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Abstract 

This study attempts to identify the main determinants and sub-factors of 

service quality from a postgraduate students’ perspective in higher education 

institutions in the Gaza strip, i.e. to understand the students’ needs, as primary 

customers, via their perception of quality. It also aims to augment the administrative 

and academic component of people concerned with this issue, in order to stimulate a 

supportive learning environment (processes and offered services). 

This study implemented firstly a qualitative approach, namely, two focus 

groups to obtain relevant core determinants and sub-factors. Then a quantitative 

approach was conducted by developing a questionnaire, depending on the findings of 

the focus groups discussion. The developed questionnaire has eight core 

determinants and 41 sub-factors. 

The results provide empirical evidence that the core determinants of service 

quality in higher education from perspective of postgraduate students' are: 

(Tangibles, Course Content, Academic Staff Efficiency, Empathy, Responsiveness, 

Economic Side, Reputation and Attention for Research). The overall rate of relative 

importance of outputs was 81.7%, which is highly accepted percentage. The 

dimensions (Academic Staff Efficiency, Attention for Research and Tangibles 

(Physical Environment)) have the highest importance with relative weights (86.8 %, 

85.5 %, 84.2 %) respectively.  

The Findings of the research can be used by decision makers in the field of 

Higher Education, to satisfy the requirements and expectations of postgraduate 

student’s. In addition, it can be used in further studies to evaluate the real service 

quality in higher education institutions that provide postgraduate programs. 

  



IV 

 

 ملخص الدراسة

تهدف هذه الدراسة إلى تعريف المحددات الرئيسية والعوامل الفرعية لجودة الخدمة في 
 التعليم العالي من وجهة نظر طلبة الدراسات العليا في قطاع غزة، وذلك لفهم احتياجات الطلبة

زيادة من خالل تصورهم ألبعاد وعناصر جودة الخدمة، كما تهدف إلى -كمستفيدين أساسيين–
اطالع المستويات اإلدارية واألكاديمية من األشخاص والجهات المهتمة، وذلك إليجاد وتنمية 

 بيئة تعليمية داعمة )من خالل اآلليات والخدمات المقدمة(.
)كيفي( أواًل؛ وذلك من خالل عقد مجموعتي قامت الدراسة بتطبيق أسلوب بحث نوعي 

تركيز، تم خاللهما استنباط المحددات الرئيسية والعوامل الفرعية من الطلبة المشاركين، وبناًء 
على مخرجات مجموعتي التركيز تم تطبيق األسلوب الكمي من خالل إعداد استبانة اشتملت 

 المحددات الرئيسية.( عامل فرعي يندرج تحت 41( محددات رئيسية و )8على )
النتائج التي تم استخالصها أوضحت من خالل الدليل التجريبي على أن المحددات 
الرئيسية لجودة الخدمات في التعليم العالي من وجهة نظر طلبة الدراسات العليا هي: 

 –كفاءة الطاقم األكاديمي  –المحتوى األكاديمي  –)محسوسات الخدمة )البيئة الفيزيائية( 
 االهتمام بالبحث العلمي(. –السمعة  –الجانب االقتصادي  –االستجابة  –اطف التع

( والذي يعتبر نسبة قبول %81.7وقد جاء المعدل العام لألهمية النسبية للمخرجات )
–االهتمام بالبحث العلمي -اديمي األك معالية جدًا، فيما حصلت األبعاد )كفاءة الطاق

- %86.8( على أعلى درجات األهمية بوزن نسبي )ئيةوسات الخدمة )البيئة الفيزيامحس
 ( بالترتيب.84.2%- 85.5%

إن مخرجات هذا البحث يمكن استخدامها من جهة صناع القرار في مجال التعليم العالي، 
وذلك ليتمكنوا من تحقيق متطلبات وتطلعات طلبة الدراسات العليا، إضافة إلى أنه يمكن 

من الدراسات الالحقة لتقييم جودة الخدمة المقدمة في مؤسسات استخدام هذه النتائج في مزيد 
 التعليم العالي التي تقدم برامج الدراسات العليا.
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

The service sector gained noteworthy significance in market economies in a 

competitive globalized world. Competitive activity is severe, with organizations 

regularly engaging new strategies and policies in reaction to customers’ ever-

changing requirements, expectations, and activities. Obviously, the abilities in 

marketing and running services have never been more significant more than these 

days (Lovelock, 2011). 

One of the core segments in service industry is Higher Education and its 

institutions, which have become interactive services firms, in which demand and 

supply work together to develop and project adequate outputs (Gounaris & 

Dimitriadis, 2003). The importance of such a service is emphasized by the 

attendance of several stakeholders and their benefits, either social or financial 

(Petruzzellis, D'Uggento, & Romanazzi, 2006). Telford and Masson (2005) Saw that 

students are the main customers in institution of higher education. So student 

expectations are a respected source of information (Sander, Stevenson, King, & 

Coates, 2000), and students' prospects and beliefs will define their perceived quality 

of educational service (Telford & Masson, 2005). 

The higher education service sector is one of the fastest rising industries, this is 

considered by increased student enrolment, reduced Government funding of public 

universities, heightened expectation of service quality by the overly intelligent 

customers and appearance of competitive private universities to cater for excess 

demand (Owino, 2013). So, supporting and refining service quality is now an 

important requirement for higher educational institutions (Teeroovengadum, 

Kamalanabhan, & Seebaluck, 2016). The higher educational environment is an 

energetic and progressively competitive one (Cheung, Yuen, Yuen, & Cheong 

Cheng, 2011), where universities need to get the most out of their efforts so as to 

constantly measure and develop their services. 

It is no wonder that the complication in abstracting and assessing service 

quality has been considered to be one of the most argued and debated matters in 

services marketing (Brady & Cronin Jr, 2001). Even though several efforts by 
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researchers, no particular model of service quality is comprehensively accepted  

(Clewes, 2003). 

In addition, it has been suggested that assessing quality in the educational 

environment should be handled in a different way from that of business or service 

industries (Cronin Jr & Taylor, 1992; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 1985). 

Moreover, country-specific measurement tools, presenting cultural, social, 

economic and political factors, should be formed (De Jager & Gbadamosi, 2010). 

Furrer, Liu, and Sudharshan (2000) argued that some of the factors of customer 

expectations of services are personal needs (physical, social, and psychological), and 

these factors are influenced by the cultural and social surroundings of the customer. 

Therefore, culture has a significant impact on service quality expectations. They 

argued that the relations between cultural dimensions and service quality dimensions 

might offer valuable perceptions for how the organizations should assign resources 

due to the cultural context. They also showed that the importance of service quality 

dimensions differs from one culture to another. 

Subsequently, this research will explore the dimensions of service quality in 

higher education, and in particular Gaza-specific core quality determinants and sub-

factors from a postgraduate students’ perspective. 

 

1.2 Problem Statement 

Despite the spreading of educational services, a review of the literature reveals 

a shortage of studies assessing postgraduate students’ perspectives and anticipations 

of what are the core determinants and sub-factors of service quality, which presented 

for them in the institutions they are enrolled in. 

Current research suggests that postgraduate students are dissimilar to 

undergraduates (Taylor, 2002), and that is remarkably clear in all characteristics. In 

addition, it is worthwhile that suppliers of higher education in the institution of 

higher education launch a deeper understanding of the nature of the service that they 

deliver to the postgraduate students. Usually, this segment self-funds their own 

education, and have need of more official interaction with the university. Clear 

benefits may possibly arise from understanding of the specific service necessities of 
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postgraduates, following the quality of service introduced to these students, 

identifying and acting upon parts requiring improvement. 

In addition, through a deep literature review, it was clear there is a lack of such 

studies in the context of the Gaza Strip Higher Education institutes that have 

postgraduate programs. The studies in this field concentrated on measuring service 

quality using existing general scales, such as SERVQUAL, and did not take the 

special needs of Palestinian students in the Gaza strip institution. 

Therefore, this research will try to identify the core determinant factors of 

service quality at Higher Education institutions in the Gaza strip from the 

postgraduate students’ perspective. Then it will rank them according to their 

importance for the students. 

 

1.3 Research Questions 

The research attempts to answer the following research questions: 

a) What are the core determinants of service quality in higher education institutions 

in the Gaza strip? 

b) What are the additional sub-factors of service quality in higher education? 

 

1.4 Research Hypotheses 

The basis of this research is not based on hypothesis testing, because the main 

research objective is qualitative exploration. However, in the second phase (ranking 

the importance of the outcomes) there would be a need to test some hypotheses, 

which are the following: 

a) There is a statistical significant difference at level α ≤ 0.05 in the Service Quality 

in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and additional Sub-factors 

from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to Study Year. 

b) There is a statistical significant difference at level α ≤ 0.05 in the Service Quality 

in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors from a 

Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to Cumulative Average. 

c) There is a statistical significant difference at level α ≤ 0.05 in the Service Quality 

in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors from a 

Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to gender. 
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d) There is a statistical significant difference at level α ≤ 0.05 in the Service Quality 

in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors from a 

Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to Monthly Income. 

  

1.1 Research Objectives 

According to the research questions, the following objectives can be proposed: 

a) Identifying postgraduate students’ determinants of service quality in higher 

education institutions in the Gaza Strip. 

b) Determining the sub-factors of service quality. 

c) Ranking the determinants and factors emerged in discussions. 

 

1.4 Research Importance 

This research attempts to identify the core determinants and non-core factors of 

service quality from a postgraduate students’ perspective of higher education (higher 

education) in the Gaza strip, i.e. to understand the students’ needs, as primary 

customers, via their perception of quality, to augment the academic component of 

people concerned with this issue. 

The outcomes of this research was as the following: 

a) Contributing in more understanding of postgraduate students’ determinants of 

service quality. 

b) Ranking the factors that constitute the service quality in higher education due to 

its importance from postgraduate students’ perspective. 

c) Aiding the researchers in the scope of service quality in higher education at the 

Gaza strip by more insights of the country-specific determinants and factors that 

may shape service quality in our socio-culture context.  

d) Helping the decision makers in the field of higher education to promote a 

supportive educational environment (processes and supportive services) by 

considering postgraduate student’s expectations. 

1.5 Thesis Structure 

 Chapter one includes a general introduction of the research is presented. It 

introduces mainly a problem statement, objectives, and the research importance. 
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 Chapter two introduces the literature review, it includes a discussion of relevant 

review of Service Quality in Higher Education Institutions, and its measuring 

issues, and also the chapter presents relevant studies and research papers. 

 Chapter three includes research design, Research population and sample, the 

instruments used (focus group and questionnaire), pilot study, data collection, 

and the data analysis. 

 Chapter four consist of derived determinants and items from focus groups, and 

percentages, correlation tables due to questionnaire's data, research paradigms 

and hypotheses testing. 

 Chapter five related to conclusions & recommendations of this research. 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 2 

Literature Review 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

2.1 Service Quality 

In the world of worldwide competition, presenting quality service is crucial for 

achievement. Specialists agree that the most main competitive trend presently 

affecting marketing and commercial strategy is service quality (Abdullah, 2006b).  

Valerie A Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry (1992) pointed out that the poor 

presentation amongst service sector regularly result from insufficient understanding 

of customers. If organizations do not recognize what customers need, it would be 

hard for them to plan adequately to match customer expectations. For remedying, it 

is recommended to start their own investigation before the application of service 

programs; otherwise, there would be no hope to meet service expectations to service 

perceptions. Therefore, providing excellent services, needs a recognition of 

customers expectation. 

 

2.1.1 Defining Service Quality 

Ghylin et al. (2008) declare that, the appropriate definition of service quality, 

would help the organizations to provide services with greater quality level most 

probably causing an improved customer satisfaction. Understanding service quality 

must contain recognizing the features of service which are intangibility, 

heterogeneity and inseparability (Valarie A Zeithaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 1985). 

Clewes (2003) suggests that one unanswered matter in the service quality field 

contains finding a suitable definition for service quality and an appropriate tool for 

assessing service quality. 

Crosby (1979) offers one of the first definitions of quality, proposing that it is 

“the conformation to specifications”. Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988) 

debated that service quality stems from a judgement of a consumer’s overall 

expectations with the real perceptions of an organization. As a result, the level of 

service quality can be measured by how much the service delivered to consumers 

surpasses their expectations. While Eshghi, Roy, and Ganguli (2008) defined it as 

“the general valuation of a service by the customer”. 
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2.1.2 Measuring Service Quality 

Diverse forms of measures have been developed such as the Grönroos’ model 

(Grönroos, 1984), SERVQUAL (Service and Quality) (Parasuraman et al., 1988), 

and SERVPERF (Cronin Jr & Taylor, 1992), As generic Measuring tools of service 

quality. All of these models have tried to discover a superior scale to evaluate service 

quality from a service exact standpoint. These models are constructed on services 

that a firm or industry introduces. 

The broadly adopted tool for measuring and supervising service quality was 

SERVQUAL (Buttle, 1996) which has, at its beginning, ten determinants of service 

quality, which was: (reliability, responsiveness, competence, access, courtesy, 

communication, credibility, security, understanding the customer and tangibles). 

Afterwards, Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1988) exposed a high degree of 

correlation between some components and combined them to five dimensions: 

(Reliability, Assurance, Tangibles, Empathy, and Responsiveness). These five 

dimensions of the model are acronymically (RATER). 

The SERVQUAL is based on Oliver’s Expectancy-Disconfirmation paradigm 

or EDP (Oliver, 1980). The EDP has been constructed to conceptualize satisfaction. 

Following the logic of EDP, service quality will be the same even if expectation and 

performance differ each time (Sultan & Wong, 2010). On the other hand, 

SERVPERF (Cronin Jr & Taylor, 1992) reflects only the perceptions of service 

quality, it uses unweighted perception items of the SERVQUAL scale, which 

consists of 22 perception items and omits any concern of expectations. 

No one particular service quality model is universally accepted (Clewes, 2003). 

Moreover, a review of the existing literature shows that there is no agreement 

relating to the measurement of service quality (Marzo-Navarro, Pedraja-Iglesias, & 

Pilar Rivera-Torres, 2005), providing additional evidence to illustrate that a generally 

accepted assessment tool does not exist. 
 

2.2 Service Quality in Higher Education: 

Education is considered to fulfil the requirements and expectations of the 

customers of its services (Redmond, Curtis, Noone, & Keenan, 2008). But, it is 

unlike most other services in two means: firstly, education is a ‘pure service’, 

because of non-physical product (Evans & Lindsay, 2002). Secondly, education is 
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distinct other kinds of services -such as retailing or catering- that emphasize the 

communication between particular supplier and the end user (Redmond et al., 2008). 

Moreover, Service quality research in the HE segment is new, at least relative 

to that of the industrial sector (sultan & wang 2010). Most of the published research 

on service quality in HE has focused on efforts to make and implement different and 

innovative academic curriculums inspiring a better supply of services for the 

students, also it debates about what essentially set up quality of services delivered 

(Joseph, Yakhou, & Stone, 2005). In this situation, the educational literature 

proposes how vital it is for HE institutions to observe continuously the quality of the 

services they provide as students have become more cautious in their choice and 

more demanding of the institutions and universities they select. Therefore, it is 

important that HE institutions be aware of what students expect from the institution 

of their choice (Joseph et al., 2005). 

The mainstream of studies of service quality in HE have focused on 

undergraduates but further current research recommends that postgraduate students 

are especially different (Taylor, 2002). Therefore, in light of current alterations and 

continuing improvement of the postgraduate sector, it is worthwhile that HE 

institutes establish a deeper understanding of the nature of the service they provide to 

postgraduate students. Specifically, clear benefits may potentially ensue from 

understanding the particular service requirements of postgraduates, following the 

quality of service offered to these students, and identifying and acting upon areas in 

need of improvement (Angell, Heffernan, & Megicks, 2008). 

Researchers and academics have made an effort to accurately measure service 

quality in order to better understand its basic antecedents and consequences, and 

ultimately create techniques for refining quality to have a competitive advantage and 

build customer loyalty (Abdullah, 2006a). Most of the quality models used in the 

commercial sector have been modified and widely used in the education sector 

(Chua, 2004).  

HEdPERF (Higher Education PERFormance-only) has been proposed by 

Abdullah (2006a), as a new measurement metric of service quality, which specially 

designed for higher education sector, and implements both qualitative and 

quantitative measures. Furthermore, (Teeroovengadum, Kamalanabhan, & 
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Seebaluck, 2016) developed another special metric to measure service quality in 

higher education institutes called (HESQUAL). (See Appendix A, for more view of 

the efforts in the field of building up service quality metrics in HE). 

In addition, De Jager and Gbadamosi (2010) claim that tools should be 

country-specific as there are noteworthy country-specific effects arising from the 

environment and culture in which the institution is domiciled. This has stimulated the 

need to develop a special framework that fits the circumstances of the Gaza Strip 

universities. Because the literature indicates widely different dimensions of service 

quality in HE in different countries and contexts, it is essential to investigate country-

specific cultural, social and economic factors relating to the core determinants of 

service quality from postgraduate students perspectives'. 

 

2.3 Postgraduate Studies in the Gaza Strip  

According to unpublished statistics of ministry of education in Gaza (2017), 

there is 29 higher education institutes in the Gaza strip, distributed as the following: 

 (6) Universities, 

 (10) University Colleges, 

 (8) Community Colleges, 

 (2) Polytechnic colleges, 

 (2) Open universities, 

 In addition to one postgraduate studies academy.  

There is 85,660 students enrolled in these institutes (38312 male – 47,348 

female). Table (2.1) shows more details about the numbers of students in these 

institutes. 

Table (2.1): Number of enrolled students at higher education institutes in the 

Gaza strip 

Scientific Degree Male Female Total 

Postgraduate 1,793 1,154 2,947 

BSC 27,754 39,139 66,893 

Educational Qualification 70 232 302 

Diploma 7,823 5,898 13,721 

Professional Diploma 333 148 481 

Preparatory year 539 777 1,316 

Total 38,312 47,348 85,660 

Source: Unpublished Statistics of Ministry of Education in Gaza (2017) 
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The percentage of postgraduate students in the universities of the Gaza Strip is 

3.4% of the total number of students of higher education. 

 

2.4 Previous Studies 

1. (Khalaf & Khourshed, 2017): “Performance-based service quality model in 

postgraduate education”: 

The aim of this research was to support and analytically prove an innovative 

valuation design to assess service quality (SQ) specifically in postgraduate higher 

education.  

It implements a quantitative methodology using a survey method. A structured 

questionnaire was implemented as a tool for gathering data. Data were collected from 

182 postgraduate students in an Egyptian university. Data were inspected by 

exploratory factor analysis to identify the main irregularities explained by the 

extracted factors. Then, confirmatory factor analysis was implemented to filter the 

ratios and empirically test the assessment efficiency of the established model. 

The final model involves of 33 items divided to eight dimensions for 

determining performance-based Service Quality of the postgraduate higher 

education. The outcomes are satisfactory in terms of unidimensionality, 

trustworthiness and validity tests. 

Service quality dimensions in this study were: (Academic staff competency, 

Staff reliability and responsiveness, Program design and arrangements, Facilities 

(tangibles), Staff assurance, Staff empathy, Institute reputation and Institute 

(information) access) containing 33 items.  

2. (Galeeva & Galeeva, 2016): “SERVQUAL application and adaptation for 

educational service quality assessments in Russian higher education”: 

The aim of this research is to establish an altered copy of the SERVQUAL 

metric for evaluating quality in higher education at Russian universities. A new 

analysis and a graphical technique for presentation of results was used. 

This research tracks the standard SERVQUAL method in data gathering but 

offers a different method for data analysis and presentation of results. The method is 

proposed to develop upon the original technique by containing an importance-quality 

analysis grid and spreading it by an innovative graphical means for presenting 
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outcomes to decision-makers that is built on area-based ratios rather than difference 

scores. The study contains survey results of two waves of research conducted in 2009 

and 2014. There was 1,000 respondents from 20 branches of study and 11 higher 

education institutions in each wave. 

This study argued that SERVQUAL model could be developed considerably 

with the suggested technique. On the other hand, the reliability and validity of the 

importance, expectation and perception summary scores need for more exploration. 

In addition, alternate techniques for quality assessment (SERVPERF / HEdPERF) 

should be verified and matched with the adapted SERVQUAL technique in Russian 

and other worldwide education institutes. 

The developed SERVQUAL methodology established in this research 

substitutes the commonly criticized method that adopts “difference scores” by an 

easily applied graphical display. The methodology furthermore includes an 

importance-quality analysis introducing a new perspective for the SERVQUAL data. 

The present results offer insights to the perceived quality of the Republic of 

Tatarstan’s higher education system in Russia, as perceived by its student. 

The study stated that “Educational service quality assessments allow the 

management to acquire an image of the overall quality of an institution, as well as its 

strengths and weaknesses, thereby improving its strategic positioning to make 

improvements”. It is expected that the projected development of the SERVQUAL 

method will improve acceptance of the technique in the higher education institutions. 

3. (Teeroovengadum, Kamalanabhan, & Seebaluck, 2016): “Measuring service 

quality in higher education: Development of a hierarchical model 

(HESQUAL)”: 

This research directed to develop and empirically test a hierarchical model for 

assessing service quality in higher education. The scheme of the research involved of 

two stages. 

Firstly, it consisted of qualitative techniques (interviews and focus groups with 

academics and students) and a broad literature review, which allowed the 

development of a theoretical model comprising 53 service quality traits. 

Secondly, quantitative techniques were used to test the dimensionality of the 

measurement instrument and assess its validity and reliability. A sample of 207 
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students was surveyed, and then data were evaluated by Cronbach’s alpha test and 

exploratory factor analysis. Results of factor analysis exposed the presence of sub-

dimensions. A hierarchical model was consequently considered most suitable. 

Final model consist of five main dimensions, which are (Administrative 

Quality, Physical Environment Quality, Core Educational Quality, Support Facilities 

Quality and Transformative Quality). The model has 48 items; each one was tested 

for validity and reliability. 

4. (Garwe, 2015): “Student voice and quality enhancement in higher education”  

The aim of the research is to discover the effect of the student voice in 

improvement of quality of educational provision in institution of higher education. 

The research used a longitudinal methodology, carried out as two distinct surveys 

cover a period of 3 years. Initial survey to define the matters affecting teaching and 

learning quality in 8 public and 5 private institutes was implemented from June 2011 

to May 2012. Then, in 2013, a follow-up survey aiming three state and three private 

universities was used to check if the issues of concern raised by students had been 

addressed. The research implemented triangulation of qualitative and quantitative 

approaches. Data were collected using document analysis, observation, focus group 

discussions with students and academic staff and semi-structured questionnaires. 

The findings presented that the main concerns affecting quality of teaching and 

learning were: absentee lecturers, inadequate assignments, sexual harassment, poorly 

qualified lecturers and the lack of public address systems for mass lectures. 

Throughout the second survey, outcomes presented that all universities had 

addressed the students’ concerns but new issues caused by the ever-increasing 

enrolments had appeared. 

The research pointed to the need of constantly involve the student voice as a 

method of refining the quality of the teaching and learning context. 

5. (Jain, Sahney, & Sinha, 2013): “Developing a scale to measure students’ 

perception of service quality in the Indian context” : 

Due to the changes in social and cultural context, and in the economic order, 

that have pressed the educational system and higher education especially, for a new 

environment where quality acting a significant role. Therefore, the aim of the 



15 

 

research was to present a multidimensional scale to measure service quality in the 

Indian context of higher education. 

The study, descriptive, diagnostic, and causal in nature, has been conducted on 

students of higher education, principally technical education in India by using 

focused group interviews. A survey involving of 26 items was finally developed to 

measure the service quality construct and its dimensions. Construct validation using 

exploratory factor analysis showed an interpretable latent structure consists of 7 

dimensions. 

It was noticed that service quality in higher education context consist of seven 

dimensions which were: (Input Quality, Curriculum, Academic Facilities, Industry 

Interaction, Interaction Quality, Support Facilities and Non-Academic Processes) 

which involved 26 items. 

The research holds effects for institutions Indian technical education which aim 

to develop the quality of service that they deliver. The scale developed could be 

implemented by researchers as a investigative method for detecting excellent and/or 

poor service delivery. 

Even though researches of quality in education have been conducted, this 

research emphasize on the student as a customer of education, and suggests to 

develop a scale to assess their perception of service quality. The research is a try on 

the way of developing and empirically validating a service quality measurement 

scale in the Indian higher education context. 

6. (De Jager & Gbadamosi, 2010): “Specific remedy for specific problem: 

measuring service quality in South African higher education”: 

The main objective of the research is to start a procedure of evolving a 

standardized model of service quality in higher education, then to discover several 

aspects and constituents in service quality evaluation in higher education service 

delivery in South Africa. Furthermore, the research inspects the link between the 

measures of service quality on one hand and some other interrelated variables like 

intention to leave the university, trust in management of the university and the 

overall satisfaction with the university. 

 A random sample of 391 students from the faculty of management in two 

universities were selected. The list of items advanced to evaluate service quality in 
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higher education built on a broad literature review and the results of introductory 

focus groups involving of students and lecturers. The tool resulted, a structured 

questionnaire, comprised variables associated to service quality at institutions of 

higher educational. The variables were: service quality, trust in management and 

support, intention to leave and overall satisfaction with the university. These 

variables were selected built on their relationships to service quality and thus 

providing chance to check the construct validity of the service quality measure. 

Results point out that the 52-item constructing service quality in higher 

education is a multidimensional construct divided in 13 aspects with a high reliability 

coefficient (93%) and some construct validity. 

Noteworthy relations were as well found among service quality in higher 

education and further research variables: intention to leave university, trust in 

management of the university and overall satisfaction with the university. Some 

additional investigation guidelines were recommended and strategy consequences of 

results conversed. 

7. (Sultan & Wong, 2010): “Performance-based service quality model: an 

empirical study on Japanese universities”: 

The research designed to develop and empirically test the performance-based 

higher education service quality scale. The research established 67-item tool for 

assessing performance-based service quality through an exacting concentration on 

the higher education segment. Performance-based attitudinal items are created from 

analysis of literature, where 13 of them were reformed from HEdPERF scale, which 

is as well consistent with SERVPERF and SERVQUAL models, and the rest of 54 

items were established from a pilot survey of 64 international students, experts’ 

opinion and focus group interview. Then a structured questionnaire were 

implemented in English. Data were collected from undergraduate, graduate and post-

graduate international students. Cronbach’s alpha used to confirm the Model 

reliability. The principle component analysis followed by a Varimax technique is 

used to extract the factor loadings. 

The findings were adequate in terms of reliability, factor analysis and validity 

tests. According to the overall loaded items, the eight dimensions are: dependability, 
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effectiveness, capability, efficiency, competencies, assurance, unusual situation 

management, and semester and syllabus. 

8. (Yildiz & Kara, 2009): “The PESPERF scale: An instrument for measuring 

service quality in the School of Physical Education and Sports Sciences” 

The aim of this research to advance a model for evaluating service quality in 

the School of Physical Education and Sports Sciences, PESPERF (Physical 

Education and Sports Sciences PERFormance) in Turkey. It argued that HEdPERF 

(Higher Education PERFormance) is one of the most freshly advanced models in the 

literature to assess higher education service quality. Though, HEdPERF is aimed to 

assess service quality at a macro level (the university level), and perhaps it well 

thought-out as a general measurement scale. Therefore, it is proposed that new scales 

with a tighter concentration may be needed for micro levels within a university due 

to the distinctive nature of diverse academic units. 

A questionnaire containing 30-items about service quality in higher education 

was constructed and tested for reliability, validity and unidimensionality using both 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. There were 320 physical education and 

sports sciences students joined in the study. 

Study outcomes point out that three dimensions (Academic Aspects, Empathy 

and Access) are shaping service quality in the School of Physical Education and 

Sports Sciences (PESS). 

It is supposed that by the application of the results introduced in this study, 

PESS supervisors can effectively evaluate and monitor service quality perceptions in 

their institutions. Having identified the extents of service quality development main 

concern, supervisors can assign suitable resources to inspire service quality 

enhancements. 

9. (Angell et al., 2008): “Service quality in postgraduate education”: 

This paper was one of the rarely papers that talking about service quality in 

postgraduate education, because as undergraduates have received extensive academic 

exposure, postgraduate-based research has been limited. Therefore, the aim of this 

study were threefold: 

Firstly, to pinpoint the service factors used by postgraduates in their quality 

evaluations. 
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Secondly, to investigate the suitability of importance-performance analysis 

(IPA) in the measurement of service quality and, 

Finally, providing an practical example of IPA’s use in a UK-based institution 

of higher education. 

The research implemented a two-stage methodology including: 

Qualitative convergent interviews and a quantitative survey online. Interviews 

were used to expose what are the attributes of service that were seen important by 

postgraduate students. A sample of 18 postgraduates were joined from the university 

located in south-west of England. Interviewees were carefully chosen by gender, age, 

course and modes of study. 

Then, outcomes of interviews were tested by online survey. Exploratory factor 

analysis was implemented to group service features into underlying “service factors”. 

Each service factor was then confirmed for service quality by IPA technique. 

Around 20 service elements were obtained from the qualitative phase. From 

these, four service factors emerged: (Academic, Leisure, Industry Links and Cost). 

By using IPA in a UK university, the results recommend that the “academic” 

and “industry links” features of service quality are the most critical to postgraduate 

students. The research’s conclusions recommend that IPA is a suitable model for 

evaluating service quality in postgraduate education. 

10.  (Abou-Warda, 2007) : “A Proposal Model for Measuring of Education 

Service Quality: An application on Egyptian Higher Education 

Institutions”: 

The theoretical results of this research shed light on a measure of quality of 

service in the higher education sector, called the HEdPERF scale. The main 

contribution of this research is to transform it into a standard measure to measure the 

quality of service in educational institutions in Egypt. Based on the literature review, 

the researcher made some modifications to (HEdPERF) scale according to the 

student culture in higher education institutions in Egypt (whether governmental or 

private).  

The results showed high degrees of validity, quality and efficiency of the 

modified scale according to the estimates resulting from the analysis of the data. This 

indicates the credibility of the four dimensions contained in the measurement 
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obtained by the current study in measuring and predicting the quality of service in 

the institutions of higher education in Egypt, which were (Academic Aspects, Fame 

or Reputation, Non-Academic Aspects and Access To Facilities). 

11. (Abdullah, 2006a): “The development of HEdPERF: a new measuring 

instrument of service quality for the higher education sector”: 

The aim of the research was to generate and validate HEdPERF, a new 

measurement model of service quality definitely designed for higher education sector 

by both qualitative and quantitative approaches. particularly, the research made an 

attempt to qualitatively define critical aspects of service quality from students’ 

perspective as the principal customers, to include the qualitatively produced 

determinants of service quality into a Likert-type questionnaire, and to direct the 

questionnaire to sample population containing the students in higher education 

institutions. 

Research outcomes exposed 6 dimensions of service quality in higher 

education: (Non-Academic Aspects, Academic Aspects, Reputation, Access, 

Program Issues and Understanding) were distinctive and theoretically clear. 

Consequently, it can be hypothesized that perceptions of students for service 

quality can be reflected as a six-factor structure made up of the identified 

dimensions. Furthermore, though many service quality characteristics may effect a 

student’s perception to a definite degree, the outcomes also show that access, which 

relates to such aspects as approachability, ease of contact, availability and 

convenience has considerably influenced the generally service quality perception. So, 

students perceived access to be more significant than other dimensions in shaping the 

quality of the service that they received. Institutions should consequently focus 

efforts on the dimension supposed to be significant rather than concentrating their 

energies on a different attributes, which they feel are essential determinants of 

service quality. 
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12. (LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997): “Quality indicators in higher education-

comparing Hong Kong and China's students exploratory study of customer 

impressions of service quality”: 

The leading drive of this research was to advance more visions into the 

dimensions used by business students assessing service quality and to detect which 

components of the service delivery procedure are utmost significant in their 

judgement. 

Three focus group in-depth interviews were held with total of 32 business 

students, provided the foundations for evolving the survey implemented in the 

research. participants that were selected, represent each year of the business faculty. 

Students were asked to define their expectations in context of the business school, 

asked on several characteristics surrounding the services offered, and what they 

considered good service encounters.  

Then a survey generated holding 38 variables interconnected with diverse 

characteristics of business school’s service offering, and the main aspects initiated 

were: (Contact Personnel/ Faculty, Contact Personnel/ Administration, 

Responsiveness, Reputation, Curriculum, Physical Evidence and Access to 

facilities). In this research, Attention was taken to contain objects that matched to 

SERVQUAL dimensions. 

2.5 Comment On Previous Studies 

Based on previous studies, it has become clear that there is no consensus on a 

particular method and scale to be used in assessing and measuring the quality of 

services in general, and quality of services in higher education institutions 

particularly . 

The majority of studies of service quality in higher education concentrated on 

undergraduates but current study claims that postgraduate students are distinct. 

Therefore, it is useful that higher education institutions start an exploratory 

understanding of the environment of postgraduate service they offer. Specifically, 

benefits would be resulted from understanding the specific requirements of 

postgraduates, and detecting parts that need to be improved. 

SERVQUAL was adopted as a basis in Galeeva and Galeeva (2016) study and 

adapted it to fulfil their objectives, while Abou warda (2007) and  Sultan and Wong 
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(2010) adopted HEDPERF as a basis, then adaptions were made for assessing 

performance-based service. (Angell et al., 2008) implemented importance-

performance analysis (IPA) in the measurement of service quality, and recommended 

that IPA is a suitable model for evaluating service quality in postgraduate education. 

On the other hand, the rest of mentioned studies have built their models on a broad 

literature review and the outcomes of exploratory focus groups, which resulted in a 

new dimensions and factors. In all these studies, structured questionnaires were 

resulted, and then questionnaires were directed to sample population. 

Mixed methodologies were implemented to generate and validate the models 

(Abdullah, 2006a; Angell et al., 2008; De Jager & Gbadamosi, 2010; Garwe, 2015; 

Jain et al., 2013; LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997; Sultan & Wong, 2010; Teeroovengadum 

et al., 2016). Firstly, qualitative methods were applied (focus groups and interviews) 

to generate dimensions and factors. Then, the outcomes of qualitative stage used in 

quantitative methods (i.e. survey) to validate the model. This research approach 

provides integration and a well understanding of research problem than either of each 

alone. By mixing qualitative and quantitative research and data, the researcher has an 

extensive and deep understanding and justification, while balancing the weaknesses 

of implementing one approach only. One valuable characteristic of using mixed 

methods is the possibility of triangulation, i.e., the usage of several means (data 

sources, methods and researchers) to inspect. Triangulation permits to find sides of a 

phenomenon more precisely by approaching it from diverse points by altered 

methods. Effective triangulation needs careful investigation of the kind of 

information provided by each method. This methodology will be employed in current 

study. 

The majority of studies concentrated on undergraduate students (Galeeva & 

Galeeva, 2016; Garwe, 2015; Jain et al., 2013; LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997; 

Teeroovengadum et al., 2016; Yildiz & Kara, 2009), and built models due to their 

perspectives. While (Angell et al., 2008; Khalaf & Khourshed, 2017) Targeted 

postgraduate students in their studies. This give more importance to the research in 

this category, due to their differences and features. 

In addition, because of the cultural and social contexts and differences, it has 

become clear that it is necessary to find a measure for students of educational 
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institutions in Gaza Strip, and especially for postgraduate studies, because of rareness 

of studies in this important sector and context. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

This chapter designates the used methodology in current research. To achieve 

the goals of this research are the following procedures were implemented: 

(Research Design, Research Population, Instrumentation, Focus Group, 

Questionnaire Design, Statistical Data Analysis, Content Validity and Pilot Study). 

3.1 Research Design 

Multiple phases are implemented and followed in this research to accomplish 

the purpose of the research. The methodology which has been followed by the 

researcher and which lead to achieve the research objective is shown the in figure 

(3.1). 

Figure (3.1): Research Design Flowchart 
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As revealed, first phase of the research was thesis proposal writing which 

includes: identifying and defining the problems and establishing objectives of the 

research and developing a research plan. Second phase of the research contains a 

summary of the literature. Third phase contains a field survey which was conducted 

with postgraduate students about “Service Quality in Higher Education Institutions in 

the Gaza strip”, by holding in-depth focus group interviews to understand their 

viewpoints about research topics. In the research's fourth phase it focus on surveying. 

The questionnaire that implemented to gather the necessary data to rank outputs of 

the focus group, and accomplish the objectives. Fifth phase of the research is data 

analysis and discussion using statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) in 

order execute the necessary analysis. The final phase contains the conclusions and 

recommendations for further benefit from research outputs. 

3.2 Research Methodology 

The research used exploratory qualitative, analytical/descriptive and 

explanatory approachs in addition to the statistical analysis. This segment presents 

the techniques implemented in the research and response the research questions, and 

to gather required data for the research. The technique used is a focus group in order 

clarify the main determinants and factors of service quality from students’ viewpoint, 

then a questionnaire conducted to rank focus group outputs. Collected data was 

analyzed by SPSS. 

3.3 Data collection procedures 

3.3.1 Secondary Sources 

In order to address the theoretical literature of the research, secondary data 

resources was used, which contained within: reports, reference books, papers 

published in scientific journals and universities websites. 

3.3.2 Primary resources 

In order to address the analytical framework of the research, focus groups were 

conducted, then a structured questionnaire was distributed to a random sample of the 

population. Respondents were questioned to afford their perspective toward the 

questionnaire items of this research. 
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3.4 Study Population 

The research will focus on four universities that introduce postgraduate 

programs, namely, (Islamic University, Al-Azhar University, Al-Aqsa University 

and Al-Quds Open University). According to the statistics obtained from these 

universities, there are (2,519) postgraduate students enrolled in these institutions. 

Information about these institutes are abstracted in Table (3.1): 

Table (3.1): postgraduate students in HE institutes in the Gaza strip 

University 
Number of 

male students 

Number of 

female students 
Percentage 

Islamic University 913 679 63.2% 

Al-Azhar University 338 264 23.9% 

Al-Aqsa University 107 125 9.2% 

Al-Quds Open University 34 49 3.3% 

Total 1,392 1,117 100% 

Percentage 55.2% 44.3% 100% 

 

3.5 Sample Size 

3.5.1 Focus Group sample size 

Frequently-asked question is about the number of focus groups and their 

participants. Casey and Krueger (1994) recommends remaining with running focus 

groups till a shape appears then succeeding groups produce only repetitive 

information (theoretical saturation). Though, some authors, including Casey and 

Krueger (1994), propose that for a simple research inquiry the amount of focus 

groups needed may be only three or four. 

The ideal number of contributors in a focus group may differ. Krueger and 

Casey (2000) recommend about six to eight participants, as smaller groups express 

better potential. Though, the number usually proposed as a controllable is about six 

and ten contributors; big enough to achieve a variation of viewpoints and enough not 

to become confused or split. So, sample size was 7 in each focus group. 

3.5.2 Questionnaire sample size 

Sample size was calculated at 95% confidence level (α = 0.05). The calculation 

made electronically using ("Sample size calculator - Creative research systems," 

n.d.), Which resulted in sample size of 323, however 360 questionnaires were 

randomly distributed to the research sample, and 307 questionnaires were received. 
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3.6 Instrumentation 

The following investigative methods were utilized: 

1. Qualitative: Focus Groups. 

2. Quantitative: Likert-type Questionnaire. 

3.6.1 Focus Groups 

Focus group is, according to Lederman (1990), “a technique involving the use 

of in-depth group interviews in which participants are selected because they are a 

purposive, although not necessarily representative, sampling of a specific population, 

this group being ‘focused’ on a given topic ”. 

Focus groups could afford information about a variety of concepts and 

outlooks that people have about definite subjects, as well as enlightening the 

dissimilarities in viewpoints between groups of individuals (Rabiee, 2004). 

Two focus groups, each involving of 7 postgraduate students were carried out. 

Each group focus on identification of students’ core determinants and additional sub-

factors of service quality. Focus group members had -at least- one semester 

experience of studying postgraduate studies at their institutions.  

The discussions of focus groups were exploratory. Holding for this type of 

exploration by a moderator may prejudice the conclusions, in which the signs 

provided by the moderator, notify the group what facts is anticipated, and can get 

group agreement on a specific matter (Stewart, Shamdasani, & Rook, 2007). 

Furthermore, hiring a facilitator is consuming the time and increases the research 

cost. So, focus groups were directed by the researcher in a non-directive manner. 

Firstly, before the respondents join the focus groups, they were provided with 

an clarification of the research objectives, and how they would perform during the 

discussions of focus group. Then, at the beginning of the meeting all of these aims 

and tasks were explained in detail for all of the participants. 

Secondly, wide-ranging and open-ended questions were posed; containing: 

what are the reasons for registering at your current university? what affects quality of 

services in the sample institution? How did they evaluate service quality in their 

university? What are the core quality dimensions of this university? What are the 

factors of this quality dimensions in their university? 
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Thirdly, to facilitate the conversation and to keep it compacted within the 

objectives of this research, the researcher summarized the discussion throughout each 

of the focus group conferences. This enabled participants to concentrate on the 

content of discussions. The discussions were recorded, and the time for each of the 

discussions was about one and a half hour. 

3.6.2 Likert-Type Questionnaire 

The following questionnaire procedures were utilized: 

1. The questionnaire was designed due to literature review and focus group 

outcomes, then it was revised and improved by the supervisors. 

2. Revised copy of the questionnaire was arbitrated by ten academic experts. The 

ending copy was adapted due to the experts’ opinions. (Appendix B) shows the 

names and the place of work. 

3. Next, a sample of 25 questionnaires (pilot sample) were spread to examine the 

questionnaire's validity and reliability. 

4. Built on the previous step outcomes, it was decided that the questionnaire is ready 

to be spread as a final copy. 

5. A cover letter explaining the research's purpose and general information about the 

privacy of the response is provided. The questionnaire has been written in Arabic 

for distribution purpose and simplifies the responses from the respondent’s. (See 

Appendix C for the Arabic version of questionnaire). 

The questionnaire which was designed consists of the following sections (see 

Appendix D for English version of questionnaire): 

Section one: consist of personal information, about the postgraduate students traits: 

(University, gender, study level, specialization, Cumulative average, income level). 

Section two: consist of 43-items divided to 8 sections according to the main 

dimensions. These dimensions are concluded from literature review (Abdullah, 2006; 

Angell, Heffernan, & Megicks, 2008; Joseph & Joseph, 1997; Kwan & Ng, 1999; 

LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988) and focus groups 

outcomes. 
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1. Tangibles (physical environment): consist of 9 items, and designed to indicate 

the appearance of physical facilities, equipment, personnel and communication 

materials. 

2. Course Content: consist of 6 items, and relates to the usefulness of the course to 

students in terms of both personal growth and career development. 

3. Academic staff efficiency:  consist of 6 items, and relates to the possession of the 

required skills and knowledge to achieve educational objectives. 

4. Empathy: consist of 5 items, and indicate for the provision of caring, 

individualized attention to student. 

5. Responsiveness: consist of 4 items, and related to the willingness to help students 

and to provide prompt service. 

6. Economic aspects: consist of 4 items, and designed to indicate to the extent of 

facilitating the financial issues of the students. 

7. Reputation: consist of 5 items, and it related to the capacity of institute to 

position itself in the minds of its students, and is closely associated with the image 

projected by the institute. 

8. Attention for research: consist of 4 items, and it relates to the institute practice 

to encourage the students in the field of scientific research. 

Five-point Likert scale was used to measure responses on questionnaire items. In 

terms of the agreement strength, the results ranging from Not important at all (1) to 

Very Important (5) appeared as shown in table (3.2) herein below. Weights allocated 

to importance (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) do not point toward that the interval between scales are 

equal, nor do they designate absolute amounts. They are merely numerical labels. 

Table (3.2) Likert Scale 

Scale 
Not important at 

all 

Not 

important 

I Don’t 

Care 
Important 

Very 

Important 

Relative 

weight 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

3.7 Pilot Study 

A pilot study of 25 respondents was conducted before distributing the 

questionnaire. It provided an experimental run for the survey, which includes testing 

the phrasings of question, detecting unclear queries, examining the methods that used 

in data gathering, and determining the efficiency of standard request to respondents. 
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3.8 Qualitative Data Analysis approach  

There are several approaches to analysis the qualitative data. Green and 

Thorogood (2004) identified, many researchers implement a mixture of approaches. 

The recent research follows Casey and Krueger (1994) framework analysis, but 

moreover combines some important steps of ‘framework analysis’ designated by 

Ritchie, Spencer, Bryman, and Burgess (1994). The benefit of Casey and Krueger 

(1994) method that it offers a clear sequence of stages, that can support first-time 

researchers to be able to cope the big amount and complex nature of qualitative data 

without difficulty. ‘Framework analysis’ is implemented for either focus-group or 

individual interviews. Contrasting to quantitative analysis, qualitative exploration, 

especially focus-group analysis, happens simultaneously with data collection. 

Casey and Krueger (1994) propose that a useful technique of thinking about 

this part is to think through a continuum of analysis extending from the plain 

accumulation of raw data then forming a descriptive statements reaching to the 

clarification and interpretation of data. 

It is significant to indicate that investigations do not occur  in a “linear form” 

and that one portion of the procedure overlays another. ‘Framework analysis’ as 

defined by Ritchie et al. (1994), is “an analytical process which involves a number of 

distinct though highly interconnected stages”. 

The five main phases defined are: (familiarization; identifying a thematic 

framework; indexing; charting & mapping and interpretation). 

The additional unique feature of framework analysis is that even though it 

applies a “thematic approach”, and allowing themes to be advanced both from the 

questions of the research and from the talks and dialogues of the contributors. 

The method of data analysis starts after the data collection, by proficiently 

facilitator, who manages the discussion and generate required data from the 

interviews, accompanying it with the notes and typing the detailed information. 

This phase is followed by familiarization the data, which could be realized by 

listening the records, understanding the texts in their wholeness a number of times 

and reading the observational notes booked thru meeting and instantaneous notes 

written immediately afterwards the discussion. The purpose is to engage in the 
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information and acquire the interview details as an entire frame before breaking it 

into portions. Throughout this progression the key subjects start to arise. 

The succeeding phase includes identifying a thematic context, by writing notes 

in the side of the script in the formula of short expressions, thoughts or notions rising 

from the texts and starting to develop groupings. Here, descriptive statements are 

made and an analysis is implemented on the data under the questioning path. 

The next phase, indexing, contains data filtering, underlining and sorting out 

quotes then creating judgements both inside and amongst cases. The fourth phase, 

charting, includes lifting the quotes from their context and re-ordering them below 

the new suitable thematic content. Indexing and charting can be seen as managing 

the data. One of the essential sides of this mission is data reduction, which is realized 

by matching and contrasting data and cutting and pasting related quotations together. 

Krueger and Casey (2000) support the use of either a table or a computerized 

method for sorting and arranging data through contrasting and comparing the related 

information. Then recommended that the researcher must read each quote and reply 

these 4 questions: 

1. Did the contributor response the question that was probed? If yes: go to question 

3, if no: go to question 2, if don’t recognize, leave it and revise it later; 

2. Does the statement reply another question asked during the focus group? If yes, 

move it to the suitable question; if no, go to question 3; 

3. Does the statement tells something of significance about the subject? If yes, place 

it under the suitable question; if no, leave it away; 

4. Is it somewhat that has been told previously? If yes, begin combining similar 

quotes together; if no, start a distinct pile. 

Data is now arranged for the ending phase of analysis, i.e. mapping and 

interpreting. One of the jobs at this time is to be imaginative and investigative 

enough to get the connection between the quotes, and the relations between the data 

as an entire.  

By applying the previous phases, the necessary information can be developed 

from focus group, and have an adequate dimensions and items that can be organized 

to build the big picture of what are core determinants and non-core factors of service 

quality in higher education institutes from graduate students’ perspective. 
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3.9 Quantitative Data Analysis approach  

Statistical Methods 

The data collected through questionnaires was administered and investigated 

by the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), and the next tools were 

used:  

1. Descriptive statistics: Such as, arithmetic average, percentage, standard deviation 

and relative arithmetic average, which is used to detect the categories of variable 

frequency according to researcher's vision existing in the description of the 

research variables. 

2. Pearson Correlation Coefficient: used to verify the consistency amongst 

questionnaire paragraphs and to point out the relation between the variables. 

3. Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha: used to investigate the reliability of questionnaire 

paragraphs. 

4. Spearman-Brown: used to investigate the reliability of questionnaire paragraphs. 

5. Kolmogorov – Smirnov (One- Sample K-S): used to test the normality 

distribution of data categories.  

6. T- Test _ for the mean of single samples (One sample T test): which is used to 

check the difference between the paragraph's mean  and Middle value of Likert 

scale  (medium of a hypothesized value), which is 3 in our case. 

7. One- Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): which is used to test if there is a 

statistical significant difference between several means among the respondents. 

8. The Independent Samples T-test: which is used to examine if there is a statistical 

significant difference between two means among the respondents. 

3.9.1 Questionnaire Validity 

Validity refers to “the degree to which an instrument measures what it is 

supposed to be measured”. It has some dissimilar characteristics and valuation 

methods. It is used to estimate instrument validity, that contain external, internal and 

structural validity (Gravetter & Forzano, 2012). 

A. External Validity 

To confirm a high level of validity, the questionnaire has been checked by a 

number of experts, from various universities (Islamic University, Al-Azhar 

University, Al-Aqsa University and Al-Quds Open University) (see Appendix B). 

These arbitrators presented their opinions on the questionnaire in terms of its content, 
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items' meaning and appropriateness. They also suggested what they believe 

necessary to adapt the construction of items to avoid any misinterpretation, and to 

ensure that the questionnaire fulfil the objectives of the research. The end version of 

the questionnaire was improved due to the specialists' opinions. 

B. Internal Validity 

Questionnaire's internal validity is the opening statistical test implemented to 

check the validity of the questionnaire, by determining the correlation coefficients 

between each item in one field and the entire field. The internal consistency of the 

questionnaire paragraph was examined by the pilot study amounting to (25) 

participants. The correlation coefficient between each with total degree for each 

dimension was calculated.  

Table (3.3) Internal validity for  questionnaire paragraph 

No Paragraph 
Relation 

Coefficient 

Sig. 

level 

First dimension: Tangibles (Physical environment) 

1 
Existence of a library containing the latest versions and 

important books and references. 
0.60 0.000* 

2 
Availability of a library providing the most important services 

(stationery - photography – printing…).  
0.63 0.000* 

3 Existence of adequate ventilation and lighting within the halls. 0.66 0.000* 

4 
The Quality and suitability of the classroom equipment 

(furniture - projectors …). 
0.70 0.000* 

5 The closely geographically distribution of buildings. 0.64 0.000* 

6 
The existence of Care for public facilities (Cafeteria - 

Bathrooms – masjid - … ) 
0.76 0.000* 

7 
University care in providing special facilities for people with 

special needs. 
0.72 0.000* 

8 Existence of gardens, green spaces within the university. 0.67 0.000* 

9 
Availability of quality food and drinks at an acceptable price 

in the cafeteria. 
0.69 0.000* 

Second dimension: Course content 

1 Compatibility of curriculum with market requirements. 0.76 0.000* 

2 Keeping up with global scientific development. 0.80 0.000* 

3 
Existence of scientific and practical courses in support with 

the offered academic curriculum. 
0.78 0.000* 

4 
Availability of specialization in the programs offered (in-depth 

specialization). 
0.79 0.000* 

5 

Existence of  combined programs of more than one 

specialization (e.g.: Politics and Media, Da’awa and Media, 

Management and Entrepreneurship). 

0.51 0.000* 

6 
Providing course content which is more advanced over the 

undergraduate programs. 
0.73 0.000* 

Third dimension: Academic staff efficiency 

1 The ability of the lecturer to match theoretical aspects with 0.87 0.000* 
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No Paragraph 
Relation 

Coefficient 

Sig. 

level 

practical aspect. 

2 Presence of experience of the lecturer about the labor market. 0.80 0.000* 

3 
The ability of the lecturer to monitor the hall and exploit the 

lecture time. 
0.81 0.000* 

4 The lecturer’s competence at scientific aspects of the course. 0.80 0.000* 

5 
The ability of the lecturer to communicate and facilitate the 

information. 
0.86 0.000* 

6 Presence of Monitoring on the performance of academics. 0.82 0.000* 

Fourth dimension: Empathy 

1 Participation of students in scheduling lectures. 0.81 0.000* 

2 Participation of students in scheduling tests. 0.79 0.000* 

3 
Attracting ideas from students in the development of the 

educational process. 
0.79 0.000* 

4 Introducing an academic mentorship. 0.76 0.000* 

5 Existence of care about the feedback from students. 0.69 0.000* 

Fifth dimension: Responsiveness 

1 Identifying suitable office hours for postgraduate students. 0.82 0.000* 

2 Existence of easy communication with lecturers. 0.87 0.000* 

3 
Providing evening administrative services for postgraduate 

students. 
0.85 0.000* 

4 
Ease of accomplishing transactions through the university 

website. 
0.86 0.000* 

Sixth dimension: Economic side 

1 
The competitive price of study fees compared to similar 

universities. 
0.87 0.000* 

2 Availability of internal scholarships for students. 0.92 0.000* 

3 Possibility of installment of the study fees. 0.87 0.000* 

4 
Existence of agreements with financial organizations to install 

and pay study fees. 
0.89 0.000* 

Seventh dimension: Reputation 

1 Receiving local and international awards by the university. 0.81 0.000* 

2 
Taking into consideration the community values by the 

university. 
0.77 0.000* 

3 
The presence of influential community figures “staff and 

academics”. 
0.83 0.000* 

4 
University membership in scientific and global organizations 

and blocs. 
0.83 0.000* 

5 University concern in media and advertising. 0.72 0.000* 

Eighth dimension: Attention for Research 

1 Free subscription in the scientific databases. 0.85 0.000* 

2 Financing of distinguished scientific research for students. 0.91 0.000* 

3 
Providing courses to ensure the mastery of computerized 

scientific research programs. 
0.90 0.000* 

4 
Holding scientific conferences by the university in the aspects 

of the study. 
0.85 0.000* 

* Correlation is statistical significant at 05.0  

Table (3.3) shows the correlation coefficients are significant at the level of 

0.05, where the probability value of each paragraph is less than 0.05. So, it can be 
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said that questionnaire's paragraphs are consistent and valid in order to test what they 

were set to be tested. 

C. Structure Validity 

This is the next statistical test applied to inspect the questionnaire's structure 

validity by checking the validity of each field and the validity of the entire 

questionnaire. It measures the correlation coefficient between one field and entirely 

the questionnaire's fields.  

Table (3.4) Correlations coefficient between each dimension and the total degree 

of the questionnaire 

Dimension 
Relation 

Coefficient 

Significance 

level 

First dimension: Tangibles (Physical environment) 0.74 0.000* 

Second dimension: Course content 0.83 0.000* 

Third dimension: Academic staff efficiency 0.86 0.000* 

Fourth dimension: Empathy 0.79 0.000* 

Fifth dimension: Responsiveness 0.83 0.000* 

Sixth dimension: Economic side 0.76 0.000* 

Seventh dimension: Reputation 0.50 0.000* 

Eighth dimension: Attention for Research 0.85 0.000* 

* Correlation is statistical significant at 05.0  

The correlation coefficients are statistically significant at 05.0 , while the 

probability value for all paragraphs is less than 0.05. Table (3.4) displays the 

correlation coefficients between degree of each dimension of the questionnaire and 

the total degree of the questionnaire. Therefore, the eight dimensions are valid to 

measure what they were set out for, and to accomplish the key purpose of the 

research. 

3.9.2 Questionnaire Reliability 

Reliability is “the extent to which outcomes are stable over time and an precise 

representation of the total population under study” (Joppe, 2000). The fewer variant 

an tool shows in repetitive testing of a feature, the greater it is reliable. Also, other 

terms used interchangeably with reliability such as; dependability, predictability and 

stability. If for example, a tool produces similar results, the test is said to be reliable, 

and hence, it can be depended upon. Reliability is measured by two methods: 

A. Cronbach’s Alpha 
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 Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha is applied to test the reliability of the 

questionnaire between each dimension and the mean of all dimensions of 

questionnaire. The ordinary range of Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is among 0.0 and 

+ 1.0. Greater values reveal a greater grade of internal consistency.  

Table (3.5): Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha for the entire questionnaire 

Dimensions 
Number of 

paragraphs 

Cronbach’s 

coefficient 

alpha 

First dimension: Tangibles (Physical environment) 9 0.85 

Second dimension: Course content 6 0.82 

Third dimension: Academic staff efficiency 6 0.90 

Fourth dimension: Empathy 5 0.83 

Fifth dimension: Responsiveness 4 0.87 

Sixth dimension: Economic side 4 0.91 

Seventh dimension: Reputation 5 0.85 

Eighth dimension: Attention for Research 4 0.90 

Total questionnaire paragraphs 43 0.95 

Table (3.5) shows the Cronbach’s alpha value of all dimensions is in the range 

of 0.82 and 0.91, whereas the Cronbach’s Alpha for the whole questionnaire is 0.95, 

that shows a very good questionnaire's reliability. So, it is assured that the 

questionnaire is reliable and validate for responding, results analyzing and 

hypotheses testing.  

B. Split-Half Method 

After the administration of the questionnaire, questionnaire paragraphs are 

fragmented into two parts, the odd-number questions, and even-number questions. At 

that point correlation coefficient among degrees of individual questions and even 

questions degrees is calculated and then it corrected by Spearman Brown: 

Average correlation coefficient = 
r

r

1

2 , where (r) is the correlation coefficient 

between odd-number questions and even-number questions degrees. Results are 

shown in table (3.6): 
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Table (3.6) Reliability coefficients by Split-half method for all dimensions 

Dimension 

Correlation 

coefficient 

by 

Spearman 

Reliability 

coefficient 

by Brown 

method 

First dimension: Tangibles (Physical environment) 0.64 0.78 

Second dimension: Course content 0.65 0.79 

Third dimension: Academic staff efficiency 0.82 0.90 

Fourth dimension: Empathy 0.58 0.73 

Fifth dimension: Responsiveness 0.75 0.85 

Sixth dimension: Economic side 0.78 0.88 

Seventh dimension: Reputation 0.84 0.85 

Eighth dimension: Attention for Research 0.80 0.88 

Total questionnaire paragraphs 0.82 0.90 

As shown in table (3.6), the Spearman correlation coefficient results for all 

dimensions is in the range of 0.58 and 0.84, whereas Brown coefficient ranges 0.73 

to 0.90, which point out an excellent reliability of the questionnaire entirely. 

Therefore, it is relieved that is reliable questionnaire and can be administered 

effectively.  

After executing the above mentioned tests, it can be said that both of validity 

and reliability of the questionnaire has been approved, and hence, questionnaires are 

ready to be distributed to the sample. 

3.10 conclusion 

This chapter provided the description of the methodology which has been 

implemented. Research design was chosen for this research employed a qualitative 

(focus group) and quantitative (Questionnaire) methodology, which are supposed as 

the most suitable method for the research. 

The chapter also provided a description of the study population and sampling. 

Also, the qualitative data analysis was discussed. Thereafter, both reliability and 

validity have been assured through the instrument design. It finally showed the 

statistical methods implemented in the examination of outcomes. 
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Chapter 4 

Data Analysis and Discussion 

4.1 Introduction 

This core chapter include a complete report of the outcomes obtained from 

implementing the framework analysis for the data acquired from focus groups 

interviews, and statistical examinations on the gathered data from the survey, then a 

discussion of the outcomes with clarifications for the indications of these outcomes. 

Furthermore, it offers a view about the respondents’ demographic and personal data, 

and affords the discrepancy described with statistical tools. Findings will be 

described and discussed. 

4.2 Focus groups' data analysis and discussion 

The main tool in obtaining qualitative data was focus group interviews, focus 

groups could offer data about a variety of concepts and outlooks that people have 

about matters, as well as revealing the alterations in viewpoints between groups of 

persons (Rabiee, 2004). 

4.2.1 Information about the respondents 

Respondents Demography is significant in qualitative analyses, because it 

validates if the responses collected to attain the research objective. (Sultan & Wong, 

2013).  

Focus groups consisted of 14 students, where 7 students participated in each 

one. They represent all the four universities which introduce postgraduate programs 

in the Gaza strip. Further Details of participants are shown in Appendix E. 

4.2.2 Core determinants 

a) Tangibles (Physical environment) 

As the discussion was going on, and the students started to be familiar with the 

subject of service quality dimensions, they were asked about what are the core 

determinants of Service quality from their viewpoint. 

The focus group findings revealed that students considered that physical 

environment and facilities to be one of the most important determinants of service 

quality in their institutions, students view their perception of service quality by 

matching the tangibles accompanying within the institutions. This was stated by 

many participants, for example: 
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[…] All these facilities and equipment are essential to shape the service quality (R4). 

[…] So, we can’t separate the service quality from the physical context which 

presents one of the most main aspects of service quality (R9). 

This dimension is equivalent to (Tangibles) dimension proposed in 

SERVQUAL scale (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988), which is about physical 

facilities, equipment, personnel, and communication materials. Also, LeBlanc and 

Nguyen (1997) found that (physical evidence) is one of the service quality main 

factors, which refer to the tangible cues accompanying with the institution’s service 

system and its facilities. While, Kwan and Ng (1999) reached to the same result with 

(facilities) dimension.  

b) Course content 

Also, Students tend to assess service quality in terms of course content, as it 

was stated by most of them, for example: 

The course contents is the utmost thing that the student are looking for … (R2). 

I consider the academic content is one of the most important aspects that shape 

my impression about the educational service in the institution … (R10). 

Everything is spinning around the lecturer and the content introduced (R13). 

The focus group outcomes were aligned with literature, where Kwan and Ng 

(1999), pointed that (Course Content) is one of the core indicators of service quality 

in higher education institutions, this aspect is about the usefulness of the course in 

both career development and personal growth. 

c) Academic staff efficiency 

Moreover, the outcomes suggested that Academic staff efficiency was one of 

the significant concerns that play an important role in forming the perceived service 

quality, where many students talk about it, for example: 

The personality and performance of the lecturers and professors is one key 

issues in the quality of service introduced … (R1). 

The impression that mostly remains engraved in the memory is the dealings of 

the lecturer and his performance and the extent of benefiting from his experience 

(R7). 

Everything is spinning around the lecturer and the content introduced (R13). 
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The aspect (Academic staff efficiency) is compatible with the findings of 

LeBlanc and Nguyen (1997), which indicates to it by (contact personnel/ faculty) that 

consist of aspects connected to the performance of lecturers and their capacity to 

motivate trust and confidence. As well as, their capacity to stimulate trust and 

confidence, and afford personal courtesy to students in a proficient and helpful way, 

influencing service quality in higher education. 

d & e) Empathy and Responsiveness 

It was also shown by focus group answers, the valuation of service quality was 

influenced essentially by two major aspects, namely, empathy and responsiveness 

afforded by the service suppliers, in this context, for example, respondents stated 

that: 

[…] so, the care and help from the staff of the university forms one of the 

determinants that can’t be separated from service quality construct (R6). 

[…] service quality can’t be imagined without the care and help from service 

providers in the time I need it (R10). 

It is important to feel the concern from the upper levels of managements, and 

their tendency to hear students’ voice (R11). 

I’m excited about if they really can do their best in helping me, in that times when I 

need help (R12). 

This can be matched with (Empathy) dimension (Abdullah, 2006a; 

Parasuraman et al., 1988) which indicates to caring, personalized courtesy the 

organization offers to its students. This aspect was also pointed out in Kwan and Ng 

(1999) research as “concern for students”, which introduced as a reflection to the 

students value of the services of counselors who they seek a help from, and the 

providing of upward communication channels to introduce their feedback, 

complaints and ideas to the upper management. 

Also it is connected, in its another side, to the concept of (responsiveness) 

dimension (LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1988) which indicates to 

the Readiness to help customers and deliver prompt service in timely manner. This 

dimension has been later, in the discussion, differentiated more distinctly from the 

mere care and empathy concept. 
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f) Economic side 

The dimension which is at most not proposed in literature is the economic side 

and its implications on service quality, which is considered as a vital aspect in each 

aspect in the life in the Gaza strip because of the difficult economic situation due to 

siege and political situation. 

Number of participants confirmed the importance of existence of economic 

facilitation for the students: 

In these situations in Gaza, the existence of financial facilities is considered a 

must (R1). 

 There is a need to understand and to deal with the economic circumstances of 

the students … (R4). 

This dimension was rarely discussed in literature as a dimension of service 

quality, this may be due to the special situation of the Gaza strip. Angell, Heffernan, 

and Megicks (2008) “Service quality in postgraduate education” mentioned (cost) as 

a factor of service quality, connected to matters of cost and value. These tend to be 

matters of tuition fees, and the expenditure in other facilities. 

Cost and financial facilitation is important for the major of postgraduate 

students because it is has a higher cost and self-funded (R5). 

g) Reputation 

Also, the focus group exposed the importance of reputation of the institute in 

shaping the service quality perception in the minds of its students, the participants 

have many responses in this context: 

[..] The image of the institution will make a positive impressions in the minds 

of the students (R2). 

[..] Usually the reputation indicate to the institution’s management ability to 

build a trustworthy service quality (R14). 

This dimension was mentioned in literature in the research of LeBlanc and 

Nguyen (1997), where (Reputation) is mentioned as one of service quality factors 

which relates to the capacity of the institution to place itself in the awareness of its 

students and is closely related with the image of the institution, and Grönroos (1984) 

described image as a significant factor of perceived service quality. Reputation is tied 

to management’s capability to raise a climate directed at serving the needs of its 
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students and to the image of the university. Meanwhile reputation is constructed by 

the reliable activities of each member of the university, management is working in 

close coordination with employees and university should set quality criterion for all 

modules of the service system to guarantee that student expectations were met 

(LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997). 

h) Attention for scientific research 

One of the core determinants of the service quality structure in higher 

education institutions from students' view that revealed during focus groups was the 

concern for scientific research, and many students focused on its importance in their 

academic life, for example: 

[…], So it is a must to have a clear methodology to strengthen the students’ 

abilities in the field of scientific research (R9). 

We concern for improving our scientific research abilities and career 

opportunities […] (R8). 

During the search through the literature, there was no clear evidence about this 

dimension in the well-known papers in the field of service quality.  But, it was 

mentioned as factor or item in the models and surveys such in (Jain, Sahney, & 

Sinha, 2013; Sultan & Wong, 2010).  

So, focus group results indicate that there are 8 dimensions’ of service quality 

in higher education institutions from postgraduates’ perspective: 

1. Tangibles (Physical environment), 

2. Course content, 

3. Academic staff efficiency, 

4. Empathy, 

5. Responsiveness, 

6. Economic side, 

7. Reputation, 

8. Attention for Research. 

These dimensions were a foundation for further investigation for sub-factors of 

service quality system. 
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4.2.3 Sub-factors 

a) Tangibles (Physical Environment) Dimension 

The discussion at this phase began to address, in detail, the main determinants 

one after the other. In the first stage, indicators were obtained for a number of 

important issues that were summarized at the end of the first phase of the discussion. 

The first question was about the Tangibles (physical environment), and what are the 

most important aspects that are considered, from the perspective of students, to make 

them think that the university has an interest in the service quality. 

Multiple answers were received from the participating students, among them: 

The library that contains the most important books one of the main components 

(R5). 

[…] The most important thing in the library is to contain the latest scientific 

publications (R7). 

The classrooms and their facilities are important in assessing quality of service 

(R13). 

[…] Hall ventilation and lighting is essential (R1). 

The university's interest in having qualified public facilities is an important 

indicator of its interest in students' requirements (R10). 

One aspect of excellence, is the University's interest in having facilities that 

take into account persons with disabilities (R8). 

Green spaces should be available for sitting and studying (R2). 

We come directly to university after work time, we need a cafeteria offering 

good food and drinks (R1). 

There were many contributions from the attendance about the subject, which 

led to the formation of an image about the most important items belonging to 

(Tangibles) dimension from their perspective. 

This dimension of service quality is considered crucial, outcomes and results of 

this dimension were attractive, and the respondents attitude show that it’s very 

important indicator for service quality in their universities. This is consistent with 

literature (Joseph & Joseph, 1997; LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997; Parasuraman et al., 

1988). 
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All items were high in their relative importance for the students, which 

indicates that the physical environment elements around the students are qualities 

which they are looking for and rating it as an important indicator of service quality. 

Adequate preparation and satisfactory equipment within the halls play a significant 

role in this dimension. Universities should pay attention to these items and try to 

recognize that those are rights that the students pay for and supposed to be taken with 

care. Since education life is long period, quality of facilities is vital. 

b) Course Content Dimension 

The discussion then turned to talk about the second dimension, course content, 

which was considered by a number of students, in the first stage of the focus group, 

as one of the most important dimensions that constitute the service quality in higher 

education institutions. The responses of the participants were as follows: 

[…] So, there should be a link between what is taught academically as required 

on one hand, and what is needed in the labor market on the other hand (R5). 

There is a continuous scientific development happening in the world, we must 

cope with this development in our curriculum […] (R9). 

[…] Specialized and in-depth topics should be addressed in the field of study 

(R4). 

At that time, there was another perspective about the specialization, which 

suggested a comprehensive programs, in aim of keeping up with the complicated 

market needs: 

[…] So, there is a need to create programs that include more than one 

specialization (R1). 

During the discussion, it was clear that there was a complaint in some courses 

of the existence of material to be returned, similar to what was studied in the 

bachelor's degree, and this induced the suggestion of: 

The need to provide advanced content, more than what has been studied in the 

bachelor (R13). 

Through these responses, a number of (course content) elements have been 

collected. These elements constitute the students’ perspectives about what is really 

needed to be introduced in the courses that their university offer. 
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Kwan and Ng (1999) pointed out the importance of offering a content which 

contribute in career development and fulfilling personal needs, so it is a must to have 

a linkage between what is introduced in the academic contents and what is really 

needed in the labor market and practical life, and that was pointed out by Angell et 

al. (2008) who stated that postgraduate students think that their university is 

responsible to offer support in their advancement to the workplace. 

c) Academic Staff Efficiency Dimension 

After that, the discussion started about the third dimension which was extracted 

at the first phase of the discussion, namely, academic staff efficiency. The students 

were asked about the most important characteristics that should be available in the 

academic staff, and those which the university need to maintain. Answers reflected a 

wide variety of viewpoints: 

[...] The role of the lecturer is essential in linking theoretical aspects with the 

practical aspects of life and the labor market (R3). 

At that point, there was comment on this matter: 

[…] This comes from the experience and knowledge of the lecturer in the 

conditions of the labor market […] (R7). 

The lecturer must be familiar with the scientific aspects of the course […] (R9). 

Some information needs to be explained in detail, and this requires that the 

lecturer has the ability to facilitate and simplify the information (R11). 

There is an important role in this aspect that the university should do, namely, 

monitoring the efficiency of lecturers (R4). 

By investigating the elements of (course content) and (academic staff 

efficiency), it is revealed that the academic side of perceived service quality as 

demonstrated from focus group outcomes was consistent with the literature 

(Abdullah, 2006a; Angell et al., 2008; Gatfield, Barker, & Graham, 1999). The 

recent empirical support further emphasize on the crucial role of academic aspects in 

quality-driven university context. 

d) Empathy Dimension 

After that, it was necessary to move on to talk about the administration and the 

aspects that make the students feel the administration's interest and care, the 

respondents have many aspect, such as: 
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The university administration must listen to our voice and take feedback from 

students about different issues […] (R2). 

Because we are new students at the university, we need academic and 

administrative guidance […] (R1). 

The aspect of guidance and mentorship was appeared as an important issue for 

the students, due to their lack of experience and knowledge in the field of scientific 

research. 

This requires careful consideration of the appropriate scheduling for lectures as 

well as exams (R8). 

Why not to be involved in scheduling, or at least hearing our views […] (R14). 

Empathy is pointed in (Abdullah, 2006b; Khalaf & Khourshed, 2017; Yildiz & 

Kara, 2009) and it relates to the providing of personalized care to students with 

perfect understanding of their particular needs while keeping their interest at heart. 

And it can be achieved by understanding student requirements and needs, proposing 

solutions to their definite requirements while being reliable and credible. 

e) Responsiveness Dimension 

The discussion of (Empathy) was mixed with aspects that indicate for timed 

manner of service, which is designated under the (Responsiveness) in the literature, 

these answers emphasized the need of the students to be served in many issues 

immediately, and to take into consideration their special circumstances. 

We need a matters related to the ease and speed of communication with the 

academic and administrative staff, and taking into account the nature of the evening 

attendance of students […] (R6). 

[…] and the presence of administrative staff at the university in evening (R3). 

[…] Therefore, we need to activate the e-services through the university site 

(R11). 

Both (Empathy) and (Responsiveness) indicated that administrative service 

quality have a significance in the assessment of service quality in higher education 

context. Administrative service quality refers to the features of service that offer 

support for smooth running of academic activities (Sultan & Wong, 2013). This may 

contain expertise and capabilities of the administrative staff and their interactions 
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with students. A shortage in administrative service quality may affect the evaluation 

of overall service quality assessment negatively. 

f) Economic side Dimension 

After discussing the academic and administrative aspects that should be 

provided by the university’s administration, the discussion started about the 

"economic side" which occupies a large area in the thinking of postgraduate students 

in the Gaza Strip. The ideas of the students were varied in the discussion about the 

service quality factors in this field: 

The cost of study and the tuition fees are the most important determinants, 

especially with the varying of fees from one university to another (R5). 

There is a shortage of scholarships offered by universities for postgraduate 

students (R3). 

There is a need for installment of tuition fees, either through the university or 

through an agreement financial institutions (R7). 

These items abstracted the needs of students in this field, which was proposed 

and emphasized as one of the important components due to the economic difficulties 

in the Gaza strip. 

g) Reputation Dimension 

Then, discussion shifted to talk about (reputation) dimension that has an impact 

on students' perception of the quality of services in institutions: 

The nationally or internationally award-winning university has an evidence of 

its excellence, and will seek to maintain this differentiation (R9). 

The existence of the university in scientific blocs and international federations 

and the existence of partnerships with international institutions (R5). 

The University's interest in community values is a sign of progress (R8). 

The presence of active and influential community figures within the university 

staff is a proof that this university is present in society and its graduates have respect 

and acceptance in society (R1). 

The university's presence in the media and its interest in advertising will 

improve its image, and thus enrich the image of its graduates (R9). 

This and other aspects may help to develop the reputation of the institution, 

which will help to advance service quality as mentioned previously. 
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h) Attention for Research Dimension 

The discussion here has moved on to a topic at the heart of the educational 

process, and an important aspect that was revealed during the exploration of the core 

dimensions, which is: Attention for research, which consider as one of the most 

important outcomes of the curriculum, the participants talked about many point that 

may consist a methodology to encourage the scientific research in higher education 

institutions:  

The accessibility of the latest scientific papers will have a significant role in 

enhancing students' ability to research and explore (R2). 

When the students have distinct research proposals, the university should 

support the research by all manners, especially to finance it (R12). 

There should be courses to enable students to master computer programs 

related to scientific research, which will be an important transformation (R10). 

Thereafter, the discussion of core determinants and sub-factors concluded. This 

outcomes of focus group will constitute the whole picture of postgraduate 

perspectives about the subject. Consequently, the questionnaire can be developed. 

4.3. Questionnaire Data Analysis and Discussion  

The questionnaire was constituted to fulfill the objectives of the research, and 

to collect the required data to rank focus groups outcomes. Then, data was 

processed and statistically analyzed using the necessary tests, as described in the 

previous chapter. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was utilized 

for the analysis of data to test the study queries and to assess the research results. 

4.3.1 Analysis of Respondents Characteristics 

The following tables demonstrate the sample distribution According to public 

information:  

1. University 

Table (4.1): University 

University Frequency Percentage% 

Islamic 166 54.1 

Al Azhar 109 35.5 

Al Aqsa 21 6.8 

Al Quds open 11 3.6 

Total  307 100.0 
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Table (4.1) shows that 54.1% of the sample were studying in Islamic 

university, 35.5% from AL-Azhar, 6.8% from Al-Aqsa, while 3.6% Al Quds open. 

2. Study Year 

Table (4.2) Study Year 

Study Year Frequency Percentage% 

First 58 18.9 

Second 249 81.1 

Total  307 100.0 

Results in table (4.2) show that 18.9% of the sample first year, while 81.1% 

second year. This show that the majority of students in the questionnaire sample have 

an experience in conditions and requirements of university life. 

3. Cumulative Average 

Table (4.3): Cumulative Average 

Cumulative Average Frequency Percentage% 

Between 90 and 99 47 14.3 

Between 80 and 89.9 220 71.7 

Between 70 and 79.9 40 13.0 

Total  307 100.0 

Table (4.3) results that 15.3% of the sample Cumulative Average for them 

between 90 and 99, 71.7% Between 80 and 89.9, while 13.0% Between 70 and 79.9. 

This shows that 86% of the sample have a high level of education, giving a positive 

impression of their scientific interest and orientation. 

4. Gender 

Table (4.4): Gender 

Gender Frequency Percentage% 

Male 156 50.8 

Female 151 49.2 

Total  307 100.0 

Table (4.4) shows that 50.8% of the sample are male, while 49.2% are female. 

That reflect a balance in gender presentation in the sample, and it is near to the 

proportions in the universities. 

 

 

 

 

 



51 

 

5. Monthly Income 

Table (4.5): Monthly Income 

Monthly Income Frequency Percentage% 

No Income 104 33.9 

less than 1000 NIS 40 13.0 

Between 1000 & 2000 NIS 72 23.5 

Between 2000 & 3000 NIS 53 17.3 

More than 3000 NIS 38 12.4 

Total  307 100.0 

Table (4.5) views that 33.9% of the sample haven't any income, 13% less than 

1000 NIS, 23.5% Between 1000 & 2000 NIS, 17.3% Between 2000 & 3000 NIS, 

while 12.4% More than 3000 NIS.  

As shown, 70.4% of the students have income less than 2,000 NIS, which 

reflect that there would be some financial difficulties due to their low income, and 

that stimulate the need for financial facilities.  

4.3.2 Normality Distribution of Data 

To test the normality of the distribution of Data, One-Sample Kolmogorov – 

Smirnov (KS) test is used. The KS Test is designed to find if the data is normally 

distributed or not. This test is required for testing hypotheses, for the reason that 

most parametric tests need normally-distributed data. 

Table (4.6): One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 

Dimension Z-Value Probability Value 

First dimension: Tangibles (Physical 

environment) 
0.83 0.49 

Second dimension: Course content 0.92 0.36 

Third dimension: Academic staff efficiency 1.09 0.18 

Fourth dimension: Empathy 1.09 0.18 

Fifth dimension: Responsiveness 1.31 0.06 

Sixth dimension: Economic side 0.67 0.76 

Seventh dimension: Reputation 1.13 0.15 

Eighth dimension: Attention for Research 0.70 0.71 

Total questionnaire paragraphs 0.76 0.60 

As shown in Table (4.6), results of probability value in each dimension are 

greater than 0.05 (sig. > 0.05) which proves that data are normally distributed and 

parametric tests can be applied. 

4.3.3 Data Analysis 

To investigate paragraphs of the questionnaire dimensions, the One Sample T-

test is applied to test if the mean of a paragraph is significantly different from a 
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hypothetical value (3); the degree of neutrality (Middle value of Likert scale). 

Furthermore, sign of the Test value designates if the mean is significantly smaller or 

greater than the hypothetical value of 3, i.e. whether the average response increase or 

decrease the degree of neutrality.  If P-value (Sig.) is less than or equal to the level of 

significance, so the paragraph's mean is significantly different from a hypothetical 

value of 3, while if the P-value (Sig.) is greater than the level of significance, α ≤ 

0.05, so the paragraph's mean is insignificantly different from a hypothetical value of 

3. Therefore, analysis results of the research's eight dimensions can be shown as 

follows:  

A. Analysis of Tangibles (Physical Environment) Dimension: 

Table (4.7) represent respondents' answers towards the Tangibles (Physical 

Environment) dimension.  

Table (4.7): Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Tangibles (Physical 

Environment) dimension 
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1 
Existence of a library containing the 

latest versions and important books and 

references. 
4.41 0.90 88.3 27.488 0.000* 3 

2 
Availability of a library providing the 

most important services (stationery - 

photography – printing…).  
4.12 0.95 82.4 20.727 0.000* 7 

3 
Existence of adequate ventilation and 

lighting within the halls. 
4.52 0.75 90.4 35.695 0.000* 1 

4 
The Quality and suitability of the 

classroom equipment (furniture - 

projectors …). 
4.42 0.88 88.3 28.114 0.000* 2 

5 
The closely geographically distribution 

of buildings. 
3.73 1.07 74.5 11.883 0.000* 9 

6 
The existence of Care for public 

facilities (Cafeteria - Bathrooms – 

masjid - … ) 
4.27 0.89 85.5 25.041 0.000* 5 

7 
University care in providing special 

facilities for people with special needs. 
4.29 0.90 85.9 25.087 0.000* 4 

8 
Existence of gardens, green spaces 

within the university. 
4.15 1.00 83.0 20.176 0.000* 6 

9 
Availability of quality food and drinks 

at an acceptable price in the cafeteria. 
3.97 0.97 79.4 17.449 0.000* 8 

Total degree  4.21 0.63 84.2 33.844 0.000*  

* Arithmetic mean is statistical significant at α ≤ 0.05 

// Arithmetic mean is not statistical significant at α ≤ 0.05 
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As shown in table (4.7), the answers of respondents about Tangibles (Physical 

Environment) dimension were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response paragraph is in 

paragraph No. (3): “Adequate ventilation and lighting within the halls”. Where the 

relative weight equals "90.4%" and p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, 

which indicates that there is an approval about this paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight, the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(5): “Distribution of buildings, geographically close”: the relative weight equals 

"74.5%" and p-value equals "0.00" which is less than 0.05, which means there is 

approval on this paragraph. 

Generally, results of all paragraphs of Tangibles (Physical Environment) show that 

the average mean equals "4.21", the relative weight equals "84.2%", the value of T-

test equal "33.844", and p- value equals "0.00", that is smaller than 0.05, and hence 

significant, that indicate that there is an approval on this Tangibles (Physical 

Environment) dimension.  

B. Analysis of Course Content Dimension 

Table (4.8) shows respondents' opinions towards the Course Content dimension. 

Table (4.8): Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Course Content 

dimension 
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1 
Compatibility of curriculum 

with market requirements. 
4.17 0.96 83.3 21.340 0.000* 2 

2 
Keeping up with global 

scientific development. 
4.27 0.92 85.5 24.255 0.000* 1 

3 

Existence of scientific and 

practical courses in support 

with the offered academic 

curriculum. 

3.86 1.07 77.3 14.177 0.000* 5 

4 

Availability of 

specialization in the 

programs offered (in-depth 

specialization). 

4.05 0.94 81.0 19.483 0.000* 4 

5 

Existence of  combined 

programs of more than one 

specialization (e.g.: Politics 

3.29 1.08 65.9 4.751 0.000* 6 
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No. Paragraph 
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and Media, Da’awa and 

Media, Management and 

Entrepreneurship). 

6 

Providing course content 

which is more advanced 

over the undergraduate 

programs. 

4.17 0.91 83.5 22.470 0.000* 2 

Total degree  3.97 0.72 79.4 23.756 0.000*  

* Arithmetic mean is statistical significant at α ≤ 0.05 

As shown in table (4.8), the opinion of respondents about Course Content 

dimension were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response is in paragraph No. (2): 

“Keeping up to date with global scientific development”, the relative weight equals 

"85.5%" and p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which indicate there is 

approval about this paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(5): “Integration of more than one specialization in the program (e.g.: Politics and 

Media, Advocacy and Media, Management and Entrepreneurship..)” the relative 

weight equals "65.9%" and p-value equals "0.000" which is less than 0.05, that 

means there is approval on this paragraph. 

Generally, results of all paragraphs of Course Content represent the average 

mean value is "3.97", and relative weight is "79.4%", the value of T-test equal 

"23.756", and p- value equals "0.00", that is much smaller than 0.05, and hence 

significant, and indicates that there is an approval on Course Content dimension.  

C. Analysis of Academic staff Efficiency Dimension 

Table (4.9) shows respondents' opinions towards the third dimension. 
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Table (4.9): Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Academic Staff 

Efficiency dimension 

No. Paragraph 
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1 

The ability of the lecturer to 

match theoretical aspects with 

practical aspect. 

4.37 0.89 87.4 27.037 0.000* 3 

2 

Presence of experience of the 

lecturer about the labor 

market. 

4.25 0.93 85.0 23.520 0.000* 5 

3 

The ability of the lecturer to 

monitor the hall and exploit 

the lecture time. 

4.36 0.80 87.3 29.793 0.000* 4 

4 

The lecturer’s competence at 

scientific aspects of the 

course. 

4.45 0.75 89.1 33.945 0.000* 1 

5 

The ability of the lecturer to 

communicate and facilitate the 

information. 

4.42 0.80 88.3 30.971 0.000* 2 

6 
Presence of Monitoring on the 

performance of academics. 
4.17 1.05 83.4 19.519 0.000* 6 

Total degree  4.34 0.72 86.8 32.335 0.000*  

* Arithmetic mean is statistical significant at 05.0  

// Arithmetic mean is not statistical significant at 05.0  

As shown in table (4.9), the opinion of respondents about Academic staff 

Efficiency dimension were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response is in paragraph No. (4): 

“The lecturer’s competence in the aspects of the scientific material”, the relative 

weight equals "89.1%", p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which 

indicate an approval on this paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(2): “The presence of knowledge and experience of the lecturer about the labor 

market”, the relative weight equals "85%" and p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller 

than 0.05, which indicate an approval on this paragraph. 

Generally, the results of all paragraphs of Academic staff efficiency show that 

the average mean equals "4.34", the relative weight equals "86.8%", the value of T-

test equal "32.335", while p- value equals "0.00", that is smaller than 0.05, and hence 

significant. Which indicate an approval on Academic staff Efficiency dimension.  
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D. Analysis of Empathy Dimension 

Table (4.10) shows respondents' opinions towards the Empathy dimension. 

Table (4.10): Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Empathy dimension 

No. Paragraph 
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1 
Participation of students in 

scheduling lectures. 
3.51 1.15 70.3 7.841 0.000* 5 

2 
Participation of students in 

scheduling tests. 
3.53 1.17 70.7 8.024 0.000* 4 

3 

Attracting ideas from students 

in the development of the 

educational process. 

3.91 1.01 78.2 15.861 0.000* 2 

4 
Introducing an academic 

mentorship. 
3.76 1.03 75.2 12.880 0.000* 3 

5 
Existence of care about the 

feedback from students. 
4.06 1.03 81.2 18.087 0.000* 1 

Total degree  3.76 0.84 75.1 15.867 0.000*  

* Arithmetic mean is statistical significant at 05.0  

As shown in table (4.10), the opinion of respondents about Empathy dimension 

were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response is in paragraph No. (5): 

“Care about the feedback from students” the relative weight equals "81.2%" and p-

value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which indicates an approval about this 

paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(1): “Participation of students in the scheduling of lectures”, the relative weight 

equals "70.3%" , p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which indicates an 

approval on this paragraph. 

Generally, the outcomes of entire paragraphs of Empathy express that the 

average mean equals "3.76", and relative weight is "75.1%", the value of T-test equal 

"15.867", p- value equals "0.00", that is smaller than 0.05, and hence significant. 

Which indicates an approval on Empathy dimension.  

E. Analysis of Responsiveness Dimension 

Table (4.11) shows respondents' opinions towards the Responsiveness dimension. 
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Table (4.11): Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Responsiveness 

dimension 

No. Paragraph 
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1 

Identifying suitable office 

hours for postgraduate 

students. 

3.96 1.11 79.2 15.198 0.000* 3 

2 

Existence of easy 

communication with 

lecturers. 

4.18 1.04 83.6 19.921 0.000* 2 

3 

Providing evening 

administrative services for 

postgraduate students. 

3.92 1.17 78.4 13.755 0.000* 4 

4 

Ease of accomplishing 

transactions through the 

university website. 

4.20 1.04 83.9 20.101 0.000* 1 

Total degree  4.06 0.93 81.3 20.009 0.000*  

* Arithmetic mean is statistical significant at 05.0  

As shown in table (4.11), the opinion of respondents about Responsiveness 

dimension were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response is in paragraph No. (4): 

“Easy completion of transactions through the university website”, the relative weight 

is "83.9%", p-value is "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, that indicate there is approval 

on this paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(3): “Provides evening administrative services for postgraduate students”, the relative 

weight equals "78.4%", p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which 

indicates an approval on this paragraph. 

In General, the outcomes of the paragraphs of Responsiveness express that the 

average mean is "4.06", relative weight is "81.3%", the value of T-test equal 

"20.009", p-value equals "0.000", that is smaller than 0.05, and hence significant, 

which indicates there is approval on Responsiveness dimension.  

F. Analysis of Economic Side Dimension 

Table (4.12) shows respondents' opinions towards the Economic Side dimension. 
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Table (4.12): Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Economic Side 

dimension 

No. Paragraph 
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1 

The competitive price of study 

fees compared to similar 

universities. 

3.90 1.30 78.0 12.162 0.000* 3 

2 
Availability of internal 

scholarships for students. 
3.90 1.45 78.0 10.940 0.000* 4 

3 
Possibility of installment of 

the study fees. 
4.18 1.16 83.5 17.832 0.000* 1 

4 

Existence of agreements with 

financial organizations to 

install and pay study fees. 

4.05 1.25 81.0 14.762 0.000* 2 

Total degree  4.01 1.15 80.2 15.362 0.000*  

* arithmetic mean is statistical significant at 05.0  

As shown in table (4.12), the opinion of respondents about Economic Side 

dimension were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response is in paragraph No. (3): 

“Possibility of installment of the study fees”, the relative weight equals "83.5%", p-

value equals "0.00" that  is smaller than 0.05, which indicates an approval on this 

paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(2): “Availability of internal scholarships for students”, the relative weight equals 

"78%", p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which indicates an approval 

on this paragraph. 

Generally, results of “Economic side” paragraphs illustrate that average mean 

is "4.01", relative weight is "80.2%", the value of T-test equal "15.362", and p-value 

equals "0.00", that is smaller than 0.05, and hence significant, which indicates an 

approval on this dimension.  
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G. Analysis of Reputation Dimension: 

Table (4.13) shows respondents' opinions towards the Reputation dimension. 

Table (4.13) Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Reputation dimension 

No. Paragraph 
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1 

Receiving local and 

international awards by the 

university. 

4.03 0.90 80.5 19.978 0.000* 4 

2 

Taking into consideration the 

community values by the 

university. 

4.28 0.85 85.5 26.180 0.000* 1 

3 

The presence of influential 

community figures “staff and 

academics”. 

4.07 0.91 81.4 20.484 0.000* 2 

4 

University membership in 

scientific and global 

organizations and blocs. 

4.05 0.91 81.0 20.348 0.000* 3 

5 
University concern in media 

and advertising. 
3.83 0.93 76.6 15.633 0.000* 5 

Total degree  4.05 0.72 81.0 25.603 0.000*  

* arithmetic mean is statistical significant at 05.0  

As shown in table (4.13), the opinion of respondents about Reputation 

dimension were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response is in paragraph No. (2): 

“Taking into consideration the community values by the university”, the relative 

weight equals "85.5%", p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which 

indicates an approval on this paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(5): “University concern in media and advertising”, the relative weight equals 

"76.6%", p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which indicates an approval 

on this paragraph. 

Generally, results of "Reputation" paragraphs of  express an average mean of 

"4.05", relative weight of "81%", the value of T-test equal "25.603", p-value equals 

"0.00", that is smaller than 0.05, and hence significant, which indicates an approval 

on Reputation dimension.  

H. Analysis of Attention for Research Dimension 

Table (4.14) shows respondents' opinions towards the eighth dimension. 
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Table (4.14): Results of T-test, mean & relative weight for Attention for 

Research dimension 

No. Paragraph 

M
ea

n
 

S
ta

n
d

a
rd

 

d
ev

ia
ti

o
n

 

R
el

a
ti

v
e 

W
ei

g
h

t 
%

 

T
-t

es
t 

S
ig

 l
ev

el
 

R
a

n
k

  

1 
Free subscription in the 

scientific databases. 
4.34 0.99 86.8 23.705 0.000* 1 

2 
Financing of distinguished 

scientific research for students. 
4.31 1.09 86.2 21.048 0.000* 2 

3 

Providing courses to ensure 

the mastery of computerized 

scientific research programs. 

4.26 1.02 85.3 21.735 0.000* 3 

4 

Holding scientific conferences 

by the university in the aspects 

of the study. 

4.19 1.00 83.7 20.760 0.000* 4 

Total degree  4.28 0.90 85.5 24.690 0.000*  

* arithmetic mean is statistical significant at 05.0  

// arithmetic mean is not statistical significant at 05.0  

As shown in table (4.14), the opinion of respondents about Attention for 

Research dimension were as follows: 

According to the relative weight, the highest response is in paragraph No. (1): 

“Free subscription for students in the international electronic databases”, the relative 

weight equals "86.8%", p-value equals "0.00" that is smaller than 0.05, which 

indicates an approval on this paragraph.   

While, according to the relative weight the lowest response is in paragraph No. 

(4): “The existence of scientific conferences held by the University in the aspects of 

the study”, the relative weight equals "83.7%", p-value equals "0.00" which is 

smaller than 0.05, which indicates an approval on this paragraph. 

Generally, results of all paragraphs of "Attention for Research" express an 

average mean of "4.28", the relative weight equals "85.5%", the value of T-test equal 

"24.690", and p-value equals "0.00", that is smaller than 0.05, and hence significant. 

Which indicates an approval on Attention for Research dimension.  

4.4 Ranking of Research Outcomes 

One objective of current research is to rank determinants and factors emerged 

in focus group discussions. Table (4.15) shows the ranking of core service quality 
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determinants in higher education from Postgraduate students' perspective due to their 

relative weight. 

Table (4.15): Core determinants ranking due to relative weight 

Rank Determinant Relative weight% 

1.  Academic Staff Efficiency 86.8 

2.  Attention for Research 85.5 

3.  Tangibles (Physical Environment) 84.2 

4.  Responsiveness 81.3 

5.  Reputation 81 

6.  Economic Side 80.2 

7.  Course Content 79.4 

8.  Empathy 75.1 

9.  Average 81.7 

It is obvious that quantitative analysis proved that the outcomes of the 

discussion within the focus groups. The overall rate of relative importance of outputs 

was 81.7%, declaring that the qualitative outcomes were reflective of the realistic 

requirements of postgraduate students. 

Each sub-factor was ranked within its main determinant, and its ranking was 

shown in each table. Table (4.16) shows the top ten factors in the research, which 

indicate the significant aspects of service quality in university environment, due to 

respondents' answers. 

Table (4.16): Top factors due to respondents' answers 

Rank Paragraph 
Relative 

Weight % 

1.  
Existence of adequate ventilation and lighting within the 

halls. 
90.4 

2.  The lecturer’s competence at scientific aspects of the course. 89.1 

3.  
The ability of the lecturer to communicate and facilitate the 

information. 
88.3 

4.  
Existence of a library containing the latest versions and 

important books and references. 
88.3 

5.  
The Quality and suitability of the classroom equipment 

(furniture - projectors …). 
88.3 

6.  
The ability of the lecturer to match theoretical aspects with 

practical aspect. 
87.4 

7.  
The ability of the lecturer to monitor the hall and exploit the 

lecture time. 
87.3 

8.  Free subscription in the scientific databases. 86.8 

9.  Financing of distinguished scientific research for students. 86.2 

10.  
University care in providing special facilities for people with 

special needs. 
85.9 
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These factors can provide us with a total view of the items which proposed as a 

priority to achieve service quality in higher education institutes in the Gaza strip. 

These top ten factors are about three main determinants which are (Academic Staff 

Efficiency, Attention for research and Tangibles), which –in fact- were the top three 

core determinants. 

These results must drive universities to more attention for more prioritizing of 

the determinants and factors that form the service quality in university context. 

4.5 Research Hypotheses Testing 

A. There is a statistical significant differences at level α ≤ 0.05 in the Service 

Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors 

from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to Study 

Year. 

Table (4.17): Results of T-test for two independent samples due to Study Year 

Study Year average STD  T Sig 

First 4.05 0.53 
0.618 0.537// 

Second 4.10 0.63 

To test the hypothesis, T-test for two independent samples has been used and 

results in table (4.17) express p-value (sig) corresponding to T-test is 0.537 which is more 

than the significance level  (α ≤ 0.05 ), and therefore, it is concluded that there is significant 

no differences in the averages of the research responses about the Service Quality in 

Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors from a 

Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to Study Year. 

B. There is a statistical significant differences at level α ≤ 0.05  in the Service 

Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors 

from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to 

Cumulative Average. 

Table (4.18): Results of variance analysis due to Cumulative Average 

Source of  

variation 
Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F Sig level 

Between groups 4.866 2 2.433 

6.703 0.001* Within groups 110.342 304 0.363 

Total 115.208 306  

* Value of "sig" statistically significant 
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To test the hypothesis, (One-Way ANOVA) test has been utilized to study the 

differences in Service Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants 

and sub-factors from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to 

Cumulative Average. Results, as revealed in table (4.18), indicate that p-value (sig) 

equals 0.00 that is smaller than the significance level (α ≤ 0.05 ), so it can be decided that 

there are differences in the averages of the research responses about the Service Quality 

in Higher Education from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due 

to Cumulative Average. 

To detect these differences, Scheffe test is used and comparisons are as shown in 

(Table 4.16):  

Table (4.19): Results of Scheffe test for differences according to Cumulative 

Average 

Cumulative Average average Between 90 and 99 Between 80 and 89.9 

Between 

70 and 

79.9 

Between 90 and 99 4.26 1 * * 

Between 80 and 89.9 4.02  1 * 

Between 70 and 79.9 4.33   1 

* Value of "sig" statistically significant 

// Value of "sig" not statistically significant 

It's clear that the students their Cumulative Average (Between 90 and 99) saw 

that Service Quality in Higher Education with degree more than the students their 

Cumulative Average (Between 80 and 89.9), and the students their Cumulative 

Average (Between 70 and 79.9) saw that Service Quality in Higher Education with 

degree more than the students their Cumulative Average (Between 90 and 99) and 

(Between 80 and 89.9). 

C. There is a statistical significant differences at level α ≤ 0.05  in the Service 

Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors 

from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to gender. 

Table (4.20): Results of T-test for two independent samples due to gender 

Gender average STD  T Sig 

Male  4.03 0.61 
1.683 0.093// 

Female  4.15 0.61 

To test the hypothesis, T-test for two independent samples has been used and results 

in table (4.20) show the p-value (sig) corresponding to T-test is 0.093 which is more 

than the significance level  (α ≤ 0.05 ), and therefore, it is concluded that there is 
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significant no differences in the averages of the research responses about the Service 

Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors from a 

Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to gender. 

This made it unnecessary to test the needs and wants of males and females separately, 

and this was obvious from the outcomes of focus groups which was similar for both 

male and female students. 

D. There is a statistical significant differences at level α ≤ 0.05 in the Service 

Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-factors 

from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to Monthly 

Income. 

Table (4.21): Results of variance analysis due to Monthly Income 

Source of  

variation 
Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F Sig level 

Between groups 3.436 4 0.859 

2.321 0.067// Within groups 111.772 302 0.370 

Total 115.208 306  

* Value of "sig" statistically significant 

To test the hypothesis, (One-Way ANOVA) test was utilized to investigate the 

differences in Service Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants 

and sub-factors from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to 

Monthly Income. Results, as expressed in table (4.21), indicate that the p-value (sig) 

equals 0.067 that is more than the significance level (α ≤ 0.05), thus it can be concluded 

that there are no differences in the averages of the research responses about the Service 

Quality in Higher Education core Determinants and sub-factors from a Postgraduate 

Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip due to Monthly income. 
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Chapter 5 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

This concluding chapter endeavors to highlight and summarize the important 

influences of this research. Definitely, the concentration would be on explicating 

how research question is responded in the research. 

5.1 General discussion 

The purpose of the research is to get an enhanced insight of the dimensions that 

define students’ opinions of service quality in higher education. However the 

significance of service quality is broadly recognized, important disagreements occur 

in its evaluation. These differences directed researchers to advance diverse service 

quality models (such as: SERVQUAL, SERVPERF, HEdPERF, …) offered in the 

literature (Yildiz & Kara, 2009). Though, in spite of their diversity, there is no 

agreement on which model should be implemented to assess service quality 

(Abdullah, 2006a). It is argued that utmost of the divergences in the literature are 

produced by the compound environment of services (Yildiz & Kara, 2009). It was  

proposed that higher education institutes should observe the quality of services they 

introduce and make endless developments (Cronin Jr & Taylor, 1992). But, the 

evaluation of service quality is complex in higher education due to the different and 

inconsistent customers. While students are the service's products and its basic 

customers, students are often called as customers (de Jager & Gbadamosi, 2013) and 

their observations of the characteristics of higher education is extensively believed as 

crucial to the quality in universities. Additionally, as the higher education has 

reformed expressively (the quick increase of schools and universities, enlarged 

competition for narrow number of students, and significant increases in life costs), 

universities should think in a different way about the role of student contentment for 

the universities' persistence and advancement. 

Consequently, complication linked to the exclusive environment in universities 

joined with divergences between researchers about the applicability of diverse 

models, made the concern of service quality in higher education more difficult to 

measure (Yildiz & Kara, 2009). 

Hereafter, the key objective of this research was to build and validate a model 

for evaluating service quality in the higher education institutions, which is consistent 
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with students' perspectives. The outcomes afford empirical evidence that there are 

eight dimensions of service quality in higher education from perspective of 

postgraduate students' (i.e. Tangibles, Course Content, Academic Staff Efficiency, 

Empathy, Responsiveness, Economic Side, Reputation and Attention for Research), 

which have a high importance due to their relative weight, and it is ranging 75.1% 

(Empathy) to 86.8% (Academic Staff efficiency). 

The findings of this research are consistent with literature and findings of 

(Abdullah, 2006a; Angell et al., 2008; Cronin Jr & Taylor, 1992; Joseph & Joseph, 

1997; LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1988; Rojas-Méndez, Vasquez-

Parraga, Kara, & Cerda-Urrutia, 2009; Yildiz & Kara, 2009). The (Tangibles, 

Empathy and Responsiveness) dimensions are consistent with SERVQUAL 

(Parasuraman et al., 1988) and also (empathy) corresponds with  HEdPERF model 

(Abdullah, 2006a). 

The (Academic Staff Efficiency) dimension which is consistent with findings 

of (Gatfield et al., 1999; Khalaf & Khourshed, 2017; Rojas-Méndez et al., 2009; 

Sultan & Wong, 2010) has the highest relative weight, which indicates to the 

performance of the academic staff as one of most important aspects that is expose the 

service quality in the educational process. Since achieving the objectives of the 

university is the responsibility of its employees, the academic staff is the basic front 

for the students. Also, other dimensions such as (Empathy and Reputation) are linked 

to academic staff efficiency, In addition to having a direct impact on the selection 

and presentation of the course content, as well as being an essential part of the 

university's (Responsiveness) to students' needs and requirements. 

The (Attention for Research) has the next importance index due to relative 

weight, this dimension is unique in research because it wasn't addressed as an 

independent dimension, but it was declared as a factor in one dimensions of the 

model or survey, such in (Jain et al., 2013; Sultan & Wong, 2010). Culture of 

encouraging research should be spread, it is clear that the students need to have 

access to universal scientific databases to be update with the latest developments and 

progress in their fields, that is corresponding with their need to (course content) 

which is compatible with the latest advancements in their study field. 
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This prioritizing of dimensions indicate to the importance of aspects that 

emphasize the duties of instructors, and it highlights main characteristics such as 

having good attitude, positive communication ability, delivering sufficient 

consultation, and being capable in  providing response to students. Additional 

significant elements focus on the reputation of the institution, especially its capability 

to be consistent with community values, and finally having highly reputable 

academic staff with remarkable contributions. 

 

5.2 Conclusion 

a) Tangibles (Physical environment): It has been argued that the essential 

difference between services and products is the (intangibility) and this has an 

important impact on the management of services (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & 

Berry, 1985). This frequently makes it hard for students to recognize service 

quality and, as a consequence, more problematic for universities to recognize how 

students perceive and assess a service. Intangibility indicates that a student’s 

perception of quality is regularly built on physical sign and value more than the 

principal service, this refers to the surroundings where the service is provided and 

where the institution and the student interact and also any tangible wares that 

facilitate the educational process or delivering of the service (Zeithaml, 

Parasuraman, & Berry, 1992). This reveals that the physical evidence of education 

service can influence the service experience. Many types of facilities have a 

special importance in universities, and taking care of these facilities will support 

service quality in the institution. In addition, proper preparation of classrooms and 

the creation of appropriate conditions will be important from the students' point of 

view.  

b) Course content: Education is a complex process; course content item has the core 

factors that the education system depends upon. The course content is seen 

essential in fulfilling the needs of students in career development and personal 

advance. It is essential to provide advanced content which is compatible with the 

continuous global developments in the field of study, a content which can 

generate a link with the latest findings and outcomes in the study aspects. This 
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will empower the students with sufficient knowledge and skills needed in labor 

market, which will contribute to strengthening graduates professionally. 

c) Academic staff efficiency: outcomes of this dimension were one of the most 

important aspects for the students, since it is supposed that the efficiency of the 

academic staff will be reflected to the efficiency and excellence of the students. 

They are the primary provider of the core service “education”. Each member of 

the academic staff is supposed to develop the university environment by 

education, applied research and service that support the institutional duty. 

Basically, every member of the academic staff, will be held liable for proficient 

and effective performance and foster collegial interactions with administrators, 

colleagues, students and the whole community. 

d) Empathy: when students feel comfortable, connected and involved in the main 

aspects of the life inside the university, they will be more belonging to it. Care 

should be focused on listening to students and attempt to give response to them. It 

is necessary to offer individual care to show to the students that the institution 

does best to fulfill their needs.  

In this competitive environment, the students’ requirements are increasing day 

after day and it is the institutions' duties to act their best to meet the demands of its 

primary customers, else students who do not have individual care will search 

elsewhere. 

In this context, it is needed to capture the requirements and feedback from the 

students to afford them with the best service quality. This practice is all about taking 

the initiative and continuously innovative to capture the changing requirements of the 

students. 

e) Responsiveness: since being able to communicate and the ease of completion of 

different transactions, this will be reflected positively to the quality of services. 

This dimension emphasizes attention and swiftness in dealing with students’ 

demands, complaints and problems. Responsiveness is interconnected to 

customers by extent of time they have to wait for support, replies to requests or 

helpfulness to problems. It is also significant to capture the notion of flexibility 

and ability to customize the service to students’ needs. 
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f) Economic side:  this dimension has a special of high importance to students. The 

economy of Gaza – assailed by war, poor governance and a blockade – has 

reached the “verge of collapse” with suffering the highest rate of unemployment 

in the world (Beaumont, 2015). 

This indicates the importance of the financial part of the process with the 

notion of financial situation, since most students are looking for an affordable 

university.  So, universities should be interested in finding financial facilities in a 

variety of ways. 

g) Reputation: it could be considered as a sign of quality and competitiveness. 

Good corporate reputation help firms to differentiate from their competitors and 

gain a competitive edge.  

The role of administrative and academic staff is essential to promote the 

reputation of the institution, and to reflect a good image. Also the vital role of media 

in persuading students, media is an important tool since it can reach the audience 

everywhere and provide the needed information. 

h) Attention for research: One of the most important results came out from the study 

are the research dimension’s outcomes. These results represent the core and the 

main wanted goal from the higher education process. The higher the ability for the 

students of making professional research means the higher performance of the 

quality of the higher education’s institutes. 

The students had the required awareness of research’s importance which they 

expressed it by their answers in focus group and their choices at the questionnaire. 

The subscription in the international electronic database had the first rank, which 

implies the student’s desire of having the access to the most new and relative 

international researches. This gives the ability for the students to keep updating with 

the international knowledge and fulfilling the accumulative concept. Then, financing 

the researches of students considered as an important indicator of service quality. 

This could be also have a link with the economic circumstances of these students, 

which may depriving them from conducting scientific research.  

The previous results imply that the higher education’s institutions should take 

into account the important role of the research in enhancing the quality of the higher 
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education. So, there must be a strategy to develop student’s abilities in the field of 

scientific research. 

5.2 Recommendations 

 Adopting this scale as a measure of service quality in postgraduate context at 

universities in the Gaza strip. 

 University administration should ensure a supportive and interactive learning 

environment for the students. 

 Care should be directed toward the library, providing the needed references to 

students. 

 Improve the facilities to meet demands of people with special needs. 

 Enhance the cafeteria area, with fresh food and drink, with a fresh looking. 

 The teaching methods and curriculum need improvements, to meet the need of 

balancing theoretical-practical exposure within the curriculum.  

 Create a sense of informal friendly environment between professors, students and 

employees, these emotional connections play a vital role. 

 Afford the opportunity to students to take part in different occasions at the 

university, and to take their voice and feedback into consideration. 

 University should promote its role in communicating with the outside community, 

and care should be directed toward media tools of the university.  

 Making partnership agreements with the research institutes and universities 

locally and abroad. 

 Benchmarking the leading universities experiences. 

 Funding the scientific research in the most needed fields to motivate the 

researchers. 

 Providing professional, updated and free scientific databases for research. 

 Building the capacities for the researchers by providing the help from the most 

experienced professors during the research process. 

 Initiating conferences in all fields periodically involving all related fields. 

 Assigning awards and special support for students’ scientific contribution. 
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Appendix (A): Service quality dimensions in higher education – Literature 

Review 

Authors and 

date of 

publication 

Dimensions 
No. of 

Dimensions 

No. of 

items 
Country 

(LeBlanc & 

Nguyen, 1997) 

Contact personnel/faculty, contact 

personnel/ administration, 

responsiveness, reputation, 

curriculum, physical evidence and 

access to facilities 

7 38 Canada 

(Joseph & Joseph, 

1997) 

Program, academic reputation, 

physical aspects, career 

opportunities, location, time and 

other 

7 20 
New 

Zealand 

(Kwan & Ng, 

1999) 

Course content, concern for 

students, facilities, assessment, 

medium of instruction, social 

activities and people. 

7 31 

China and 

Hong 

Kong 

(Gatfield et al., 

1999) 

Academic instruction, campus life, 

guidance and recognition 
4 26 Australia 

(Abdullah, 2006a) 
Non-academic, academic, reliability 

and empathy 
4 35 Malaysia 

(Angell et al., 

2008) 

Academic, leisure, industry links 

and cost 
4 18 UK 

(Yildiz & Kara, 

2009) 

Academic aspects, Empathy and 

Access 
3 30 Turkey 

(Rojas-Méndez, 

Vasquez-Parraga, 

Kara, & Cerda-

Urrutia, 2009) 

Instructors, program director, 

secretaries, service attitude and 

competence development. 

5 18 Chile 

(P. Sultan & H. 

Wong, 2010) 

Dependability, effectiveness, 

capability, efficiency, competencies, 

assurance, unusual situation 

management and semester-syllabus 

8 67 Japan 

(Jain et al., 2013) 

Input Quality, Curriculum, 

Academic Facilities, Industry 

Interaction, Interaction Quality, 

Support Facilities and Non-

Academic Processes 

7 26 India 

(Teeroovengadum 

et al., 2016) 

Administrative Quality, Physical 

Environment Quality, Core 

Educational Quality, Support 

Facilities Quality and 

Transformative Quality 

7 48 Mauritius. 

(Khalaf & 

Khourshed, 2017) 

Staff reliability and responsiveness, 

Academic staff competency, 

Program design and arrangements , 

Staff assurance, Staff empathy, 

Facilities (tangibles), Institute 

reputation and Institute 

(information) access) 

8 33 Egypt 
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Appendix (B): Arbitrators 

No. Name University 

1.  Prof. Mohammad Miqdad Islamic University – Gaza 

2.  Prof. Salah Al-Agha Islamic University – Gaza 

3.  Dr. Khalid Dahleez Islamic University – Gaza 

4.  Dr. Magdy Aqel Islamic University – Gaza 

5.  Dr. Mohammad Abu ouda Islamic University – Gaza 

6.  Dr. Khalil Hammad Al-Aqsa University 

7.  Dr. Naser Eid Al-Aqsa University 

8.  Dr. Ayman Al-Ashqar Al-Aqsa University 

9.  Dr. Marwan Al-Masry Al-Azhar University 

10.  Dr. suliman al-talaa’ Al-Azhar University 
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Appendix (C): Arabic questionnaire 

 غزة -الجامعة اإلسالمية 

 عمادة الدراسات العليا

 برنامج ماجستير إدارة األعمال –كلية التجارة 

 

 استبانة 
الدراسات جودة الخدمات في التعليم العالي: تعريف المحددات الرئيسية والعوامل الفرعية من وجهة نظر طلبة 

 العليا في قطاع غزة
ولعل هذا الجانب يعتبر من أهم األولويات  ،يعتبر التعليم من القطاعات التي تلعب فيه إدارة الجودة دورًا مهماً 

جها أهم ما ينبغي البحث عنه هو مدى تلبية المؤسسة وبرنام إنول قللجميع دون استثناء، ومن الممكن ال
ومدى تحقيق الرضا العام للطلبة من خالل الخدمات المقدمة في مؤسسات  ،التعليمي لطموح ورغبة الطلبة

 التعليم العالي. 
العوامل الفرعية لجودة الخدمات في مؤسسات التعليم المحددات الرئيسية و  تعريفويأتي هذا البحث في سياق 

 .العالي، من وجهة نظر طلبة الدراسات العليا في قطاع غزة
االستبانة نتساءل عن أهمية المحددات والعوامل المذكورة بالنسبة للطلبة، وال نقوم بأي تقييم لما إننا هنا في هذه 

 يتم تقديمه فعليًا في أي من الجامعات الفلسطينية في قطاع غزة.
 

 

 الباحث/

 م. محمد نبيل فروانة
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الفرعية من وجهة نظر طلبة  العواملالمحددات الرئيسية و تعريفجودة الخدمات في التعليم العالي:  الموضوع:

 .الدراسات العليا في قطاع غزة

 األقصى⧵  القدس المفتوحة    ⧵    األزهر⧵   اإلسالمية⧵   الجامعة:

 ................................................... التخصص:     الثانية⧵          األولى⧵  السنة الدراسية :

 70أقل من  ⧵     79.9 – 70⧵    89.9 – 80⧵    99 - 90⧵  المعدل التراكمي: 

 أنثى⧵         ذكر⧵  الجنس:

 2000⧵  شيكل     2000 - 1000⧵شيكل       1000أقل من ⧵ال يوجد          ⧵  الدخل الشهري:

 شيكل 3000أكثر من ⧵  شيكل   3000 –

  الرجاء تعبئة االستبانة بدقة وموضوعية للحصول على النتائج الواقعية بشكل صحيح. / مالحظة

الرجاء توضيح رأيك كطالب/ة حول أهمية هذه البنود بالنسبة لك كطالب دراسات عليا في إحدى الجامعات الفلسطينية )مع 

 مالحظة أن التساؤل حول األهمية النسبية وليس عن تقييم واقع(.

 البنود م.
غير مهمة 

 بتاتاً 

غير 

 مهمة
 مهمة ال أهتم

مهمة 

 جداً 

 محسوسات الخدمة )البيئة الفيزيائية(  1

1-1  
وجود مكتبة تتضمن أحدث وأهم اإلصدارات من الكتب 

 والمراجع.
     

1-2 
 -تصوير –توفر مكتبة لتقديم أهم الخدمات )قرطاسية 

 طباعة ..(.

   
  

 داخل القاعات.وجود تهوية وإضاءة مالئمة  1-3
     

1-4 
أجهزة  –جودة ومالءمة معدات قاعة الدراسة )االثاث 

 ..(. -العرض 

     

 توزيع المباني بشكل متقارب جغرافياً. 1-5
     

1-6 
 -مصلى –دورات مياه  –االعتناء بالمرافق العامة )كافتيريا 

.)..  

     

1-7 
اهتمام الجامعة بالتسهيالت الخاصة لذوي االحتياجات 

 الخاصة. 

     

 وجود الحدائق والمساحات الخضراء داخل الجامعة. 1-8
     

1-9 
وبسعر مقبول في  جيدةمأكوالت ومشروبات توفر 

  المقصف.

     

2 
 المحتوى األكاديمي

 تناسب المواد الدراسية مع متطلبات سوق العمل. 2-1
     

2-2 
مواكبة المواد التعليمية للتطور العلمي على المستوى 

 العالمي.

     

2-3 
للمنهج األكاديمي  وجود دورات علمية وعملية مساندة

 المطروح.

     

 وجود تخصصية في البرامج المطروحة )تخصص دقيق(. 2-4
     

2-5 
دمج أكثر من تخصص في البرنامج )مثال: سياسة وإعالم 

 .. (. -اإلدارة والريادة  –واإلعالم الدعوة  –
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 البنود م.
غير مهمة 

 بتاتاً 

غير 

 مهمة
 مهمة ال أهتم

مهمة 

 جداً 

2-6 
تقديم محتوى أكاديمي متقدم عن المطروح في برامج 

 البكالوريوس.

     

 كفاءة الطاقم األكاديمي 3

 قدرة المحاضر على ربط الجوانب النظرية بالجانب العملي. 3-1
     

 وجود دراية وخبرة لدى المحاضر بسوق العمل. 3-2
     

3-3 
قدرة المحاضر على ضبط القاعة واالستفادة من وقت 

 المحاضرة.

     

 تمكن المحاضر في جوانب المادة العلمية. 3-4
     

 قدرة المحاضر على توصيل المعلومة وتسهيلها. 3-5
     

3-6 
      وجود رقابة على أداء الكادر األكاديمي.

 التعاطف 4

  المحاضرات.مشاركة الطلبة في تحديد مواعيد  4-1
    

  مشاركة الطلبة في تحديد مواعيد االختبارات. 4-2
    

  استقطاب األفكار من الطلبة في تطوير العملية التعليمية. 4-3
    

  وجود برامج لإلرشاد األكاديمي. 4-4
    

      االهتمام بالتغذية الراجعة من الطلبة. 4-5

 االستجابة 5

  مناسبة لطلبة الدراسات العليا.تحديد ساعات مكتبية  5-1
    

  سهولة االتصال والتواصل مع الطاقم التدريسي. 5-2
    

  توفر خدمات ادارية مسائية لطلبة الدراسات العليا. 5-3
    

  سهولة اتمام المعامالت عبر موقع الجامعة. 5-4
    

 الجانب االقتصادي 6

6-1 
بالمقارنة مع الجامعات انخفاض سعر الساعة الدراسية 

 المشابهة.
 

    

6-2 
 توفر منح داخلية للطلبة.

 
    

6-3 
 إمكانية تقسيط الرسوم الدراسية.

 
    

6-4 
وجود اتفاقيات مع مؤسسات مالية لتقسيط وسداد الرسوم 

 الدراسية.
 

    

 السمعة 7

7-1 
 حصول الجامعة على جوائز محلية ودولية.

 
    

7-2 
 الجامعة للقيم المجتمعية.مراعاة 
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 البنود م.
غير مهمة 

 بتاتاً 

غير 

 مهمة
 مهمة ال أهتم

مهمة 

 جداً 

7-3 
 وجود شخصيات مجتمعية مؤثرة من العاملين واالكاديميين.

 
    

7-4 
 عضوية الجامعة في األجسام والتكتالت العلمية والعالمية.

 
    

7-5 
 اهتمام الجامعة بجوانب اإلعالم والدعاية واالعالن.

 
    

 االهتمام بالبحث العلمي 8

8-1 
اشتراك مجاني للطلبة في قواعد البيانات االلكترونية وجود 

 العالمية.
 

    

8-2 
 تمويل االبحاث العلمية المميزة للطلبة.

 
    

8-3 
وجود منهجية لتمكين الطلبة من إصدار أبحاث علمية 

 خاصة بهم.
 

    

8-4 
 توفير مساقات تضمن اتقان برامج البحث العلمي المحوسبة.

 
    

8-5 
 مؤتمرات علمية تعقدها الجامعة في جوانب الدراسة.وجود 

 
    

 

 شاكراً لكم حسن تعاونكم
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Appendix (D): English Questionnaire 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Service Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-

factors from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip. 

Education is one of the sectors in which quality management plays an 

important role, perhaps this aspect is one of the most important priorities for all 

without exception, it can be said that the most important thing to look for is the 

extent to which the institution and its educational programs meet the ambition and 

desire of students, and the extent to which students are satisfied within the services 

offered by higher education institutions. 

This research comes in the context of definition of the key determinants and 

sub factors of the quality of services in institutions of higher education, from the 

point of view of postgraduate students in the Gaza Strip.   

In this questionnaire, the researcher investigating about the importance of the 

determinants and factors mentioned for the students. The researcher didn’t evaluate 

what is actually offered in any of the Palestinian universities in the Gaza Strip. 

 

The researcher                        

Mohamed N. Ferwana          

  

 زةــغ – ةــالميــــــة اإلســـــــــامعـالج

 شئون البحث العلمي والدراسات العليا

 ة التـــجــــــــــــــــــارةــــــــــــــــــليـك

 إدارة األعمـــــــــــــــــــــــال ماجستير

 

 

 

The Islamic University–Gaza 

Research and Postgraduate Affairs 

Faculty of Commerce 

Master of Business & Administration  
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Topic: Service Quality in Higher Education: Identifying Core Determinants and sub-

factors from a Postgraduate Students’ Perspective in the Gaza Strip. 

 

University:         Islamic         Al Azhar         Al Quds open            Al Aqsa 

Study Year:        First         Second          Specialization: ………………… 

Cumulative Average:      Between 90 and 99               Between 80 and 89.9  

                                           Between 70 and 79.9                less than 70  

Gender:               Male                Female  

Monthly Income:        No Income          less than 1000 NIS        Between 1000 & 2000 NIS 

                                    Between 2000 & 3000 NIS                   More than 3000 NIS 

Note: Please fill in the questionnaire accurately and objectively to get the real results 

correctly. 

Please indicate your opinion as a student about the importance of these items for you 

as a postgraduate student at a Palestinian university. 

# Items 

Not 

important 

at all 

Not 

important 

I 

Don’t 

Care 

Important 
Very 

Important 

1 Tangibles ( Physical environment) 

1-1  

Existence of a library 

containing the latest 

versions and important 

books and references. 

     

2-1  

Availability of a library 

providing the most 

important services 

(stationery - photography 

– printing…).  

     

3-1  

Existence of adequate 

ventilation and lighting 

within the halls. 

     

4-1  

The Quality and 

suitability of the 

classroom equipment 

(furniture - projectors …). 

     

5-1  

The closely 

geographically 

distribution of buildings. 

     

6-1  

The existence of Care for 

public facilities (Cafeteria 

- Bathrooms – masjid -…) 

     

7-1  

University care in 

providing special 

facilities for people with 
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# Items 

Not 

important 

at all 

Not 

important 

I 

Don’t 

Care 

Important 
Very 

Important 

special needs. 

8-1  

Existence of gardens, 

green spaces within the 

university. 

     

9-1  

Availability of quality 

food and drinks at an 

acceptable price in the 

cafeteria. 

     

2 Course Content 

1-2  

Compatibility of 

curriculum with market 

requirements. 

     

2-2  
Keeping up with global 

scientific development. 

     

2-3 

Existence of scientific and 

practical courses in 

support with the offered 

academic curriculum. 

     

2-4 

Availability of 

specialization in the 

programs offered (in-

depth specialization). 

     

2-5 

Existence of  combined 

programs of more than 

one specialization (e.g.: 

Politics and Media, 

Da’awa and Media, 

Management and 

Entrepreneurship). 

     

2-6 

Providing course content 

which is more advanced 

over the undergraduate 

programs. 

     

3 Academic staff efficiency 

3-1 

The ability of the lecturer 

to match theoretical 

aspects with practical 

aspect. 

     

3-2 

Presence of experience of 

the lecturer about the 

labor market. 

     

3-3 

The ability of the lecturer 

to monitor the hall and 

exploit the lecture time. 

     

3-4 

The lecturer’s competence 

at scientific aspects of the 

course. 

     

3-5 
The ability of the lecturer 

to communicate and 

     



88 

 

# Items 

Not 

important 

at all 

Not 

important 

I 

Don’t 

Care 

Important 
Very 

Important 

facilitate the information. 

3-6 

Presence of Monitoring 

on the performance of 

academics. 

     

4 Empathy 

4-1 
Participation of students 

in scheduling lectures. 
 

    

4-2 
Participation of students 

in scheduling tests. 
 

    

4-3 

Attracting ideas from 

students in the 

development of the 

educational process. 

 

    

4-4  
Introducing an academic 

mentorship. 
 

    

5-4  

Existence of care about 

the feedback from 

students. 

     

5 Responsiveness 

5-1 

Identifying suitable office 

hours for postgraduate 

students. 

 

    

5-2 

Existence of easy 

communication with 

lecturers. 

 

    

5-3 

Providing evening 

administrative services for 

postgraduate students. 

 

    

5-4 

Ease of accomplishing 

transactions through the 

university website. 

 

    

6 Economic side 

6-1 

The competitive price of 

study fees compared to 

similar universities. 

 

    

6-2 
Availability of internal 

scholarships for students. 
 

    

6-3 
Possibility of installment 

of the study fees. 
 

    

6-4 

Existence of agreements 

with financial 

organizations to install 

and pay study fees. 

 

    

7 Reputation 

7-1 

Receiving local and 

international awards by 

the university. 

 

    

7-2 
Taking into consideration 

the community values by 
 

    



89 

 

# Items 

Not 

important 

at all 

Not 

important 

I 

Don’t 

Care 

Important 
Very 

Important 

the university. 

7-3 

The presence of 

influential community 

figures “staff and 

academics”. 

 

    

7-4 

University membership in 

scientific and global 

organizations and blocs. 

 

    

7-5 
University concern in 

media and advertising. 
 

    

8 Attention for Research 

8-1 
Free subscription in the 

scientific databases. 
 

    

8-2 

Financing of 

distinguished scientific 

research for students. 

 

    

8-3 

Providing courses to 

ensure the mastery of 

computerized scientific 

research programs. 

 

    

8-4 

Holding scientific 

conferences by the 

university in the aspects 

of the study. 

 

    

 

Thank you for your cooperation 
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Appendix (E): Focus Group participants’ Personal Information 

No. Gender University Specialization Level of Study 

R1 Male Islamic University MBA First year 

R2 Male Islamic University MBA Second year 

R3 Male Islamic University General law Second year 

R4 Male Islamic University Education First year 

R5 Male Al – Azhar Law First year 

R6 Male Al – Azhar Statistics Second year 

R7 Male Al – Aqsa Arabic Language First year 

R8 Female Islamic University MBA Second year 

R9 Female Islamic University Media Second year 

R10 Female Al – Quds open 
Psychological and 

Educational Counseling 
First year 

R11 Female Al – Azhar MBA Second year 

R12 Female Al – Azhar Psychology Second year 

R13 Female Al – Aqsa Arabic Language First year 

R14 Female Al – Aqsa Arabic Language First year 

 

 

 


