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ABSTRACT 

The residents of Lebowakgomo in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality experience numerous 

inequalities in relation to water services provision. Some of the residents protest towards 

the inequalities through refusal to pay for the water services. The confrontational non 

paying residents field questions which the municipality can hardly answer. The problem 

of refusal to pay is of the magnitude that recently the municipality had to go house-to-

house pleading with the inhabitants to pay if the municipality was to continue to provide 

water services. 

 

The specific objectives of this study were three-fold: (1) to determine water service 

quality using residents’ perceptions on water services in Lebowakgomo, (2) to determine 

residents’ expectations and perceptions on water services in Lebowakgomo, and (3) to 

determine the residents’ perceptions on water service quality and customer satisfaction in 

Lebowakgomo using age, gender, qualification and suburb. 

 

A questionnaire comprising five dimensions, namely, tangibles, reliability, assurance, 

empathy and responsiveness, was compiled to collect data from three suburbs of 

Lebowakgomo in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality. The original sample size was 120, with 

9 becoming spoiled due to missing data. The independent variables comprised age, 

qualification, suburb and gender. Most of the data were analysed for kurtosis and 

skewness and with the exception of one variable, the rest of the data did not conform to 

parametric analysis criteria.  

 

The major findings of this study indicated overall negative perceptions of residents’ on 

four dimensions of empathy, reliability, responsiveness and assurance on water service 

quality which implied that the residents were dissatisfied with the service and called on 

management to use SERVQUAL as a valid model of assessment to identify areas 

requiring immediate attention for service improvement. On the other contra positive it 

was revealed that the municipality was doing well on the tangibles dimension. 

 



 ix 

 

 

 

 

The study recommended use of SERVQUAL in measuring quality of other services 

within the constitutional competencies of the municipality and further research to 

investigate age contribution to service quality. 
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CHAPTER 1 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
 


1.1 Introduction 


Municipalities in South Africa had been demarcated in such a way that historically 


disadvantaged and advantaged areas were amalgamated. The intention was to ensure that the 


previously advantaged areas subsidise the development of the previously disadvantaged 


areas. However, these municipalities encounter challenges in respect of the collection of 


revenues from both the previously disadvantaged and advantaged areas for basic services, to 


which they are constitutionally mandated to deliver. Lepelle-Nkumpi is one such 


municipality. 


  


 1.2 General background 


Worldwide, availability of water is a basic constitutional right. However, more than one 


billion people do not have access to portable water supply services and nearly 2.5 billion 


people are without adequate access to basic sanitation services (DWAF, 2003:1). In Africa, 


more than 38% of the population do not have access to a safe water supply, whereas 40% do 


not have access to adequate sanitation services (DWAF, 2003:2). In South Africa, Section 


27c of the 1996 Constitution, declares that water availability is constitutionalised. 


 


On 9 May 2002 the then Minister of the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF), 


the Honourable R. Kasrils, noted that the municipalities had been established for the sole 


purpose of ensuring that they provide basic services to the people, efficiently, effectively and 


affordably and that they should do this in a manner which allows the people to participate in 


building a better life for all. According   to the Constitution, the State should take reasonable 


legislative and other measures, to achieve progressive realisation of water availability as a 


constitutional right. 


 


According to the Municipal Systems Act 32 of 2000 and the Municipal Structures Act 118 of 


1998 (DWAF, 2005: 4), Capricorn District Municipality is the water services authority for 


Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality. The primary responsibility for ensuring the provision of water 


services rests with the water services authorities. The roles of water service authorities 


include: 
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• Planning: They must prepare water services development plans to ensure effective, 


efficient, affordable, economical and sustainable access to water services that promote 


sustainable livelihoods and economic development. 


• Regulation: They must regulate water services provision and water services providers 


within their areas of jurisdiction and within the policy and regulatory frameworks set 


by DWAF through the enactment of the by-laws and regulation of contracts. 


•  Ensure access: They must ensure the realisation of the right of access to water 


services, particularly basic water, subject to available resources by seeing that 


appropriate investments in water services infrastructure are made. 


• Provision: They must ensure the provision of effective, efficient and sustainable water 


service, including water conservation and demand management, either by providing 


water services themselves or by selecting, procuring and contracting with the external 


water services providers. The providing of water services also includes 


communication activities related to amongst other things, gender-sensitive hygiene 


promotion and the wise use of water. 


 


The water service provider, in this case, Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality is appointed by 


Capricorn District Municipality and the service level agreements between Capricorn District 


Municipality and Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality are in place. Municipalities in South Africa 


have a huge responsibility for water services as a basic right. Since 1994 alone, municipalities 


have received from DWAF, grants and loan funding to acquire more than R30 billion of 


water services and infrastructure (WRC, 2006). The inequalities the Water Boards 


experienced in water services had their roots in the specific history of South Africa. 


 


The residents of Lebowakgomo in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality experience numerous 


inequalities in relation to water services provision. Some of the residents protest about the 


inequalities through refusal to pay for the water services. The confrontational non-paying 


residents field questions which the municipality can hardly answer. The problem of refusal to 


pay is of the magnitude that recently the municipality had to go house-to-house pleading with 


the inhabitants to pay so that the municipality could continue to provide water services 


(SpeakerNews, 2007: 2). 
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1.3 Significance of the study 


The perceptions and expectations of customers on water service quality will provide a better 


understanding of how the management of Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality can improve their 


activities on service delivery with respect to water services in which they are currently 


experience challenges in revenue collection.  


 


1.4 Aims of the study 


To determine the extent to which residents are satisfied or dissatisfied with water services 


provision in Lebowakgomo. 


 


1.5 Objectives of the study 


• Specific objective 1: To determine a measure on water service quality using 


residents’ perceptions on water services in Lebowakgomo.  


• Specific objective 2: To determine residents’ expectations and perceptions on water 


services in Lebowakgomo. 


• Specific objective 3: To determine the residents’ perceptions on water service quality 


and customer satisfaction in Lebowakgomo using age, gender, qualifications and 


suburb. 


 


1.6 Problem statement 


Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality has serious challenges in respect to the collection of revenue 


for water services in Lebowakgomo. The researcher intends to use the residents’ perceptions 


and expectations of service quality to determine the quality gap in water services provision in 


Lebowakgomo. 


 


1.7 Research questions 


• Research question 1: Do residents’ perceptions of water services determine a measure 


on water service quality in Lebowakgomo?   


• Research question 2: What is the quality gap of residents on water services in 


Lebowakgomo? 


• Research question 3: Are residents’ perceptions on water service quality and customer 


satisfaction in Lebowakgomo with respect to age, gender, qualification and suburb 


determinable? 
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1.8 Assumptions 


Residents in Lebowakgomo will be willing to participate in the study and have the 


questionnaires properly filled. The study will exclude residents declared indigent.  


 


1.9 Format of the study 


After the general introduction, the following sequential sections of the study will be provided: 


(i) Literature Review, (ii) Research Methodology, (iii) Statement of Findings and Analysis of 


Data, (iv) Discussion of Findings and Linking to Literature Review, and (v) Conclusions and 


Recommendations. 


 


1.10 The definitions of terms 


a. Text citation: Citations without page numbers after the year, refers to the whole 


article, whereas those with page numbers reference the cited page. 


b. SERVQUAL model: Model developed by Parasuraman et al. (1985; 1988, 1991) 


which stresses that customers assess service quality by comparing their expectations 


of service with their perceptions of the service they received. Service quality exists 


when their expectations are met or exceeded whereas it fails when the expectations 


are not met, showing that a service gap exists. 


 


1.11 Conclusion 


Due to inequalities between the previously disadvantaged and advantaged areas, most 


residents in previously disadvantaged areas qualify for a certain quota for free water under 


indigence policies. Currently it is not clear whether reluctance to pay for water services in 


previously advantaged areas is influenced by these economically discriminating but socially 


necessary policies, or is simply due to poor water services provision. Focus for this study will 


be limited to water services provision. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 LITERATURE REVIEW  
 


2.1 Introduction 


There is a need to investigate customer needs and perceptions relating to water services. This 


chapter on literature review carries a more theoretical framework to evaluate service quality 


in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality. According to Davis and Heineke (2005:272), quality 


continues to play an important role in the success of services. The quality of the goods and 


services that a firm produces and delivers does matter to customers, and will always matter, 


so it should continue to be a high priority for every manager. The level of quality in services 


today continues to increase, due to customers’ increasing knowledge. What one customer 


views as good service quality another may view as poor service quality. Today customer 


loyalty depends on the ability of a firm to “delight” its customers. 


 


To managers in the services sector, the challenge is to ensure that their services are in a 


continuous performance improvement while ensuring that the services they deliver are 


customer-focused. Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality has to demonstrate that, confronted with the 


financial and resource constraints, the municipality can manage through understanding and 


measuring the customer expectations together with identifying the gaps in service quality 


within its operations. 


 


2.2 The nature of service quality  


Service quality has been defined as the degree and direction between customer expectations 


and perceptions (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1991).  According to Davis and Heineke 


(2005:279), from operations management point of view, quality in service operations is how 


satisfied the customer is with the service received. Customers’ satisfaction with the service is 


related to both their prior expectations about the service and their perception of how well the 


service was provided. Customers develop a set of expectations based on a variety of inputs. 


They consider their previous experiences with the services in general and with each specific 


type they have encountered. The other definition used to define service quality is the extent to 


which a service meets customers’ expectations or needs (Wisniewski and Donnelly, 1996). 
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According to Malherbe and Pearse (2003), service quality is defined as the value, the 


conformance to standards, and meeting customers’ expectations. 


According to Wisniewski, (2001) and Parasuraman et al. (1985), if expectations are greater 


than performance, then the perceived quality is less than satisfactory and hence customer 


dissatisfaction occurs. 


 


The nature of service quality is based on the perspective of the customer since the customer is 


the one having the expectations regarding the service that will be received and the 


perceptions of the service actually received by the very same customer (Zeithaml, Bitner and 


Gremler, 2006:116). The perceived service quality can be defined as the evaluation of the 


service across the episodes when compared to some explicit or implicit standard (Storbacka, 


Strandvik and Gronroos, 1994:25). The most important aspect of service quality is the fact 


that it is the customer’s definition of quality that is of importance, not that of the organisation 


or of the management (Berry, Parasuraman and Zeithaml, 1985:25). The effect of service on 


an organisation was seen in various ways: 


• Service quality’s effect on customer satisfaction 


• Service quality’s on customer loyalty 


• Service quality as a creator of competitive advantage 


• Service quality’s touching relationships and marketing 


 


According to Evans and Dean (2000:11) and Dale (2003:12), quality, reliability, delivery and 


price build the reputation enjoyed by an institution. Quality is the most important of the 


competitive weapons and is an extremely difficult concept to define in a few words in order 


to agree on a consensus definition; a trait it shares with the many phenomena in business and 


social sciences. Quality is a continuous process that has to be pervasive throughout the 


institution and must become the philosophy and culture of the whole institution. All 


institutions and each department within the institution need to adopt the same strategy, to 


serve the customer with even better quality, lower cost, quicker response and greater 


flexibility. 


 


In this study the SERVQUAL questionnaire is one instrument used for measuring quality of 


services as perceived by the customer. It is a tool to be used in ascertaining any actual or 


perceived gaps between customer expectations and the perceptions of the service offered by 
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Lepelle-Nkumpi-Municipality. According to Parasuraman et al. (1988), the difference 


between the customer perceptions and expectations is referred to as the satisfaction gap. 


 


In order to improve service delivery, customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, Lepelle-


Nkumpi Municipality needs an appropriate approach for assessing the quality of water 


service to its customers, through measuring customers’ perceptions and expectations of 


service quality for the municipality. The SERVQUAL model developed by Parasuraman et 


al. (1985), which is a multi-item scale that measures customer perceptions of service quality, 


is to be used. Davis and Heineke (2005:278) provide two additional views of quality by 


splitting it into two parts: 


• Technical quality which relates to the core element of a service or goods. Quality 


may not be something that customers are able to assess because they do not have the 


technical knowledge to do so. To compensate for not having technical knowledge 


required assessing this quality, customers will often use some measures that they 


hope are objective to help them to make that assessment. For example, when we 


evaluate the quality of a service we may consider where the employees trained or 


how much experience they have. 


 


• Functional quality which relates to the customers’ perception of how the service is 


delivered. Customers can readily assess this quality because it relates primarily to the 


interaction between the firm providing the service and its service. The inability of 


most customers to assess technical quality properly makes functional quality more 


important but managers have to consider both aspects of quality. 


 


2.3 Measuring service quality 


A service quality measurement model that has been extensively applied to measure service 


quality is the SERVQUAL model developed by Parasuraman et al. (1985; 1988; Zeithaml et 


al., 1990). SERVQUAL is the most often used approach for measuring service quality to 


compare the customer’s expectations before a service encounter and their perceptions of the 


actual service delivered (Gronroos, 1982; Parasuraman, 1985). This instrument is the 


predominant method used to measure the consumers’ perceptions of the service quality. 


Parasuraman et al. (1988) in addressing the issue on quality in services conducted the most 


systematic and thorough research on quality in services, and categorised service quality into 
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dimensions which were initially ten (Parasuraman et al., 1988) but has now been reduced to 


five (Zeithaml et al. 2006:117). Wisniewski (2001b) in defence of the use of this model 


argued that, with minor modification, SERVQUAL can be adapted to any service 


organisation, and that information on service quality gaps can help managers diagnose areas 


where performance improvement can best be targeted. Wisniewski (2001) continued arguing 


that there are a number of ways in which SERVQUAL results can be used to help services 


identify areas of performance improvement which include, understanding current service 


quality. The use of service gap scores enables the service manager to assess current service 


quality and quantity gaps that exist. Use of the service quality dimensions will allow an 


understanding of the broad areas where customers have particularly high or low expectations 


and an assessment of where there might be relatively large gaps (Wisniewski, 2001). Chang, 


Chen and Hsu (2002) being critical of SERVQUAL argued that, although SERVQUAL made 


a great contribution to the field of service quality and had been popular among service quality 


researchers for many years, it is thought to be insufficient because of its weaknesses caused 


by the disconfirmatory paradigm, and its empirical inappropriateness. 


 


2.3.1 Service quality dimensions 


Adapting the SERVQUAL model, the following dimensions to measure the delivery of 


service quality in Lepelle-Nkumpi-Municipality are considered: 


 


a. Reliability 


This is the extent to which the municipality delivers on the promises made to the customer. 


According to Davis and Heineke (2005:278), reliability relates to the ability to perform the 


promised service dependably and accurately. For example, municipalities have a tendency to 


contact a customer who requires assistance to inform him that help is on the way, to go and to 


wait for the municipal service. When it is not done in time as promised it leads to the 


frustration in the customer. The arrival of accounts from the municipality that is not on time 


and reflecting details of services rendered two to three months ago upsets customers. 


Reliability is the most important dimension of service quality (Zeithaml et al. 1990).  


 


b. Assurance 


This is the degree of confidence and trust that the municipality is able to engender in the 


client, based on the interactions between the parties (Zeithaml, 2006:117). Assurance relates 


to the knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to convey trust and confidence 
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(Davis and Heineke, 2005: 278). For example, when you ask questions, does the employee 


seem uncertain about the answers?    


     


c. Tangibles 


These are the physical cues that are part of the service delivery process (Zeithaml et al., 


2006:117). Tangibles are used in communicating with the customer about the expected 


service. According to DWAF (2003:13), the honourable minister R. Kasrils referring to 


consumer friendly billing, appeals to service providers to present consumers with accounts 


that are clear and easy to understand and wherever practical the account should be presented 


in the consumer’s home language. 


 


d. Responsiveness 


Responsiveness refers to the willingness of the service providers both to help customers and 


to provide prompt service (Davies and Heineke, 2005:278) or to deliver assistance to the 


customer (Zeithaml et al. 2006:120). This can be seen in service hours that extend from 


weekdays to include weekends and night shifts due to changes in the customer’s 


needs/demands. 


 


e. Empathy 


Empathy refers to the way in which a customer is treated such that they feel that they are 


important to the organisation. Davies and Heineke (2005:278), say it is the ability to show 


caring, individualised attention to customers. For example, notes such as “Please help us to 


keep our records up to date by checking your personal information and if there are any errors, 


please let us know”, helps a service operation to give better service. This is better explained 


by dividing this dimension into three sub-dimensions of communication, accessibility and 


understanding the customer. 


• Communication dimension: This dimension deals with issues of listening to 


customers and showing concern to their problems. In this study we will measure the 


level of   satisfaction with demonstration shown by employees of the municipality by 


showing concern for, understanding and listening to customers’ problems. In 


communicating with residents who were at a meeting as recorded in Lepelle-Nkumpi 


News (Operation Lefela Ditirelo, 2007:5) the Chief Financial Officer urged the 


community  to come forward to the municipal offices to discuss any kind of problem 


they encounter with their accounts or bills. 
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•  Accessibility dimension: This dimension is concerned with the approachability and 


ease with which customers can have access to staff at different levels of the 


organisation either in person, by e-mail or by telephone. The perceptions of customers 


will have to indicate this easiness of access. The CFO as reported in Lepelle-Nkumpi 


News (March, 2007) emphasized that people who have financial problems are 


welcome to visit the office to make special arrangements for payment of services  


• Understanding the customer 


This dimension indicates the effort that the service provider takes to know the customers 


and their specific needs. Account issues such as cost of a service and even handling of 


customers’ needs and affordability should receive attension. 


 


According to Davis and Heineke (2005:278), all five dimensions emphasise the customer’s 


perception of the service rather than the service provider’s view of how the service should be 


delivered.  According to Wisniewski (2001: 4) the dimensions model for the service quality 


measurement should be tailor-made to one’s business. Once the dimensions have been 


identified, the next step is to determine the extent of the impact the dimensions have on the 


perceptions of customers with respect to service quality, followed by the implementation 


ofservice improvements. From the best value perspective the measurement of service quality 


in the service sector should take into account customer expectations of the service as well as 


perceptions of the service. However, Robinson (1999) concluded that it was apparent that 


there was little consensus of opinion and much disagreement about how to measure service 


quality 


 


2.3.2 Service standards  


A quality standard is that level of quality which defines the boundary between what is 


acceptable and unacceptable (Pycraft et al., 2000:621). These standards may be constrained 


by factors such as the state of technology in an institution. However, at the same time they 


need to be appropriate to the expectations of customers. Evans and Dean (2003:148) argued 


that service standards should serve as indicators of performance, because on the basis thereof 


it can be determined whether the service meets the customer’s expectation or not. Measuring 


a service should be a continuous process and each employee should accept responsibility for 


such a process. It is important to have a feedback system so that there can be immediate 


warning should there be any deviation from the set standard. The quality component of a 
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service is related to complying with certain requirements. Once the customer’s requirements 


have been determined, standards can be set according to which the service can be evaluated 


and measured (Evans and Dean, 2003: 463)    


 


2.4 The model of service quality: The Gap model 


According to the Gap model (Fig.1) a gap is the difference between the expected service (E) 


and the perception of the service rendered (P). Denoted G = E – P 


According to Parasuraman et al. (1985) there are seven major gaps in the service quality 


concept. 


• GAP 1:  Customers’ expectations versus management perceptions: as a result of the 


lack of marketing research orientation, inadequate upward communication and many 


layers of management. 


• GAP 2: The discrepancy between management’s perceptions about the expectations 


of the customers and the service quality specifications. According to Moolla and Du 


Plessis (2001:3), often in an attempt to reduce cost, management placed internal 


restrictions on how a service was to be performed thus depriving staff of the 


opportunity to meet the customer’s expectations. 


• Gap 3:  The discrepancy between service quality and the actual service delivered. 


Moolla and Du Plessis (2001:3) emphasised that even if the quality of a service was 


carefully specified in a company, in practice, the result could be different from what 


was intended. They emphasised that service quality was difficult to standardise since 


it was often dependent on personal contact between the customer and the company 


staff.  


• Gap 4: The discrepancy between the service actually delivered and what is 


communicated about that service to the customers. Moolla and Du Plessis (2001) 


emphasised the importance of not promising the customer more than what the 


company can deliver. It is important that at the same time, the company must inform 


customers about the efforts being made to elevate the quality, which would otherwise 


not be visible to the customer. 


• GAP 5: The discrepancy between customer expectations and their perceptions of the 


service delivered. In this case, the customer’s expectations are influenced by the 


extent of their personal needs, word of mouth recommendations and past service 


experiences. This gap is a function of gaps 1, 2, 3 and 4. Parasuraman et al. (1985) 
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Gap 3 


Gap 2 


Gap 1 


sought to measure this gap using the SERVQUAL model. Moolla et al. (2001) 


continued to say that the model is customer-oriented since it is concerned with the 


experiences and the needs of the customer that are based on the customer’s previous 


experience with the service , and how the service is perceived by the customer.   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 1   Conceptual Model of Service Quality (Zeithaml et al., 1990). 
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• GAP 6:  The discrepancy between customer expectations and the employees’ 


perceptions. This was caused by the differences in the understanding of customer 


expectations by front-line service providers. 


 


According to Brown and Bond (1995), the gap model remained one of the best received and 


most heuristically valuable contributions to the services literature. Gap 5 pertains to the 


customer and as such it is considered to be the true measure of service quality and it is on this 


gap that SERVQUAL methodology has influence. According to Brysland and Curry (2001), 


besides SERVQUAL having weaknesses SERVQUAL has a particular advantage in that it is 


a tried-and-tested instrument which can be used comparatively for benchmarking purposes.  


 


2.5 Determinants of service quality 


According to Pycraft et al. (2000:93), typical questions which the improvement process 


strategy of a service firm should answer included: 


• How should the operations performance be measured? 


• How should the operation decide whether its performance is satisfactory? 


• Who should be involved in the improvement process? 


In this study the role played by customers (residents) as receivers of a service will be looked 


into. The customers’ satisfaction, expectations and perceptions on quality of the services they 


are receiving will be used as performance measurements and tools for improvement. 


 


2.5.1 Perceptions and expectations 


According to Robbins et al. (2006:107), perception can be defined as a process by which 


individuals organise and interpret their sensory impressions in order to give meaning to their 


environment and the authors further argue, that an individual behaviour is a factor of his/her 


perceptions. According to Robbins, factors that influence perception are: 


(1) Factors in the perceiver which include attitudes, motives, interests, experience and 


expectations. 


(2) Factors in the situation which include time and social setting. 


(3) Factors in the target which include motion, sounds, size and background. 
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According to Davis and Heineke (2005:279), another measure of service quality was how 


satisfied the customer was with the service received. Customers’ satisfaction with the service 


is related to both their prior expectations about the service and their perception of how well 


the service was provided. Customers develop a set of expectations based on a variety of 


inputs and they consider their previous experiences with the services in general and with each 


specific kind of service that they have encountered. Customers develop expectations when 


they hear about services from others. Customers also form expectations based on a service 


provider’s advertisements and promotions. This was done by the Municipality through an 


Imbizo launched as ‘Operation Lefela Ditirelo’- “Operation pay for services”, and in the  


printed media such as newspapers and pamphlets in an effort to get residents to understand 


the importance of paying for services (Lepelle-Nkumpi Newsletter, 2007:4 and Speaker, 


2007). 


 


For many companies, the chief business value of becoming a customer-focused business lies 


in its ability to help them to keep customers loyal, anticipate their future needs, respond to 


customer concerns, and provide top-quality customer service. This strategic focus on 


customer value recognises that quality, rather than price, has become the primary determinant 


in a customer’s perception of value (O’Brien and Marakas, 2006:47).  


 


2.5.2 Improvement of service 


According to Pycraft et al. (2000:658) two major improvement priorities that influence the 


way in which operations decide to which performance objectives they need to pay particular 


attention were: 


• The needs and preferences of customers, and 


• The performance and activities of competitors: 


We know that municipalities are profit making monopolistic parastatals in their own right due 


to their geographic locations. On the other hand, Khutsong township were residents refused 


to be incorporated into the North West Province, can be considered as the point of reference 


for the importance of service providers to consider both perceptions and expectations which 


residents have with respect to services, makes it relevant to consider different municipalities 


as competitors, were cross border disputes occur.  
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Crosby (1974:4) focused on reducing cost through quality improvement and stressed the 


following 14 points. The following are some of the points that are applicable to this study:   


• Management commitment. Top management must be convinced of the need for 


quality and must clearly communicate this to the entire institution by written policy 


• Quality improvement teams. Form a team composed of heads to oversee 


improvements in their departments and in the whole institution 


• Cost of quality. Estimate the costs of quality in order to identify areas where 


improvements would be profitable. 


•  Quality awareness. Raise quality awareness among employees 


• Recognition- Give public, non-financial appreciation to those who meet their quality 


goals or perform outstandingly.   


 


According to Nel (2006), on issues relating to service delivery improvement, there were two 


dimensions of service delivery improvement: 


• Institutional performance dimension (level): The focus here is the improved 


performance in the application of policies, efficient systems, processes, organisation, 


technology, infrastructure (including way-finding and signage) and resources. 


• The individual performance dimension (level): In this level there has to be 


accountability that is linked to job descriptions and delegation of authority, education 


and training, commitment to delivering services, ethical conduct, and effective 


placement in both back and front offices (operations), and appropriate performance 


management in areas of rewards and discipline. According to Nel (2003), the 


performance of the employees is to some extent the means through which the 


organisation delivers service quality and meets customer satisfaction. 


 


In its official Newsletter, the Municipal Manager wrote that Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality 


has embarked on a water meter maintenance project with the main purpose being that of cost 


recovery (Lepelle-Nkumpi News, 2007:4). The aims of the project were control of water loss, 


monitoring of illegal meter connections, water conservation and sustainability of water 


provision in the area. As the municipality has the intention of bettering water services, it also 


urged the community to cooperate and work with the municipality by taking care of the 


municipal properties which are left in their yards and also pay for their services regularly, for 


this will contribute to an improved sustainable service delivery. 
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2.5.3 Customer satisfaction and how to measure it 


The Minister of DWAF (2003), writing on consumer relations indicated that the water service 


provider must communicate the contents of the consumer charter with all consumers to whom 


they provide the services.  All water service providers must make themselves accessible to 


consumers and provide the necessary facilities to receive consumer payments, queries, 


complaints and suggestions for improvements. This has a link to the dimensions of the 


SERVQUAL model and service improvement.  


 


Davis and Heineke (2005:35) believed that the strategic decisions made within various 


functions determine how and which processes are established, as well as how performance is 


measured. Throughout the strategy development process, information is continuously fed 


back through the system so that the customers’ needs are continuously being identified and 


addressed and performance goals achieved. The service delivery process, then, is 


continuously driven by strategy, which is continuously being monitored by the established 


performance measures.  According to the Generic strategy model (Davis and Heineke, 


2005:36), performance measures are customer satisfaction, market share, quality measures 


and cost measures. Measures of performance are used as inputs to strategy reformulation. In 


this study focus is such that some of the inputs will serve as recommendations to inform 


management that strategy is what an organisation actually does, not what it says it does.  


Most managers of service organisations believe that achieving total customer satisfaction is 


“mission impossible”. The truth is, leading organisations identify total customer satisfaction 


not just as a goal but as an imperative (Davis and Heineke, 2005:282). Two approaches to 


achieving total customer satisfaction are: 


• Service recovery 


• Service guarantees in a product 


In this study we look at service recovery. According to Davis and Heineke (2005:282), in 


services that require the interaction between customer and the service provider, mistakes can 


happen. A service recovery can turn, complaining or even angry customers into the most 


loyal ones. An interesting statistic as mentioned by Davis and Heineke (2005:282) is that a 


dissatisfied customer will tell 11 people on average about  his or her problem with a service, 


whereas a customer who had  a problem resolved by a company will tell five people on 
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average about service recovery. Davis and Heineke (2005:282) concluded that in service 


organisations “to err is human; to recover is divine.” 


 


Customer satisfaction and how to measure it are debatable topics. According to Kondo 


(2001), the concept of customer satisfaction is closely related to that of quality and are often 


measured together. Customer satisfaction is the final target of total quality management, and 


many attempts have been made to measurement. Kondo (2001) further emphasised that the 


first measure of customer satisfaction is the number of customer complaints. However, the 


absence of the complaints does not necessarily indicate complete customer satisfaction; it 


may mean that customers are not encouraged to complain or that there are no convenient 


ways for them to complain (Bond III, Edward and Fink, Ross. 2001; Kondo, 2001).  


 


According to McColl-Kennedy and Scheider (2000), customer satisfaction is generally 


measured in emotional and attitudinal dimensions and in action-oriented dimensions. Further, 


they say that for research purposes, customer satisfaction is not measured alone, but in 


conjunction with service quality and success. However, the customer satisfaction, service 


quality and success can only be expressed and measured by several indicators on which there 


is no general consensus but competing ideas and theories. This makes the measurement of 


validity, reliability and objectivity to be problematic. 


 


Naumann et al. (2001) emphasised that it is much more beneficial for organizations to 


develop their own instruments for measuring customer satisfaction factors for their own 


environment. Only then will the research results be useful to management and lead to future 


improvements.   


 


2.6 Conclusion 


The literature review provided the researcher with a service model namely, the SERVQUAL 


model which is among the models used in assessing customer satisfaction.  The importance 


of this model is that it compares the expected and the perceived services using the five 


dimensions. The researcher will use this model to determine the gap in service delivery in 


Lebowakgomo, Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 


 


3.1 Introduction 


The methodology in this study is both descriptive and explanatory by nature. The 


methodology entails the use of a questionnaire as proposed by Parasuramann et al. and was 


adapted to a municipal service assessment of service quality. The quantitative approach is 


proposed for this study. 


 


3.2 Rationale for study 


The residents of Lebowakgomo, within Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality, are reluctant to pay 


for services as shown by increased efforts from the municipality to restore the culture of 


payment. The researcher intended to identify quality gaps using the residents’ expectations 


and perceptions regarding the quality of service delivery.  


 


3.3 The research design 


Residents in Lebowakgomo constitute a stratified population, comprising Suburb A, B, S, P, 


F and R, which are commonly referred to as Unit A, B, S, P, F and R, respectively. Data were 


collected using completely randomised design within suburb A, B and F; whereas S and R 


were excluded as they primarily constitute residents declared indigent. Suburb P was 


excluded since it is approximately one year old. 


 


3.3.1 Types of research 


Two research approaches, namely, quantitative and qualitative, are recognised. The two 


approaches are similar, with different focuses (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005:96). This study was 


based on the quantitative approach.  


 


3.3.2 Target population 


The town comprises of six suburbs. However, this study was limited to residents in suburbs 


A, B and F alone, where households have access to meters, as well as sources of income. The 


sample is comprised of simple random selection of houses that represent residents to whom 


the questionnaires were distributed. Forty participants per stratum will be selected using 


random numbers. Participants will be told that the objective of the study is to gather 
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information to help in formulating a discussion document to improve water service conditions 


in Lepelle-Nkumpi, Municipality. 


 


3.3.3 Sampling  


The researcher personally visited the residents and employees of the municipality who were 


residents, to administer the questionnaire as data collection instrument. The questionnaires 


were given to the respondents individually and left with them to complete in their own time. 


If the respondent still had not completed the questionnaire or had queries regarding its 


contents at the time that it was to be collected, the researcher will offer the required 


explanation. 


 


3.3.4 The research instrument 


A survey instrument in the form of an adapted SERVQUAL questionnaire was used to 


measure customer satisfaction and service quality. The water service quality is measured by 


the residents’ perceptions and expectations using a Likert-scaled questionnaire with 5 


dimensions measuring service quality on an adapted SERVQUAL questionnaire 


(Parasuraman et al., 1988), modified for quality services enquiries within a municipality. 


SERVQUAL measures service quality and customer satisfaction at the same time (Kettinger 


and Lee, 1997).  


 


3.3.4.1 Questionnaire construction 


The questionnaire was constructed using a SERVQUAL model using five dimensions: (i) 


tangibility dimension, (ii) reliability dimension, (iii) assurance dimension, (iv) empathy 


dimension, and (v) responsiveness dimension. Six more questions on cultural, emotional and 


attitudinal dimensions were included in the construction of the questionnaire to determine the 


culture of non-payment and attitude of residents towards the Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality. A 


four point Likert rating scale was constructed using the following: strongly disagree = 1, 


disagree = 2, agree = 3 and strongly agree = 4. The questionnaire was designed to measure 


the quality gaps (Davis and Heineke, 2005). 


 


3.3.4.2 The questionnaire items 


The questionnaire had a total of 56 questions, comprising 25 questions, measuring 


perceptions on five different underlying dimensions: (i) tangibility dimension, (ii) reliability 


dimension, (iii) assurance dimension, (iv) empathy dimension, and (v) responsiveness 
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dimension. The other 25 questions measured the expectations of the residents on service 


quality of the listed five respective dimensions. The additional six questions on cultural, 


emotional and attitudinal dimensions were based on the culture of non-payment and attitude 


of residents towards the Municipality (Appendix A). 


 


3.3.4.3 Pilot study 


The questionnaires were given to 10 residents, who were asked to complete them. The pilot 


group was interviewed to determine why they answered certain questions the way they did. 


The exercise enhanced the rephrasing of certain questions to ensure that the respondents 


would provide unambiguous answers. 


 


3.4 The Research Process 


The research processes comprised administration and collection of questionnaires, followed 


by data analysis.  


 


3.4.1 The administration of questionnaires 


The questionnaires were hand-delivered to selected households by enumerators employed 


from within the suburb with a request that the completed questionnaires would be collected 


within seven days.  


 


3.4.2 Collection of questionnaires 


The completed questionnaires were collected by the enumerators seven days after delivery. 


Out of the 120 participants, 92.5% responded.    


 


3.4.3 Data analysis  


Randomised questions were decoded and tabulated to allow for averaging the five scores for 


each dimension (Appendix C). Questions 51 and 56 (Appendix B) were negatively phrased 


and therefore, their scores were reversed. That is, in question 51, for instance, the score of 1 


was recorded as 4, and 2 as 3, 3 as 2 and 1 as 4. Residents’ responses based on the studied 


dimensions were coded as dependent variables (y-axis), whereas independent variables (x-


axis) comprised age, gender, qualification and suburb (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005:218).  


 


Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS. The distribution of data, determined using 


measures of symmetry and kurtosis, suggested that the data were either positively or 
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negatively skewed, with high risk of kurtosis (Appendix C). Due to symmetry, the data was 


subjected to analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures (Steyn et al., 2003: 512). The data 


were analysed using the following non-parametric statistical tests (Leedy and Ormrod, 


2005:266): 


• Paired samples test 


• Percentiles etc.  


 


3.4.4 Ensuring validity and reliability 


Random sampling was used to ensure the validity of data. Generally, the reliability of data 


was determined through one check, namely, the probability level at 5% or less (Berenson and 


Levine, 1996:831). Reliability was also ensured through taking a large sample (n = 120) and 


reiteratively asking a question five different ways per dimension, with the average used for 


analysis. 


 


3.5 Limitations of the study 


Due to lack of symmetry in certain variables of data as shown by kurtosis (Appendix C) most 


of the variables could not be subjected to analysis of variance (ANOVA), which could have 


allowed mean variance. 


 


3.6 Elimination of bias 


Five questions per dimension were randomly assigned within the 50 questions to eliminate 


any biased response. Also, participants were informed that the study will help in the service 


delivery of water to the community. 


 


3.7 Conclusion 


The results of the study were based on statistical analysis described in the proceeding chapter. 


The descriptive analysis of responses to statements on five dimensions with five statements 


will be used to indicate the direction that the perceptions of residents give to service quality. 


The mean differences will be used to explain the variation of the five dimensions attributed to 


treatments of the quality gap. Details thereof will be the subject of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 


 


4.1 Introduction 


To determine Lebowakgomo residents’ perceptions on service delivery by Lepelle-Nkumpi 


using water quality services, the perceptions (actual) and expectations were measured to 


provide a quality gap (expectations − perceptions) on five dimensions, namely, tangibles, 


reliability, assurance, empathy and responsiveness. 


In this study, the following approach was used to describe the findings: 


 Percentage variability on gaps in five dimensions 


 Relative effects on gaps were used to explain the findings    


 The direction that perceptions of residents give to determining service quality 


 The extent of the residents’ expectations of the service. 


 


4.2 Percentage variability 


In the analysis of variance introduced in this section, the sum of squares for treatments 


explains the variation attributed to the treatments (Keller and Warrack, 2003:479). The sum 


of squares for error measures the unexplained variation. Treatments on quality gap had 


significant differences on the probability level of 1% or less (Table 4.1). The treatment 


variation accounted for 27%, 66%, 60%, 63% and 63% total treatment variation in the 


variability of tangibles, reliability, assurance, empathy and responsiveness, respectively. 


For the purpose of clarification the dimensions are defined in brief as follows:  


• Tangibles are the physical cues that are part of the service delivery process used in 


communicating to the customer about the expected service. 


• Reliability is the extent to which the municipality delivers on the promises made to 


the customer and reliability relates to the ability to perform the promised service 


dependably and accurately. 


•  Assurance is the degree of confidence and trust that the municipality is able to 


engender in the client, based on the interactions between the parties. 


•  Empathy refers to the way in which a customer is treated so that he/she feels 


important to the organisation.  


• Responsiveness refers to the willingness of the service providers both to help 


customers and to provide prompt service.  
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TABLE 4.1 Percent variability on gaps of five dimensions in Lepelle-Nkumpi municipality 


on water service quality as perceived by Lebowakgomo residents (n = 111). 


Source  


of variation 


 Tangibles Reliability Assurance Empathy Responsiveness 


DF MS MS MS MS MS 


Between 1 18.13 119.97 92.89 109.27 94.58 


Within 220 49.16 62.24 60.73 64.30 54.88 


Total 221 67.30 182.21 153.62 173.57 149.46 


% variability y 27% 66% 60% 63% 63% 


P-valuez *** *** *** *** *** 


y Percent variability = (Source of variation between/Source of variation total) × 100 
z Significant at the probability level of 1% or less. 


 


4.3 Relative gaps 


Highly significant differences were observed between the expectations and perceptions on all 


dimensions measured (Table 4.2; Table 4.4). Relative to perception, expectations increased 


the quality gap on tangibles, reliability, assurance, empathy and responsiveness by 22%, 


71%, 58%, 64% and 58%, respectively. 


 


TABLE 4.2 Relative gaps on five dimensions in Lepelle-Nkumpi municipality in water 


service quality as perceived by Lebowakgomo residents (n = 111).   


Sources of 


variation 


Dependent variables 


Tangibles Reliability Assurance Empathy Responsiveness 


Expected 3.19 + 0.04 3.55 + 0.04 3.53 + 0.04 3.61 + 0.04 3.58 + 0.04 


Actual 2.62 + 0.05 2.08 + 0.06 2.24 + 0.06 2.20 + 0.06 2.27 + 0.05 


% rel. gapy 22% 71% 58% 64% 58% 


P-valuez *** *** *** *** *** 


y Percent relative gap = (Expected/actual − 1) × 100. 
z Significant at the probability level of 1% or less. 


 


Table 4.3 Influence of age on the empathy gap of Lebowakgomo residents on Lepelle-


Nkumpi service delivery (n = 111). 


Source of variation  Empathy gap 
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DF SS P-valuez % variability y 


Treatment (Age) 2 5.67 *** 8.5% 


Error 108 61.16   


Total 110 66.83   
y Percent variability = (Source of variation between/Source of variation total) × 100 
z Significant at the probability level of 1% or less. 


 


4.4 Frequencies per suburb for perceptions and expectations  


Appendix H1 shows the counts (the number of respondents) per item on the SERVQUAL 


questionnaire in suburb 1 (unit A). On statement Q1 on tangible dimension, 2 respondents 


gave the service a rating of 1, 9 gave the service a rating of 2, 18 respondents gave the service 


a rating of 3 and 6 respondents gave it a rating of 4.  On statement Q16, 1 respondent gave 


the service a rating of 1, 3 gave the service a rating of 2, 16 respondents gave the service a 


rating of 3 and 14 respondents gave it a rating of 4. The total number of respondents in unit A 


was 35.Each dimension has five questions for each of the expectations and perceptions of the 


service. For example Q1, Q11, Q21, Q31 and Q41 are statements on perception of the service 


on a tangible dimension.  


     


4.5 Frequencies per suburb for perceptions 


The summary of perception frequencies of five dimensions per suburb are shown below in 


Table 4.6 (summary of appendix H1; H2; H3). In the tangibles dimension 18 respondents in 


suburb 3 (unit F), 17 respondents in suburb 2 (unit B) and 22 respondents in suburb 1 (unit A) 


rated the dimension at a 1 whereas 22 respondents in suburb 3, 35 in suburb 2 and 26 in 


suburb 1 rated the same dimension of tangibles at a 4.  


 


As shown in Table 4.6 39% of the respondents in all the suburbs were disagreeing whilst 


61% were agreeing on the actual service on tangibles, 32% were agreeable while 68% 


disagreed on actual service being reliable, 42% were agreeable while 58% were not agreeing 


on assurance, 39% were agreeable while 61% disagreed on actual service showing empathy 


with residents, 42% agreed while 58% disagreed that the actual service of the municipality 


was responsive. In general, the responses indicated that the respondents rated the actual 


service low and this is an indication of a gauge of low customer satisfaction.  
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4.6 Frequencies per suburb for expectations 


Table 4.7 shows the summary of expectation frequencies of five dimensions per suburb. In 


the tangibles dimension 6 respondents in suburb 3 (unit F), 4 respondents in suburb 2 (unit B) 


and 9 respondents in suburb 1 (unit A) rated the dimension at a 1 whereas 73 respondents in 


suburb 3, 76 in suburb 2 and 72 in suburb 1 rated the same dimension of tangibles at a 4.  


  


Relative to perceptions most of the ratings given to expectations (Table 4.7) show that the 


totals of responses are higher for expectations on dimensions. For example, 42.8% agrees 


(236 on tangibles) and 40% strongly agrees (221 on tangibles) against 13.8% disagreeing (76 


on tangibles) and 3.4% strongly disagreeing (19 on tangibles).   


 


 Summary Table 4.7 shows that 82.8% had high expectations while 17.2% had low 


expectations on tangibles, 97.3% had high expectations while 2.7% had low expectations on 


reliability, and 96.2% had high expectations while 3.8% had low expectations. The other 


statistics are shown in Table 4.7 for the other dimensions. 


 


In general, the responses indicate that the respondents have a very high expectation on 


services. 


Table 4.6 Percentage perceptions of residents of Lebowakgomo measured per suburb 
measured through five dimensions (n = 111). 
 Perceptions 
Suburb Dimension Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 


 1 2 3 4 
3 Tangibles 18 55 102 22 
2  17 53 74 35 
1  22 50 70 26 
Total  57 158 246 83 
Percent  10.5% 29.0% 45.2% 15.3% 
Percent contribution  Total % disagree 39.5 Total % agree 60.5 
3 Reliability 52 83 55 8 
2  55 62 41 19 
1  46 75 40 11 
Total  153 220 136 38 
Percent  28% 40.2% 24.9% 6.9% 
Percent contribution  Total % disagree 68.2 Total % agree 31.8 
3 Assurance 34 76 96 3 
2  35 66 61 17 
1  39 70 52 7 
Total  108 212 209 27 
Percent   19.4% 38.1% 37.6% 4.9% 
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Percent contribution  Total % disagree 57.5 Total % agree 42.4 
3 Empathy 37 77 77 6 
2  48 56 63 16 
1  44 75 43 8 
Total  129 208 183 30 
Percent   23.4% 37.8% 33.3% 5.5% 
Percent contribution  Total % disagree 61.2 Total % agree 38.8 
 Responsiveness     
3  32 77 80 8 
2  37 62 56 23 
1  36 72 48 11 
Total  105 211 184 42 
Percent   19.4% 38.9% 33.9% 7.8% 
Percent contribution  Total % disagree 58.3 Total % agree 41.7 


 
 
 


 


Table 4.7 Percentage expectations of residents of Lebowakgomo measured per suburb 
measured through five dimensions (n = 111). 
Suburb  Expectations 
 Dimension Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
  1 2 3 4 
3 Tangibles 6 25 96 73 
2  4 22 78 76 
1  9 29 62 72 
Total  19 76 236 221 
Total Percent 3.4% 13.8% 42.8% 40.0% 
Percent contribution  Total % disagree 17.2 Total % agree 82.8 
3 Reliability 3 1 106 89 
2  0 3 66 110 
1  5 3 50 115 
Total  8 7 222 314 
Percent  1.5% 1.3% 40.3% 57.0


% 
Percent contribution Total % disagree 2.7 Total % agree 97.3 
3 Assurance 4 6 85 104 
2  1 5 63 109 
1  0 5 54 113 
Total Percent 5 16 202 326 
Percent  0.9% 2.9% 36.8% 59.4


% 
Percent contribution Total % disagree 3.8 Total % agree 96.2 
3 Empathy 1 3 75 120 
2  3 1 50 124 
1  1 6 45 123 
Total Percent 4 10 170 367 
Percent  0.7% 1.8% 30.9% 66.6
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% 
Percent contribution Total % disagree 2.5 Total % agree 97.5 
3 Responsiveness 2 2 89 114 
2  4 2 50 124 
1  5 17 55 95 
Total 11 21 194  333 
Total Percent 2.0% 3.8% 34.7% 59.% 
Percent contribution Total % disagree 5.8 Total % agree 94.2 
 


4.7 Means for suburbs and graphs 


Table 4.8 together with Fig 1b (the scatterplot) on tangibles confirm the distribution means 


that are statistically different from each other. The scatterplots show the relationship between 


two measured variables (Davis and Heineke, 2005:308) the expectation and the perception. 


The blue plots indicate the perceived (actual) service whereas the pink show the expectations.  


Bar charts visually display data variation (Davis and Heineke, 2005:306) which is our mean 


difference, which indicates the gap. 
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Figure 1   
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Fig. 1a:  Bar chart indicating the means per suburb on tangibles per suburb 


1st  Chart: Tangibles
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Fig. 1b: Scartterplot showing perceptions and expectations of residents in Lebowakgomo 
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Figure 2
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Fig. 2a: Bar chart indicating the means per suburb on reliability per suburb 


2nd Chart: Reliability 
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Fig. 2b: Scartterplot showing perceptions and expectations of residents in Lebowakgomo 
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Figure 3
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 Fig. 3a: Bar chart indicating the means per suburb on assurance per suburb 
 


3rd Chart: Assurance
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 Fig 3b: Scartterplot showing perceptions and expectations of residents in Lebowakgomo 
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Figure 4
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Fig. 4a: Bar chart indicating the means per suburb on empathy per suburb 


 


4th Chart: Empathy
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Fig 4b: Scartterplot showing perceptions and expectations of residents in Lebowakgomo 
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Figure 5


2.2 2.4 2.3


3.6 3.7 3.5


0.0


0.5


1.0


1.5


2.0


2.5


3.0


3.5


4.0


A B F


Suburb


Av
er


ag
e


Actual Responsive


Expected Responsive


 
Fig. 5a: Bar chart indicating the means per suburb on responsiveness per suburb 


5th Chart: Responsiveness
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Fig. 5b: Scartterplot showing perceptions and expectations of residents in Lebowakgomo 
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4.8 The quality gap:  


TABLE 4.9 Quality gaps on all five dimensions for suburb A, B and F (n = 111) 


 


Dimensions 


Mean values for all suburbs (combined) 


Tangibles Reliability Assurance Empathy Responsiveness 


Expected (E) 3.2 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.6 


Actual (P) 2.6 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.4 


 Mean gap  0.6 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.2 


Gap = Expectations (E) – Perceptions (P) 


 


The preceding bar graphs shown in Fig. 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a and Table 4.9 are showing the mean 


differences for expectations and perceptions (actual) on tangibles, reliability, assurance, 


empathy and responsiveness respectively. The mean differences (gaps between expectations 


and perceptions) are clearly evident on empathy, reliability, assurance and responsiveness as 


shown by the widening of the gap (difference between expectations and perceptions) unlike 


on tangibles where the difference is the least of all as shown in the bar charts. 


 


4.9 Conclusion: 


In this chapter the gaps, as shown by the graphical presentations and tables, indicate that the 


processes in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality show a variation between perceptions and 


expectations in four dimensions of empathy, reliability, assurance and responsiveness and 


less variation in tangibles. The next chapter will discuss the findings thereof. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 


 


5.1 Introduction 


This chapter integrates literature to give meaning to the findings of the study and provide 


answers to the research questions. In this study, arguments are based on the significant 


differences between services as perceived by the residents together with the expectations of 


the services from Lepelle-Nkumpi municipality. Finally a model for service improvement is 


proposed based on findings for each dimension, namely the Gap model and SERVQUAL. 


 


5.2 Interpretation of the residents’ perception of service and their expectations:   


According to Wisniewski (2001:997), the obvious use of gap scores is to enable the service 


manager to assess current service quality and to quantify gaps that exist. A gap score of ‘0’ 


indicates excellence since the actual service meets the expectations of the customers but in 


the majority of organisations, it is expected that there will be a shortfall of at least ‘1’ in 


service delivery. Generally a gap score moves from 1 and approaches ‘2’ where it starts to 


represent a shortfall, which demands attention by the organisation. Gap scores of 2 and more 


signal a more serious situation which demands urgent attention. As Moolla et al. (2001) 


indicated the Gap model is useful in assisting both managers and staff to examine their own 


perceptions of quality and to recognise how much they really understand of the perceptions of 


their clients. Resources are not infinite for any organisation and so it is practical to target 


those dimensions which have been rated high in terms of importance by the customers 


(Wisniewski, 2001). 


 


5.2.1 Tangibles dimension  


The gap is the difference between expectations and perceptions (E – P). In terms of 


expectations on tangibles 83% of respondents had very high expectations with 17% low 


expectations whereas 61% of respondents agreed with the statements on tangibles in all the 


suburbs, with 39 % disagreeing. This is an overall good result on this service quality attribute. 


In this study the findings on the tangibles dimension shows the smallest gap with the least 


percent variability of 27% as shown on Table 4.1 as compared to the other dimensions. 


According to Wisniewski  (2001:995), organisations operating in the public sector, like for 


example Lepelle Nkumpi Municipality have come to realize that they must ensure that their 


services are soundly based on the needs and expectations of their stakeholders- communities, 
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citizens and customers- and that they are seen as providing service quality. According to 


Table 4.2 the sources of variation for expectation and perception were 3.19 ± 0.04 and 2.62 ± 


0.05 respectively with a relative gap at 22% for tangibles. These findings indicate that 


Lepelle-Nkumpi provides a good service on tangibles as the gap is near to zero as residents 


who are its customers assessed tangible quality by almost equating their expectations of 


service to their perceptions of the service received (Wisniewski (2001:996; Parasuraman et 


al., 1985; 1988). This evidence shows that the residents are satisfied and this gap of zero 


demands no attention by the municipality. 


 


Wisniewski (2001) continued arguing that there are a number of ways in which SERVQUAL 


results can be used to help services identify areas of performance improvement which 


include, understanding current service quality. Use of service gap scores enables the service 


manager to assess current service quality and quantity gaps that exist. Use of the service 


quality dimensions will allow an understanding of the broad areas where customers have 


particularly high or low expectations and an assessment of where there may be relatively 


large gaps (Wisniewski, 2001). However, the findings on tangibles imply that management at 


Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality should use findings on tangibles, to have an understanding of 


the broad areas where customers have high expectations and an assessment of where there 


may be relatively large gaps to focus their service improvements. Table 4.6 records that on 


perceptions of the actual service received 246 responses on tangibles agreed and 83 strongly 


agreed while 236 agreed and 221 strongly agreed that it was the expected level of service. 


This calls for management to look into resource prioritisation to the other dimensions where 


there are more variability since tangibles have the least at 22% as supported by Davis and 


Heineke (2005:35) who believed that the strategic decisions made within various functions 


determine how and which processes are established, as well as how performance is to be 


measured.  


 


Throughout the strategy development process, information such as this finding as revealed 


by the use of SERVQUAL and the GAP model, the researcher recommends that, it should be 


continuously fed back through the system so that customers’ needs are continuously 


identified, addressed and performance goals achieved. The researcher further proposes that 


further research should probe whether the service delivery process is continuously driven by 


the strategy monitored by the established performance measures at Lepelle-Nkumpi 


Municipality. This is supported by Evans and Dean (2003:148) who defended service 
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standards serving as indicators of performance and measuring of service being a continuous 


process where employees accept responsibility for such a process. They also indicated the 


importance to have a feedback system so that there can be immediate warning should there 


be any deviation from a set standard.  


   


In the Generic strategy model as proposed by Davis and Heineke (2005:36), performance 


measures are customer satisfaction, market share, quality measures and cost measures. 


Specifically, measure of tangibles is an example of a quality measure to be used as a measure 


of good performance and it is a positive input to strategy reformulation since the municipality 


is doing well on tangibles. In this study the key finding was that Lepelle-Nkumpi actually did 


the best as far as tangibles were concerned, as confirmed by the residents who are its 


customers. This agrees with Nel (2003) who advocated that the performance of the 


employees is, to some extent, the means through which the organisations deliver service 


quality and meets customer satisfaction. 


 


Based on the findings as discussed on the tangible dimension the research questions are 


answered as follows:  


• Research question 1: The perceptions of residents’ on water services determine a 


measure on water service quality in Lebowakgomo since the direction is dictated by 


the overall positive perceptions of residents with the lowest relative gap at 22%. 


• Research question 2: The quality gap of residents on water services in Lebowakgomo 


based on tangibles as indicated by the mean gap of 0.6 being the smallest of all the 


four dimensions shows that there is little difference between expectations and 


perceptions. 


• Research question 3: A near zero gap of 0.6 indicates that customers are satisfied with 


the service on tangibles and the perceptions are as good as the customer being 


satisfied. (E – P ~ 0). The Gap model (Figure1), Gap 2 indicates that management’s 


perceptions of customer expectations are as good as the customer expected.  


5.2.2 Reliability dimension 


In terms of perceptions 32% of respondents agreed with the statements on reliability in all the 


suburbs while 68 % disagreed indicating an overall poor actual service perception on this 


service quality attribute. In terms of expectations, 97.3% of respondents indicated high 


expectations with the statements on reliability in all the suburbs, with 2.7 % low expectations.  
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This indicates an overall high expectation on reliability due to a low rating on actual service 


received by the customers. Table 4.9 reveals that the mean gap of 1.5 on reliability is the 


biggest of all other dimensions with a percentage relative gap of 71%. Such a gap score 


moves from ‘1’ and approaches ‘2’ and it represents a shortfall demanding attention by the 


municipality and a relative gap of 71% on reliability indicates that this gap is the most 


problematic indicating that residents as compared to the other dimensions are seriously 


dissatisfied on issues such as  receiving bills that are not error free, like for example, actual 


meter reading not coinciding with those on bills,  receiving monthly statements that do not 


arrive on time, the bills not reflecting the free basic water, the requested service (help) not 


arriving on time and  bills not up to date. 


 


Indeed, this negative feedback from the perceptions of residents will make it harder for the 


municipality to retain customer satisfaction since Evans and Dean (2000:11) agree that 


quality, reliability, delivery and price build the reputation enjoyed by an institution. If such a 


majority of residents are saying that bills are not reliable, it further shows in the dimension of 


emotional, cultural and attitudinal as shown by their perceptions, that they strongly agree to 


seeing nothing wrong for not paying for services at 77.1 % in suburb A, 58.3% in suburb B 


and 52.5% in suburb F (Appendix H) and disagree to seeing no risk for not paying for 


services at 82.8% in A, 94.5% in B and 87.5% in F and as such the  findings agree with 


McColl-Kennedy and Scheider (2000), that customer satisfaction is generally measured in 


emotional and attitudinal dimensions and in action-oriented dimensions.  


 


Surely these findings on reliability tell a story that the reliability of the billing system is 


questionable and customers are greatly dissatisfied. This agrees with O’Brien and Marakas 


(2006: 251) that a dissatisfied customer will tell eight to ten people about his or her 


experience and that 70% of complaining customers will do business with the municipality 


again if it takes care of this service problem. This is supported by yet another interesting 


statistic from Davis and Heineke (2005:282) that a dissatisfied customer will tell 11 people 


on average about  his or her problem with a service , whereas a customer who had  a problem 


resolved by a company will tell five people on average about service recovery. This is in 


agreement with GAP 5 which indicates the discrepancy between customer expectations and 


their perceptions of the service delivered, where the customer expectations are influenced by 


the extent of their personal needs, word of mouth recommendations and past service 
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experiences. This gap is a function of gaps 1, 2, 3, and 4. Parasuraman et al. (1985) measured 


this gap using the SERVQUAL model and it was supported by Moolla et al.,(2001) that this 


model is customer-oriented since it is concerned with the experiences and the needs of the 


customer that are based on the customer’s previous experience of the service , and how the 


service is perceived by the customer. The researcher agrees with Davis and Heineke 


(2005:282) by concluding that in service organisations “to err is human; to recover, is 


divine.” 


Based on the findings as discussed on this dimension, the research questions are answered as 


follows:  


• Research question 1: The perceptions of residents on water services determine a 


measure on water service quality in Lebowakgomo since the direction is dictated by 


the overall negative perceptions of residents with the highest relative gap of 71%. 


• Research question 2: The quality gap of residents on water services in Lebowakgomo 


based on reliability is indicated by the mean gap of 1.5 which is the biggest of all the 


four dimensions. 


• Research question 3: Residents’ perceptions on water service quality and customer 


satisfaction in Lebowakgomo with respect to age and suburb (discussed under gap 


analysis in 5.3) satisfying GAP 5 by integrating across all dimensions as researched 


by Moolla and Parasuraman. The findings further indicated that customer satisfaction 


is a factor of the emotional, attitudinal and cultural dimensions of residents as far as 


reliability of the municipality on services is concerned.  


 


5.2.3 Assurance dimension  


In terms of perceptions 42.4% of respondents agreed with the statements on actual service 


attributes on assurance in all the suburbs, with 57.6 % disagreeing. This is overall negative 


and it shows poor actual service on this service quality attribute. While on expectations 


96.2% of respondents indicated high expectations with the statements on assurance in all the 


suburbs, with 3.8% indicating low expectations.  


Table 4.9 reveals that the mean gap of 1.3 on assurance indicates that the assurance gap 


represents a shortfall demanding attention by the municipality and the relative gap at 58% 


shows problematic areas where residents, as compared to other dimensions are seriously 


dissatisfied with issues such as confiding in the municipality, the competency of the 
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municipality, the inability of municipal employees to answer questions and demonstrable 


courtesy and assurance of good customer service at all times. 


 


Based on the findings as discussed on this dimension the research questions are answered as 


follows:  


• Research question 1: The perceptions of residents on water services determine a 


measure on water service quality in Lebowakgomo since the direction is dictated by 


the overall negative perceptions of residents with the relative gap of 58%. 


• Research question 2: The quality gap of residents on water services in Lebowakgomo 


based on reliability is indicated by the mean gap of 1.3, indicating that perceptions are 


lower than expectations. The residents are not satisfied with services on assurance.  


 


5.2.4 Empathy dimension  


In terms of perceptions 38.7% of respondents agreed with the statements on empathy in all 


the suburbs, with 61.3 % disagreeing. This is overall negative and it indicates a poor actual 


service on this service quality attribute. In terms of expectations 97.5% of respondents 


indicated high expectations with the statements on empathy in all the suburbs, with 2.5 % 


indicating low expectations. 


Table 4.2 further showed that the percentage relative gap of 64% on empathy indicates that 


this gap was problematic indicating that residents as compared to other dimensions, were 


seriously dissatisfied with issues such as employees not showing a concern to their problems, 


finding it hard for them to access municipal services, not being listened to as customers, not 


being treated equally and finding it difficult to communicate with the municipality. These 


implications will help the service to focus on service improvements on the empathy 


dimension as it has an impact on residents. 


 


 Table 4.3 indicates the findings that age also has become an issue in this research by 


showing significance below 1% at about 9% variability. This finding shows that age 


difference contributed towards total treatment variation in the variability of empathy. The 


study was not conclusive in this treatment but it is recommended for an investigation through 


further research whether it was because of income or free basic water.  
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According to Davis and Heineke (2005: 278), the municipality must show a caring 


individualised attention to residents, both during an Imbizo (communication dimension) 


which urges residents to come forward and be listened to, accessibility in person or by phone 


and understanding of the customer as advocated by Gap 6 due to front-line service providers 


on account issues ranging from the cost of service to affordability. 


This study further agrees with Pycraft et al. (2000:93) that customers must be involved in the 


service improvement in organisations. 


 


Based on the findings as discussed in this dimension the research questions are answered as 


follows:  


• Research question 1: The perceptions of residents on water services determine a 


measure on water service quality in Lebowakgomo since the direction is dictated by 


the overall negative perceptions of residents with the highest relative gap of 64%. 


• Research question 2: The quality gap of residents on water services in Lebowakgomo 


based on reliability is indicated by the mean gap of 1.4  


• Research question 3:  The gap still indicates customer dissatisfaction.  


 


5.2.5 Responsiveness dimension 


Perceptions: 41.7% of respondents agreed with the statements on responsiveness in all the 


suburbs, with 58.3 % disagreeing. This is overall negative and indicates a poor actual service 


on this service quality attribute. 


Expectations: 94.3% of respondents indicated high expectations with the statements on 


responsiveness in all the suburbs, with 5.7 % indicating low expectations.  


 


According to O’Brien and Marakas (2006:47), in many companies the chief business value of 


becoming a customer-focused business lies in its ability to help them to keep customers loyal, 


anticipate their future needs, respond to customer concerns, and provide top-quality customer 


service. This strategic focus on customer value recognises that quality, rather than price, has 


become the primary determinant in a customer’s perception of value. In this study the percent 


variability on responsiveness dimension as shown in Table 4.1 revealed that sources of 


variation between and within a total of 221 degrees of freedom were the mean squares of 


94.58 and 54.88 respectively, contributing 63% variability on gaps as perceived by 


Lebowakgomo residents. This means that the mean difference (expectations – perceptions = 
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the gap) tests whether the gap is the same at different levels of the dimensions or not. At 63% 


variability responsiveness and empathy were the same and are the highest although the mean 


square within, for responsiveness, was lower at 54.88 indicating that the mean differences are 


not the same at all levels with significance below 1% and thus implies residents are calling 


for service improvement of responsiveness more than for empathy. The municipality must 


respond to these customer concerns if Lepelle-Nkumpi values its customers. 


This answers research question 2 and confirms responsiveness by the mean gap of 1.2 


showing that the residents’ perceptions of responsiveness is below their expectations. This is 


also evident on Fig. 5a (the bar chart). Table 4.6 and Table 4.7 clearly indicate that the 


perception counts were 19 % for strongly disagreeing and 39% disagreeing on the quality of 


service received which is 58% not agreeing on good performance on responsiveness while 


the expectations were 60% strongly agreeing and 35% agreeing. In summary it is 95% 


agreeing that the municipality should be responsive. 


 


Based on the findings as discussed in this dimension the research questions are answered as 


follows:  


• Research question 1: The perceptions of residents on water services determine a 


measure on water service quality in Lebowakgomo since the direction is dictated by 


the overall negative perceptions of residents with the relative gap at 58%. 


• Research question 2: The quality gap of residents on water services in Lebowakgomo 


based on reliability is indicated by the mean gap of 1.2, indicating that perceptions are 


lower than expectations.  


• Research question 3.The residents are not satisfied with services on assurance.  


 


5.3 Gap analysis across suburbs  


Gap analysis also allows comparisons to be made across different parts of the same service 


on a geographical basis (Wisniewski, 2001:999). The services in Unit A have an area office 


in suburb A whilst suburb B and F operate from the same area office in F. There is a 


consistent difference across the five dimensions in suburb A. The gap scores in A as shown in 


Fig. 3, 4, and 5 are larger than the rest, implying that the municipal offices in A are not closer 


to meeting residents ‘expectations. 
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Looking at Figures3, 4, 5, actual service in unit A has the lowest mean as compared to those 


of suburb B and F. In this study the gap analysis further indicates the significance of the role 


played by customers (residents) as receivers of a service. The customers’ satisfaction, 


expectations and perceptions on quality of the services they are receiving were used as a 


performance measurement and tool for improvement.  


 


Generally, the findings show that the residents’ expectations in all dimensions other than 


tangibles can be lowered by the municipality through declaring its resource constraints, by 


making their budgets accessible to all residents through pamphlets and brochures.  


 


5.4 Conclusion 


The findings of the study revealed that perceptions of residents on service quality need to be 


managed together with the expectations of residents as the two form a tool that informs 


management on the use of gaps in dimensions as determinants of service quality. The study 


found that reliability and empathy are serious challenges that the management at Lepelle-


Nkumpi municipality need to improve as part of service improvement as the findings are 


agreeing with Wisniewski (2001: 4) that the dimensions model for the service quality 


measurement should be tailor-made to one’s business. Once the dimensions have been 


identified, the next step is to determine the extent of the impact the dimensions have on the 


perceptions of customers in respect to service quality, followed by the implementation of 


service improvements.  
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CHAPTER 6 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


 


6.1 Introduction  


The study revealed the major findings to which Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality should pay 


special attention in order to measure quality of services in general and to make 


recommendations to management. 


 


6.2 Summary on major findings 


The use of an adapted SERVQUAL in Lepelle-Nkumpi Municipality revealed the following 


results: 


1. The overall perceptions of residents on reliability was negative and it indicated that 


residents have the highest serious dissatisfaction on issues such as receiving bills that are not 


error free, like for example, actual meter readings not coinciding with those on bills, 


receiving monthly statements that do not arrive on time, the bills not reflecting the free basic 


water, the requested service (help) not arriving on time and bills not being up to date. 


 


2. The overall perception of residents on empathy was negative  indicating that residents  had 


serious dissatisfaction on issues such as employees not showing concern for their problems, 


finding it hard for them to access municipal services, not being listened to as customers, not 


being treated equally and finding it difficult to communicate with the municipality. 


 


3. The study indicated that age difference contributed towards total treatment variation in the 


variability of empathy and the study was not conclusive on this. 


 


4. The relationship between service quality and customer satisfaction was investigated and 


was found to be a positive relationship. 


 


6.3. Conclusion and recommendations: 


6.3.1 The results indicated the recommendation that management at Lepelle-Nkumpi 


Municipality should intervene by using SERVQUAL for service assessment. The study was 


able to meet all the objectives of the study in that perceptions, expectations and customer 


satisfaction measured the quality of water services in Lebowakgomo.  On the contrary in 







      44 


relation to objective 3 the study was not conclusive as to what was the cause of age 


differences towards the total treatment variation. The objectives of the study were: 


• Specific objective 1: To determine a measure on water service quality using 


residents’ perceptions on water services in Lebowakgomo.  


• Specific objective 2: To determine the gap on water services delivery in 


Lebowakgomo. 


• Specific objective 3: To determine the residents’ perceptions on water service quality 


and customer satisfaction in Lebowakgomo using age, gender, qualification and 


suburb.  


 


6.3.3 The study recommends that the SERVQUAL MODEL could be extended to other 


services in which the municipality has constitutional competencies to do so. 


6.3.4 The study congratulates the Municipality for doing well on tangibles but recommends 


that management improves on the other four dimensions’ quality of services by reallocation 


of resources for service improvements on empathy, reliability, responsiveness and assurance 


dimensions. 


6.3.5 The study recommends that further research be done to investigate the age difference 


contribution to service quality variability in this municipality.  
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Appendix A 


 


A MEASURE OF SERVICE QUALITY ON WATER IN LEBOWAKGOMO 
 


Kindly complete this feedback questionnaire anonymously. Please fill in your biographical 


information  


Name of 


section:A,B,orF 


Title (Prof, Ass Prof, Dr, 


Ms or Mr) 


Your highest 


qualification 


No. of years in 


Lebowakgomo 


Age in 


years 


     


 


In each of the following choose by encircling your choice on a 1-4 scale: 


Statement Strongly  


Disagree 


Disagree Agree Strongly  


Agree 


1. The statement (bill) I receive is easy to read. 1 2 3 4 


2. The statement I receive is free of errors. 1 2 3 4 


3. I have confidence in this municipality 1 2 3 4 


4. The municipality demonstrates a concern for the 


residents’ problems. 


1 2 3 4 


5. The water service quality is prompt and good. 1 2 3 4 


6. The statement should be easy to read. 1 2 3 4 


7. The statement should be free of errors. 1 2 3 4 


8. Residents should trust this municipality. 1 2 3 4 


9. The municipality must show a concern for the 


residents’ problems. 


1 2 3 4 


 


10. Provision of quality service is needed. 1 2 3 4 


11. The pamphlets from the municipality look visually 


appealing to read.    


1 2 3 4 


12. Monthly statements from the municipality arrive 


on time. 


1 2 3 4 


13. The municipal employees have knowledge of what 


they do. 


1 2 3 4 


14. I find it easy to approach the municipality in 


connection with queries on the bill. 


1 2 3 4 
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15. The employees are never too busy to respond to 


my request. 


1 2 3 4 


16. The pamphlets from the municipality should be 


attractive. 


1 2 3 4 


     


Statement Strongly  


Disagree 


Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 


17. Monthly statements from the municipality should 


arrive on time.  


1 2 3 4 


18. The employees must be competent. 1 2 3 4 


19. The municipality must be easily accessible. 1 2 3 4 


20. The employees must never be too busy       


       to respond. 


1 2 3 4 


21. The statement is easy to understand.  1 2 3 4 


22. Monthly statements reflect details that are up to 


date. 


1 2 3 4 


23. The employees seem certain about answers to 


questions I asked them 


1 2 3 4 


24. The municipality listens to my problems as their 


customer. 


1 2 3 4 


25. Requested emergency service is attended to as-


and-when it is requested. 


1 2 3 4 


26. The statement should be in my home language. 1 2 3 4 


27. Monthly statements must be up to date.   1 2 3 4 


28. Workers must be able to answer all questions.  1 2 3 4 


29. The municipality should listen to my problems as 


their customer. 


1 2 3 4 


30. Emergency service should be available. 1 2 3 4 


31. The colour of statement represents quality. 1 2 3 4 


32. The promised service (help) requested arrives on 


time. 


1 2 3 4 


33. The employees are consistently courteous with 1 2 3 4 
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residents. 


34. The municipality handles residents evenly (in 


fairness).  


1 2 3 4 


35. The employees are always willing to help   you. 1 2 3 4 


36. Colors on statement should be in various fonts. 1 2 3 4 


37. Municipality should keep promised service times 


 


    


Statement Strongly  


disagree 


Disagree Agree Strongly 


Agree 


38. The employees must be courteous.  


 


1 2 3 4 


39. The municipality should handle residents evenly 


(in fairness). 


1 2 3 4 


40. The employees must always be willing to   help. 1 2 3 4 


41. I have noticed new directions and signage  erected 


on the municipal site 


1 2 3 4 


42. The promised free basic water is reflected on the 


statement. 


1 2 3 4 


43. I am assured of good customer service at all times. 1 2 3 4 


44. The municipality communicates with the residents 


easily by phone or in person.   


1 2 3 4 


45. I am committed to receive services after hours at a 


fee.  


1 2 3 4 


46. There must be directions and signage   on the 


municipal site. 


1 2 3 4 


47. The promised free basic water should be reflected 


on the statement. 


1 2 3 4 


48. Good customer service must be assured at all 


times.   


1 2 3 4 


49. The municipality should communicate with the 


resident easily by phone or in person.   


1 2 3 4 


50. Service times must be provided to residents. 1 2 3 4 
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51. I believe it is wrong not to pay for services 1 2 3 4 


52. I won’t pay if I don’t receive the service. 1 2 3 4 


53. I am used to not paying for the services. 1 2 3 4 


54. I see no risk in not paying for the services. 1 2 3 4 


55. I know that water will not be cut if I don’t pay for 


the services. 


1 2 3 4 


56.  I think that employees are ethical when dealing 


with the residents. 


1 2 3 4 


Comments:_________________________________________________________________


___________________________________________________________________________


__________________________________________________________________  
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Appendix B 


Respondent ____ in _____ Age_____    M or F_________ Qualification:________ 


 


PERCEPTIONS: 


A. Actual tangible dimension as 1.1 


 


1. 11. 21. 31. 41 Aver:  


Expectations:        


Expected tangible dimension: 1.2 


6. 16. 26. 36. 46. Aver:  


 


 


B. Actual Reliability dimension as 2.1 


2. 12. 22. 32. 42. Aver:  


 


Expectations:        


Expected reliability dimension: 2.2 


7. 17. 27. 37. 47. Aver:  


 


 


C. Actual Assurance dimension as 3.1 


3. 13. 23. 33. 43. Aver:  


 


Expectations:        


Expected Assurance dimension: 3.2 


8. 18. 28. 38. 48. Aver:  


 


 


D. Actual Empathy dimension as 4.1 


4. 14. 24. 34. 44. Aver:  


 


Expectations:        


Expected empathy dimension: 4.2 
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9. 19. 29. 39. 49. Aver:  


 


 


E. Actual responsiveness dimension as 5.1 


5. 15. 25. 35. 45. Aver:  


 


B.Expectations:        


Expected responsiveness dimension: 5.2 


10. 20. 30. 40. 50. Aver:  


 


F. Actual Emotional, cultural and attitudinal dimension as 6.1 


51. 52. 53. 54. 55 56 Avr: 
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Appendix C 
 
Descriptives GAPASSUR GAPRE GAPEMPATH GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
N 111 111 111 111 111 
Lo 95% CI 1.1584 1.3213 1.2565 1.1712 0.4487 
Mean 1.2937 1.4703 1.4032 1.3054 0.5716 
Up 95% CI 1.4289 1.6192 1.5498 1.4396 0.6945 
SD 0.7190 0.7919 0.7794 0.7132 0.6532 
Variance 0.5170 0.6271 0.6075 0.5087 0.4267 
SE Mean 0.0682 0.0752 0.0740 0.0677 0.0620 
C.V. 55.577 53.859 55.549 54.637 114.28 
Minimum -0.2000 -0.2000 -0.6000 -0.4000 -1.0000 
Median 1.4000 1.4000 1.4000 1.2000 0.6000 
Maximum 
3.0000 


 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.200 


Skew 0.1997 8.532E-03 -0.0425 0.0613 0.1358 
Kurtosis -0.3946 -0.6500 -0.5099 -0.2815 -0.4883 
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Appendix D 
 
 


Descriptive Statistics for AGE = 1 
 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 0.9045 0.9245 1.0762 0.9652 0.2450 
Mean 1.1394 1.1574 1.3085 1.1926 0.4234 
Up 95% CI 1.3743 1.3904 1.5408 1.4199 0.6018 
SD 0.8001 0.7933 0.7913 0.7742 0.6076 
Variance 0.6401 0.6293 0.6261 0.5993 0.3692 
SE Mean 0.1167 0.1157 0.1154 0.1129 0.0886 
C.V. 70.220 68.540 60.472 64.917 143.51 
 
 


Descriptive Statistics for AGE = 2 


 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.2379 1.4346 1.4026 1.2133 0.5052 
Mean 1.4245 1.6382 1.6294 1.4098 0.6971 
Up 95% CI 1.6111 1.8419 1.8563 1.6063 0.8889 
SD 0.6635 0.7241 0.8065 0.6986 0.6820 
Variance 0.4402 0.5244 0.6505 0.4880 0.4651 
SE Mean 0.0929 0.1014 0.1129 0.0978 0.0955 
C.V. 46.578 44.202 49.499 49.551 97.841 
  
 
 Descriptive Statistics for AGE = 3 


 
 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.0172 0.9424 1.0365 1.0103 0.2317 
Mean 1.3385 1.3692 1.4308 1.3038 0.6154 
Up 95% CI 1.6597 1.7961 1.8250 1.5974 0.9990 
SD 0.5316 0.7064 0.6524 0.4858 0.6349 
Variance 0.2826 0.4990 0.4256 0.2360 0.4031 
SE Mean 0.1474 0.1959 0.1809 0.1347 0.1761 
C.V. 39.715 51.590 45.599 37.261 103.17 
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Appendix E 
 
 


  
Descriptive Statistics for DURATION = 1 


 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 0.9627 1.0592 1.1276 0.9345 0.2008 
Mean 1.2221 1.3118 1.3926 1.1941 0.4397 
Up 95% CI 1.4814 1.5643 1.6577 1.4538 0.6786 
SD 0.7434 0.7238 0.7596 0.7441 0.6847 
Variance 0.5526 0.5239 0.5770 0.5538 0.4688 
SE Mean 0.1275 0.1241 0.1303 0.1276 0.1174 
C.V. 60.830 55.181 54.543 62.318 155.71 


 
Descriptive Statistics for DURATION = 2 


  
 
 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.0773 1.1234 1.2275 1.1170 0.4278 
Mean 1.2736 1.3613 1.4528 1.3113 0.6142 
Up 95% CI 1.4698 1.5993 1.6782 1.5056 0.8005 
SD 0.7120 0.8633 0.8175 0.7049 0.6761 
Variance 0.5069 0.7453 0.6683 0.4969 0.4572 
SE Mean 0.0978 0.1186 0.1123 0.0968 0.0929 
C.V. 55.902 63.415 56.270 53.755 110.09 


 
Descriptive Statistics for DURATION = 3 


 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.1402 1.3576 1.2842 1.1590 0.4349 
Mean 1.4396 1.6250 1.6188 1.4500 0.6646 
Up 95% CI 1.7390 1.8924 1.9533 1.7410 0.8942 
SD 0.7091 0.6333 0.7922 0.6890 0.5438 
Variance 0.5028 0.4011 0.6276 0.4748 0.2958 
SE Mean 0.1447 0.1293 0.1617 0.1407 0.1110 
C.V. 49.257 38.973 48.938 47.520 81.831 
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Appendix F 
 
 
 


Descriptive Statistics for GENDER = 1 


 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.0287 1.1042 1.1951 0.9954 0.4480 
Mean 1.2711 1.3618 1.4382 1.2263 0.6539 
Up 95% CI 1.5134 1.6195 1.6812 1.4572 0.8599 
SD 0.7374 0.7837 0.7396 0.7025 0.6265 
Variance 0.5437 0.6142 0.5470 0.4935 0.3925 
SE Mean 0.1196 0.1271 0.1200 0.1140 0.1016 
C.V. 58.014 57.550 51.424 57.284 95.801 


 
Descriptive Statistics for GENDER = 2 


 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.1389 1.2423 1.2951 1.1786 0.3732 
Mean 1.3055 1.4247 1.4870 1.3466 0.5288 
Up 95% CI 1.4721 1.6071 1.6788 1.5146 0.6844 
SD 0.7141 0.7817 0.8223 0.7201 0.6669 
Variance 0.5100 0.6111 0.6761 0.5186 0.4448 
SE Mean 0.0836 0.0915 0.0962 0.0843 0.0781 
C.V. 54.702 54.872 55.297 53.477 126.13 


 


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







      55 


Appendix G 


 
 


Descriptive Statistics for QUALIF = 1 
 


 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 0.8908 1.1192 1.0826 0.9432 -9.729E-03 
Mean 1.2853 1.5059 1.4941 1.3029 0.3588 
Up 95% CI 1.6798 1.8926 1.9056 1.6627 0.7274 
SD 0.7673 0.7521 0.8004 0.6997 0.7168 
Variance 0.5887 0.5656 0.6406 0.4895 0.5138 
SE Mean 0.1861 0.1824 0.1941 0.1697 0.1739 
C.V. 59.695 49.941 53.568 53.698 199.77 


 
Descriptive Statistics for QUALIF = 2 


 
 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.0000 1.0296 1.1913 1.0034 0.4225 
Mean 1.2528 1.2750 1.4528 1.2611 0.6347 
Up 95% CI 1.5056 1.5204 1.7142 1.5188 0.8469 
SD 0.7471 0.7253 0.7727 0.7616 0.6272 
Variance 0.5581 0.5261 0.5970 0.5800 0.3934 
SE Mean 0.1245 0.1209 0.1288 0.1269 0.1045 
C.V. 59.634 56.887 53.185 60.390 98.818 


 
Descriptive Statistics for QUALIF = 3 


 GAPASSUR GAPEMPATH GAPRE GAPRESPON GAPTAN 
Lo 95% CI 1.1379 1.2366 1.2600 1.1503 0.4242 
Mean 1.3216 1.4526 1.4741 1.3336 0.5948 
Up 95% CI 1.5052 1.6685 1.6883 1.5169 0.7655 
SD 0.6984 0.8213 0.8145 0.6972 0.6489 
Variance 0.4878 0.6746 0.6634 0.4861 0.4211 
SE Mean 0.0917 0.1078 0.1069 0.0915 0.0852 
C.V. 52.850 56.543 55.250 52.279 109.10 
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Appendix H 


 


H1: Frequencies per suburb for perceptions and expectations   


Frequency Table of counts on a 1-4 Linkert scale by respondents in unit A 


 


Suburb1 or 


Unit A 


Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 


Count % Count  % Count  % Count  % 


 Q1 2 5.7 9 25.7 18 51.4 6 17.1 


 Q2 9 26.5 12 35.3 10 29.4 3 8.8 


 Q3 10 29.4 13 38.2 10 29.4 1 2.9 


 Q4 10 28.6 14 40 9 25.7 2 5.7 


 Q5 10 30.3 10 30.3 9 27.3 4 12.1 


 Q6   3 8.8 12 35.3 19 55.9 


 Q7 2 5.7 1 2.9 10 28.6 22 62.9 


 Q8   2 6.1 11 33.3 20 60.6 


 Q9   2 5.7 6 17.1 27 77.1 


 Q10   1 2.9 7 20.0 27 77.1 


 Q11 5 15.2 10 30.3 16 48.5 2 6.1 


 Q12 8 22.9 13 37.1 12 34.3 2 5.7 


 Q13 12 36.4 11 33.3 10 30.3   


 Q14 6 17.6 10 29.4 15 44.1 3 8.8 


 Q15 6 17.6 16 47.1 10 29.4 2 5.9 


 Q16 1 2.9 3 8.8 16 47.1 14 41.2 


 Q17 1 2.9   9 25.7 25 71.4 


 Q18     12 34.3 23 65.7 


 Q19     11 31.4 24 68.6 


 Q20 1 2.9 1 2.9 11 32.4 21 61.8 


 Q21 6 17.6 10 29.4 14 41.2 4 11.8 


 Q22 11 32.4 14 41.2 9 26.5   


 Q23 6 18.2 16 48.5 11 33.3   


 Q24 6 17.6 18 52.9 9 26.5 1 2.9 


 Q25 8 25.0 19 59.4 3 9.4 2 6.3 


 Q26 4 11.4 10 28.6 11 31.4 10 28.6 
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 Q27     9 25.7 26 74.3 


 Q28   2 5.7 12 34.3 21 60.0 


 Q29   2 5.7 9 25.7 24 68.6 


 Q30     9 25.7 26 74.3 


 Q31 2 5.9 9 26.5 14 41.2 9 26.5 


 Q32 5 14.7 22 64.7 2 5.9 5 14.7 


 Q33 5 14.7 19 55.9 9 26.5 1 2.9 


 Q34 7 20.6 20 58.8 7 20.6   


 Q35 3 8.8 15 44.1 16 47.1   


 Q36 4 11.8 12 35.3 10 29.4 8 23.5 


 Q37 2 5.9   10 29.4 22 64.7 


 Q38   1 2.9 13 37.1 21 60.0 


 Q39   1 2.9 7 20.0 27 77.1 


 Q40     11 32.4 23 67.6 


 Q41 7 21.9 12 37.5 8 25.0 5 15.6 


 Q42 13 37.1 14 40.0 7 20.0 1 2.9 


 Q43 6 17.6 11 32.4 12 35.3 5 14.7 


 Q44 15 45.5 13 39.4 3 9.1 2 6.1 


 Q45 9 26.5 12 35.3 10 29.4 3 8.8 


 Q46   1 2.9 13 37.1 21 60.0 


 Q47   2 5.9 12 35.3 20 58.8 


 Q48     6 17.6 28 82.4 


 Q49 1 2.9 1 2.9 12 34.3 21 60.0 


 Q50 1 2.9   12 35.3 21 61.8 


 Q51   2 5.7 6 17.1 27 77.1 


 Q52 3 8.6 7 20.0 8 22.9 17 48.6 


 Q53 14 40.0 14 40.0 3 8.6 4 11.4 


 Q54 16 45.7 13 37.1 3 8.6 3 8.6 


 Q55 11 32.4 14 41.2 2 5.9 7 20.6 


 Q56 7 20.6 9 26.5 12 35.3 6 17.6 
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H2: Frequency Table of counts on a 1-4 linkert by respondents in unit B 


 


Suburb2 or 


Unit B 


Strongly 


Disagree 


 Disagree  Agree % Strongly 


Agree 


 


Count % Count % Count % Count % 


 Q1 1 2.8 11 30.6 17 47.2 7 19.4 


 Q2 7 20.0 16 45.7 9 25.7 3 8.6 


 Q3 5 13.9 17 47.2 11 30.6 3 8.3 


 Q4 7 19.4 14 38.9 14 38.9 1 2.8 


 Q5 11 31.4 16 45.7 5 14.3 3 8.6 


 Q6     18 50.0 18 50.0 


 Q7   3 8.6 12 34.3 20 57.1 


 Q8 1 2.8 3 8.3 15  17 47.2 


 Q9 1 2.8   10 27.8 25 69.4 


 Q10     9 25.0 27 75.0 


 Q11 3 8.3 10 27.8 19 52.8 4 11.1 


 Q12 11 30.6 11 30.6 9 25.0 5 13.9 


 Q13 9 25.0 11 30.6 13 36.1 3 8.3 


 Q14 7 19.4 8 22.2 15 41.7 6 16.7 


 Q15 4 11.1 14 19.4 11 30.6 7 19.4 


 Q16   2 5.6 13 36.1 21 58.3 


 Q17     13 36.1 23 63.9 


 Q18     10 27.8 26 72.2 


 Q19   1 2.9 9 26.5 24 70.6 


 Q20 2 5.6 2 5.6 11 30.6 21 58.3 


 Q21 3 8.3 17 47.2 13 36.1 3 8.3 


 Q22 10 28.6 12 34.3 10 28.6 3 8.6 


 Q23 5 13.9 15 41.7 15 41.7 1 2.8 


 Q24 6 16.7 11 30.6 15 42.9 3 8.6 


 Q25 11 30.6 10 27.8 14 38.9 1 2.8 


 Q26 2 5.6 10 27.8 13 36.1 11 30.6 


 Q27     16 44.4 20 55.6 
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 Q28   2 5.6 15 41.6 19 52.8 


 Q29     10 27.8 26 72.2 


 Q30     8 22.2 28 77.8 


 Q31 3 8.3 7 19.4 13 36.1 13 36.1 


 Q32 12 34.3 15 42.9 6 17.1 2 5.6 


 Q33 7 20.0 13 37.1 10 28.6 5 14.3 


 Q34 10 27.8 10 27.8 13 36.1 3 8.3 


 Q35 5 14.3 13 37.1 15 42.9 2 5.6 


 Q36 1 2.8 10 27.8 21 58.3 4 11.1 


 Q37     13 36.1 23 63.9 


 Q38     13 38.2 21 61.2 


 Q39     8 22.2 28 77.8 


 Q40     10 27.8 26 72.2 


 Q41 7 20.0 8 22.9 12 34.3 8 22.9 


 Q42 15 41.7 8 22.2 7 19.4 6 16.7 


 Q43 9 25.0 10 27.8 12 33.3 5 13.9 


 Q44 14 38.9 13 36.1 6 16.7 3 8.3 


 Q45 6 16.7 9 25.0 11 30.6 10 27.8 


 Q46 1 2.8   13 36.1 22 61.1 


 Q47     12 33.3 24 66.7 


 Q48     10 27.8 26 72.2 


 Q49 2 5.6   13 36.1 21 58.3 


 Q50 2 5.6   12 33.3 22 61.1 


 Q51 4 11.1   11 30.6 21 58.3 


 Q52 1 2.8 6 16.7 8 22.2 21 58.3 


 Q53 14 38.9 14 38.9 7 19.4 1 2.8 


 Q54 15 41.7 19 52.8   2 5.6 


 Q55 12 33.3 16 44.4 4 11.1 4 11.1 


 Q56 3 8.3 16 44.4 15 41.7 2 5.6 
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H3: Frequency Table of counts on a 1-4 Linkert scale by respondents in unit F 


 


Suburb3 or 


Unit F 


Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 


Agree 


Count %  %  %  % 


 Q1 5 12.5 13 32.5 19 47.5 3 7.5 


 Q2 9 23.1 17 43.6 12 30.8 1 2.6 


 Q3 8 20.0 12 30.0 19 47.5 1 2.5 


 Q4 11 28.2 12 30.8 15 38.5 1 2.6 


 Q5 9 22.5 15 37.5 15 37.5 1 2.5 


 Q6 1 2.5 1 2.5 15 37.5 23 57.5 


 Q7 1 2.5 1 2.5 13 32.5 25 62.5 


 Q8 4 10.3 3 7.7 13 33.3 19 48.7 


 Q9 1 2.5   8 20.0 31 77.5 


 Q10     19 23.7 29 76.3 


 Q11 4 10.0 12 30.0 20 50.0 4 10.0 


 Q12 9 22.5 14 35.0 12 30.0 5 12.5 


 Q13 7 17.5 15 37.5 18 45.0   


 Q14 5 12.5 12 30.0 20 50.0 3 7.5 


 Q15 3 7.7 16 41.0 17 43.6 3 7.7 


 Q16 1 2.5 3 41.0 22 55.0 14 35.0 


 Q17    7.5 19 47.5 21 52.5 


 Q18     17 42.5 23 57.5 


 Q19     17 42.5 23 57.5 


 Q20   1 2.5 17 42.5 22 55.0 


 Q21 5 12.5 16 40.0 18 45.0 1 2.5 


 Q22 11 28.2 16 41.0 11 28.2 1 2.6 


 Q23 4 10.3 18 46.2 16 41.0 1 2.6 


 Q24 6 15.4 13 33.3 19 48.7 1 2.6 


 Q25 7 17.5 21 52.5 11 27.5 1 2.5 


 Q26 2 5 10 25.0 20 50 8 20.0 


 Q27 1 2.5   22 55 17 42.5 
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 Q28   3 7.5 20 50 17 42.5 


 Q29   2 5.0 16 40.0 22 55.0 


 Q30 1 2.5 1 2.5 16 40.0 22 55.0 


 Q31 5 12.5 5 12.5 18 45.0 12 30.0 


 Q32 9 22.5 21 52.5 10 25.0   


 Q33 7 17.5 12 30.0 21 52.5   


 Q34 5 12.5 20 50.0 14 35..0 1 2.5 


 Q35 4 10.0 13 32.5 23 57.5   


 Q36 2 5.0 11 27.5 19 47.5 8 20.0 


 Q37     19 47.5 21 52.5 


 Q38     21 52.5 19 47.5 


 Q39   1 2.5 17 42.5 22 55.0 


 Q40     16 41.0 23 59.0 


 Q41 2 5.0 9 22.5 27 67.5 2 5.0 


 Q42 14 35.0 15 37.5 10 25.0 1 2.5 


 Q43 8 20.0 19 47..5 12 30.0 1 2.5 


 Q44 10 25.6 20 51.3 9 23.1   


 Q45 9 23.7 12 31.6 14 36.8 3 7.9 


 Q46     20 50.0 20 40 


 Q47 1 2.5   14 35.0 25 62.5 


 Q48     14 35.0 26 65.0 


 Q49   1 2.5 17 42.5 22 55.0 


 Q50 1 2.5   21 52.5 18 45.0 


 Q51   3 7.5 16 40.0 21 52.5 


 Q52 2 5.0 7 17.5 18 45.0 13 32.5 


 Q53 15 37.5 17 42.5 6 15.0 2 5.0 


 Q54 17 42.5 18 45.0 3 7.5 2 5.0 


 Q55 12 30.8 18 46.2 6 15.4 3 7.7 


 Q56 5 12.5 16 40.0 16 40.0 3 7.5 
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Table 4.8 Means for actual perceptions and expectations of residents in  
Lebowakgomo per suburb with regard to water quality services in Lepelle-


Nkumpi Municipality 


 


Dimension       Suburb 


 


95% Confidence 


Interval for Mean  


N Mean SD SE 


Lower 


Bound 


Upper 


Bound Min Max 


G1actual 


  


  


  


A 35 2.56 0.54 0.09 2.37 2.75 1.80 3.60 


B 36 2.65 0.62 0.10 2.44 2.86 1.40 3.80 


F 40 2.64 0.45 0.07 2.49 2.78 1.40 3.60 


Total 111 2.62 0.54 0.05 2.52 2.72 1.40 3.80 


G1expect 


  


  


  


A 35 3.19 0.46 0.08 3.03 3.35 2.20 4.00 


B 36 3.21 0.34 0.06 3.09 3.32 2.40 3.60 


F 40 3.17 0.40 0.06 3.04 3.30 2.40 4.00 


Total 111 3.19 0.40 0.04 3.11 3.26 2.20 4.00 


H1actual 


  


  


  


A 35 2.09 0.61 0.10 1.88 2.30 1.00 3.00 


B 36 2.04 0.72 0.12 1.79 2.28 1.00 4.00 


F 40 2.10 0.58 0.09 1.91 2.29 1.00 3.20 


Total 111 2.08 0.63 0.06 1.96 2.20 1.00 4.00 


H1expect 


  


  


  


A 35 3.61 0.45 0.08 3.45 3.76 2.50 4.00 


B 36 3.54 0.41 0.07 3.40 3.68 2.40 4.00 


F 40 3.50 0.36 0.06 3.39 3.62 2.60 4.00 


Total 111 3.55 0.40 0.04 3.47 3.62 2.40 4.00 


I3actual 


  


  


  


A 35 2.13 0.60 0.10 1.92 2.33 1.00 3.20 


B 36 2.28 0.71 0.12 2.04 2.52 1.00 3.60 


F 40 2.30 0.56 0.09 2.12 2.48 1.00 3.20 


Total 111 2.24 0.62 0.06 2.12 2.36 1.00 3.60 


I3expect 


  


  


  


A 35 3.63 0.37 0.06 3.51 3.76 2.75 4.00 


B 36 3.53 0.41 0.07 3.40 3.67 2.40 4.00 


F 40 3.44 0.41 0.06 3.31 3.57 2.60 4.00 


Total 111 3.53 0.40 0.04 3.46 3.61 2.40 4.00 


J4actual 


  


  


  


A 35 2.08 0.54 0.09 1.89 2.26 1.00 3.00 


B 36 2.24 0.78 0.13 1.97 2.50 1.00 3.60 


F 40 2.28 0.58 0.09 2.09 2.47 1.00 3.25 


Total 111 2.20 0.64 0.06 2.08 2.32 1.00 3.60 


J4expect 


  


  


  


A 35 3.66 0.43 0.07 3.51 3.80 2.20 4.00 


B 36 3.59 0.42 0.07 3.45 3.74 2.60 4.00 


F 40 3.57 0.41 0.07 3.44 3.70 2.60 4.00 


Total 111 3.61 0.42 0.04 3.53 3.68 2.20 4.00 


K5actual 


  


A 35 2.18 0.55 0.09 1.99 2.37 1.00 3.20 


B 36 2.30 0.65 0.11 2.08 2.52 1.20 3.60 
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F 40 2.33 0.50 0.08 2.17 2.49 1.00 3.25 


Total 111 2.27 0.57 0.05 2.17 2.38 1.00 3.60 


K5expect 


  


  


  


A 35 3.65 0.42 0.07 3.50 3.80 2.40 4.00 


B 36 3.57 0.43 0.07 3.42 3.71 2.60 4.00 


F 40 3.53 0.42 0.07 3.39 3.66 2.40 4.00 


Total 111 3.58 0.42 0.04 3.50 3.66 2.40 4.00 


Dimension G =tangible; H= reliability; I= Assurance; J= Empathy and K=Responsiveness 
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F-TEST Two-Sample for Variances 


Tangibles  Reliability 


  1actual 1expected    2actual 2expected 


Mean 2.616667 3.188288288  Mean 2.076577 3.546846847 


Variance 0.286242 0.160679771  Variance 0.402037 0.163785422 


Observations 111 111  Observations 111 111 


Df 110 110  df 110 110 


F 1.781447   F 2.454658  


P(F<=f) one-tail 0.001347   P(F<=f) one-tail 1.89E-06  


F Critical one-tail 1.370288    F Critical one-tail 1.370288   


Assurance  Empathy 


  3actual 3expected    4actual 4expected 


Mean 2.239189 3.532882883  Mean 2.201802 3.604954955 


Variance 0.390473 0.161567977  Variance 0.409133 0.175452498 


Observations 111 111  Observations 111 111 


Df 110 110  df 110 110 


F 2.416772   F 2.331874  


P(F<=f) one-tail 2.74E-06   P(F<=f) one-tail 6.31E-06  


F Critical one-tail 1.370288   


 


 F Critical one-tail 1.370288   


                          Responsiveness 


 5actual 5expected  


Mean 2.273423 3.578828829  


Variance 0.319446 0.179479525  


Observations 111 111  


Df 110 110  


F 1.779848   


P(F<=f) one-tail 0.001368   


F Critical one-tail 1.370288   
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