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This last artide in a three-part series charts the
most recent developments in the specification
and management of quality in the hospitality
industry.
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Introduction

This is the third and final article in a series which reviews
the available literature on quality management in the
hospitality industry, an area which has become increasingly
important as the hospitality market matures and
competition intensifies. For the purpose of this series the
topic has been subdivided into two, i.e. the definition of
quality and its management. The first two articles|1,2]
respectively discussed these two aspects. This third
review aims to chart the most recent developments in both
the specification and management of quality. It builds upon
the themes introduced in the previous two reviews and
discusses their present development and likely future
relevance. The review ends with a reflection on the series
and its lessons for managers and researchers.

The Quality Concept

Brogowicz et al.[3] review recent developments in service
quality research. For Brogowicz's group two distinct

schools, the Nordic and the North American, have
contributed most of the extant work. The Nordic school,
led notably by Gronroos and Gummesson, tackles the
service quality issue from the point of view of the service
product, seen as a composite of technical content (what
is provided) and service content (how it is provided). The
Nordic school further subdivide all services into a core
service (the service offering itself), facilitating services
(those which must be there to provide the original service,
e.g. hotel reception departments) and supporting services
(those which enhance the original service, e.g. hotel
leisure centres). The relationship between these aspects
and the quality of the service product was discussed in
the first article of this series[1]. The Nordic school identify
buyer-seller interactions as a key factor influencing service
quality. These can profoundly influence customer perceptions
and corporate image; good front line interactions can even
compensate for technical product deficiencies.

According to Brogowicz and his co-workers, the North
American school of service quality research, dominated
by Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, have concentrated
upon the delivery aspect of service quality. These
authors[4] define quality provision as a function of five
“‘gaps’’ located as follows:

(1) Between the consumer’s requirement and the
supplier’s (management’s) perception of it;

(2) Between management’s perception of what the
consumer requires and the service quality which
is eventually specified;

(3) Between the specified service quality and the actual
standard of service which is delivered;

(4) Between the standard of service delivered and that
promised in external communications
(advertisements, brochures, etc.) to consumers;

(5) Between the consumer’s perception of the service
quality received and the standard expected.

The first four ‘‘gaps’’ are functions of the way in which
service is delivered, and are points for attention in any
service quality assurance scheme. The fifth ‘‘gap’” is
regarded by the North American school as the true
measure of service quality, and has become the principal
focus of research.

The Nordic and North American schools of service quality
research have both produced lists of quality attributes.
According to Gronroos[5] these are:

® Professionalism and skills;

Behaviour and attitudes;
Accessibility and flexibility;
Reliability and trustworthiness;
Recovery (if something goes wrong);
® Reputation and credibility.

This list is markedly similar in many respects to that of
Berry et @l.[6] shown in Table L.
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m “ List of Service Quality Attributes adapted from

Berry, Zeitham! and Parasuraman|6)

m m A Simplified Adaptation of Brogowicz’

Synthesized Service Quality Model|3]

Attribute Description

Reliability Consistency of performance and
dependability. Lack of errors or

delays

Willingness or readiness of
employees to provide service

Knowledge and skill of contact
personnel and operational staff

Access Approachability, ease of contact

Responsiveness

Competence

Courtesy Politeness, friendliness,
consideration, tact and respect of
service staff

Communication Informing customers and listening
to them

Credibility Trustworthiness, honesty,
believability

Security Freedom from danger, risk or
doubt

Rapport Understanding the customer’s
individual needs

Appearance The physical evidence of the

service, the facilities, personnel,
equipment

Brogowicz and his co-workers[3] have juxtaposed the work
of the two schools, by combining the ‘‘gap’’ approach of
the North American model with the technical/functional
split featured in the Nordic model. The result is a new
model, a somewhat simplified version of which is
presented in Figure 1. This has the advantage of drawing
attention to the differences, in terms of quality
management, between ‘‘technical’’ and ‘‘functional’’
service provision. The importance of these differences
in the specification and delivery of hospitality service
quality has been discussed in detail in the earlier articles
of this series[1,2].

Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman have developed the list
of quality attributes shown in Table I into a multi-item
questionnaire and scale for measuring the gap (‘‘gap 5°")
between consumers’ expectations and perceptions of
service quality delivery. This multiple-item scale, known
as Servqual[7,8] has been proposed as a general tool for
quality rating any outlet, in any service industry. Thus it
may theoretically be used to compare different service
subsectors, or, with adaptation, be used to explore just
one. Fick and Ritchie[9] have examined the
appropriateness of the Servqual scale for measuring the
quality of a range of tourism services. The sectors chosen
were airlines, hotels, restaurants and ski areas, while
banking (one of the services for which Servqual was
originally developed) was used as a control. The
advantages of Servqual were found to be:

Company image

Marketing
communications

Service guality
expected

(Technical
aspects)

Service quality
specification

(Functional
aspects)

Company mission
and objectives

@ [t indicated the relative importance of consumer
expectations, with respect to the different
dimensions of service quality across various sectors
of tourism.

® It allowed comparisons of the various dimensions
of service quality across different tourism sectors.

® [t provided insights concerning the nature and
extent of service quality differences across firms
within the same sector (e.g. airlines).

Disadvantages included:

® Problems associated with using a combination of
positively and negatively worded scale items.

® The apparent inability of the seven-point Likert
scale to distinguish subtle differences in expectation
and perceptions.

® Problems with the use of different scores to
calculate a construct.

® The fact that the construct of service quality
presented by Servqual may not be the most valid
approach to defining the service quality concept.

Oberoi and Hales[10] have used a quality attribute list
similar to that of Parasuraman ef al., as the basis for

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



m INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF CONTEMPORARY HOSPITALITY MANAGEMENT 5,1

studying consumer perceptions of conference hotels.
These workers derived lists of quality attributes under
the headings “‘catering’’ “‘pricing’’ and ‘‘activities’” from
interviews with conference providers. The comprehensive
list of attributes thus obtained was reduced to 12 functional
and 11 technical attributes, which broadly covered the
Servqual criteria of reliability, responsiveness,
competence, etc. The Servqual multi-item scale itself was
not used, as it required the collapsing of diverse attributes
to the point where the results were judged insensitive or
meaningless. It is notable that a ‘‘value for money’’
attribute identified by respondents in this survey as
essential could not easily be accommodated into Servqual’s
ten categories. At the same time, the study produced no
attribute which could be categorized under Servqual’s
“‘Security’’ criterion. It is clear from this work that the
Servqual scale is likely to need further adaptation before
it can be generally accepted as a research tool for
assessing the quality of hospitality provision.

Another interesting approach to the study of consumer
quality perceptions is that of Teare(11] who has investigated
the strategies used by consumers for assessing and
evaluating hotels. His results, summarized in Table II
indicate that hotel guests measure the ‘‘gap’’ between
expectations and satisfaction in various ways, depending
on their level of previous experience of hotel products.
Teare’s study also sheds interesting light on the perceptual
process underlying hotel product appreciation.

Advances in Quality Management

Since the initial interest in quality circles in the early 1980s
discussed in the second article[2] in this series, the

m “ Guest Strategies for Evaluating Hotel Quality

Assessment framework for:
Prepurchase  On-the-spot  Post
consumption
Extensive  Established Defined role Pre-
experience systems of responsibility determined
classification  experience  need to
and based criteria evaluate
categorization satisfaction
existing
performance
norms
Limited Reliance on  Greater Reactive need
experience product dependence  to evaluate
information on the home satisfaction
and as the learned/devel-
assessments assessment  oping
of others base performance
norms
(Adapted from[11))

perception of quality assurance in hospitality and other
service industries has increasingly been that it is the
function of ‘‘QA teams’’[12]. These teams are in effect
quality circles which, instead of being a technical artifice,
bolted on to the organization, are embedded in and
essential to, the service delivery structure. Successful
operation of the quality assurance system depends on the
extent to which employees perceive ownership of it and
are empowered to act to correct defects as they occur.

For Comen[13] an effective quality assurance network
requires a director, a steering committee and facilitators,
as well as problem-solving teams. The five critical success
factors are:

® Sponsorship by top management;

® Resource allocation of money, space and personnel;

® A cultural fit with the philosophy and values of the
organization;

® Allocation of time to prepare employees;

® A QA director who reports directly to the person
in charge of day-to-day operations.

Smith{14] describes the practical operation of such a
system in a prestigious UK hotel.

Walker and Salameh report on the development of hotel
quality assurance systems since 1982, when the American
Hotel and Motel Association launched pilot quality
assurance programmes in seven US hotels. They comment
that: ‘‘just a small percentage of American hotels have
embraced QA and some of these have since scrapped the
programme’’[15, p. 57| Walker and Salameh compared
performance indicators for two comparable groups of
hotels: 19 units where a QA programme was in operation
and 19 where it was not. They found that the ‘‘QA hotels™
performed better in terms of almost all indicators examined
(see Table III) as measured on a change scale of 0-5. In
fact the only areas where ‘‘non-QA hotels’’ out-performed
the test group were in the tangible quality of the food and
drink. This result is of interest because it is consistent
with the need for different strategies for ‘‘production’
and ‘‘service’’ quality management discussed previously.

Lundberg[16] argues that careful management of the
service encounter, e.g. through QA teams, simultaneously
increases service productivity.

Total Quality Management (TQM)

Oakland[17, p. 14] defines TQM as ‘“‘a way of organizing
and involving the whole organization; every department,
every activity, every single person at every level””. Like
Comen, cited above, he insists (p. 15) that, ‘it must start
at the top with the chief executive, or equivalent, the most
senior directors, and management’’. The total quality
management philosophy is based upon systems theory.
Each subsystem within an organization is perceived as
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m m Performance Indicators for Assessing QA

Programmes in Hotels, after Walker and

Salameh|15)

Operating profit margin ~ Guest satisfaction variables

variables

Beverage Favourable comments

Food Food quality?

Accommodation Rebates and allowances

Total hotel Beverage quality?
Housekeeping quality
Repeat visits

Operational factors Employee satisfaction
variables

Productivity Turnover

Food Enthusiasm

Breakage Co-operation

Labour Communication

Room occupancy Absenteeism

Beverage

3Areas where ‘‘non-QA hotels’’ outperformed ‘‘QA

hotels™’

having its own customer/supplier relationships as shown
in Figure 2, the objective of TQM being to optimize these
relationships at every subsystem boundary. Jones[18]
emphasizes the number of such boundaries which, in a
hospitality organization, involve actual customers. He
reviews the available literature on internal marketing and
concludes: ‘‘internal marketing tackles this issue [the

m m Systems Model for TQM

External
supplier

External
customer

Arrows indicate supplier/customer relationships. Subsystems
3 and 5 may be office functions, such as invoicing or
docketing, but still have identifiable suppliers and custcmers
(in this case, of information)

quality-control problem inherent in the multiple interfaces
between customers and employees] by producing a
coherent, logical overview of the total service delivery
system; facilitating interaction between different functions
of the organization””.

The other essential ingredient of a TQM approach is the
empowerment of employees to do something about quality
defects as they notice them. In this way an organization
can continuously correct its performance, subsystem by
subsystem, without the need for cumbersome, centralized
or bureaucratic monitoring of subsystem quality. Quality
and performance indicators must of course be centrally
monitored and fed back to employees as an encouragement
to further improvement.

Formal distinctions between quality circles, quality
assurance by QA groups and total quality management are
blurred, and indeed perhaps exist at a philosophical, rather
than practical level. However Hart and Casserly[19] report
the case of ‘‘Ringer Hut’’, a Japanese fast-food chain,
which inaugurated first quality circles and then a total
quality management programme in order to revive service
and sales. For Ringer Hut, the transition involved building
more quality teams and giving them more data, particularly
on performance and customer satisfaction, so that they
could see the effects of their labours.

Horovitz and Cudenne-Poon[20] put forward a five-point
practical framework for a service quality management
programme, which could be a useful checklist for the
evaluation of practical case studies of quality management
in the hospitality industry. These workers devised their
quality programme into five areas, defined as follows:

® Quality care consists of accurately identifying and
specifying the service quality requirements of each
target customer group, and then ensuring that
everyone shares the same definition of service
quality.

® Customer care consists of placing the customer first,
by designing the service system from the
customer'’s point of view, over-responding to the
customer and dealing immediately with customer
complaints.

® Front-line people (FLIP) care consists of involving
service staff in the quality process, empowering
them to take initiatives and giving them the tools
to do their job, so that they can happily serve the
customer.

® Communication care consists of prompt, efficient
telephone and reception services, plus attention to
documentation and the external environment, so
that communication to customers reflect the quality
of service which is offered.

® Lead care is the commitment of managers to service
quality, which they must demonstrate by taking an
interest in quality issues, encouraging staff
commitment and setting a good example.
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Horovitz and Cudenne-Poon’s list brings together many
of the issues discussed in this series of articles. However,
it should be noted that as far as hospitality is concerned
their emphasis is upon the functional/intangible/‘ ‘service’’
aspects. Even such a comprehensive checklist is unable
to include within its scope the technical/tangible/
“‘product’’ aspect of hospitality output.

Summary and Reflections

This review series has attempted to summarize the
available literature on hospitality service quality and its
management. In practice it has been difficult, first to track
down with certainty every item on the subject, and second
to draw the line between articles of direct relevance to
hospitality, and those aimed at a generalized ‘‘service
industry’’. Many of the latter are more or less concerned
with the banking industry, but may nevertheless contain
points of relevance with the hospitality industry.

Although much research effort has gone into the
measurement and specification of hospitality quality, the
industry itself lags behind in its monitoring efforts,
according to the work of Silvestro et al.[21] who have
studied quality monitoring practice in a number of service
industries. Of the hotel sector, this group concluded:

The principal quality measures used were soft customer-
based measures. While these external measures of quality
at least alerted managers to any notable downturns in service
levels, there was little by way of internal measurement to
support and corroborate the limited and rather polarized
external service quality measures. This would appear to
suggest a reactive approach to the management of service
quality.

The development of the Servqual scale promises to
facilitate comparison of the quality offered by different
subsectors of the service industry. It may in future be
possible to correlate actual quality with the efficiency of
the monitoring process. According to Oberoi and Hales[10]
Servqual does not at first sight seem to be an appropriate
tool for measuring quality provision within the hospitality
sector. However, the work of Brogowicz[3] suggests a way
to modify the model on which Servqual is based, and may
in time lead to the development of a more acceptable scale.
A limitation of Servqual appears to be its treatment of
“‘hygiene’’ and ‘‘motivational’’ aspects of quality.
Problems were experienced by Oberoi and Hales[10] with
security value for money, both of which would seem to
be ‘‘hygiene”’ factors of hospitality quality.

Despite much work on the definition of quality, such
aspects as ‘‘hygiene’” and ‘‘motivating’’, ‘‘parametric’’
and ‘‘variable’’ factors of quality require further
investigation. The work of Collison and Turner{22] into
the perceived relative importance of different components
of the meal experience, deserves wider application,

perhaps with the addition of more powerful tools of

multivariate analysis. In the same way, Lewis[23,24] has
indicated the value of advanced quantitative techniques
for assessing consumer perceptions of quality attributes
devised by providers. Studies of how consumers and
providers perceive hospitality classification systems are
in their infancy, as are our attempts to relate price,
complaints, repeat business and indicators of customer
satisfaction to consumer-perceived quality.

During the past five years a much clearer model has
emerged for quality management in hospitality systems.
This is particularly the case for the variously termed
intangible, functional or ‘‘service’’ aspect of the hospitality
product. Here there is a consensus that total commitment
by management, employee ownership and empowerment
and a strong sense of mission are the vital ingredients,
in addition to the communications, training and customer-
care considerations which preoccupied the industry five
years ago. However, the position regarding quality
management of the tangible, technical or ‘‘product’” aspect
of hospitality service is less clear. King[25] suggests that
improved integration of ‘‘production’”’ and ‘‘service’’
functions will give better quality. Other writers(3,26] imply
that the two functions require diametrically opposed
management approaches and should therefore be
separated as far as possible. This dichotomy is worthy
of further study and clarification, in order that the most
suitable approach may be identified.
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