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Abstract  Service quality is increasingly recognized as an important aspect of academic programmes. This is 
because service quality has become a major strategy for improving competitiveness in an educational institution. 
This research conducted a quantitative survey on students’ perception of a higher educational institute in Malaysia 
namely Graduate School of Management, IIUM based on service quality performance. This paper mainly focused on 
critical factors of service quality of academic programmes which are offered by the Graduate School of Management, 
IIUM. Based on research findings and analysis, this study explored seven dimensions of service quality namely: 
administrative service, tangibles, academic programmes, academic staff, delivery of teaching, assurance, and 
empathy. In this study, authors used SPSS – 18 and AMOS -16 version to explore seven dimensions of service 
quality through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). These seven dimensions 
were tested to measure the relationships with overall students’ satisfaction of Graduate School of Management 
(GSM), IIUM by using structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis. 
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1. Introduction 
Education, as an instrument of national development 

has often been regarded as the responsibility of the 
government on its citizen. Thus, in many countries, the 
provision of schools, colleges and universities are mainly 
public sector driven. Over the past decades however, in 
the case of Malaysia, liberalization of education saw many 
private universities and colleges being established with the 
aim of generating revenue from education tourism, as well 
as to stem the flow of Malaysians going abroad for higher 
education. While the twin objectives of profit and 
educational excellence is clear in the case of private 
institutions of higher learning (HEIs), the same cannot be 
generalized for public higher education. Although public 
higher education is well-regulated in the country and 
quality assurance is closely monitored by the Ministry of 
Higher Education, however, the case for profit is almost 
alien to a highly subsidised education so familiar to public 
graduating schools in the country.  

The Graduate School of Management (formerly known 
as Management Centre) is one of the most successful 
graduate schools in Malaysia. This graduate school 
established in 1993 under the Kulliyyah of Economics and 
Management Sciences (KENMS). The main purpose of 
the Graduate School of Management (GSM) is to create 
Muslim business leaders with high Islamic moral values 

by providing quality education services. The mission and 
vision of this graduate school is to be excellent 
educational institute in the business management for the 
government organizations, non-profit organizations, and 
corporate sectors from the regional of South-East Asia and 
other countries. Situating itself as an establishment that 
offers graduate management education aimed at the 
executive market, the GSM has been strongly emphasising 
on service quality in the delivery of its programmes. It is 
the goal of the GSM to prepare business leaders imbued 
with Islamic ethical values by providing education that is 
both balanced and holistic in approach while continuing to 
be a centre of excellence in management for the local as 
well as international corporate sector, government 
organisations and non-profit organisations. The GSM 
offers three executive programmes, namely, the Master of 
Management (MMgt), the Master of Business 
Administration (MBA), and Doctorate in Business 
Administration (DBA). As the GSM is operating in a 
highly competitive market due to the presence of a large 
number of both public and private universities offering the 
same programmes in the country, it is imperative to 
identify critical factors of service quality that are 
perceived as important by its students so as to further 
improve its services and meet their expectations, and to 
remain highly viable in a very competitive market. The 
main objective of this study is to identify and evaluate 
service quality of GSM academic programmes by using 
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structural equation modeling (SEM). This study 
specifically aims to: 

i. Identify student’s satisfaction level regarding the 
quality of service of the GSM academic programmes 

ii. Measure service quality of academic programmes 
offered by the GSM 

iii. Identify critical factors of service quality at the 
GSM 

2. Literature Review 
Service quality refers to the customer’s judgement 

about a service overall performance [1] or the customer’s 
overall impression of the relative weakness or supremacy 
of the organisation and its services [2]. Two types of 
service quality are identified by Martinez and Martinez [3]. 
First is technical service quality which is related to the 
outcome of the performance or what the customer receives 
in the service encounter, and second is functional service 
quality which refers to the subjective perception of how 
the service is delivered. Service quality, according to 
Dedeke [4] represents the capability to meet and exceed 
the results that the provider and the customer mutually 
defined and embraced at the beginning of a service 
encounter, which entails the need to conceptualise the 
term as cognitive, post-purchase phenomenon. The 
primary characteristic of service quality is its commitment 
to measure how delivery service level matches customers’ 
expectation, which, in turn, is inter-related with 
customers’ satisfaction [5]. 

In education, Abdullah [6,7] maintains that, the main 
attributes of quality service, which is the responsibilities 
of academics, include positive attitude, good 
communication skills, provision of sufficient consultation, 
and the ability to provide regular feedback to the students. 
In a competitive education market, the organisation must 
think of ways to continuously improve the services they 
deliver to students [8] in order to meet customers’ 

demands on an ongoing basis. This is even more true in a 
situation where, according to Emiliani, rising official 
recognition of academic programme in a competitive 
market are causing part-time students to demand greater 
value in graduate business education.  

University students obtain benefits from the institution 
through a range of services made available for the purpose 
of developing their career skills, personal growth, and 
personal potential [9]. Cooperation between the academic 
institution and the students is beneficial to both parties. 
This cooperation should be extended to include 
collaboration of the teaching staff with students through 
lectures, counselling, support, and guidance, which entails 
positive characteristics among the former, such as, being 
knowledgeable, enthusiastic, approachable, friendly with 
their students, having sufficient communication and 
teaching skills and the ability to adopt the most suitable 
teaching methods [10]. 

Five dimensions of service quality applicable to higher 
education are proposed by [11,12]. First, tangibility, 
which refers to physical facilities, equipment, and 
appearance of personnel; second, reliability, that is, the 
ability to perform the promised service dependably and 
accurately; third, responsiveness, which is willingness to 
help and provide prompt service. Fourth, assurance, 
which refers to knowledge of service, courtesy of 
employees and their ability to convey trust and confidence; 
and fifth, empathy, or caring, individualised attention that 
the firm provides its customers.  

3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Framework  
In this study, authors developed a research framework 

(see Figure 1 below) and hypotheses based on Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) results which is shown in Table A-
1 (Appendix A). 

 

Figure 1. Research model of academic programmes service quality, the GSM, IIUM 
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3.1.1. Hypotheses 
Based on the research model (see Figure 1), the 

following twelve alternative hypotheses between 
dependent variables and independent variables have been 
developed: 

H1: Tangibles directly influence to the academic 
feedback 

H2: Administrative service has direct impact on 
academic feedback  

H3: Empathy directly and positively influence to the 
academic feedback 

H4: Academic feedback has direct impact on academic 
programmes  

H5: Responsiveness of academic staffs directly 
influence on academic programmes 

H6: Tangibles directly and positively influence to the 
academic programmes 

H7: Academic service has direct and positive 
relationship with academic programmes 

H8: Academic programmes directly influence to the 
student satisfaction 

H9: Responsiveness of academic staffs directly 
influence to the overall student satisfaction  

H10: Tangibles directly influence to the overall student 
satisfaction 

H11: Empathy has positive impact on overall student 
satisfaction 

H12: Assurance directly influence to the overall student 
satisfaction  

3.1.2. Research Instrument 
This study was based on the HedPERF research 

instrument developed by Abdullah [6,7] which exhibited 
high reliability and validity based on the results of the 
dimension of service quality with Cronbach’s Alpha 
values ranging between 0.81 and 0.92. The instrument 
comprised two sections. Section A section consisted of 42 
items regarding students’ satisfaction on the service 
quality of academic programmes of the GSM which are 
measured using a 5-point Likert scale. Section B 
comprised students’ demographic information such as 
gender, age group, programme, nationality, status, 
educational background, and sponsorship. A number of 
statistical techniques were employed using the SPSS 
software package version 17.0 and AMOS 16. Specifically, 
the variables were measured using factor analysis and 
structural equation analysis (SEM). 

3.1.3.Sampling and Data Collection 
The data were collected by means of self-administered 

questionnaire distributed to GSM students (N = 300) 
which yielded 257 responses. For the purpose of 
optimising data precision, incomplete responses were 
eliminated, leaving 221 (74 %) complete questionnaires 
for analysis. 

3.2. Data Analysis 

3.2.1. Descriptive Statistics  
The results show a greater (52.5 %) male than female 

(47.5 %) representation from the total number of usable 
complete questionnaires (221) received. Most (86 or 

38.9%) of the respondents were aged 25 years or below; 
followed by those aged 26-30 years (75 or 33.9 %), and 
31-35 years (38 or 17.2 %). The highest age groups 36-40 
years and 40 years-and-above consisted of the lowest 
number of participants, that is, 13 (5.9 %) and 9 (4.1 %), 
respectively. More than half (52.9 %) of the respondents 
were Malaysian as against non-Malaysian students 
(47.1 %). Out of the total number, 60.2 % of the 
respondents were participating in the MBA programme, 
while the rest (39.8 %) belonged to the MMgt programme. 
Nearly two-thirds (67.9%) of the respondents were full-
time and the remaining (32.1 %) were part-time students.  

In terms of educational background, 33.9 % of the 
respondents had a background in business administration, 
12.7 % engineering, 7.7 % science and mathematics, 
6.8 % economics, 12.2 % social sciences, 2.3 % revealed 
knowledge, 3.6 % law, and 20.8 % others. As regards 
employment, the biggest categories were the private sector 
with 82 (37.1 %) respondents, followed by others 69 
(31.2 %). The remaining 31.7 % worked in the public 
sector (17.6 %), self-employment (10.9 %), and NGO 
(3.2 %). There were more male than female students, and 
more MBA than MMgt students studying in GSM. Most 
of these students are 25 years old or younger and studying 
full-time at GSM. Table 1 shows the profile of the 
respondents. 

Table 1. Demographic Profile of the Respondents 
Description Frequency Percentage 

Gender   
Male 116 52.5 

Female 105 47.5 
Age Group   

25 years or below 86 38.9 
26 - 30 years 75 33.9 
31 - 35 years 38 17.2 
36 - 40 years 13 5.9 

above 40 years 9 4.1 
Nationality   
Malaysian 117 52.9 

Non-Malaysian 104 47.1 
Programme   

MBA 133 60.2 
MOM 88 39.8 

Study Status   
Full Time 150 67.9 
Part Time 71 32.1 

Education Background   
Business Administration 75 33.9 

Engineering 28 12.7 
Science & Math 17 7.7 

Economics 15 6.8 
Social science 27 12.2 

Revealed knowledge 5 2.3 
Law 8 3.6 

Others 46 20.8 
Employment   
Public Sector 39 17.6 
Private Sector 82 37.1 

NGO 7 3.2 
Self-employed 24 10.9 

Others 69 31.2 

3.2.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was run on using 

varimax rotation. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
statistic (0.922) indicated a superb measure of sampling 
adequacy [13]. This was supported by the Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity χ2 (561) = 4078.156, p < 0.001, which indicated 
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that correlations between items (variables) were 
sufficiently large and, therefore, factor analysis was 
appropriate [13] (see Table A-2, Appendix A). The 
assessment of eigenvalues revealed seven factors with 
eigenvalues greater than one and which in combination 
explained 64.28 % of the total variance (see Table A-3, 
Appendix A). The items’s initial EFA loadings on their 
factors are shown in Table A-1 (Appendix A). Although 
the minimum acceptable value is 0.30, only factor 
loadings of greater than 0.40 represent substantive values 
and are regarded as important, while those greater than 
0.50 are considered significant [14]. The retained items 
showed significant values of greater than 0.5, with the 
exception of two variables in the assurance factor. 
Neverheless, with values of 0.469 and 0.468, they are still 
considered important [13]. This was further supported by 
the communalities, all of which have values greater than 
0.50, thus, suggesting all 34 variables have met acceptable 
levels of explanation. 

3.2.3. Tests for Measurement Model 

Prior to testing the structural equation model, CFA was 
performed on the entire set of measurement items 
simultaneously. The process of evaluating the 
measurement model resulted in deleting eight terms based 
on the factor loadings only factor loadings of less than 
0.40 [13,15]. The resulting measurement model had an 
adequate model-to-data fit: normed chi square 
(1437.872/506) = 2.842, less than 3; p = 0.000; CFI = 
0.836, but close to 0.90; and RMSEA = 0.078, less than 
0.08. 

Based on the measurement model, reliability and 
construct validity were evaluated. Cronbach’s Alpha 
measures the reliability coefficient, which indicates the 
consistency of the entire scale [15], or the overall 
reliability of the questionnaire [13]. The results from this 
study showed that the overall α is .957, which indicated 
that the questionnaire was reliable and consistent [13,15]. 
All seven dimensions of the academic programmes’ had 
Cronbach’s α > 0.7, which exceeds the minimum 0.30 
value for inter-item correlations, suggesting high 
correlations among items [15] (see Table 2 below). 

Table 2. Construct Validity of Academic Programmes of Service Quality 
Items  Stand. loadings SMCs E.T. AVE Reliability  

Responsiveness Academic Staffs      
Academic staff communicate well in the classroom .642 .412 .30 .76 0.77 

Academic staff show positive attitude towards students .845 .714 .15   
Academic staff have the knowledge to answer my questions .707 .500 .26   

Assurance       
The staff respect my confidentiality .668 .446 .34 .72 0.84 

Students are given fair amount of freedom .825 .681 .23   
Students are treated equally with respect by the staff .809 .655 .27   

GSM values feedback from students to improve performance .781 .609 .27   
Academic Feedback       

Academic facilities are adequate .732 .536 .37 .59 0.77 
Academic staff allocate convenient time for consultation .716 .513 .32   

Academic staff provide feedback about my progress .670 .449 .43   
Recreational facilities are adequate .609 .370 .53   

Empathy       
When I have a problem, academic staff show sincere interest .689 .474 .35 .65 0.70 
Academic staff are never too busy to respond to my request .565 .319 .41   

Academic staff deal with me in a caring manner .683 .467 .29   
Tangibles       

GSM has standardized and simple service delivery procedures .710 .504 .33 .69 0.86 
GSM has an ideal location with excellent campus layout .683 .466 .41   

GSM has professional appearance/image .673 .453 .36   
Facilities of GSM is in line with the type of service provided .767 .588 .25   

GSM employees are well dressed and appear neat .654 .428 .33   
GSM Centre’s physical facilities are visually appealing .716 .512 .39   

GSM has up-to-date equipment .720 .518 .33   
Administrative Service       

Administration office keeps accurate records .672 .452 .50 .66 0.91 
Administrative staff promise to do something by a certain time .707 .500 .44   

When I have a problem, administrative staff show sincere interest  .714 .509 .34   
Administrative staff are never too busy to respond to request  .769 .591 .30   

Administrative staff show positive work attitude towards students .816 .665 .20   
Administrative staff communicate well with students .759 .576 .31   

Administrative staff have good knowledge of the systems .748 .559 .33   
I feel secure in my dealings with the Management Centre .730 .532 .32   

Academic Programmes       
GSM offers programmes with flexible timetabling  .649 .421 .55 .57 0.79 

GSM offers highly reputable programmes .635 .403 .35   
Academic staff provide students individual attention .698 .488 .44   

Academic staff are highly educated  .606 .367 .45   
Complaints are dealt with efficiently  .748 .560 .38   

Notes: Model fit statistics: chi square = 1437.87, df = 506, p-value = 0.000, Normed chi square = 2.842, CFI = 0.836, RMSEA = 0.078. 
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The construct validity evaluates “the extent to which a 
set of measured items actually reflects the theoretical 
latent construct those items are designed to measure” [15]. 
This study has considered all four components of the 
construct validity, namely convergent validity, 
discriminant validity, nomological validity, and face 
validity. For convergent validity, this study assesses factor 
loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), and construct 
reliability (CR). A standardised factor loading of 0.50 or 
higher, ideally 0.70 or higher, provides strong evidence of 
convergent validity [13,14,15]. In the measurement model, 
all the items had significant factor loadings, most of them 
greater than 0.60, suggesting adequate convergent validity. 
From the CFA, the AVE, which is the mean variance 
extracted for the items loading on a construct is calculated. 
The measurement model showed AVE values of greater 
than 0.5 for each construct, suggesting an adequate 
convergence [15]. The construct reliability of this study 
indicates adequate convergence with values ≥ .7, thus 
indicating good reliability [14,15]. 

3.2.4. Discriminant Validity 
Fornell and Larcker [16] suggest a way of assessing the 

discriminant validity of two or more factors by comparing 
the AVE of each construct with the shared variance 
between constructs. In this study, all the constructs’ scale 
items were less than AVE, which indicated that 
discriminant validity is supported. 

3.2.5. Nomological Validity 
Nomological validity is tested to evaluate if “the 

correlations among the costructs in a measurement theory 
makes sense” [15]. Based on the covariance table (see 
Table B-1, Appendix B), the p-values of all the constructs 
were positive and significant, indicating that the consructs 
were logical correlated.  

3.2.6. Face Validity  
Face validity needs to “be established prior to 

theoretical testing when using CFA” [15]. The items that 
cluster on the same components suggest that component 1 
represents Administrative Service, component 2 Tangibles, 
component 3 Academic Programmes, component 4 
Academic Feedback, component 5 Responsiveness of 

Academic Staffs, component 6 Assurance, and component 
7 Empathy. 
• Administrative service factor refers to services 

provided by the administrative staffs at the GSM, such as, 
communication with the students, good knowledge about 
the academic systems, keeping accurate students’ records, 
and maintaining confidentiality 
• Tangibles represent to the physical facilities, 

equipment, and appearance of the GSM personnel 
• Academic programmes relate to services at GSM 

based on standard courses, flexible time-tables, and 
provision of academic guidelines through expert academic 
staffs 
• Academic feedback corresponds to academic staff’s 

positive attitude, good communication skill, allowing 
sufficient consultation, and ability to provide regular 
feedback to students 
• Responsiveness of academic staffs depicts the 

academic staff willingness or readiness to provide service  
• Assurance describes professionalism, such as, staff 

accomplishment of assigned tasks, teaching capacity, 
professional experience, treatment by teachers, 
accessibility, and friendliness of administrative staffs 
• Empathy refers to the provision of individualised and 

personalised attention to students with clear understanding 
of their specific and growing needs while keeping their 
best interest at heart 

3.2.7. Test for Structural Model and Hypotheses  
A structural model was tested to examine the 

relationship among academic programmes service quality, 
academic feedback, and overall students’ satisfaction (see 
Figure 2 below). The model had an adequate fit to the data: 
chi square per degree of freedom (16.64/6) = 2.773, less 
than 3; CFI = 0.992, greater than 0.90; p = 0.011, greater 
than p ≥ 0.005; and RMSEA = 0.077, less than 0.8 
[15,17,18]. As shown in Figure 2, the R square for the 
three dependent (endogenous) variables were satisfaction 
= 0.55, academic programme = 0.53 and academic 
feedback = 0.38, which indicated that a large percentage 
of the variance in the dependent factors was explained by 
the independent (exogenous) factors. All hypotheses were 
supported in the SEM based on the significant level (p = 
<0.005) (see Table 3 below). 

Table 3. Hypothesised Path Coefficients 
Hypothesized paths  Coefficient (β) P-value (sig.) Remarks 

H1 Tangibles → Academic Feedback 0.421 0.000 Supported 

H2 Administrative Service → Academic Feedback 0.182 0.004 Supported 

H3 Empathy → Academic Feedback 0.203 0.000 Supported 

H4 Academic Feedback → Academic Programmes 0.224 0.000 Supported 

H5 Respon. Acad. Staffs → Academic Programmes 0.244 0.000 Supported 

H6 Tangibles → Academic Programmes 0.182 0.001 Supported 

H7 Administrative Service → Academic Programmes 0.295 0.000 Supported 

H8 Academic Programmes → Satisfaction 0.127 0.017 Supported 

H9 Responsiveness Academic Staffs → Satisfaction 0.197 0.001 Supported 

H10 Tangibles → Satisfaction  0.262 0.000 Supported 

H11 Empathy → Satisfaction 0.156 0.005 Supported 

H12 Assurance → Satisfaction 0.257 0.000 Supported 
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Figure 2. Structural equation model of service quality of academic programmes (Note: AcaFedbk = Academic Feedback, ResAcaSff = Responsiveness 
of academic staffs, AdmServ = Administrative Service, AcadProg = Academic Programmes) 

The SEM model shows that five factors, namely 
assurance (β = 0.257), empathy(β = 0.156), tangibles (β = 
0.262), responsiveness of academic staffs (β = 0.197), and 
academic programmes (β = 0.127) have positive and 
significant influence on statisatfaction; whereas 
administrative service and academic feedback do not have 
direct influence on satisfaction. Responsiveness, tangibles, 
administrative service, and academic feedback factors 
positively and directly affect academic programme (β = 
0.244; β = 0.182; β = 0.295; and β = 0.224, respectively). 
Three factors positively affect academic feedback: 
tangibles, β = 0.421, administrative service, β = 0.182, and 
empathy, β = 0.203 (see Figure 2 and Table 3). Based on 
previous tests, we found that academic feedback and 
administrative service have negative direct influence on 
satisfaction. Therefore, we do not consider the two factors 
for direct relationship with satisfaction in our structural 
model. 

Based on the results shown in Table 4 below, there is a 
little difference between the measurement model and SEM, 
which indicates overall model fit. In addition, the 
goodness-of-fit indices reveal that the SEM has a very 
good fit. 

Table 4. Comparison Between Measurement Model and SEM 
Goodness-of-fit Indices  Measurement Model SEM 

Chi Square 1437.872 16.637 

Df 506 6 

P 0.000 0.011 

Normed Chi Square 2.842 2.773 

CFI 0.836 0.992 

RMSEA 0.078 0.077 

4. Conclusion and Implications  

The graduate school has been interested in predicting 
more accurately the satisfaction level of its students in 
order to establish a better foundation for their marketing 
efforts. Using factor analysis has allowed seven 
dimensions of service quality to be identified from 42 
items that were used by the original study conducted by 
Abdullah [6,7]. The seven dimensions of service quality of 
academic programmes of the graduate school were 
administrative service, tangibles, academic programmes, 
academic feedback, responsiveness of academic staffs, 
assurance, and empathy. By using SEM, five service 
quality factors, namely responsiveness of academic staffs, 
tangibles, empathy, assurance, and academic programmes, 
have been identified to have direct and significant effect 
on satisfaction. Two factors, namely academic feedback 
and administrative service do not have direct influence on 
satisfaction; however these two factors positively and 
indirectly influence satisfaction. Empathy is found to have 
stronger indirect influence on satisfaction through 
academic feedback and academic programmes (β = 0.203 
+ 0.224+0.127/3 = 0.184) compared to direct influence (β 
= 0.156). On the other hand, tangibles factor strongly and 
directly affects satisfaction (β = 0.262) rather than 
indirectly through academic feedback and academic 
programme (β = 0.421+0.224+0.127/3 = 0.256) or through 
academic programme (β = 0.182+0.127/2 = 0.154). 
Similarly, responsiveness of academic staffs has a stronger 
direct effect on satisfaction (β = 0.197) compared to 
indirect effect through academic programme (β = 
0.244+0.127/2 = 0.185). Therefore, if the graduate school 
wants to achieve greater students’ satisfaction, they have 
to focus on showing interest in solving students’ 
individual problems and academic staffs should show 
more care for the students. Additionally, the graduate 
school management has to provide up-to-date equipment 
and physical facilities to improve academic feedback and 
academic programmes. Finally, the graduate school should 
focus on responsiveness of academic staffs to improve the 
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academic programme by ensuring that academic staffs 
show a better positive attitude towards and communicate 
more with students. 

4.1. Limitation and Future Research  
The present study has some limitations for the 

generalization with other studies. However, this study 
allows to the researchers to understand how measuring 
instruments of service quality in a higher educational 
institute which makes this research a unique contribution 
to the services marketing literature. Given that the present 
study is limited to one higher educational institute, this 
assertion would need to be validated by further research. 
Future studies may apply the measurement instrument in 
other graduate schools, in other countries, and with 
different types of higher educational institutions in order 
to test whether the results obtained are general and 
consistent across different samples. 
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Appendix A 
Table A-1. Measurement Scales and Initial Factor Loadings of service quality of the GSM’s Academic Programmes (EFA) 

Variables Communalities 
Factor 1 

Administrat
ive Service 

Factor 2  
Tangibles 

Factor 3 
Academic  

Programmes 

Factor 4 
Academic 
 Feedback 

Administrative staff communicate well with students .719 .801    
Administrative staff have good knowledge of the systems .679 .718    

Administrative staff show positive attitude towards students .702 .699    
Administrative staff are never too busy to respond to request for assistance  .651 .662    

When I have a problem, administrative staff show sincere interest in solving it .606 .597    
Administration office keeps accurate records .675 .591    

When the administrative staff promise to do something by a certain time, they do 
so .624 .574    

I feel secure in my dealings with the Management Centre .630 .571    
Facilities of the Management Centre is in line with the type of service provided .689  .723   

The Management Centre has professional appearance/image  .562  .691   
The Management Centre has an ideal location with excellent campus layout and 

appearance  .642  .674   

The Management Centre’s employees are well dressed and appear neat .659  .649   
The Management Centre has up-to-date equipment .604  .616   

The Management Centre’s physical facilities are visually appealing .554  .604   
The Management Centre has standardized and simple service delivery 

procedures. .552  .565   

The Management Centre offers highly reputable programmes .635   .661  
Academic staff are highly educated  .614   .651  

The Management Centre offers programmes with flexible timetabling  .558   .593  
Complaints are dealt with efficiently  .613   .575  

Academic staff provide students individual attention .612   .554  
Academic staff provide feedback about my progress  .700    .759 

Academic staff allocate convenient time for consultation .623    .704 
Academic facilities are adequate .599    .583 

Recreational facilities are adequate  .577    .534 
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Table A-1. Measurement Scales and Initial Factor Loadings of service quality of the GSM’s Academic Programmes (EFA) (Continued) 

Variables  Communalities 
Factor 5 

Responsiveness of 
academic staff 

Factor 6 
Assurance 

Factor 7 
Empathy of 

 academic staff 
Academic staff have the knowledge to answer my questions relating to the 

course content  .692 .737   

Academic staff communicate well in the classroom  .702 .730   
Academic staff show positive attitude towards students .698 .639   

Students are treated equally with respect by the staff .731  .686  
Students are given fair amount of freedom  .641  .595  

The staff respect my confidentiality when I disclose information to them .542  .469  
The Management Centre values feedback from students to improve service 

performance  .675  .468  

Academic staff are never too busy to respond to my request for assistance  .667   .769 
When I have a problem, academic staff show sincere interest in solving it .651   .656 

Academic staff deal with me in a caring and courteous manner .624   .532 

Table A-2. KMO and Bartlett's Test on Service Quality of the GSM’s Academic Programmes 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .922 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 4078.156 
Df 561 

Sig. .000 

Table A-3. Total Variance Explained 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 12.592 37.034 37.034 12.592 37.034 37.034 4.705 13.838 13.838 
2 2.427 7.138 44.172 2.427 7.138 44.172 4.325 12.720 26.558 
3 1.781 5.239 49.411 1.781 5.239 49.411 3.145 9.249 35.806 
4 1.481 4.355 53.766 1.481 4.355 53.766 2.712 7.975 43.782 
5 1.371 4.031 57.797 1.371 4.031 57.797 2.491 7.326 51.108 
6 1.142 3.358 61.155 1.142 3.358 61.155 2.375 6.986 58.094 
7 1.064 3.130 64.285 1.064 3.130 64.285 2.105 6.191 64.285 
8 .931 2.739 67.024       
9 .868 2.553 69.577       

10 .773 2.272 71.849       
11 .729 2.143 73.992       
12 .684 2.012 76.005       
13 .628 1.847 77.852       
14 .586 1.723 79.576       
15 .562 1.654 81.230       
16 .551 1.622 82.851       
17 .504 1.481 84.332       
18 .472 1.389 85.722       
19 .463 1.360 87.082       
20 .427 1.255 88.337       
21 .411 1.208 89.545       
22 .368 1.083 90.629       
23 .360 1.060 91.688       
24 .332 .976 92.664       
25 .329 .967 93.631       
26 .314 .922 94.553       
27 .295 .869 95.422       
28 .269 .790 96.212       
29 .261 .768 96.980       
30 .247 .727 97.707       
31 .227 .668 98.375       
32 .201 .590 98.965       
33 .185 .543 99.508       
34 .167 .492 100.000       

Extraction method: principal component analysis with Varimax rotation 
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Appendix B 
Table B-1. Results of Covariances Correlation 

Covariance correlation Estimate S.E. C.R. P-value 

Assurance ↔ Academic Feedback 0.194 0.031 6.288 0.001 
Respon. Academic Staffs ↔ Assurance 0.131 0.022 5.931 0.001 

Academic Feedback ↔ Empathy 0.209 0.035 5.983 0.001 
Empathy ↔ Tangibles 0.146 0.028 5.209 0.001 

Respon. Academic Staffs ↔ Academic Feedback 0.145 0.027 5.470 0.001 
Academic Feedback ↔ Tangibles 0.256 0.036 7.115 0.001 

Assurance ↔ Tangibles 0.237 0.032 7.499 0.001 
Respon. Academic Staffs ↔ Empathy 0.230 0.032 7.308 0.001 
Respon. Academic Staffs ↔ Tangibles 0.120 0.022 5.382 0.001 

Assurance ↔ Empathy 0.152 0.027 5.666 0.001 
Tangibles ↔ Administrative Service 0.253 0.035 7.145 0.001 
Empathy ↔ Administrative Service 0.244 0.036 6.755 0.001 

Academic Feedback ↔ Administrative Service 0.252 0.038 6.587 0.001 
Assurance ↔ Administrative Service 0.269 0.036 7.441 0.001 

Respon. Academic Staffs ↔ Administrative Service 0.191 0.029 6.577 0.001 
Academic Programmes ↔ Respon. Academic Staffs 0.199 0.031 6.493 0.001 
Academic Programmes ↔ Assurance 0.232 0.034 6.806 0.001 
Academic Programmes ↔ Academic Feedback 0.294 0.042 6.917 0.001 
Academic Programmes ↔ Administrative Service 0.300 0.043 7.041 0.001 
Academic Programmes ↔ Empathy 0.223 0.036 6.217 0.001 
Academic Programmes ↔ Tangibles 0.249 0.036 6.865 0.001 

 


