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ABSTRACT There have been so many recent changes in the universities. These changes force these institutions
to provide better service quality. This study purposed to evaluate detailed exploration of service quality in the
higher education by the instrument of service quality, Higher Education Performance (HEd-PERF). The scale was
administered to 576 students studying at the Yildiz Technical University to find out if there are any differences
between gender and year of study in terms of students’ perceptions of service quality dimensions. T-test results
show that gender is a significant variable regarding students’ perceptions of accessing service and physical facilities.
The Scheffe’s post-hoc test for multiple comparisons done reveal that the students’ perceptions of service quality

dimensions change over depending on the year of study.

INTRODUCTION

Higher education is not only a fast growing
service industry but also getting more exposed
to globalisation processes (Damme 2001; O’ Neil
and Palmer 2004). Service quality and emphasiz-
ing students’ contentment has been a recently
growing point of concern. Higher education pro-
viders who need to adapt techniques of measur-
ing the quality of their services just like in the
business sector are eagerly involved in under-
standing students’ expectations and perceptions
of service quality so as to captivate students,
serve their needs and retain them (Donglic and
Fazlic 2015; Gronroos 1984; Gummesson 1991;
Orindaru 2015; Vrana et al. 2015; Zeithaml et al.
1990).

Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) suggested that
educational services fall into the field of servic-
es marketing. Yet, Patterson and Johnson (1993)
highlighted that service quality cannot be mea-
sured objectively because of the unique charac-
teristics of services such as heterogeneity, con-
tinuity and perishability (Parasuraman 1986).
According to Zeithaml et al. (1990), in the servic-
es literature, the focus is on recognized quality,
which stems from the comparison of customer
service expectations with their perceptions of
actual performance.

Avdjieva and Wilson (2002) stated that qual-
ity initiatives have been the subject of many
practitioners and academic discourse, and at var-
ious levels have found a system into higher ed-
ucation during the last decade. And, Cheng

(1990) stressed that student satisfaction is often
used to assess educational quality. As reported
by Oldfield and Baron (2000) and Soutar and Mc-
Neil (1996), the assumption of service quality,
it’s connection with the satisfaction and value
constructs and methods of evaluation, have been
a principal idea of the education sector over re-
cent years.

Abdullah (2006) interpreted that checking the
quality of service in higher education is getting
more and more important. Generally, service qual-
ity supports customer satisfaction which in turn
increases profitability, market share and return
on investment (Barsky and Labagh 1992; Fornell
1992; Hackl and Westlund 2000; Halstead and
Page 1992; LeBlanc 1992; Stevens et al. 1995),
excites intention to return, and boosts recom-
mendations (Nadiri and Hussain 2005). As a re-
sult of these, the higher education sector should
understand the importance of service improve-
ments in establishing a competing advantage
(Nadiri et al. 2009).

Literature Review on Quality

According to Reid and Sanders (2005) the
definition of quality depends on the role of the
people who define it. Therefore, there is no sin-
gle universal definition of quality. While some
people define it as the performance to standards,
others put it as meeting the customer’s needs.
Namely, when a product or service meets the tar-
gets and tolerances determined by its designers,
it is evaluated fit. Quality is a dynamic state as-
sociated with product, services, people, process-
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es, and environments that meet customer needs
and expectations and expectations and help pro-
duce superior value (Goetsch and Davis 2014;
Sallis 2014).

The Evolution of Total Quality
Management (TQM)

Even though the meaning of the quality has
changed over time, the concept of it has been in
existence for many years. In this regard, quality
management address inspecting products to
ensure the quality in the early twentieth century.
The concept took on a broader meaning in the
1960s and quality was viewed as something
which circled both the entire organization and
the production process with the help of so-called
quality gurus. For the business environment, its
meaning has changed seriously since 1970s be-
cause of the market loss of many U.S. industries.
As the foreign competitors such as Toyota, Hon-
da, Toshiba and Sony were producing lower-
priced products with higher quality, companies
had to make major changes in their quality pro-
grams so as to survive.

Since the 1970s, many companies have fo-
cused on improving quality so that they can be
more competitive. Today, there is a new concept
of quality which is called Total Quality Manage-
ment (TQM). Contrary to the old concept of qual-
ity that is reactive, designed to correct quality
problems after they occur, the new one is proac-
tive, designed to build quality into the product
and process design (Reid and Sanders 2005).

Quality Gurus

Deming, the father of quality control, stressed
management’s responsibility for quality by de-
veloping 14 Points to guide companies in quali-
ty improvement. While Juran defined quality as
fitness for use, Feigenbaum introduced concept
of total quality control. Crosby coined the phrase
“quality is free” and introduced concept of zero
defects. Kaoru Ishikawa contributed to devel-
opment of the cause-and-effect diagrams and
identified concept of internal customer. And, the
last one is Genichi Taguchi who focused on prod-
uct design quality (Reid and Sanders 2005).

In recent years, according to Prajogo and
Sohal (2003), quality management has been ac-
cepted as one of the most important drivers of
global competition. Prajogo and Sohal (2003),
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Ahire etal. (1996) and Prabhu et al. (2000) tried to
identify the impact of TQM implementation on
firms’ performances in industrialized countries.
In developing countries, on the other hand, Aru-
mugam et al. (2008) and Das et al. (2006) studied
on identifying it. According to Punnakitikashem
etal. (2010), TQM positively impacts firm perfor-
mances depending on the degree of its imple-
mentation. Notwithstanding, Hansson and Klesj
(2003) asserted that it is still dubious for many
organizations.

Total Quality in Higher Education

There have been so many people who tried
to translate the writings of quality gurus into
practice by many higher education institutions
in a number of countries (Hogg and Hogg 1995;
Lewis and Smith 1997; Yorke 1997). Nonetheless,
these studies have not achieved a consensus
about how TQM should be applied in higher
education. While Eriksen (1995) discussed TQM
from a factory viewpoint, Yorke (1997) supposed
that students will want to draw on higher educa-
tion in much more of a bespoke basis, learning
under circumstances that suit them rather than
suit Ericksen’s factory viewpoint.

According to Geddes (1993) and Clayton
(1993), where there has been success in apply-
ing TQM in higher education, it appears to have
been in the area of support services rather than
in the primary activities of teaching and learn-
ing. Yorke (1997) claimed that where TQM is con-
sidered concerning classroom practice, this is
often little more than the description of practices
that would probably match expectations of good
classroom teaching. He also said that the chance
to locate the teaching in the wider educational
context appears to be over passed.

Yorke (1997) explains that the quality of higher
education is a complicated matter as it is not ap-
plied by a simple supplier/customer model. That
is to say, the student is both a customer of pro-
vided services and a partner in the process of
learning. As a result of the quality of the educa-
tional experience being influenced by a number
of factors, he stressed that the student then
achieves a profile of standards. And, it becomes
what the employer perceives as the quality of
the emerging student.

As highlighted that there are some features
of TQM which have been selected for consider-
ation for the reason that they cannot be translat-
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ed word by word into the context of higher edu-
cation. These are the identification of customers
and their needs, managerial responsibility for
setting the guiding philosophy for the organiza-
tion, the authorization of staff at all levels to take
responsibility for quality improvement, the set-
ting of standards that demonstrate customer ne-
cessities, the preventing of error and the belittle-
ment of variation, and the design and operation
of systems for stage control.

The most important aspect of this discus-
sion is how TQM relates to the methods of aca-
demics; internal servicing, though of conspicu-
ous importance to the student learning experience
which is both directly and indirectly, is merely giv-
en paying attention inasmuch as the basic busi-
ness of a higher education institution relates aca-
demics to students and the outside world. The
discussion is restrained further to the teaching of
students; research and consultancy give rise to
more sincere interactions with customers, and can
be managed under the general literature referring
to customer and contractor relationships.

As also stated that there are two leading
types of customers for higher education. The
first one is the outside world which draws on the
knowledge of students and may also support
them professionally, while the second one are
the students themselves. In contrast, the stu-
dents are not only customers but also active
partners in their own development. There is an
expanding agreement that learning activities de-
manding the active support of the student are
more likely to be of benefit than those, such as
lectures, in which it is easy for the student to
follow a relatively inactive stance. According to
the perspective of TQM, the higher education
institution has to meet the needs of both stu-
dents and external constituencies (Yorke 1997).
Anim and Mensah (2015) and Weick (1976) high-
lighted that higher education institutions are in-
clined to be loosely coupled organizations and
they are much more like federations than corpo-
rations. Also, Dearlove (1995) said that nearly all
governments across the world have been look-
ing at the higher education with regard to in-
vestment. Thus, they have been seeking the ex-
plicit return. Thanks to this, it can be seen from
the demands that are being made that institu-
tions be accountable to governments and their
wider publics for what they do.

UNESCO (1995), higher education faces eco-
nomic pressures and will find its future tough

throughout the world. It is probably due to the
fact that some traditional methods will need to
change. Schein (1988) stated that there are five
conditions which have to be met if the threat is
to be completely wiped out. Yorke (1997) high-
lighted that a senior manager should be aware of
the fact that there is a need for change and be
ready to challenge old assumptions and to un-
freeze the organization. He or she should initiate
a convincing strategy for change, and have a
clear vision of the future. Also, a senior manager
should establish the identified changes.

It is a difficult thing for leaders to produce
vision and mission statements that reveal the
range of activities which are classic to higher
education, other than an accepted tolerance dis-
played in the pursuit of a range of activities which
are classic to higher education. There are many
studies in the TQM literature of the empower-
ment of staff. For example, Oakland (1993) con-
veyed that TQM is connected with moving the
core of control from outside the individual to
within, the purpose being to be able to make ev-
eryone accountable for their own achievement,
and to get them to be active in the attainment of
quality in a highly motivated style.

According to Yorke (1997), academics are
authorized in their work as teachers, research-
ers, and scholars. From TQM viewpoint, the is-
sue may be that there is but a restricted concur-
rence regarding what is implied by the entirety
of components and characteristics that give rise
to quality. The previous consultation of quality
displays how much the concept includes, rang-
ing from the contentment of students in compar-
atively straightforward way to fulfilling needs of
which they may not be completely aware.

Models for Measuring Service Quality in
Higher Education

The importance of quality in the service in-
dustry has appealed to so many researchers,
making them to experimentally examine service
quality within a wide array of service context such
as appliance repair, banking, and insurance ac-
cording to the study of Parasuraman et al. (1985)
and Zeithaml et al. (1990). Cronin and Taylor
(1992) stated that discussion continues regard-
ing how service quality should be evaluated.
Parasuraman etal. (1985) developed SERVQUAL
scale to measure service quality. One of the most
disputed issues is the reliability of it. It has been
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used to measure service quality in many institu-
tions such as in business schools (Carman 1990),
fast food services, banking, and dry cleaning
(Cronin and Taylor 1992). Carman (1990) analysed
the five extents of SERVQUAL by adding at-
tributes that are suitable to various situations such
as the fact that the failure rate is higher for colleg-
es and universities than for business and govern-
ment organisations (Cameron and Tschirhart
1992).

It is essential to study the meaning of ser-
vice quality that pertains to the situation under
study in measuring service quality in higher ed-
ucation. Analyses of the functional basis of ser-
vice quality measurement have been conducted
on the descriptions of quality in higher educa-
tion (Lagrosen et al. 2004), service quality di-
mensions (Joseph and Joseph 1997; Owlia and
Aspinwall 1996), perceived importance (Ford et
al. 1999), service quality and customer satisfac-
tion (Rowley 1997). Ford et al. (1993) have marked
that SERVQUAL might evaluate students’ per-
ceptions regarding the quality of their educa-
tional institutions, but not the education itself,
indeed. Student perceptions of service quality
in higher education are researched using a per-
formance-solely adaptation of the SERVQUAL
research instrument (Oldfield and Baron 2000).

In spite of the development of the SERVQUAL
model, Carman (1990), Cronin and Taylor (1992)
and Parasuraman et al. (1985) have suggested that
industry-specific service quality measures may
prove more appropriate. Abdullah (2006) stated
that SERVQUAL which is a generic measure of
service quality may not be quite suitable for as-
sessing perceived quality in higher education. He
has also recognised that little has been done to
analyse the determinants of service quality in high-
er education from the student’s perspective. There-
fore, the HEd-PERF model was developed by him.
He explained that the aim of this model is to cap-
ture a context specific view of service quality in
higher education. The instrument measures 41-
items and each item have been tested for reliabil-
ity and validity. Research findings prove that
students’ perceptions of service quality can be
determined by evaluating six dimensions: non-
academic aspects, academic aspects, reputation,
access, programme issues and understanding.

Objectives
The main purpose of this study is to anal-

yse students’ perceptions of service quality at
Yildiz Technical University, Istanbul. Accord-
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ingly, the answers of the following questions
were researched:

1. Isthereasignificant difference in students’
perceptions of service quality dimensions
(non-academic aspect, academic aspect, rep-
utation, access, diploma programs and phys-
ical facilities) between different classes?

2. Are there any significant differences in
students’ perceptions of service quality
dimensions in terms of gender?

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Research Sample

This study was conducted in the 2014-2015
academic year with the participation of 576 vol-
unteer students studying at Yildiz Technical
University, Istanbul. The faculties from which
the participants are: Faculty of Architecture, Fac-
ulty of Naval Architecture and Maritime, Faculty
of Civil Engineering, Faculty of Chemical Metal-
lurgical Engineering, Faculty of Mechanical En-
gineering, Faculty of Electrical and Electronics
Engineering, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Fac-
ulty of Economics and Administrative Sciences,
Faculty of Education, and School of Foreign Lan-
guages. The distribution of the sample with re-
spect to gender and classes is demonstrated in
Table 1.

Table 1: The distribution of students according to
gender and year of the study

Description Number of Percentage
respondents  of total
sample
Year of Study
Preparatory year 65 11.30
First year 200 34.78
Second year 113 19.66
Third year 91 15.83
Fourth year 106 18.43
Total 575 100.00
Gender
Female 235 41.02
Male 338 58.98
Total 573 100.00

Data Collection Instrument

This study is based on survey design. High-
er Education PERFormance (HEd-PERF) scale
was used as the data collection instrument. It
was constituted by Bektas and Akman (2013) and
was based on a scale developed by Abdullah
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(2006) to measure the quality of service offered
to students in higher education. This scale con-
cludes that it can evaluate detailed exploration
of service quality in a higher education. It con-
sists of a total of 28 items. Respondents were
asked to rate their views on the service quality
on afive-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree,
5 = strongly agree). The reliability coefficient
(Cronbach’s Alpha) of the scale was determined
to be .91. Also, Cronbach’s Alpha values of HEd-
PERF dimensions ranged from .70 to .92.The reli-
ability coefficient of the scale in this research is
found to be .93.

Data Analysis

Data acquired by means of the application of
HEd-PERF scale was analysed using indepen-
dent samples T-test and one-way ANOVA via
SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) 21.0
software programs. The analysis of independent
samples T-test was used to define whether there
were significant differences in students’ views
on the service quality of higher education in terms
of gender. Also, the analysis of one-way ANO-
VA was administered to define whether were sig-
nificant differences in students’ views on the
service quality in higher education in terms of
their classes.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section talks about the percentage of
results reached by analysing the participants’
views on the service quality. Also, changes in
students’ perceptions of service quality dimen-
sions (non-academic aspects, academic aspects,
reputation, access, diploma programs and phys-
ical facilities) were analysed according to gen-
der and classes. T-test was used to analyse
whether there were significant differences in stu-
dents’ perceptions of service quality according
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to their gender. Moreover, ANOVA test was used
to determine if there were significant differences
in their perceptions of service quality according
to classes. A survey of the participants’ com-
ments on service quality are included in Table 2.

It is seen that the students’ perceptions of
service quality dimensions are above the aver-
age except for their perception of physical facil-
ities according to the results given in Table 2.
The students’ perception of non-academic as-
pect of service quality rating (M=32.27), academic
aspect rating (M=22.39), reputation dimension
rating (M=9.32), access dimension rating
(M=10.13) and diploma programs dimension rat-
ing (M=9.32) are above average. Yet, it was find
out by the results that their physical facilities
rating (M=7.65) is close to the average. Consid-
ering these results, it was revealed that the stu-
dents’ perception of service quality is positive
and at medium level. Many researches conduct-
ed in different universities and in different de-
partments are in line with this study’s results. It
was discovered that students were satisfied with
their university service quality at medium level
(Cavdar 2009; Eren et al. 2013; Eskicumali et al.
2015). It is focused on the students’ perceptions
of non-academic aspect of service quality ac-
cording to their gender in Table 3.

As it is observed in Table 3, there is no sig-
nificant difference between students’ perception
of non-academic aspect of service quality in terms
of their gender (t=-1.44; p>.05). According to this
finding, it can be suggested that gender is not a
significant variable on students’ perception of
non-academic aspect of service quality. There is
no significant difference between students’ per-
ceptions of academic aspect of service quality in
terms of their gender (t=.67; p>.05) according to
results in Table 3. In accordance with this find-
ing, it can be said that gender is not a significant
variable on students’ perceptions of academic
aspect of service quality. It can be seen that there

Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the students’ perceptions of the service quality

Dimensions Number of Minimum Maximum Mean Standard
respondents deviation
Non-Academic 576 10.00 50.00 32.27 7.89
Academic 576 6.00 30.00 22.39 4.97
Reputation 576 3.00 15.00 9.32 3.14
Access 576 3.00 15.00 10.13 2.56
Diploma Programs 576 3.00 15.00 9.32 2.66
Physical Facilities 576 3.00 15.00 7.65 3.09
Total 576 28.00 140.00 91.01 17.46
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Table 3: The findings of the students’ perceptions of service quality’s sub-dimensions according to

their gender

Dimensions Gender Number of Mean Standard Degrees of t p
respondents deviation freedom

Non-Academic Female 235 31.67 7.65 571 -1.44 .15
Male 338 32.63 8.05

Academic Female 235 22.55 3.75 571 .67 .50
Male 338 22.27 5.66

Reputation Female 235 9.19 2.84 571 -.86 .39
Male 338 9.42 3.34

Access Female 235 10.40 2.36 571 2.07 .03
Male 338 9.95 2.69

Diploma Programs  Female 235 9.30 2.44 571 -.16 .86
Male 338 9.34 2.82

Physical Facilities Female 235 7.31 2.94 571 -2.15 .03
Male 338 7.87 3.17

“The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

is no significant difference between students’
perceptions of reputation dimension of service
quality in terms of their gender (t=-.86; p>.05) in
Table 3. In keeping with this finding, it can be
suggested that gender is not a significant vari-
able on students’ perceptions of reputation di-
mension of service quality.

According to the t-test results in Table 3, the
female students’ arithmetic mean is 10.40 for the
access dimension; male students’ arithmetic
mean is 9.95, which indicate that there is a differ-
ence in favour of female students (t=2.07; p<0.05).
Regarding this analysis, it can be said that gen-
der is a significant variable on students’ percep-
tions of access dimension of service quality.

It can also be said that there is no significant
difference between students’ perceptions of di-
ploma programs dimension of service quality in
terms of their gender (t=-.16; p>.05) according to
the data in Table 3. In view of this finding, it can
be suggested that gender is not a significant
variable on students’ perceptions of diploma pro-
grams dimension of service quality.

The t-test results of students’ perceptions of
physical facilities dimension of service quality
in terms of their gender are included in Table 3.
According to the results, the female students’
arithmetic mean is 7.31; male students’ arithmetic
mean is 7.87, which indicates that there is a dif-
ference in favour of male students (t=-2.15;
p<0.05). It can be said that gender is a significant
variable on students’ perceptions of physical
facilities dimension of service quality with re-
spect to this analysis.

Females and males have various needs. As a
result of this, Twaissi and Al-Kilani (2015) high-
lighted that they are supposed to perceive ser-

vice quality in a different manner. For instance,
according to researches of Snipes et al. (2006)
and Shi et al. (2015), females consider it more
crucial than males. And this study’s findings show
that physical facilities dimension is more impor-
tant for males while access dimension is more im-
portant for females to assess the service quality
of higher education. Yet, Okumus and Duygun
(2008) and Glizel-Sahin (2011) found out that there
was no significant difference in service quality in
higher education in terms of gender.

One-way ANOVA test was conducted to de-
termine if there was a significant difference in
the students’ perceptions of service quality di-
mensions was according to their classes. The
descriptive statistics of the students’ percep-
tions of non-academic aspect of service quality
according to their classes are demonstrated in
Table 4.

Asseen in Table 4, it is observed that there is
a significant difference in the students’ percep-
tions of non-academic aspect of service quality
according to their classes (F=3.87; p<.05). The
result of the ANOVA test demonstrates that class
differentiation affected their perceptions of non-
academic aspect. It is also confirmed that there
were differences between groups. According to
the data in Table 4, it is also noticed that there is
no significant difference in the students’ percep-
tions of academic aspect of service quality ac-
cording to their classes (F=2.05; p>.05). The
ANOVA test’s result indicates that class differ-
entiation did not affect their perceptions of aca-
demic aspect. It is also confirmed that there is no
differences between groups.
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Table 4: The descriptive statistics of the students’ perceptions of the dimensions of service quality

according to their classes

Dimensions Groups Sum of Degrees of Mean F p
squares freedom

Non-academic Between groups 947.67 4 236.92 3.87 00"
Within groups 34870.69 570 61.18
Total 35818.36 574

Academic Between groups 201.84 4 50.46 2.05 .08
Within groups 14011.76 570 24.58
Total 14213.59 574

Reputation Between groups 195.51 4 48.88 5.08 .00"
Within groups 5479.71 570 9.61
Total 5675.22 574

Access Between groups 137.88 4 34.47 5.39 00"
Within groups 3643.54 570 6.39
Total 3781.42 574

Diploma Programs Between groups 130.37 4 32.59 4.70 .00"
Within groups 3949.8 570 6.93
Total 54080.22 574

Physical Facilities Between groups 51.75 4 9.50 1.36 .24
Within groups 5412.16 570 1027.49
Total 5463.91 574

“The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

It is seen that there is a significant difference
in the students’ perceptions of reputation dimen-
sion of service quality according to their classes
(F=5.08; p<.05) in Table 4. The test’s result dis-
plays that class differentiation influenced their
perceptions of reputation dimension. It is also
supported that there were differences between
groups. There is a significant difference in the
students’ perceptions of access dimension of
service quality according to their classes (F=5.39;
p<.05), which is demonstrated in Table 4. The
result of the ANOVA test presents that class dif-
ferentiation influenced their perceptions of ac-
cess dimension. It is approved that there were
differences between groups.

There is a significant difference in the stu-
dents’ perceptions of diploma programs dimen-
sion of service quality according to their classes
(F=4.70; p<.05) according to the data in Table 4.
The ANOVA test’s result indicates that class dif-
ferentiation affected their perceptions of diplo-
ma programs dimension. It is accepted that there
are differences between the groups. As it is ob-
served in Table 4, there is no significant differ-
ence in the students’ perceptions of physical
facilities dimension of service quality according
to their classes (F=1.36; p<.05). The ANOVA
test’s result shows that class differentiation did
not affect their perceptions of physical facilities
dimension. It is confirmed that there was no dif-
ferences between groups.

Many studies’ results indicated that stu-
dents’ perceived service quality in higher edu-
cation were significantly different in terms of class
level (Eskicumali et al. 2015; Yilmaz et al. 2007).
Clemesetal. (2007) explained students’ percep-
tions of service quality dimensions can be af-
fected by their year of study. And also, Clemes
etal. (2001) suggested that to develop appropri-
ate service quality strategies, researchers must
take it into consideration. In this study, owing to
ANOVA test results, it was concluded that there
were significant differences in the students’ per-
ceptions of non-academic aspect (F=3.87; p<.05),
reputation dimension (F=5.08; p<.05), access di-
mension (F=5.39; p<.05), and diploma programs
dimension (F=4.70; p<.05) of service quality ac-
cording to their classes. To find out the signifi-
cant differences from which classes arise, the
Scheffe’s post-hoc test was conducted. The
Scheffe’s test results shows there are significant
differences between preparatory and second
classes (p=.02, p<.05), preparatory and third
classes (p=.01, p<.05) within non-academic as-
pect. And, it is determined there are significant
differences between first and second classes
(p=.02, p<.05), first and fourth classes (p=.02,
p<.05) in reputation dimension. Also, within ac-
cess dimension, there is a significant difference
between first and fourth classes (p=.00, p<.05).
Moreover, there is a significant difference be-



396

tween first and second classes (p=.01, p<.05)
within diploma programs dimension.

CONCLUSION

There are massive changes such as compe-
tition among higher institutions and internation-
alization in the higher education market of our
times. They are a sign that students’ perception
of service quality in higher education must be
given much attention. Because of this, it was
sought to reveal students perception of service
quality dimensions in terms of their gender and
classes using HEd-PERF scale in this study.

The results of this study demonstrate that
there was no significant difference between stu-
dents’ perception of non-academic and academ-
ic aspect, reputation, and diploma programs di-
mensions of service quality in terms of their gen-
der. Nevertheless, there were significant differ-
ences between students’ perception of access
and physical facilities dimensions of service qual-
ity in terms of their gender. While access dimen-
sion is more important for females than males,
physical facilities dimension is more important
for males to assess the service quality of higher
education. As a consequence of these, it can be
inferred that gender is not a significant variable
on students’ perceptions of non-academic and
academic aspect, reputation, and diploma pro-
grams dimensions of service quality. Yet, itis a
significant variable on their perceptions of ac-
cess and physical facilities dimensions of ser-
vice quality.

The ANOVA test’ results show that there
were significant differences in the students’ per-
ceptions of non-academic aspect, reputation,
access, and diploma programs dimensions of
service quality according to their classes. The
results of the Scheffe’s post-hoc test which was
made by looking at the test results of ANOVA
indicates that there were significant differences
between preparatory and second classes, pre-
paratory and third classes within non-academic
aspect. And it was found out that there were
significant differences between first and second
classes, first and fourth classes in reputation di-
mension. Also, there was a significant difference
between first and fourth classes within access
dimension. In addition to these, there was a sig-
nificant difference between first and second class-
es within diploma programs dimension. That is
to say, the students’ perceptions of dimensions
of service quality change over a period of study.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations reached through this
research are as followed:
¢ Leaders of higher education should make all
service be accessible for all students at any
part of their institutions.
+ Higher education service providers should
make needs-analysis to provide quality ser-
vice for all students.

LIMITATIONS

This study has some limitations; it is limited
to one higher educational institute. Because of
this, it would need to be validated by further
research. Future studies may need to apply the
measurement instrument in other countries and
in other universities. Also in this research, the
overall level of students’ satisfaction was the
only target. However, parents are accepted as
the stakeholders of education. Thanks to this,
further researches may be used to measure par-
ents’ satisfaction as well.
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