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 Background: Civil construction exceptionally influences the local economies and has 

been growing its participation in national economy. As a result of this growth, 

competition is tough and companies need to know the competitive environment to keep 

in market. In this context, the service quality acquires relevance and becomes 

determining factor in business performance. Objective: The aim of this paper has been 

to develop an understanding of how customers perceive service quality in housing 

construction. The study was conducted by a quantitative methodology approach, by the 

application of a survey, structured from the adaptation of the original SERVQUAL 
Scale. The research was implemented in 33 projects of nine contractor companies 

located in a southern city in Brazil, resulting in 130 valid cases. By means the Factor 

Analysis has been used to evaluate the attributes and dimensions that comprise service 
quality in this sector. Results: As a result, it was found 22 attributes grouped into three 

dimensions (Competence, Reliability and Responsiveness), resulting in 71.68% of the 
explained variance, setting these dimensions as a modified SERVQUAL Scale. From 

this scale, it was possible to identify and evaluate the existing discrepancies in the 

quality of service in directing the companies to maximize service quality and customer 
satisfaction. The results of the gaps pointed to negative values in all attributes and 

dimensions of service quality identified. Conclusion: Given the specificity of the study 

context, the theoretical implications resulting of this research, allow analyzing the 
attributes and dimensions of service quality in civil construction, instigating and 

assisting in the development of new research and qualification of the decision-making 

process of the management area. The developed study is relevant by bringing 

contributions concerning the quality assessment of services intrinsic to multifamily 

buildings. Besides, it is worth mentioning that the contributions of the study may be 

very strongly related to the peculiarities of the buyer of multifamily buildings, given 
their expectations and perceptions, and the Brazilian market itself. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 As important part of economy, civil construction exceptionally influences the local economies and has been 

growing its participation in national economy. As a result of this growth, competition is tough. For companies, 

the need to know the competitive environment refers to some way to keep in market. In this context, the service 

quality acquires relevance and becomes determining factor in business performance (Bolton and Drew, 1991), 

because the client demands more than a product. When it comes to such competitive situation, a product with 

aggregate value can be defined as a product increased of services (customer services) (Grönroos, 1994; 2007; 

Egemen and Mohamed, 2006). 

 Service quality, therefore, has been used as alternate strategy to reinforce and increase company’s 

performance (Grönroos, 1984; 1998; 2007). Considering service quality, ways so that it could be measured and 

followed emerged, what is substantial to estimate performance (Parasuraman et al., 1985; 1988; 1991; 1996; 

Cronin Jr. and Taylor, 1992; 1994a; 1994b; Teas, 1993; 1994). 

 Bolton and Drew (1991) relate that service quality is a crucial aspect for being determinant factor in 

business performance and company’s feasibility in a long term perspective. This occurs because service quality 

reverberates in customer satisfaction (Yang and Peng, 2008), what, on the other hand, has positive impact in 

word of mouth publicity, in his or her loyalty attitude and future repurchase intention (Gremler and Gwinner, 
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2000; Zeithaml, 2000; Oliver, 2010). That is why companies in all business sectors spend time and resources on 

customer satisfaction (Jaiswal, 2008). The vision that the result of customer evaluation from received service 

contact predominates (Parasuraman et al., 1985; 1988; Cronin Jr. and Taylor, 1992; 1994a), and the researchers 

agree that service quality is better represented with dimensions aggregate and their following attributes 

(Parasuraman et al., 1985; 1988). 

 Service and products quality has become an important and strategic variable in decisive models and must 

help managers to develop strategies and direct their activities based on logic, convenient and market trustful 

information (Zeithaml, 1988; Cronin Jr. and Taylor, 1992). Whence, it is applicable that civil construction 

companies measure and evaluate their service and product quality (Palaneeswaran and Kumaraswamy, 2006). 

Consequently, civil construction companies must evaluate the advantages of using service quality measure 

systems as a strategic resource, summed to the use of robust information given by the customers to provide a 

possible competitive advantage resource in decision making processes, necessary alterations or adaptations, 

concerning the market competitive nature. 

 In this case, the research had as general objective to evaluate service quality provided by a group of civil 

construction companies, specifically high standard multifamily housing buildings in a southern city in Brazil, 

under the perspective of buyers. Additionally, the following specific objectives were set: adequate SERVQUAL 

Scale to the study context, evaluate the perceived quality related to the provided customer services by means of 

the SERVQUAL Scale dimension and attributes adapted to the analyzed environment and identify the quality 

gaps, in the sense of directing the study thread companies to maximize their customer satisfaction. 

 It is worth noting that the property is characterized as integrating part of a service package, represented by 

people, systems or technology (know-how), that interact with a buyer or a user group, customers, and serves as 

base to evaluate service quality in a global way. That is why to evaluate service quality associated to the 

construction of residential buildings is relevant by allowing incorporating differentiation and competitiveness to 

contractor companies.  

 As an alternative to evaluate service quality provided in the study context, it was used a consecrated scale, 

the SERVQUAL Scale (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Ling and Chong, 2005), seeking to answer the following 

question: How are evaluated the attributes and which are the respective dimensions of service quality provided 

by high standard multifamily housing buildings contractor companies in a southern city in Brazil? 

 

Theoretical Background: 

 Perceived quality is defined as being the result of the difference between customer perception and 

expectation and may be measured by the difference between the client’s expected quality and experienced 

quality (Grönroos, 1984; 2007). Grönroos (2007) characterizes perceived quality from two service quality 

dimensions: technical quality and functional quality. Technical quality concerns about “what” the client receives 

in his transactions or services; yet functional quality is related to the service delivery process, or “how” the 

client receives the service. 

 As great part of civil construction refers to production phase (property building), quality, generally, is 

defined as conformity to specifications (technical specifications), translating how much the building delivered is 

alike the original project (Torbica and Stroh, 1999; Nzekwe-Excel, 2012). Unfortunately, such perspective ends 

up to be myopic, not necessarily contemplating the client perspective, neglecting his or her needs or 

expectations (Kärnä, 2004). Torbica and Stroh (1999) undertake that such quality definition, seeing as 

conformity to requirements, is only adequate to the construction phase, however, generating problems in project 

phase, once it requires better understanding concerning the client demand. Thus, quality in civil construction 

must be addressed from different aspects, depending on the phase you face. Architectonic project is, in reality, a 

service to the client. Consequently, in civil construction, it is fundamental to evaluate aggregate services in final 

product (property) (Torbica and Stroh, 1999; 2000; Winters, 2003; Ling and Chong, 2005; Othmann et al., 

2005; Cheng et al., 2006), before and after the delivery. 

 In this way, the concept of quality defended by Zeithaml (1988) and Juran and De Feo (2010) should be 

considered, since they affirm quality is conformity to client’s requirement or specification. So, it can be assumed 

that quality is a result of the client’s judgment (Yang and Peng, 2008), becoming essential to know his or her 

expectations and perceptions, enabling, in this case, to compare the expected service and the perceived service 

(Parasuraman et al., 1996; Forsythe, 2008; 2012; Oliver, 2010). Johnston and Clark (2010) stress that service 

could be represented as a kind of benefits package, configured in the form of aspects (attributes) that enable 

value for the client, supplying or exciding his or her expectations. 

 The expectations are defined by customers in terms of desired models (higher) and minimum acceptable 

models (Zeithaml et al., 1990). This zone of expectations, which can be exceeded, attended or not, ends up to be 

interpreted as a tolerance zone or a break of acceptable or inacceptable results (Johnston, 1994), which will 

serve to help understand customer expectations, as well as to measure satisfaction (Johnston, 1995; Johnston and 

Clark, 2010). That is why there is convergence in the understanding that perceived quality is an antecedent or a 
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determiner of customer satisfaction (Oliver, 1980; 2010; Gremler and Gwinner, 2000; Lee et al., 2000; Cheng et 

al., 2006; Junnonen et al., 2009). 

 It is convenient to stress that Oliver (2010) concepts satisfaction as being a plenitude answer from the 

client. A judgment that a product and/or service has as characteristic concerning the fact to have provided, or to 

be providing, a pleasant level of plenitude related to the process of purchase and/or consumption, which can 

include lower levels of expectation (negative disconfirmation) or that surpass(ed) the expected level (positive 

disconfirmation). Satisfaction is the degree which the client’s expectations have been supplied, or not, by the 

received benefits (Juran and De Feo, 2010; Forsythe, 2012). 

 In this sense, studies prove the existence of a strong relation between perceived quality, satisfaction, 

consumer retention and loyalty and organizational performance (business size, market share, profit and revenue) 

(Heskett et al., 1994; Anderson and Mittal, 2000; Gremler and Gwinner, 2000; Wicks and Roethlein, 2009; 

Oliver, 2010), creating a kind of virtuous cycle in business. This way, it is relevant to reflect about perceived 

quality by client in relation to the used services, once its relation to satisfaction can affect positively, or not, his 

or her future behavior of repurchase, greatly affecting the marketing, economic and financial results from 

service providers. 

 As effect of their research development, Parasuraman et al. (1985; 1988) have suggested a model to 

measure service quality, the SERVQUAL Scale. Such scale is structured from the existing difference between 

previous expectations in relation to the service and client’s perceptions about the delivered services. In their 

studies, these authors confirmed the existence of gaps between client’s expectations and perceptions about the 

actually delivered services. 

 The SERVQUAL Scale has been evaluated and validated by other studies that proved not having significant 

modifications in relation to the original scale (Cronin Jr. and Taylor, 1992; 1994a, Parasuraman et al., 1991; 

1996). Even though initially it has been developed from some sectors of specific services, SERVQUAL is a 

standard scale that, according to the authors, can be applied in any service context. However, there is room to 

accomplish necessary adaptations in drafting the instrument of data collection to best represent the reality of the 

given investigation (Parasuraman et al., 1988; 1991; 1996). 

 Carman (1990) suggests that SERVQUAL should not present five service quality dimensions a priori for 

every and all type of service, because there are particularities, questioning, therefore, the operational generality 

of SERVQUAL application. The author admonishes generalize the operational application of SERVQUAL, 

because he considers the existence of semantic instability among such dimensions and their respective variables 

(service attributes). On the other hand, Finn and Lamb Jr. (1991) and Asubonteng et al. (1996) comment that the 

denomination and the kind of dimension related to quality may vary according to what the client judges, given 

the services specificities. Hence the relevance to continue searching other alternate ways or models to 

understand service quality (Seth et al., 2005).  

 However, it is still not possible to be conclusive about such comments or critics (Seth et al., 2005; Gilmore 

and McMullan, 2009). Despite the critics to the SERVQUAL measure model, it has been used to evaluate the 

most diverse types of services. In the same sense, its results have been collaborating for a better understanding 

of the issues related to service quality. Thus, it was opted in the present study, to initially start from the proposed 

structure by the application of SERVQUAL, allowing the freedom of, if it was the case, propose some 

adaptations, given the features of the evaluated services. Such decision was adopted from the identification of 

the existence of studies related to the service evaluation in the scope of civil construction, with the use of 

SERVQUAL, mainly an adapted SERVQUAL (Al-Momani, 2000; Hoxley, 2000a; 2000b; 2007; Ling and 

Chong, 2005; Forsythe, 2008; Lam, 2008). 

 Therefore, it is understood that, in the sense of contemplating the particularities of a given service context, 

it is essential to adapt the scales, in this case the SERVQUAL Scale, enhancing the capture of customer 

perception, what can help more assertively in the decision making process of managers, favorably impacting the 

performance of service providers. 

 

Method: 

 The study was conducted by a quantitative methodology approach, by the application of a survey (Fowler 

Jr., 2009; Fink, 2012), structured from the adaptation of the original SERVQUAL Scale (Parasuraman et al., 

1988). Such adaptation was based in the study of Ling and Chong (2005) that also have adapted SERVQUAL to 

the civil construction context. Besides the speech adaptation, variables were added, totaling 34 instead of 22 

original SERVQUAL variables. 

 From this adaptation, the analysis of content validity was proceeded (Malhotra, 2006), submitting the data 

collection instrument to four experts in the subject. After the modified SERVQUAL was examined, it was 

considered that the items of the scale were adequate, being necessary little speech adjustment. Besides, a pretest 

of the questionnaire was conducted with the purpose to reveal misunderstanding and indicate features to be 

modified (Malhotra, 2006; Hair Jr. et al., 2010; Meyers et al., 2013). In the pretest phase, the questionnaire was 

applied to eleven realty owners with a similar profile of the respondents that would participate in the final 
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research sample. The realized adjustments were related to the instrument visual presentation, as well as the 

elaboration of a title page explaining the fill. The questionnaires resulting from pretest were not incorporate in 

the final sample. 

 In relation to the data collection method, the self-fulfilling drop off type was adopted (Hair Jr. et al., 2010), 

leaving the questionnaires packages in each of the 33 enterprises from nine civil construction contractor 

companies, under the apartment manager responsibility, who was in charge to hand out to the residents, 

collecting the questionnaires after filled, for later delivering to the researchers. All the 33 enterprises that took 

part in the sample are classified by NBR 12.721/2005 as high standard multifamily residential buildings, 

buildings from categories H4/2A and H16/3A, with 4 to 16 floors and apartments of 2 to 4 dormitories (ABNT, 

2005). 

 For initial data processing, it was verified the occurrence of missing (variables with more than 10% no 

answers were deleted, while the ones that presented under 10% index, the mean answer was adopted) (Malhotra, 

2006; Davey and Savla, 2009; Enders, 2010; Hair Jr. et al., 2010). For data analysis, the Exploratory Factor 

Analysis (EFA) was used (Johnson and Wickern, 2007; Mulaik, 2010). With the purpose of identifying service 

quality dimensions in which the identified attributes could be grouped, Principal Components Analysis was used 

(also as factor loadings extraction method) to examine the set of interdependent relations (Malhotra, 2006), 

explaining the covariance and correlation between variables (Johnson and Wichern, 2007; Mulaik, 2010; Hair 

Jr. et al., 2010), grouping them in factors (dimensions). To obtain the factors that translate attribute groups 

related to the construct analyzed to service quality, the eigenvalue equal or  above 1 was adopted (Malhotra, 

2006; Hair Jr. et al., 2010; Meyers et al., 2013), without previous definition of factor number. 

 To facilitate the dimensions interpretation, the oblique rotation method Oblimin was applied (Hair Jr. et al., 

2010; Mulaik, 2010). Added to this, the Bartlett test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure 

of sampling adequacy were accomplished.  

 The scale reliability was also analyzed, from the identified dimensions (understood by their attributes), 

based in two tests: Cronbach’s Alpha and composite reliability (Malhotra, 2006; Hair Jr. et al., 2010; Remler 

and Van Ryzin, 2011).  

 Considering that the Cronbach’s Alpha makes use of the scale items in an one-dimensional way, where all 

the items are correlated (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988; Voss et al., 2000), as it characterizes as a measure it 

tends to be “inflated” given the way it treats the errors associated to the indicators (variables), what makes it less 

reliable (Finn, 2000). So, besides the extracted variance and the Cronbach’s Alpha, it was opted to also analyze 

the composite reliability. 

 

Results: 

Sample and profile of respondents: 

 According to Table I, 628 questionnaires were sent out, resulting in a return of 190 questionnaires. After 

missing analysis, the final sample resulted in 130 valid cases, with 20,7% of return in relation to potential 

respondents. 

 
Table I: Respondents per contractor company. 

Contractor 

company 

Measured enterprises Potential 

respondents 

Valid cases % Return (valid cases versus potential 

respondents) 

A 5 105 12 11,43 

B 3 25 19 76,00 

C 2 33 2 6,06 

D 3 152 10 6,58 

E 3 65 11 16,92 

F 3 40 12 30,00 

G 10 86 28 32,56 

H 1 58 17 29,31 

I 3 64 19 29,69 

Total 33 628 130 20,70 

 

 Concerning the gender of respondents, 81 (62%) are male and 49 (38%) are female. Mostly are married 

(101 respondents or 78%). In relation to scholarship, 119 respondents (92%) had access to high school, and that 

99 (76%) completed high school. It should be noted that 97 respondents (75%) asserted that the property is paid, 

and that 22 of them (17%) have used or have been using some kind of bank financing to pay for the property, 

and other 43 (33%) opted for negotiating directly with the contractor company. 

 In relation to previous property(ies) purchase, 90 respondents (69%) stated to have had this kind of 

experience, what allows to assume that about two-thirds of them have gone through previous experience related 

to contractor companies provided services, with consequent expectation building, perception and judgment 

about delivered services. 
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 Regarding the professional aspect, 52 respondents (40%) are salaried, 45 (35%) are partners and/or business 

leaders, 22 (17%) are liberal professionals and/or freelances and 11 (8%) have other sources of income 

(retirement, investments and income). Most are active in labor market, assuming that they have little available 

time to involve the activities and the property construction process. It was also verified that 85 (65%) own other 

properties, besides the one related in the present research, which can mean potential customers for future 

negotiations.  

 

Modified SERVQUAL Scale applied in the research and dimensions found: 

 Table II presents the 34 attributes used to verify quality of the analyzed services and related to the five 

original SERVQUAL Scale dimensions. 

 
Table II: SERVQUAL attributes adapted to civil construction environment. 

D
im

en
si

o
n
 Question 

Attributes related to quality of the evaluated services 

It
em

 

E
x
p

ec
. 

P
er

ce
p

. 

T
an

g
ib

le
s 

1 35 have technical excellence and high construction quality. TG1 

2 36 have motivated, organized and compromised workforce. TG2 

3 37 possess skill, competence and knowledge. TG3 

4 38 own workforce. TG4 

5 39 have up-to-date equipment. TG5 

6 40 provide solid information timely. TG6 

7 41 have visually appealing physical facilities. TG7 

8 42 have innovative design and construction methods. TG8 

R
el

ia
b

il
it

y
 

9 43 maintain a good reputation in market. RL1 

10 44 have high quality references from previous customers and consultants. RL2 

11 45 maintain an open and honest relationship with client. RL3 

12 46 show a sincere interest in solving project and construction problems or failures. RL4 

13 47 keep promises, performing what was promised by the settled time. RL5 

14 48 design and construction are done right first time. RL6 

R
es

p
o
n

si
v
en

es
s 

15 49 inform client exactly when the work will be carried out. RP1 

16 50 response promptly to client’s requests, solving any problem. RP2 

17 51 be always willing to help. RP3 

18 52 be flexible to accommodate alteration by client. RP4 

19 53 make project solution available for client’s approval in advance of service execution date. RP5 

20 54 develop a system to attend to complaints. RP6 

21 55 accord priority to complaints (defects) on completed project. RP7 

A
ss

u
ra

n
ce

 

22 56 have staff whose behavior instills confidence in client. AS1 

23 57 have competent staff to perform technical duties. AS2 

24 58 have staff who have the knowledge to answer client’s questions. AS3 

25 59 have staff who are consistently courteous with client. AS4 

26 60 have enough workforce  available to cover peak periods. AS5 

27 61 have the capability to cover subcontractor’s works if it fails. AS6 

E
m

p
at

h
y
 

28 62 have staff to give individual attention to client. EM1 

29 63 understand the specific needs of client. EM2 

30 64 make an effort to understand the general client’s requirements. EM3 

31 65 have the client’s best interests at heart. EM4 

32 66 be contactable at all times. EM5 

33 67 provide after-sale services during defects liability period. EM6 

34 68 produce works without ruining client’s reputation. EM7 

Source: Adapted from Ling and Chong (2005). 

 

Discussion: 

 Aiming to purify the scale, it was proceeded with the analysis that indicated a better explanatory force 

reverberating in three and not five quality dimensios of the evaluated services, been removed the attributes with 

factor loading less than 0,5 (Hair Jr. et al., 2010; Johnson and Wickern, 2007). In a third data extraction, 

considered the final version, emerged, therefore, three factor (dimensions), explained by a total  variance of 

71,681%. The results are presented in Table III, which demonstrates that, both the factor loadings and the 

commonality values, are higher than 0,5.  
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Table III: Quality dimensions of the evaluated services and their attributes. 

Attributes related to services Dimensions (Factors) 

Identified 

Commu-nalities 

1 2 3 

TG1 have technical excellence and high construction quality.   0,666 0,704 

TG2 have motivated, organized and compromised workforce.   0,774 0,722 

TG3 possess skill, competence and knowledge.   0,904 0,782 

TG5 have up-to-date equipment.  0,543  0,717 

RL3 maintain an open and honest relationship with client.   0,836 0,792 

RL4 show a sincere interest in solving project and construction problems or 

failures. 

 0,835  0,767 

RL5 keep promises, performing what was promised by the settled time.  0,796  0,832 

RP2 response promptly to client’s requests, solving any problem. 0,748   0,702 

RP3 be always willing to help. 0,847   0,730 

RP6 develop a system to attend to complaints. 0,915   0,703 

RP7 accord priority to complaints (defects) on completed project. 0,873   0,756 

AS1 have staff whose behavior instills confidence in client. 0,659   0,605 

AS2 have competent staff to perform technical duties. 0,660   0,709 

AS3 have staff who have the knowledge to answer client’s questions. 0,648   0,732 

AS4 have staff who are consistently courteous with client. 0,594   0,609 

AS5 have enough workforce  available to cover peak periods. 0,699   0,592 

AS6 have the capability to cover subcontractor’s works if it fails. 0,696   0,696 

EM1 have staff to give individual attention to client. 0,923   0,744 

EM2 understand the specific needs of client. 0,883   0,734 

EM3 make an effort to understand the general client’s requirements. 0,814   0,702 

EM4 have the client’s best interests at heart. 0,815   0,776 

EM5 be contactable at all times. 0,754   0,666 

Eingenvalue 13,234 1,475 1,060 Comulative 

Percent 

% Explained Variance 60,156 6,706 4,818 71,681 

Note: KMO: 0,940. Bartlett Test of Sphericity: Q Square: 3956,896; GL: 528,000; sig.: 0,000. 

 

 The Cronbach’s Alpha results, composite reliability and extracted variance used to analyze the internal 

consistence of the data for each of the three identified dimensions are in Table IV and V. There is a higher 

concentration in Factor 1, with fifteen attributes, followed by Factors 2 and 3, with three and four attributes 

(Table IV). 

 
Table IV: Cronbach’s Alpha. 

Dimensions 

(Factors) 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Variables or attributes related to evaluated services Items 

1 0,965 RP2, RP3, RP6, RP7, AS1, AS2, AS3, AS4, AS5, AS6, EM1, EM2, EM3, EM4 and EM5 15 

2 0,844 TG5, RL4 e RL5 3 

3 0,889 TG1, TG2, TG3 e RL3 4 

 

 The Cronbach’s Alpha values are considered satisfactory, because they are between 0,844 and 0,965, as the 

composite reliability values are between 0,760 and 0,963. All the extracted variance values are over 0,5, 

suggesting convergence for the three quality dimensions of the evaluated services. It is possible to verify that the 

three dimensions represent a total of 22 attributes and form a framework of reduced dimensions, comparing to 

the original SERVQUAL Scale.   

 
Table V: Composite reliability and extracted variance. 

Dimensions (Factors) Composite Reliability Extracted variance 

1 0,963 0,632 

2 0,760 0,515 

3 0,843 0,574 

 

 The three dimensions found can be associated to constructs, what allows to validate their content when 

applied to multifamily housing buildings construction sector. Favoring a comparison, Table VI presents the 

attributes related to their respective dimensions, both in relation to original SERVQUAL and the results from 

the present research. 

 The attributes RP2, RP3, RP6, RP7, AS1, AS2, AS3, AS4, AS5, AS6, EM1, EM2, EM3, EM4 and EM5, 

that originally presented in three of the five dimensions, according to SERVQUAL (Ling and Chong, 2005), 

aggregated in just one dimension, named Responsiveness. The attributes TG5, RL4 and RL5 composed the 

dimension Reliability and, finally, the attributes TG1, TG2, TG3 e RL3 characterized the dimension 

Competence. Therefore, the identified dimensions can be defined as following: 
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Table VI: Comparative between dimensions and attributes (original SERVQUAL and modified). 

Original dimensions 

(SERVQUAL Scale) 

Dimension (Factor) 1 Dimension (Factor) 2 Dimension (Factor) 3 

Tangibles  TG5 TG1, TG2 e TG3 

Reliability  RL4 e RL5 RL3 

Responsiveness RP2, RP3, RP6 e RP7   

Assurance AS1, AS2, AS3,                      AS4, 
AS5 e AS6 

  

Empathy EM1, EM2, EM3, EM4 e EM5   

 

a) Responsiveness: related to the immediate transections, realized by individualized relationship and client’s 

treatment based on knowledge and courtesy. Concerns to ready service, with employees’ knowledge and 

courtesy, seeking to understand and promptly meet the customers needs and desires (expectations); 

b) Reliability: evolves the reliability and installations performance consistence, of the enterprise and people 

related to services. Refers to the company realize the service right the first time, exercise punctuality in 

delivering. It means that the contractor company keeps promises. It involves precision in budgets, in keeping 

registers correctly and executing the specified service with no modification, mistakes or failure; 

c) Competence: it includes the capability, ability and professionalism in which the service is performed. It 

includes the adoption of correct equipment and procedures. Correct executions and general ability to do and 

deliver a good service and a convenient property. 

 As it is possible to verify, even having been used an adapted scale, with a best proximity to the research 

context, only three dimensions related to service quality emerged (Responsiveness, Reliability and 

Competence), associated to their following attributes, corroborating the need to have attention to the specificity 

of each research situation or service environment to be analyzed. 

 

Gaps of identified quality: 

 Fig. 1 presents the expectation levels (4,65, 4,61 and 4,53), perception levels (3,98, 3,75 and 3,80) and the 

gaps (-0,67, -0,86 and -0,73) for each dimension related to service quality. It is noted that for all dimensions, the 

gaps are negative, because the client’s expectations were not completely answered. Considering that the mean 

values assigned to client’s perception in no case achieved values under 3 (in the scale), instead of evaluating the 

service as “unsatisfying”, it is supposed that service quality is inside an acceptable zone of tolerance (Johnston, 

1995; Johnston and Clark, 2010). 

 
 

Fig. 1: Gaps of quality for the identified dimensions. 

 

 For the gaps verification for each of the 22 attributes (variables) that compose the three dimensions (factors) 

of the evaluated services quality, Table VII is informative: 

 Based on these results, therefore, it is possible to identify the gaps between the client’s expectations and 

perceptions concerning the service quality, as well as its magnitude. And this serves as evidence for the due 

company’s directions, in the case of the present research, of civil construction sector, to upgrade the quality 

level of the services associated to their properties.  
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Table VII: Gaps of quality for the attributes. 

Dimensions Attributes related to evaluated services Expectations 

(Mean) 

Perceptions 

(Mean) 

Gaps 

Responsiveness 

 

RP2 (response promptly to client’s requests, solving any problem) 4,481 3,597 -0,884 

RP3 (be always willing to help) 4,504 4,008 -0,496 

RP6 (develop a system to attend to complaints) 4,442 3,623 -0,819 

RP7 (accord priority to complaints (defects) on completed 
project) 

4,628 3,500 -1,128 

AS1 (have staff whose behavior instills confidence in client) 4,636 3,930 -0,706 

AS2 (have competent staff to perform technical duties) 4,714 3,960 -0,754 

AS3 (have staff who have the knowledge to answer client’s 

questions) 

4,581 3,961 -0,621 

AS4 (have staff who are consistently courteous with client) 4,605 4,141 -0,464 

AS5 (have enough workforce  available to cover peak periods) 4,469 3,457 -1,011 

AS6 (have the capability to cover subcontractor’s works if it fails) 4,617 3,570 -1,047 

EM1 (have staff to give individual attention to client.) 4,367 3,705 -0,662 

EM2 (understand the specific needs of client) 4,426 3,823 -0,603 

EM3 (make an effort to understand the general client’s 
requirements) 

4,411 3,898 -0,513 

EM4 (have the client’s best interests at heart.) 4,597 3,922 -0,674 

EM5 (be contactable at all times) 4,233 3,721 -0,512 

Reliability TG5 (have up-to-date equipment) 4,383 3,643 -0,740 

RL4 (show a sincere interest in solving project and construction 
problems or failures) 

4,780 3,884 -0,896 

RL5 (keep promises, performing what was promised by the 

settled time) 

4,672 3,721 -0,951 

Competence TG1 (have technical excellence and high construction quality) 4,721 4,023 -0,698 

TG2 (have motivated, organized and compromised workforce) 4,705 3,838 -0,867 

TG3 (possess skill, competence and knowledge) 4,417 3,913 -0,504 

RL3 (maintain an open and honest relationship with client) 4,773 4,147 -0,626 

 

Conclusion: 

 From the attributes tested and validated, it was sought to identify the quality dimensions of the evaluated 

services by a group of civil construction sector companies, more specifically in high standard multifamily 

housing buildings segment, by means of EFA. Ending the study, it was possible to identify such dimensions by 

a modified SERVQUAL Scale, under the customer view. 

 Three dimensions were identified. The dimension Responsiveness presented the higher impact among the 

three dimensions of service quality, with an explained variance of 60,156%. Such dimension incorporated 

attributes related to the dimensions responsiveness, assurance and empathy from original SERVQUAL Scale. In 

literature, it had already identified that, given the specificities of uses and habits, the customers may attribute to 

a specific dimension, different levels of importance if related to other dimensions. Concerning this dimension, 

the customers consider aspects such as: service punctuality, effectiveness of immediate transactions, 

responsiveness to their demands, skill and ability of the contractor company to inspire confidence and 

credibility, individualized attention, care and concern to understand and meet their expectations. 

 The dimension Reliability resulted in an explained variance of 6,706% and is related to the dimension of 

same nomenclature as original SERVQUAL, which concerns to performance consistence and is attached to the 

company’s capacity to deliver the service right the first time and keep its promises. Two of the three attributes 

of this dimension (RL4 - show a sincere interest in solving project and construction problems or failures and 

RL5 - keep promises, performing what was promised by the settled time) presented total relation to the 

dimension reliability of SERVQUAL. However, the attribute TG5 (have up-to-date equipment) presents a 

different content, evolving the idea of the benefits that up-to-date equipment mean in construction (related to 

technology). It can be concluded that, based in the usage of up-to-date equipment, the contractor companies may 

transmit reliability to ensure more regular patterns in technical and constructive process, influencing in client’s 

perception in the sense of the product (property), and incorporate more regular or higher levels of quality. It is 

assumed, so, that this attribute is related to reliability more under the aspect to execute the service right the first 

time.  

 The third dimension, named Competence, had an explained variance of 4,818%. It is related to the 

dimension tangibles from original SERVQUAL, and concerns about physical evidences of the service. Despite 

the attributes TG1, TG2, TG3 and RL3 (Table 2), proposed by Ling and Chong (2005), and adapted to the 

present research having been initially related to the dimension tangibles, resulting from original SERVQUAL, 

its meaning is better directed to the dimension reliability. Because this dimension presents better relation to the 

meaning of executing the service in the right way and performing the service with ability, making the client to 

feel safe, it was named competence.  

 In this context, it is suggested that managers direct their action plans initially to aspects related to the 

“ability and speed in answering customer’s complaint” by means of “trained staff” and “interested in attending 
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customer’s needs”. These variables present low degree of customer perceived satisfaction and, on the other 

hand, high degree of expectation. In a practical way, it can be concluded that the attributes concerning these 

variables are directly related with customer satisfaction degree. Therefore, the treatment that the client receives 

must be monitored and qualified seeking for better levels of satisfaction. It is necessary by the contractor 

companies to develop a system which enables to direct the specific professional timely and with consistent 

information to solve problems, always informing the client about the referred demand. 

 In a second moment, managers should direct their attention “to keep promises”, as the variable of negative 

impact in customer satisfaction. As factors that contribute to call attention to these variables are the high 

factorial loads retained in these variables and the low values of customer perception. Keeping promises is 

directly related to deadline delivery and infers customer’s satisfaction, and as a corrective action it is suggested 

to monitor the operation processes related to these attributes. In this sense, providing data to customer with a 

better accuracy might influence in the sense of turning his or her anxiety level down, and consequently, 

increasing his or her satisfaction. Such correction action is also dependent on the correction process related to 

the Responsiveness dimension. 

 Regarding the dimension Competence, it is suggested to attempt the aspect related to the companies’ 

professional have “motivated, organized and compromised behavior” as being the most fragile attribute, and 

with the lowest degree of satisfaction placed by customer. This way, one alternative is to train staff, or even, 

implement qualification systems of technical team. Otherwise, aware that great part of civil construction 

services are outsourced, it is suggested to develop service providers in conformity with the strategic objectives 

of the company adopting more rigid technical criteria or even formal quality programs. 

 Although the research have been operationalized with a sample in which there is difference in the size of 

the companies (contractors) and the evaluated enterprises, what may have influenced the placements of 

respondents, even they have evaluated properties of a same category (high standard multifamily housing 

buildings), as contribution, it is possible to say that the segment in study presented an explained variance of 

71,681%, distributed in three dimensions of evaluated service quality (responsiveness, reliability and 

competence), formed by their following attributes. Given the specificity of the study context, the theoretical 

implications resulting of this research, allow to analyze the attributes and dimensions of service quality in civil 

construction, instigating and assisting in the development of new research and qualification of the decision-

making process of the management area. 
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