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Abstract: In theory, we all know that if students are satisfied, then training centers do provide a better quality of service. But what
about in practice? The purpose of this research is twofold. On the one hand, we aim to assess the quality of training inspectors in
Morocco, through perceived quality and student satisfaction. First, we investigate which quality attributes need to be further targeted
in the training device (TD) at CFIE. Second, we test for potential causal relationships between perceived service quality and student
satisfaction. Our starting assumption is that there is a causal link between "service quality" and "satisfaction." To this end, the
SERVPERF tool was adapted and administered to a sample of student inspectors who received training services at the CFIE in Rabat.
We support the literature's argument that performance (SERVPERF) is the best predictor of service quality. The results shows that the
perceived quality of services provided by CFIE is relatively acceptable. Nevertheless, it shows a strong need for improvement,
especially in the dimensions of Tangibility and Empathy. All five dimensions of SERVPERF significantly impact student-inspector
satisfaction at CFIE. The SERVPERF scale is a valuable aid in the institutional assessment of the TD, and in the implementation of a
culture of continuous improvement within the CFIE. However, when used alone, it can lead to the omission of other factors that explain
satisfaction. It would therefore be appropriate to couple it with other instruments such as SERVQUAL, HEDPERF, PAKSERV or
HiEdQUAL in order to verify which ones are adapted to the context of education inspection in Morocco.
Keywords: Service quality, Student satisfaction, Perceived quality, SERVPERF, Training inspectors in Morocco.

1.

INTRODUCTION

The issue of service quality in higher education is
recurrent in international and Moroccan debates. In spite of
being always the concern of managers and academics, the
service quality is today a tool used by many universities, in
order to increase their competitiveness [1]. At present,
academic institutions think of students as their main
customers and seek to satisfy them by improving the
service quality they provide [2]. A service quality
improvement approach sets up a trust and satisfaction
relationship. And a satisfied customer is a customer who
will have positive recommendation actions for the
organization [3].
Moreover, several approaches to service quality coexist. Reeves and Bednar [4] identify four approaches to
determining service quality: quality as value [5], quality as
excellence [6], quality as compliance with specifications
[7] and quality as disconfirmation of expectations [8-10].
According to these different conceptions, quality has two
main meanings:

−

"objective" quality, where quality is measured against
clear and predefined standards; and
− “subjective" quality, which is based on the customer's
or user's viewpoint.
This approach has been developed in the services field
where the characteristics of intangibility, immateriality,
inseparability, indivisibility and non-storage ... have made
it difficult to define objective criteria for quality
measurement. Thus, this last meaning allows to assess the
quality perception by customers or users according to their
expectations. These expectations constitute personal
standards of comparison. Moreover, recent literature
dealing with university pedagogy has often insisted on the
importance of collecting students' perceptions of the
quality of services received [11,12].
In the service field, the link between perceived quality
and satisfaction has been widely investigated and three
main insights emerge. First, perceived service quality is
presented as an antecedent to satisfaction [13]. Second,
satisfaction is argued to be an antecedent of perceived
quality [14]. Third, there would be no relationship between
the two constructs [15]. Service quality and student
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satisfaction are therefore two variables that have a direct
influence on the continuity and survival of an organization
[16]. Service quality then becomes a key factor of
competitiveness, and student satisfaction becomes a key
determinant of service quality.
In contrast, in higher education, although there is some
disagreement about the factors that make up perceived
quality, many studies support the likely link between these
two constructs [17-20].
In light of this theoretical framework, our purpose is to
assess the training quality of Moroccan education
inspectors through perceived quality and student
satisfaction. First, we examine which quality attributes
need to be further targeted in the TD at CFIE. Second, we
test for potential causal relationships between perceived
quality of service and student satisfaction.
It is therefore important to identify the determinants of
service quality provided at CFIE and the key predictors of
student satisfaction. In the present research, we put forward
the general hypothesis of a causal link between "perceived
quality" and "satisfaction". Thus, the quality of training at
the CFIE in Rabat is studied according to the five
dimensions of the SERVPERF model: Tangibility,
Reliability, Responsiveness, Assurance and Empathy.
Accordingly, these five variables feed our following
specific hypotheses:
H1: Tangible elements of the training device (TD) have
a significant impact on student-inspectors' satisfaction.
H2: The TD's reliability has a significant impact on
student-inspectors' satisfaction.
H3: Responsiveness has a significant impact on
student-inspectors' satisfaction.
H4: The assurance provided by the TD has a significant
impact on the student-inspectors' satisfaction.
H5: Empathy of CFIE staff has a significant impact on
student-inspectors' satisfaction.
2.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature has often confused confused perceived
service quality with service satisfaction: the concepts
"service quality" and "satisfaction" are now used
interchangeably"[21]. The definitions attributed to
perceived quality, such as the one presented by [9], who
consider it to be the result of a confrontation between the
consumer's perceptions and expectations, seem to support
this confusion. In response to this confusion, several
researchers have examined the problems raised by the
concepts of perceived quality and satisfaction, and have
attempted to distinguish them [14, 22, 23].
In this section, we differentiate between these two
constructs, trying to be more exact regarding their measures

and dimensions. Then, we identify the main theoretical
models of each.
A. Service Quality
Service quality is a concept that has generated
considerable interest and debate in the literature, due to the
difficulty of defining and measuring it without any general
consensus [24]. The customer-based approach assumes that
quality is not an objective thing, but is in the eyes of the
beholder [8,25]. It is also widely accepted that service
quality depends on the two factors: the expected service
and the perceived service. [26] found that perceived service
quality is the result of an assessment process where the
expected service is compared to the received service.
Furthermore, it is known that service quality is based
on multiple dimensions [10], [8]; but there is also no
general agreement on the number, nature, or content of
these dimensions [27,28].
1) Service quality dimensions
Two schools of thought have emerged in the definition
of service quality: the European and American schools.
The European school defined service quality by dividing
the concept into three dimensions. Thus, Lehtinen and
Lehtinen [29] defined service quality in terms of physical
quality, interactive quality and corporate quality. Physical
quality is related to the tangible aspects of service.
Interactive quality involves the interpersonal nature of
services, and refers to the two-way flow that occurs
between the customer and the service provider, including
digital and automated interactions. Corporate quality refers
to the image attributed to a service provider by its current
and potential customers. They also suggest that, compared
to the other two dimensions, corporate quality tended to be
more stable over time. While Grönroos [10] identifies two
dimensions of service quality, the technical aspect ("what"
service is provided?) and the functional aspect ("how" the
service is provided?). Customers perceive what they
receive as the quality of the process result, i.e., the technical
quality. However, the customer also perceives how the
process itself works, i.e., the functional dimension or
process quality. For some services, the "what" (or technical
quality) may be difficult to assess. Unable to assess
technical quality, service consumers rely on other measures
of quality attributes associated with the service delivery
process (the "how").
At the time, this was the first attempt to introduce a true
model for measuring perceived service quality. However,
the main criticism was the lack of explanations for
measuring technical quality and functional quality. If
European researchers suggest that outcome quality is a
dimension of service quality, then American researchers
perceive it as a dimension of customer satisfaction. For this
reason, their measure of service quality does not explicitly
reflect both dimensions, but only the functional dimension.
According to this American school [30], service consumers
consider five dimensions in their assessments of service
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quality, namely: tangibility, reliability, responsiveness,
assurance and empathy.
Based on these dimensions, Parasuraman and al [30]
developed the first instrument for measuring service
quality, called "SERVQUAL", which evaluates both
customers' perceptions (22 items) and expectations (22
items) [31].
TABLE I.
Dimensions
Tangibility
Reliability
Responsiveness,
helpfulness or
readiness

Assurance

Empathy

SERVQUAL INSTRUMENT DIMENSIONS
Definitions
Physical facilities, equipment, buildings
and personnel appearance.
Ability to perform promised services on
time, accurately, confidently and
consistently.
Willingness to assist and serve
customers quickly. Eagerness to
respond to customers and provide
prompt service.
Skills,
knowledge,
credibility,
politeness and courtesy of staff, and
their ability to inspire confidence and
security.
Consideration for the customer, ability
to listen, to understand the customer's
concerns and needs, ability to mpathize
with the customer, communication
skills, and personal attention that the
entity gives to its customers.

Items
4
6

3

4

5

According to Shafiq and al. [32], ServQual is accepted
as a standard for assessing different dimensions of service
quality and has been validated for a number of service
institutions. It is a reference in service marketing [33,34],
and inspires a wide range of research on service quality
measurement in the public sphere [35-37]. Similarly, Adil
[38] also concluded that ServQual provides a robust
categorization of service dimensions.
However, other researchers have criticized it for
focusing on the process of service delivery rather than the
outcomes [39]. They also show that, in the vast majority of
cases, the ServQual model is passively applied to the public
sector without taking into account the specificities of the
application domain, namely higher education and
executive training. Furthermore, it has been argued that the
five ServQual dimensions are not universal. Babakus and
Boller [40] stated that "the field of service quality can be
complex in some structures and sectors, and very simple
and single-dimensional in others. Indeed, they state that the
number and nature of the service quality dimensions
depend on the type of service offered and the sector of
activity.
Also, from a methodological viewpoint, Cronin and
Taylor [41] consider SERQUAL (with 44 items) unreliable
because it's almost impossible to measure expectations and
perception at the same time.
2) Other conceptual service quality models
Cronin and Taylor [5] suggest that service quality is
best predicted by performance only and not by the gap

between performance and expectations. They argued that
service quality is a customer attitude and that service
performance is the sole indicator of service quality. In their
22 items SERVPERF model, they proceeded to measure
only performance (perceived service) via the same quality
dimensions used in SERVQUAL by Parasuraman et al. [8,
9], namely: tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance
and empathy. Cronin and Taylor [41] have shown that
SERVPERF is a more accurate measure of service quality
than ServQual.
Other researchers have also pointed out that instead of
comparing, via ServQual, customers' expectations and
perceptions of the services provided, it is better to measure
exclusively the perceived service quality supplied. The
latter has proven to be sufficient and useful [42]. Swartz,
and Brown [43] attempted to synthesize the service quality
dimensions by illustrating the work of Grönroos [10,29]
and Parasuraman et al [8]. Their main contribution was to
identify the service quality dimensions based on the
literature review and categorize them as "What" (service
assessed after delivery) and "How" (service assessed
during delivery). However, their work does not reflect
Grönroos' conceptualization of service quality perception
[44], which emphasizes the role of the institution's brand
image as a filter in the service quality perception.
While Haywood-Farmer identified three dimensions of
service quality, called the "3P of service quality": (1)
physical facilities and processes; (2) behavior of staff on
duty; and (3) professional judgment of the duty staff in
providing quality service. He stated that "an appropriate
and carefully balanced mix of these three elements must be
achieved" [45].
Another conceptualization of service quality was
proposed by Rust and Oliver [46]. According to them, the
overall perception of service quality is built on three
dimensions: (1) the customer-staff interaction; (2) the
service environment; and (3) the outcomes.
Although research supports the assertion that the
service environment affects perceptions of service quality
[47], it is difficult to distinguish the notion of service
environment from the concept of functional quality
suggested in the literature. For example, Brady and Cronin
[27] proposed three factors comprising the service
environment: ambient conditions, facility design, and
social factors. However, Brady and Cronin [27] suggest
that the service environment is a constituent of the service
delivery process. In summary, and for parsimony, it seems
preferable to include the elements of the service
environment as components of the functional dimension.
Dabholkar, Thorpe, and Rentz [48] proposed and tested
a multilevel model of service quality.
According to them, the main dimensions of service
quality are: Physical aspects, Reliability, Personal
interaction, Problem solving and Policy. The subdimensions for the first three dimensions are: appearance
and convenience for the physical aspect; keeping promises
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and doing a good job for the reliability dimension; and
projecting a sense of trust and courtesy/helpfulness for the
personal interaction dimension.
In addition, Brandy and Cronin [27] developed a
hierarchical service quality construct, based on four
models: the Grönroos model [10], the ServQual model [9],
the three-component model of Rust and Oliver [46], and
the multilevel model of the Dabholkar and al. [48]. Their
hierarchical approach involves three main dimensions: (1)
interaction quality, (2) physical environment quality and
(3) outcomes quality. Interaction quality concerns the
parameters of attitude, behavior, and expertise of service
providers and customers. The physical environment
encompasses ambient conditions, service space design, and
TABLE II.
Autors
Lehtinen & Lehtinen
[29]

Grönroos [49]

Parasuraman and al.
[8,9,30]
Swartz & Brown [43]
Cronin &Taylor [27]
Rust & Oliver [46].

Dabholkar, Thorpe &
Rentz [48]

Brady & Cronin [27]

social factors. The outcomes quality takes into
consideration waiting time, tangible elements of the
service, and "valence" defined in terms of the relative
ability to empathize, respond or serve.
Finally, in their hierarchical model, Brady and Cronin
[27] used three tertiary sub-dimensions (reliability,
responsiveness, and empathy), under each secondary
dimension. These sub-dimensions were retained and
identified as indirect indicators of the secondary
dimensions and not direct determinants of service quality.
In sum, the table below attempts to summarize the main
conceptual models of service quality and their respective
dimensions.

QUALITY DIMENSIONS ACCORDING TO THE CONCEPTUAL MODELS.

Quality dimensions
1. Physical quality (the tangibles aspects of service).
2. Interactive quality (process quality).
3.Corporate quality (brand image and notoriety).
1.
2.
3.
1.
2.
3.

Technical aspect ("what").
Functional aspect ("how").
Corporate image (notoriety).
Tangible elements: physical facilities, equipment, materials, and personnel appearance.
Reliability: ability to perform the promised service confidently and accurately.
Responsiveness: Serviceability, Helpfulness, Readiness, willingness to respond to customers and provide prompt
and speedy services.
4. Assurance (including skills, courtesy, credibility and safety): knowledge and politeness of employees and their
ability to inspire confidence.
5. Empathy (including access, communication, understanding of the customer): consideration, individualized attention
given to customers.
1. "What" (service evaluated after performance).
2. "How" (service assessed during the process).
Same factors as in Parasuraman and al. [8].
1. Customer-employee interaction (functional quality or process quality).
2. Service environment (physical and social factors).
3. Result (technical quality).
1. Physical aspects (appearance, suitability and convenience).
2. Reliability (keeping promises and doing things right).
3. Personal interaction (confidence, courtesy, helpfulness).
4. Problem solving.
5. Policy.
1. Interactive quality (attitude, behavior and expertise).
2. Quality of the physical environment (ambient conditions, design and social factors).
3. Quality of the outcome (waiting time, tangibles and valence, ability to unite, respond, react or serve).

According to the above table, the process dimension is
present in all models; the result dimension (technical
quality) is mentioned in five models; the corporate image
is present in two models; equity in one model and value in
one model.
In summary, although a number of studies have been
conducted on service quality, no general agreement on the
number, content, and nature of the dimensions is
established in the literature. In many published studies, the
service components assessed by customers using
satisfaction instruments, generally leave open the question
of whether these dimensions are exhaustive or are those
that most matter to service beneficiaries. For example,
ServQual-the most widely used instrument-has been

criticized by many researchers for its focus on functional
quality and process [50-54]
In this context, several models that include the outcome
dimension, such as the Gronroos model [10], the Rust and
Oliver model [46], the multilevel model [48] and the
hierarchical approach [27] are recommended. The
literature also concludes that the number and nature of
ServQual dimensions can be specific from one sector of
activity to another.
While the original study by Parasuraman and al [9]
proposed five "universal" dimensions to measure service
quality in any sector, the vast majority of research reports
a different number of dimensions [55]. In this vein,
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Worthington [56] suggests that those implementing
customer satisfaction and service quality assessment
instruments should be aware of the difficulties and
complexities inherent to their theoretical underpinnings,
and be cautious in their use in specific settings. Adaptation
of generic models and instruments to the context is more
than necessary.
B. Customer satisfaction
To evoke customer satisfaction is to refer to the gap
between his perceived service (service provided) and his
expectations (expected service). Satisfaction is a global
judgment resulting from an accumulation of experiences
over time [21,57,58]. Satisfaction reflects an individual's
judgment resulting from the transformation of objective
facts and observations into subjective judgments [59].
Management and marketing scholars highlight the
importance of customer satisfaction to the success of an
organization [60].
According to AFNOR [61], satisfaction is defined as,
"a judgment, an opinion that the individual expresses about
the service he or she has experienced." Recognizing that
services are difficult to assess for many reasons, the most
obvious is that users participate in the production of the
service delivered. Marketing professionals such as Eiglier
& Langeard [62] and Gabriel and al. [63], have referred to
this as "servuction". Organizations do not do "quality for
quality's sake", but do it primarily to attract, appeal, and
retain their customers on the one hand, and to compete with
their rivals on the other. Customer satisfaction is the very
basis of quality [64]. Measuring customer satisfaction is
currently a managerial duty for any organization involved
in the quality approach, the customer approach, the process
approach and the continuous improvement approach.
It is even a requirement of the flagship standard in
quality management: the ISO 9001 2018 edition. Customer
satisfaction measurement (CSM) is a feedback exercise
that seeks to find out "what customers think about their
needs, expectations and experiences with the services they
receive" and "enables organizations to check the extent to
which they are improving customer satisfaction" [64].
Nevertheless, the concepts and theories underlying
customer satisfaction and service quality measures are not
particularly clear-cut, and the usefulness of these measures
has been doubted on many occasions. In the following, we
briefly review the main theoretical models of satisfaction.
3) Theoretical models of satisfaction
a) Expectancy disconfirmation theory
Expectancy disconfirmation theory argues that clients
make satisfaction judgements by evaluating the effective
performance of the service in relation to their prior
expectations. Several theoretical perspectives have been
used to explain the relationship between disconfirmation
and dissatisfaction [65]. The discrepancy theory is the most
widely adopted and defines satisfaction as the difference
between what is expected and what is perceived [66].

Satisfaction (positive discrepancy) occurs when the service
is better than expected.
In contrast, a worse-than-expected performance
generates dissatisfaction (negative invalidation). Not all
existing researches demonstrate an association between
desires and satisfaction [67]. Consistency theory suggests
that when the effective performance of the service does not
match expectations, the consumer will feel some tension.
To overcome this tension, the consumer will try to
adjust both expectations and perceptions of the actual
service performance. There are several coherence theories
approaches [68]: (1) assimilation theory; (2) contrasting
theory; (3) assimilation-contrast theory; and (4) negativity
theory.
Assimilation theory, based on Festinger's cognitive
dissonance theory [69], suggests that inconsistencies
between expectations and outcomes will be reduced or
assimilated in order to bring perceptions of outcomes in
line with expectations [70,71].
According to Anderson [65], customers seek to avoid
dissonance by adjusting perceptions about a given service
to make it more consistent with expectations. Customers
can also reduce the tension resulting from a gap between
expectations and service performance, either by distorting
expectations to coincide with perceived service
performance or by increasing satisfaction.
Contrast theory suggests that when customers perceive
a gap between expectations and outcomes, they magnify
the difference. Assimilation-contrast theory holds that both
paradigms - assimilation and contrast - are applicable to the
study of customer satisfaction. This theory posits that the
customer satisfaction response will be non-linear: when
there is a gap between expectations and outcomes,
assimilation will occur between the borders of the
"tolerance zone", while outside this zone, the contrast effect
will increase, leading to dissatisfaction or higher
satisfaction than prescribed by the assimilation approach.
Customer research appears to support the contrast and
assimilation model [70]. The negativity theory, like the
other three, is also based on the process of refutation.
Developed by Carlsmith and Aronson [71], cited in [68], it
suggests that any deviation in performance from
expectations will upset the customer, producing "negative
energy." Anderson [65] explains that when expectations
are not confirmed, customers respond negatively to any
information. Dissatisfaction occurs if perceived
performance falls below expectations or if perceived
performance exceeds expectations.
b) Fullfilment theory
Fullfilment theory comes from an older tradition of job
satisfaction research which postulates that satisfaction is
determined by the experience outcomes, whatever we feel,
or wish to receive [72]. In the field of customer satisfaction
research, expectation - rebutting factors and execution
factors have been noted as predictors of satisfaction [73].
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c) Attribution theory
The attribution dimension used in customer satisfaction
research is represented by the construct of "causality locus
" [74,59]. It is based on the proposal that a customer who
attributes the cause of a "good" service to internal factors
(e.g., his own abilities or efforts) will exhibit greater
satisfaction than a customer who attributes a good service
to external causes (e.g., material or environmental
conditions). The study by Oliver and DeSabro [75]
confirmed the statement that internal causal attributions are
strongly related to satisfaction.
d) Equity theory (fairness theory)
This theory is built on the assumption that "Man's
rewards in exchange with others should be proportional to
his investments" [70]. In other words, the concept of equity
suggests that the ratio of outcomes to inputs should be
constant for all participants in an exchange. Applied to
customer satisfaction research, satisfaction is thought to
exist when the customer believes that his or her ratio of
outcomes to inputs is equal to that of the exchange (e.g.,
seller). Studies suggest that equity has a moderate effect on
customer satisfaction [73].
e) Sociological perspectives on satisfaction
The final theory under review examines the
interactional and social aspects of the predictors of
satisfaction. The sociological perspective examines the
veracity of the theoretical link between expectations and
satisfaction, mainly because the expectations refutation
theory does not recognize the social context or social
influences on customers. The results of various studies
imply that an individual's social context, interpersonal
relationships and power relationships between the service
provider and clients must be incorporated into satisfaction
modeling [56].
As a synthesis of the theories underlying customer
satisfaction, while divergence theory (the paradigm of
expectations refutation) is usually the most accepted and
adopted, then other theoretical insights suggests that the
satisfaction construct may itself be simplistic. In this
respect, assimilation-contrast theory argues that factors
such as the " tolerance zone " and contrast and assimilation
effects should be incorporated into satisfaction models.
Customer satisfaction also is influenced by the customer's
perception of equity. It also appears that internal causes of
"good service," defined in terms of customer ability or
effort, are linked to higher satisfaction than external causes
(e.g., material conditions). The sociological side suggests
that customer satisfaction is also influenced by factors such
as social and interactional dynamics, and by the power of
service providers, as well as by wider social factors such as
cultural factors, etc. These factors must also be captured in
customer satisfaction models.
In the end, our literature review brought out several
main conclusions. There is a growing consensus that the
two constructs (service quality and satisfaction) differ in

terms of the underlying causes, and the produced outcomes
produced [73,76]. Although they have some things in
common, satisfaction is generally considered a larger
concept, while service quality assessment focuses
specifically on the features, attributes and characteristics of
the service. On this basis, perceived service quality is an
integral part of customer satisfaction. Oliver [73]
previously suggested that service quality would precede
customer satisfaction.
Some researchers have found empirical findings to
corroborate this insight [77-79]. In this logic, service
quality is defined as a targeted evaluation reflecting the
customer's perception of specific service characteristics
and dimensions, whereas the notion of satisfaction is more
inclusive, shaped by the perception of service quality, price
and equity, as well as by personal and situational factors
[76]. It should be noted that, in this sense, service quality is
a perceived quality by the customer and not an objective
characteristic of reality.
3.

MATERIALS AND METHOD

Our study favors a quantitative, descriptive and
exploratory approach. It solicited a population sample of
191 student inspectors who received training at the CFIE in
Rabat for the 2019-2020 academic year. Our sample
represents three different training branches (tracks):
Inspectors of Material and Financial Services (ISMF),
Inspectors of Secondary Qualifying Education (IESQ) and
Inspectors of Primary Education (IEP). The respondents'
selection is based on a non-probability convenience
sampling method. 63% of the respondents were male and
37% were female, 117 respondents were between 31 and
40 years old, and 74 were between 41 and 45 years old.
44% of the respondents were first year students, 56%
second year. It can be observed that the distribution of our
respondents in first and second years of study is roughly
equal.
We borrowed, adapted and applied Cronin and Taylor's
SERVPERF instrument [5] to the specificities of the
educational inspectors' training at the CFIE in Rabat. It is
the most widely used and tested inspection tool for
measuring service quality [80,81]. SERVPERF is a
modification of SERVQUAL, and thus uses the same
categories to assess service quality as an attitude and not as
satisfaction. It adopts the dual idea that perceived service
quality leads to satisfaction, and that satisfaction is linked
to other quality dimensions.
Indeed, numerous empirical studies have applied the
SERVPEREF instrument to measure service quality in
different sectors [5,34,82-86]. Our SERVPERF
measurement scale is therefore composed of two parts. The
first consists of questions regarding the personal
characteristics of our respondents, and the second was
designed to inspect student inspectors' perceptions of
service quality at CFIE. This second part consists of 22
items addressing the five SERVQUAL service quality
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dimensions (Tangibility, Reliability, Responsiveness,
Assurance, and Empathy).
A five-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly
disagree" to "strongly agree" was used to collect the data.
Due to the quantitative and descriptive nature of
SERVERF, frequencies, standard deviation and means
were calculated. Correlation analysis was performed and
the reliability of the instrument was tested.
4.

RESULTS

Internal consistency analysis of the SERVPERF scale
shows that the Cronbach's Alpha value is highly acceptable
(α = 0.777) (Table 3). It exceeds the minimum required
threshold of 0.70 [87]. Thus, all five dimensions
(tangibility, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and
empathy) show largely satisfactory values ranging from
0.723 relative to the dimension "Reliability" to 0.817 for
the dimension "Empathy". The latter is considered the
variable with the best internal consistency. Our
measurement scale therefore has a highly satisfactory
internal consistency.
TABLE III.

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY VALUES OF THE DIMENSIONS
OF THE SCALE ADAPTED FROM SERVPERF.

Dimensions

No. of items

Cronbach Alpha

Tangibility
Reliability
Responsiveness
Assurance

4
6
3
4

0.810
0.723
0.751
0.786

Empathy
Total

5
22

0.817
0.777

The data analysis (Table 4 below) shows that student
inspectors' perception of the "Tangibility" dimension
ranges on average from 2.23 to 3.12. The "Reliability"
dimension ranges from 2.67 to 3.41; the “Responsiveness”
dimension varies from 3.61 to 3.90; the dimension of
"Assurance" ranges from 3.32 to 4.99 and the fifth
dimension of “Empathy” ranges from 2.10 to 2.84.
TABLE IV.

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF SERVPERF DIMENSIONS

Dimensions
Mean* S.D
Tangibility
The CFIE has modern looking equipment.
2.23 0.095
The CFIE’s physical facilities are visually appealing…
2.34 1.02
The CFIE’s employees are neat-appearing.
3.12
1.1
The teaching materials used are of sufficient number and 2.43 1.21
good quality.
Reliability
When the CFIE promises to do something by a certain
3.33 0.96
time, it does so.
When you’ve a problem, the CFIE shows a sincere
3.23 1.13
interest in solving it.
The CFIE performs the service right the first time.
2.67 1.03
The CFIE provides its services at the time it promises to 2.54
1.1
do so.
Employees of the CFIE tell you exactly when services
3.41 0.095
will be performed.
The CFIE insists on error-free records.
3.12 1.04

Responsiveness
Employees of the CFIE are never too busy to respond to
your requests.
Employees of the CFIE give you the prompt service.
Employees of the CFIE are always willing to help you.
Assurance
The behaviour of employees of the CFIE installs
confidence in customers.
Employees of the CFIE are consistently courteous with
you.
Employees of the CFIE have the knowledge to answer
your questions.
The CFIE has operating hours convenient to all its
customers.
Empathy
Employees of the CFIE have the knowledge to answer
your questions.
The CFIE has employees who gives you the personal
attention.
The CFIE has your best interest at heart.
Employees of the CFIE understand your specific needs.
The CFIE has employees who are competent.

3.61

0.93

3.82
3.90

1.05
1.03

4.23

1.04

3.32

0.92

4.99

0.98

3.66

1.32

2.43

0.97

2.10

0.99

2.34
2.84
2.54

1.42
1.04
1.01

* Scores are averaged on a scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.

The student inspectors' perception of the "Empathy"
dimension is the least positive, compared to the other
dimensions. Our respondents estimate that the CFIE staff
does not make enough effort to understand students'
expectations, needs and problems (cognitive empathy).
They do not have enough compassion and they lack
emotional empathy towards them. This shows that our
respondents are heterogeneous and that their needs and
expectations are also very diverse.
This difference in needs and expectations is well
explained by the fact that our sample population represents
three different educational tracks. It is therefore judicious
for the CFIE to carry out segmentations of training services
on the double basis of students' andragogical differentiation
(differentiated andragogy) and on the curricular and
professional specificity of each field of study.
To evaluate the structural model of our instrument, the
determination coefficient (R2) of each dependent variable,
the structural coefficients (β), and the significance level (tvalue) were examined. The R2 values were above the
recommended threshold of 0.10 (between 0.189 and 0.841)
[88].
TABLE V.

RESULTS OF THE STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL
ESTIMATIONS.

Dimensions
Tangibility
Reliability
Responsiveness
Assurance
Empathy

V

H

(β)

tValue

pValues

R

S
S
S
S
S

H1
H2
H3
H4
H5

0.487
0.816
0.763
0.613
0.385

13.019
21.787
17.638
10.732
3.185

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.002

C
C
C
C
C

V: Explained variable; S: Satisfaction; H: Hypothesis; (β): Structural Coefficient;
R: Result and C: confirmed.
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Table 5 shows that the five dimensions of perceived
quality of SERVPERF (Tangibility, Reliability,
Responsiveness, Assurance, and Empathy) significantly
impact student-inspector satisfaction at CFIE (β = 0.487, ρ
<0.005; β = 0.816, ρ <0.005; β = 0.763, ρ <0.005; β = 0.613,
ρ <0.005; β = 0.385, ρ <0.005). Therefore, all of our initial
hypotheses hold true for the Rabat CFIE. The findings
analysis also shows that there is a positive statistical
significance between the three dimensions of quality
(Reliability, Responsiveness and Assurance) and studentinspector satisfaction. In contrast, Pearson's correlative
analysis shows that there is no significant relationship
between the dimensions "Empathy" and "Tangibility".
5.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Through perceived quality and student satisfaction, our
study revealed the characteristic determinants of the quality
of the training device at CFIE. According to our
respondents, the perceived quality of services provided by
CFIE is relatively acceptable. Nevertheless, it shows a need
for improvement in the dimensions of Tangibility and
Empathy. CFIE staff (managers and teachers) focus more
on the three dimensions of "Reliability", "Responsiveness"
and "Assurance" of the TD than on the other dimensions.
While these three variables are necessary and useful for any
TD, they are never sufficient when used alone. Service
quality is therefore plural and determined by several
dimensions, including at least five, those of SERVPERF.
As a consequence, the CFIE staff must focus on the
tangible aspects of TD such as renewing equipment and
updating teaching materials.
At the same time, according to Manyi Agbor [89], this
research indicates that "empathy" dimension is also
important and that managers should, where appropriate,
conduct training sessions for staff to improve their
communication skills and their ability to empathize with
students in their feelings and experiences. Examination of
the causal relationships, between our two constructs,
highlighted the significant impact of service quality on
student satisfaction. These results are in line with previous
studies on the effect of service quality on customer
satisfaction [1, 90-92]. They all admit that TD performance
has a significant effect on student satisfaction.
Applying the SERVPERF scale, the most important
implication of this study is that CFIE managers must
improve the parameters related to tangibles (physical
equipment and facilities), and empathy (cognitive and
emotional). They need to be more and more involved in
these different dimensions to continue to attract the best
student profiles, to better train them for inspection tasks,
and to merit the status of the sole training center for
inspectors in Morocco.
Thus, the SERVPERF scale is a valuable tool in the
institutional assessment of the TD and in the
implementation of a culture of continuous improvement
within the CFIE. By applying this tool, among many

others, it is possible to determine which dimension of
quality needs to be prioritized and greatly improved [5, 93,
40]. However, our research also has some limitations. It
used a single tool that does not always receive consensus,
especially in the training of educational leaders, managers
and inspectors. Hence the risk of omitting other
explanatory factors of "satisfaction". It would therefore be
appropriate in future research to duplicate this study by
borrowing other tools for measuring the service quality
such as SERVQUAL, HEDPERF, PAKSERV or
HiEdQUAL, and to verify which ones are adapted to the
context of educational inspection in Morocco. In the same
way, the training of education inspectors cannot be reduced
to a simple "service". It cannot be considered as a product
or as a service like any other. In this high value-added field
(production, transmission, implementation, development
and management of knowledge), there is active coproduction of knowledge between the teacher and the
student-inspector [20], and immediate co-consummation of
knowledge.
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