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ABSTRACT

This study is a preliminary investigation of the feasibility of using a general theory of services quality

in an application of measuring college teaching quality,

The results are generally supportive, with the

predictiveness of the test instrument being comparable to an existing instrument, which was developed in

the college education industry.

INTRODUCTION

Teaching effectiveness is one of the most impor-
tant aspects of faculty development and promotion
in higher educatignal institutions (Hildebrand,
Wilson and Dienst 1971}, While various means of
evaluating teaching are used, the most popular
continues to be those performed by students
{McCallum 1984). The education literature is
rich in discussions of the use of student ratings
of faculty (Cohen 1981), where concerns generally
center on the composition of the particular
instrument being used (Lammers and Kirchner 1985).

The purpose of this paper is to perform an explor-
atory study regarding the application of emerging
theory in services quality to college teaching
services, Characteristics of general services
quality are applied specifically to the college
teaching fndustry, and an instrument designed to
test the predictiveness of these characteristics.
A comparison is made between this services quality
instrument and an existing teaching quality in-
strument, which was developed within the college
education industry in accordance with accepted
procedures.

HYPOTHESES

Within services industries generally the employ-
ment of user ratings of services quality is firmly
established, both theoretically {Lewis and Booms
1983) and in application (Center for the Study of
Services 1981). As with teaching evaluation, ser.
vices generally are concerned with the selection
of service quality attributes, and the investiga-
tion of consumer and service characteristics which
may affect perceptions of service quality. A typ-
ical approach in the services industries is to
determine the relevant characteristics which con-
sumers use in their service selection decision,
then survey a group of consumers in order to see
the predictiveness of the respective charac-
teristics.,

The emergence of the importance of services theory
in marketing has led to the proposal of a series
of service quality characteristics which are
thought to be generally applicable to all service
industries, The study by Parasuraman, Zaithami
and Berry (1985) proposes ten universally applica-
ble service gquality characteristics, which are all
evaluated in this study: Reliability, Responsive-
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ness, Competence, Access, Courtesy, Communication,
Credibility, Security, Understanding, and Tangi-
bles. The hypotheses investigated in this study
are that these ten items are significantly related
to overall teaching quality.

METHODOLOGY

A descriptive research design was used in this
study, where the ten characteristics proposed by
Parasuraman, et al. (1985), were included in a
questionnaire for college students' evaluation
(see Figure 1). A comparison was made between the
predictiveness of these quality measures and an
existing instrument, widely noted in the litera-
ture, devised by Hildebrand, et al. (1971).

The ten basic characteristics were evaluated as
complete concepts in this preliminary study rather
than attempting to differentiate any subcompanents
that may exist. This is a practice also under-
taken fn the college education industry (March
1984). The general concepts indicated in Para-
suraman, et al. (1985), were subjectively refor-
mulated to apply to the specific industry, in
accordance with the terminology currently used in
the industry literature.

The subjects utflized were a convenience sample of
136 undergraduate business majors at am urban cam-
pus of the California State University. Industry
practice was utilized (Marsh 1984), where half of
the students were randomly selected to use both
instruments to evaluate a “good” teacher of their
choice; the other half were to evaluate a "poor"
teacher of their choice. In addition, half the
students were randomly assigned to first utilize
the test instrument prior to using the existing
instrument, while the reverse was true for the
other half.

Several kinds of analysis were performed. Distri-
butions of the characteristics were examined to
assure a variety of responses. The association of
gach characteristic with the dependent variable
(overall evaluation of teacher gquality) was ana-
lyzed to determine the predictiveness of each
characteristic. Correlations among the service
qualfty characteristics was performed both by
simple bivariate correlation and factor analysis.
The overall predictiveness of the characteristics
was analyzed by regular stepwise regression and by
principle components regression. Analysis of both



the test instrument and the existing instrument
was performed for comparison purposes.

RESULTS

The results of the examination of service quality
characteristic means and standard deviations, and
their individual predictiveness of overall qual-
ity, is indicated in Table 1. Generally, the mean
level of the ratings was high, averaging about 3.5
on the six-point scale {where 0 indicated the
absence of the characteristic and 5 the full pres-
ence of the characteristic). The standard devia-
tion averaged just under one and one-half scale
points, These would appear to be reasonabie
results, given that faculty generaily are viewed
as capable of performing their job (Hildebrand,

et al. 1971). The bivariate correlations are all
highly significant (p < .001), thus supporting the
hypotheses. Generally, a one-point increase on
the characteristic quality scale corresponded to a
one-paint increase on the overall teaching quality
scale.

As would be anticipated from the correlations
indicated in Table 1, the quality ratings of the
test instrument are moderately correlated with
each other, Correlations among the ten items
range from .48 to .79 (p < .01; not shown), aver-
aging about .60, Application of a factor analysis
(varimax rotation) to the ten measures resulted in
the production of one factor, further indicating
the strength of the associations. For comparison
purposes, the Hildebrand, et al. (1971) items
resulted in four factors, although the first con-
tained 88 percent of the variance. The bivariate
correlations between the latter instrument's indi-
vidual items and the measure of overall quality
were sTightly higher than those of the service
quality instrument items; this will be discussed
further below.

Stepwise regression was utilized to assess the
overall predictiveness of the measures. As indi-
cated in Table 2, the characteristics Credibilfty,
Communication, Relfabilfty and Courtesy produced
the best mode! (defined as that model where no
additional variable is able to fncrease the R-
squared more than .01). This model accounted for
80 percent of the variance (adjusted R-squared).

A principal components regression reflected the
above findings (not shown), with the one resulting
component having an R-squared of .82. For compar-
ison purposes, the principal components analysis
of the Hildebrand, et al. (1971} instrument re-
sulted in the three components (not shown) with an
R-squared of .91. However, the R-squared of the
first component alone was .90 (the BMDPAR program
automatically enters components in stepwise fash-
ion}. Further, when the individual items were
combined into their theoretical constructs (Hilde-
brand, et al. 1971), and entered into a stepwise
regression, the two variables in the best model
yielded an adjusted R-square of .72. Thus, when
both instruments were tested in their combined
constructs form, their levels of predictiveness
were quite comparable. Stepwise regression of the
35 individuals items of the HWildebrand, et al.
{1971), instrument also resulted in the production
of a model with 4 items only, and an adjusted R-
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square of .91.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to serve as & pre-
Timinary investigation of the hypothesis of a
general theory of services quality, applied as

a measure of college teaching quality. Insofar
as the theory developed by Parasuraman, et al.
£1985), was based on four industries unrelated to
teaching {i.e., the retail banking, credit card
seryice, securities brokerage, and product repair
and maintenance industries), this was a substan-
tial test.

The resuits of this test as an application of the-
ory were generally favorable. The approach used
was to transiate the ten service quality concepts
into lanquage relevant to the college teaching
industry, then use these concepts as predictors of
overall teaching quality. The resulting predic-
tiveness was comparable to a carefully prepared
instrument developed in the industry and tested
under similar conditions.

While the results of this preliminary investiga-
tion were favorable to the theory, the findings
should be interpreted with caution, In addition
to the non-random and comparatively small sample
used, subjective judgment was employed in the
translation of concept to applied measure. Pos-
sibly an excessively “liberal* interpretation of
the concepts alTowed the resulting favorable pre-
dictiveness to occur where it was not warranted.
Particulariy troublesome in this regard are the
results of the factor analysis, which showed only
one factor instead of the hypothesized ten, While
the combination of small sample and generally ade-
quate product quality could produce this result,
as indicated by the heavy loading on the first
factor of the Hildebrand, et al. (1971) instru-
ment, certainly further investigation is needed.

Further research would be warranted even if these
fssues were not present. This investigation used
the ten theoretical constructs as complete items,
where frequently they appear to be reasonably com-
posed of items which should be tested separately
and formed into a scale, 1f necessary. The
responsiveness construct, for example, may better
be divided into two items, as it would appear
plausible to find faculty who answer questions
quickly, but are slow to return exams and papers.

Further research should also be undertaken as an
enhancement of theory development. In true inter-
disciplinary fashion, the findings of one disci-
pline may enhance theary development in another.
For example, some items in the Hildebrand, et al.
{1971) instrument regarding teaching style {ener-
gy, enthusiasm, and a sense of humor} do not seem
to be represented among the ten service guality
constructs, thus may be a relevant addition,

Quite possibly further research would reveal
others. &iven the importance of services and
their quality, further research ir this area would
seem to be strongly warranted,



FIGURE 1
Test Instrument
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RELIABILITY--instructor is consistent and dependable
in performance with adequate justification for
schedule changes; promises are honored.

RESPONSIVENESS-~instructor provides timely responses
to questions; exams and other materials are
returned in a timely manner,

COMPETENCE--instructor possesses the required skill
and knowledge in the subject of the course.

ACCESS-~instructor is reasonably available outside
of class, either in person or by telephohe.

COURTESY--instructor shows politeness, respect,
consideration and friendliness toward students.

COMMUNICATION--instructor uses a.]anguage level
understandable to students; concepts are
clearly explained and questions fully answered.

CREDIBILITY--instructor is trustworthy and believ.
able; has the students' best interests at heart.

SECURITY--instructor keeps students informed, as
much as feasible, regarding their grade
standing in the course.

UNDERSTANDING--instructor makes the effort to:
understand student needs, provide individualized
attention as feasible, and recognize students
outside of class.

TANGIBLES--instructor makes effectfve use of
available visual media (chalkboard, overhead
projector, etc.); personal appearance is
clean and neat.

OVERALL RATING
--instructor is among the best I have
had at CSuS.
--instructor is among the best I have
had at the School of Business and Public
Administration.

Other Criteria--

Comments--
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Not at all

Descriptive
o0 1 2
o 1 2
o0 1 2
0 1 2
0 1 2
Q 1 2
0o 1 2
o 1 2
0 1 2
0 1 2
o 1 2
0 1 2
0 1 2
0 1 2

Very
Descriptive
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5§
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5



TABLE 1

Test Instrument Statistics

Bivariate
Coefficiants
Variable Mean Deviation Torr. Regr.
Reliability 3.64 1,32 .78 1.12
Responsiveness  3.55 1.45 .68 .89
Competence 3.99 1.21 .71 1.10
Access 3.65 1.13 .60 1.01
Courtesy 3.47 1.46 74 .96
Communication 3.50 1.41 .79 1,07
Credibility 3.50 1.44 .83 1.08
Security 3.27 1.49 .64 .82
Understanding 3.1 1.44 .79 1.04
Tangibles 3.72 1.29 .60 .90

Overall Rating 3.07 1.88 1.90 --

TABLE 2

Results of Stepwise Regression
of Quality Characteristics

Variable Coef. S. E. Coef. F Siq.
Credibility .31 .11 8.6 .004
Communication .38 .09 19.4 000
Reliability .42 .09 22.0 .000
Courtesy .27 .08 11.4 .001
Constant -1.82 .24 56.2 .000

Adjusted R-square = .80
Overall F = 120.4 @ d.f. = 4 and 116
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