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Table 1. Service quality dimensions in airline industry 

  

Year Author Dimension 

2002 Tsaur, Chang and Yen 
Comfort of seat, staff 

politeness, safety  

2005 Park, Robertson and Wu 

In-flight service, 

convenience and 

availability, customer 

service and trustworthiness 

2006 Ekiz, Hussain and Bavik 

Staff, image, empathy, 

airline and terminal 

tangibles 

2007 Shaw 

Frequency and scheduling, 

punctuality, loyalty 

customer benefits, in-flight 

services, seat / ticket 

availability, locality and 

accessibility of airport, 

airport services 

2007 Liou and Tzeng 

Personnel service, loyalty 

customer benefits, safety 

and reliability, in-flight 

services, timetable 

arrangements and 

scheduled performance  

2008 
Nadiri, Hussain, Ekiz and 

Erdogan 

Personnel, empathy, airline 

and terminal tangibles 

2008 
Tiernan, Rhoades and 

Waguespack 

Scheduled performance, 

mishandled luggage, 

complaints of customers, 

overbooking  

2008 Babbar and Koufteros 
Politeness, responsiveness, 

customized attention, level 



of concern and courtesy, 

listening and consideration   

2008 
Teichert, Shehu and von 

Wartburg 

Scheduled flight, loyalty 

passenger programs, 

catering, ground services, 

total fare, flexibility 

2009 Saha and Theingi 

Scheduling, tangibles, flight 

personnel, ground 

personnel 

2011 
Boetsch, Bieger and 

Wittmer 

Brand of airline, price, 

sleeping comfort  

2012 Archana and Subha 

In-flight services, back 

office processes of airline, 

on-board digital services 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

  



Table 2 Limitations of different service quality evaluation models 

 

Year Author Limitation 

1985 Parasuraman, Berry and 

Zeithaml 

It was found that GAP 

model created the 

uncertainty between 

service quality and 

customer satisfaction 

(Ladhari, 2008); 

Buttle (1995) mentioned 

that services are not 

evaluated based on 

customers’ expectations 

because there is no 

appropriate instrument to 

measure expectations; 

Cronin and Taylor (1992) 

found the model more 

being the disconfirmation 

rather than attitudinal; 

SERVQUAL approach 

mostly concentrated on 

the processes of services 

than on the services 

results (Babakus and 

Boller, 1992); 

SERVQUAL is not 

universally applicable for 

various service divisions 

because the dimensions 

are not neutral. But, this 

model has a good 



constancy (Carman, 

1990).    

1992 Cronin and Taylor The model SERVPERF 

(performance based 

model) is not complete 

and requires extra 

modifications for 

different service sectors; 

There is not enough 

explanation on the 

relationship between the 

combination of human 

and physical resources  to 

attain the expected 

functional and technical 

service quality. 

1993 Teas Proposed EP and NQ 

models; The 

measurement of service 

quality is based on the 

gap analysis between 

perceived performance 

and “ideal performance”, 

different from 

“customer’s 

expectations” in 

SERVQUAL model; 

Lack of model’s validity 

with a limited sample and 

poor design. 

 



1994 Berkley and Gupta The model (Appendix 

15) is limited with the IT 

scope on service quality; 

Level of IT is not 

mentioned for service 

settings; 

Not possible to assess 

and evaluate service 

quality 

2004 Long and McMellon Hierarchical model was 

offered, investigating 

service quality from 

online shopping among 

customers; More focus 

on the technological 

aspects rather than 

interpersonal; Lack of 

model’s validity 

(convenience sampling 

tool was applied);  

Limited dimensions of 

Online service quality 

were deliberated; 

Lack of reliability 

measurements. 

2010 Shahin and Samea Lack of model’s validity; 

No research results are 

provided regarding the 

additional gaps 

assessment. 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

  



Table 3 Demographic results 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 



Table 4 Reliability results for Expectations and Perceptions 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

Table 5 Reliability Results for Service Quality Dimensions  

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

Table 6 Reliability of Questionnaire Dimensions  

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

  



Table 7 General Service quality analysis for expectations 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

№ Amount Dimensions
MEAN 

EXP

Category Mean 

EXP

Item 

importance
Item level

Standard 

diviation
Gaps Mean

Gaps Mean of the 

Category 
Mean PERC

Category Mean 

PERC

Item 

importance
Item level

Standard 

diviation

TAN 1 Appearance of employees 4,7 5 High 0,46 0,21 4,91 2 High 0,29

TAN 2 
Registration and boarding 

procedures
4,53 13 Median 0,63 0,15 4,68 12 Median 0,52

TAN 3 Baggage handling 4,8 2 High 0,40 0,10 4,90 3 High 0,30

TAN 4 Aircraft and inflight facilities 4,5 18 Median 0,50 0,49 4,99 1 High 0,09

TAN 5 Inflight entertainment 3,71 24 Median 0,81 0,43 4,14 24 Median 0,44

TAN 6 Inflight meal 4,67 7 High 0,58 0,12 4,79 6 High 0,41

TAN 7 Seating comfort 4,5 18 Median 0,50 0,09 4,59 18 Median 0,49

REL 8 
Time-management of 

performance
4,43 21 Median 0,89 0,32 4,75 8 High 0,46

REL 9 
Sincere interest in problem 

solving
4,45 20 Median 0,53 0,07 4,52 22 Median 0,50

REL 10 
Error-free and accurate 

documentation
4,7 5 High 0,46 0,07 4,77 7 High 0,43

REL 11 Special needs of customers 4,41 22 Median 0,80 0,25 4,66 14 Median 0,55

REL 12 Efficient check-in process 4,8 2 High 0,40 0,09 4,89 4 High 0,31

RES 13 
Online information about any 

of occurred events
4,55 12 High 0,50 0,11 4,66 14 Median 0,48

RES 14 
Prompt attention to 

passenger's special needs
4,61 10 High 0,49 0,11 4,72 9 High 0,45

RES 15 
Ability to react to emergency 

situations
4,52 14 Median 0,66 0,06 4,58 20 Median 0,53

RES 16
Information about delayed 

flights
4,63 8 High 0,48 0,08 4,71 10 High 0,46

ASS 17 Knowledgeable employees 4,39 23 Median 0,54 0,11 4,50 23 Median 0,52

ASS 18 
Confidence and inspiration of 

employees towards passengers
4,51 16 Median 0,50 0,05 4,56 21 Median 0,50

ASS 19 Passengers' safety 4,82 1 High 0,39 0,03 4,85 5 High 0,36

ASS 20 
Employees' politeness in 

problem solving
4,51 16 Median 0,66 0,15 4,66 14 Median 0,56

EMP 21 
Individual attention to 

passengers
4,71 4 High 0,46 -0,03 4,68 12 High 0,49

EMP 22 Efficient loyalty programs 4,63 8 High 0,63 0,07 4,70 11 High 0,55

EMP 23 Convenient flight schedule 4,52 14 Median 0,66 0,07 4,59 18 Median 0,59

EMP 24 
Passengers' importance for 

the airline
4,57 11 High 0,57 0,07 4,64 17 Median 0,48

General Ariphmentic Mean 4,55 4,56 0,56 0,14 0,12 4,69 4,68 0,45

111

111

4,71

4,72

4,67

4,64

4,65

4,49

4,56

4,58

4,56

4,61

111

111

111

0,23

0,16

0,09

0,09

0,04



Table 8 General Service quality analysis for perceptions 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 



Table 9 Gaps score analysis  

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 



Table 10 One-Way ANOVA Test Results 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

  



Table 11 Results overview for Airline image 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 



Table 12 Results overview for Customer behaviour intentions Q7 (EXP) & Q5 (PERC) 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

 



Table 13 Customer behaviour intentions analysis 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 



Table 14 Results overview for Passenger satisfaction (experience) 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

Table 15 Results overview for Passenger satisfaction (choice of service provider) 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

  



Table 16 Hypothesis 1 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 17 Hypothesis 2 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 18 Hypothesis 3 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 19 Hypothesis 4 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 20 Hypothesis 5 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 21 Hypothesis 6 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

 

  



Table 22 Hypothesis 7  

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 23 Hypothesis 8 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 24 Hypothesis 9 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 25 Hypothesis 10 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 26 Hypothesis 11 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 27 Hypothesis 12 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018 

 

  



Table 28 Conceptual changes for Aeroflot Airline company 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 



Table 29 Proposed changes for R&D expenditures 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

  



Appendix 1 Research onion 

 

 

Source: Saunders et al., 2015 

 

  



Appendix 2 Paradigms 

 

 

Source: Perry et al., 1999 

 

  



Appendix 3 Expectation part 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 

 



 

Source: Self-created, 2017 

  



Appendix 4 Perceptions part 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

Source: Self-created, 2017 

 



Appendix 5 Top flights from Prague airport 

 

 

 

Source: Flightradar24. (2018). Flightradar24.com - Live flight tracker!. (online) Available 

at: https://www.flightradar24.com/data/airports/prg (Accessed 10 Dec. 2017). 

  

https://www.flightradar24.com/data/airports/prg


Appendix 6 Confirmation form from CZU  

 

 

Source: CZU, 2017 



Appendix 7 Gantt chart 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2017 



Appendix 8 Aeroflot airline’s NPS index 

 

Source: Ir.aeroflot.com. (2018). Annual Reports 2017 | Aeroflot. [online] Available at: 

http://ir.aeroflot.com/reporting/annual-reports/  [Accessed 25 Jan. 2018].  

 

 

  

http://ir.aeroflot.com/reporting/annual-reports/


Appendix 9 Model of Service quality gaps 

 

 

Source: Parasuraman et al., 1985; Curry, 1999; Luk and Layton, 2002 

 

Appendix 10 Importance of Gap 5 in SERVQUAL instrument 

 

Source: Kumar et al., 2009 



Appendix 11 Gronroos Service quality model  

 

Source: Gronroos, 1984 

 

Appendix 12 SERVQUAL model 

 

Source: Parasuraman et al., 1988; Finn and Lamb, 1991 



Appendix 13 Determinants of service quality 

 

 

Source: Parasuraman et al., 1988 

 

  



Appendix 14 Dimensions of service quality 

 

 

Source: Yarimoglu, 2014 

  



Appendix 15 Berkley and Gupta Service quality model 

 

 

Source: Berkley and Gupta, 1984 



Appendix 16 Comparison of results for questions Q7 (EXP) & Q5 (PERC) 

 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

 

 

Source: Self-created, 2018 

  



Appendix 17 Aeroflot Airline R&D costs by segment 

 

 

 

Source: Aeroflot Russian Airline Annual Report, 2017 

 

 

 


	Czech University of Life Sciences Prague
	Faculty of Economics and Management
	Department of Management
	Tables and Appendices of Diploma Thesis
	Author: Daria Shemelina
	Supervisor: Ing. Lenka Platilová Vorlíčková
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created in SPSS, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Appendix 1 Research onion

	Source: Saunders et al., 2015
	Appendix 2 Paradigms

	Source: Perry et al., 1999
	Appendix 3 Expectation part

	Source: Self-created, 2017
	Appendix 4 Perceptions part

	Source: Self-created, 2017
	Appendix 5 Top flights from Prague airport
	Appendix 6 Confirmation form from CZU

	Source: CZU, 2017
	Appendix 7 Gantt chart

	Source: Self-created, 2017
	Appendix 8 Aeroflot airline’s NPS index
	Appendix 9 Model of Service quality gaps

	Source: Parasuraman et al., 1985; Curry, 1999; Luk and Layton, 2002
	Appendix 10 Importance of Gap 5 in SERVQUAL instrument

	Source: Kumar et al., 2009
	Appendix 11 Gronroos Service quality model

	Source: Gronroos, 1984
	Appendix 12 SERVQUAL model

	Source: Parasuraman et al., 1988; Finn and Lamb, 1991
	Appendix 13 Determinants of service quality

	Source: Parasuraman et al., 1988
	Appendix 14 Dimensions of service quality

	Source: Yarimoglu, 2014
	Appendix 15 Berkley and Gupta Service quality model

	Source: Berkley and Gupta, 1984
	Appendix 16 Comparison of results for questions Q7 (EXP) & Q5 (PERC)

	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Source: Self-created, 2018
	Appendix 17 Aeroflot Airline R&D costs by segment

	Source: Aeroflot Russian Airline Annual Report, 2017

