithmetic means without weights . Weighted arithmetic means
Areas Weights
Servqual Servperf Servqual Servperf
Materiality -2.07 -3.13 0.09 -0.19 -0.28
Reliability 0.21 -1.10 0.17 0.04 -0.18
Timeliness -2.58 -2.98 0.12 -0.31 -0.36
Competence 0.92 -1.96 0.5 0.46 -0.98
Empathy -2.08 -3.30 0.13 -0.27 -0.43
" 1
= O Servqual OServperf
2 05
i
@ 0
= L | L -
=
.E
= -05
=
2
= -1
=
)
= -1.5
Materiality Reliability Timeliness Competence Empathy

Areas for school services

Fig. 4 Weighted averages for five areas according to the Servgual and Servperf method (own study)

In Figure 4 the exceeding of customer expectations
in two areas (Reliability and Competence) in case of
the Servqual method can be observed, although in the
case of reliability it is a small value. Only in these two

cases the satisfaction of students with the educational
services of the research university was noted. The
analysis shows that students' expectations in the areas
of Competence and Reliability were exceeded by the
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Servqual method, while the Servperf method was as-
sessed in negative way. In case of other areas, student
dissatisfaction was noted in both analysis.

The Servqual and the Servperf methods allow de-
termining to what extent customer expectations have
been satisfied. The application of the Servqual method
facilited to state that the expectations of the service
usets were exceeded, and the assessment of the service

quality was more individual, as it depended on the in-
dividual expectations of each respondent. In the case
of the Servperf method, it is not possible to exceed the
customer's requirements, because they are not taken
into account during the study. However, the percep-
tion can be compared to the maximum assessment
that the respondent can give. The basic differences be-
tween the methods are presented in Table 5.

Tab. 5 Differences and similarities between Sevqual and Servperf methods (own study)

expectations,
- Subjective expectations of each re-

spondent.

Criterion Servqual Servperf

Questionnaire It consists of 3 parts, the first two con- | It consists of 22 parts, the first one contains
tain around 22 statements. around 22 statements.

Scale Semantic rating scale (Likert scale). Semantic rating scale (Likert scale).

Expectations -There is no clear definition of the term | - The expectation corresponds to the maximum

perfect quality,
- Quality perfect.

Results interpreta-
tion

There are three variants:

P=E customers is satisfied

P>FE the actual quality of the service is
higher than customer expectations
P<E the expectations of the service
were not met

There is a possibility of exceeding the

expectations of customer

According to the paper there are two possibili-
ties:

P=M customers is satisfied

P<M the expectations of the service were not
met

The highest degree of satisfaction is when M=P.

Traditionally average P is calculated.

Type of the service
quality

Relative service quality (In addition to

perception, customer expectations are

The absolute service quality (only perception is

taken into account).

taken into account).

When better to use
shortfalls.

- Identification of the service quality

- Time limit,
- Simplicity of conducting research,

- Comparison of the service quality in various

industries.

Source: own study

The Servqual method takes into account the indi-
vidual expectations of the respondents. It is more
complicated, but the results are more adequate to the
specificity of the service and the needs of a given
group of recipients.

In the case of the Servperf method, the measure-
ment of customer expectations was questioned, as
they very often change over time. Therefore, this
method is based only on the customet’s perception i.c.
the assessment of the actual service to provide a meas-
ure of the quality of a given service and focuses on
measuring and assessing the current state - it only
measures and assesses the quality level of the service
provided, in relation to individual categories, and then
relates to the perfect image (ideal quality level). It does
not take into account individual expectations.

In the literature [39-42] there are many method and

tools that can be used to assess quality of products or
services. All of them have their advantages and disad-
vantages, but at the same times they are very helpful
and give different possibilities to obtain interesting re-
sults. It is up to scientists which of them it is better to
use.

5 Conclusion

In the paper an analysis of the quality of educa-
tional services which are offered by one of the Polish
technical universities was presented. The analysis was
made on the basis of 240 questionnaires completed by
fresh graduates of this university. The analysis was
conducted with use of two methods - Servqual and
Servperf. The achieved research results allowed to
draw the following conclusions:

e Thelevel of service satisfaction assessed using
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the Servperf method is lower than the level of
satisfaction assessed using the Servqual
method. However, the areas for the particular
improvement in the first place are the same.

e Many times the expectations for the service
were lower than the maximum value in the
seven-point scale used in both methods (stu-
dents had expectations lower than the maxi-
mum scale).

e The use of the Servperf method is easier and
less time-consuming. This is due to the fact
that the respondents do not have to define
their expectations regarding the research ser-
vice.

e The use of the Servqual method is more time-
consuming, but thanks to enabling the re-
spondents to take into account their own
scale of expectations, it becomes a more ac-
curate method in analyzing individual (less
general) conclusions. It is possible, however,
that when customers defining their expecta-
tions, may have a negative attitude towards
the research service or have too high expecta-
tions from the very beginning.

e It happens that the customer feels satistied
with the service (perception higher than ex-
pectation), which is impossible to detect using

the Servperf method.

Despite the number of different studies in the field
of service quality, it is impossible to determine which
of the two scales is a better measure of service quality.
Scientists around the world will argue about this for a
long time.

The presented test results have certain limitations.
The questionnaire, the results of which are presented
in the research, was created to be used in this and pre-
vious study and may have contained elements of sub-
jectivity. Perhaps the authors omitted some important
elements that should be considered in assessing the
quality of educational services. The sample size was
small and covered one academic year. Perhaps a wider
study would show a more accurate picture of the re-
search educational service. The research should there-
fore be continued and the results compiled using both
methods to confirm or disprove the conclusions pre-
sented in this article.

In the available literature, enthusiasts of both
methods can be found. It should be remembered not
to close oneself off on any of them. It is worth taking
a closer look at the less liked one and perhaps applying

both to be able to more accurately assess the quality
of the chosen service.
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