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Abstract 
Are customers satisfied with quality of services provided by institutions offering Islamic 

financial services? This study explores this issue by conducting a meta-analysis of research 

results reported in the literature. The results show that the level of expected service quality does 

not significantly differ from the level of performed service quality across five key SERVQUAL 

dimensions. However, this conclusion may not be definitive, since the results show that the 

heterogeneity of effect sizes is significant.     
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Introduction 

 
Islamic marketing needs to focus on Islamic services research (Kadirov, 2019; 2018; 2020). 

The cornerstone of halal service research is research on Islamic finance and banking. This area 

of scholarly inquire has grown significantly in recent years (Narayan and Phan, 2019). The 

difference between conventional banking and Islamic banking is mainly in the latter’s aim to 

avoid “riba”, currently defined as predetermined interest both paid to depositors and received 

from borrowers. In the role of a financial intermediary, Islamic banks strive to operate under 

the principles of Islamic finance. In some banks, depositors provide their capital following the 

principle of profit/loss sharing (musharakah). In addition, some fee-based banking services 

identical with services of conventional banks are also provided (Bader et al., 2008; Ariff, 2007; 

Hanif, 2011). 

 

This research investigates whether customers of Islamic banks are satisfied with quality of 

Islamic banking services. Muslim consumers strive to attain good by maintaining positive 

thoughts (Kadirov et al., 2016), however, this does not mean that they would always maintain 

positive perceptions of service quality. To investigate the Muslim customers’ perceptions of 

service quality, the method of meta-analytic review is used in this article. There appears to be 

some uncertainty regarding this question, where some researchers claiming that in general the 

performance of Islamic banking institutions being less than satisfactory. For instance, research 

shows that the level of consumer expectations exceed the level of what is perceived to be actual 

service in the Islamic banking services sector in Malaysia (Islam, Ahmed and Razak, 2015). In 

addition, some research shows that the majority of the Islamic banking customers are satisfied 

with the overall service quality provided by their Islamic banks in Malaysia (Amin and Isa, 

2008). Hence, there appears to be some uncertainty regarding the true effect size of service 

perceptions.   

 

SERVQUAL Dimensions 
 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1988) introduced a construct measuring service quality 

named SERVQUAL which has become widely adopted. The pros and cons of SERVQUAL is 

discussed extensively in the literature (e.g. Babakus and Boller, 1992; Nielsen and Host, 2000; 

Getz and Carlsen, 2001). Google Scholar generated more than 33000 citations for the article 

by Parasuraman et al., 1988. The SERVQUAL instrument consists of five dimensions: 

 Tangibles: Physical facilities, equipment, and appearance of personnel.  

 Reliability: Ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately. 

 Responsiveness: Willingness to help customers and provide prompt service. 

 Assurance: Knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to inspire trust and 

confidence. 

 Empathy: Caring, individualized attention the firm provides its customers. 

 

The SERVQUAL model is also utilized for assessing the quality of Islamic banking services 

as well as services in general (e.g. Al-Jazzazi and Sultan, 2014; Al-Tamimi and Al-Amiri, 

2003; Al-Tamimi, Lafi, and Uddin, 2009; Amin and Isa, 2008; Chaker and Jabnoun, 2010; 

Estiri, Hosseini, Yazdani, and Nejad, 2011; Lonei, Aldawood, and Bhat, 2017; Shahzad and 

Rehman, 2015). These works are undertaken in countries like Malaysia, Pakistan and Iran.  
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Relevant Literature  
 

Research shows that the level of consumer expectations exceed the level of what is perceived 

to be actual service in the Islamic banking services sector in Malaysia (Islam, Ahmed and 

Razak, 2015). In addition, some research shows that the majority of the Islamic banking 

customers are satisfied with the overall service quality provided by their Islamic banks in 

Malaysia (Amin and Isa, 2008). In UAE, bank customers are satisfied with overall service 

quality (Al-Tamimi, Lafi and Uddin, 2016). 

 

Table 1: Main characteristics of included articles   

 Country   n Measured 

structure 

Scale 

Ahmad, 

Rehman, 

Saif and 

Safwan, 

2010 

Pakistan Islamic vs 

conventional 

banks 

Structure 

based 

descriptive  

360  Perception 

only 

1: strongly 

disagree 

7: strongly 

agree 

Asgarian, 

2013 

Iran  Islamic banks Item based 

descriptive 

103 Perception 

only 

1: disagree 

5: agree 

Ali and 

Zhou, 2013 

Pakistan Islamic vs 

conventional 

banks 

Item and 

structure 

based 

descriptive 

190  Perception 

only 

1: completely 

disagree 

5: completely 

agree 

Taap, 

Chong, 

Kumar and 

Fong, 2011 

Malaysia Islamic vs 

conventional 

banks 

Structure 

based 

descriptive 

56  Perception 

and 

expectation  

1: strongly 

disagree 

7: strongly 

agree 

Tahir and 

Bakar, 2009 

Malaysia Islamic  Item based 

descriptive 

136 Perception 

and 

expectation 

1: strongly 

disagree 

5: strongly 

agree 

Shabbir, 

Aslam, 

Căpuşneanu, 

Barbu and 

Tanveer, 

2012 

Pakistan Islamic and 

non-Islamic 

Item and 

structure 

based 

descriptive 

95 Perception 

only 

1: completely 

dissatisfied 

5: completely 

satisfied  

Kumar, Kee 

and Charles, 

2010 

Malaysia Islamic vs 

conventional 

banks 

Item based 

descriptive 

56 Perception 

and 

expectation 

1: strongly 

disagree 

7: strongly 

agree 

 

Further, research shows that the customers of Islamic banks have greater perception towards 

service quality than the customers of conventional banks (Ahmad, Rehman, Saif and Safwan, 

2010). Asgarian (2013) conclude that the sample means for reliability, responsibility, assurance 

and empathy are significantly greater than associated expected values except the sample mean 

for tangibility which is found to be significantly less than the expected value. Taap et al. (2011) 

reveal that there is a significant gap between expectations and perceptions within the 
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dimensions of tangibility, competence and convenience. Ali and Zhou (2013) find significant 

differences in all service quality dimensions. Their findings indicate that the highest perceived 

dimension was assurance, whereas the weakest perception was attributed to the technology 

dimension. Similarly, Kumar, Kee and Charles (2010) find significant differences between 

expectations and perceptions in the following dimensions: tangibility, reliability, competence, 

and convenience.  

 

Shabbir, Aslam, Căpuşneanu, Barbu and Tanveer (2012) compared the perceptions of Islamic 

bank customers and non-Islamic bank customers. They discovered that there are significant 

differences across all service quality dimensions. Tahir and Bakar (2009) found significant 

differences across all dimensions: their study shows that customer expectations significantly 

exceed what they are being offered as actual service. Table 1 shows the studies included in the 

meta-analytic analysis.  

 

Meta-analytic Review Method 
 

Google Scholar, one of the broad indexing services, was utilized to search published studies 

concerning service quality of Islamic banks. To reach the aim, three keywords namely “service 

quality”, “SERVQUAL” and “Islamic banking” were combined for search. The articles 

appeared in the front ten search pages of Google Scholar were considered as candidates for 

inclusion in the current study. The first inclusion criterion was that the study should have been 

published in a peer-reviewed journal. The second criterion was that the SERVQUAL measure 

must have been used to collect the data. Third, the candidate study should have reported the 

findings in descriptive form, i.e. means and standard error/deviations. Therefore, the studies 

using other methods (e.g. CARTER Model) or studies which do not provide descriptives (e.g. 

Jabnoun and Khalifa, 2005; Tamimi et al., 2016; Amin and Isa, 2008) were excluded. Islam, 

Ahmed and Razak’s (2015) work was also excluded because of a lack of standard deviations 

in the published study. Finally, Taap et al. (2011) was excluded because they used the same 

data from Kumar et al. (2010).  

 
The included studies vary in terms of the number of scale points as pointed out in Table 1. To 

obtain a unified standard scale, the scales were transformed into the means of the 1-7 scale as 

indicated by Bardakci and Whitelock (2000) and the standard deviations from 1-5 scales are 

transformed into the 1-7 scale following formula from Bardakcı and Haşıloğlu (2007).  

�̅�𝟕 = 1.5�̅�𝟓 − 0.5 

𝜎7 = 1.5𝜎5 

The anchor values of primary studies were all in the same direction, which meant that reversing 

scales was not needed. Some studies provide descriptives on an item-by-item basis, while 

others provide the same descriptives as a structure. It is possible to derive structure from item-

by-item, while the reverse is not possible. Thus, the item-by-item descriptives are recalculated 

as structure by using weighted means and combined variance. 

𝝈𝟐 =
∑(𝒏𝒊𝒔𝒊

𝟐) + ∑ 𝒏𝒊(�̅�𝒊 − �̅�𝒘)𝟐

∑ 𝒏𝒊
 

The effect size is based on Cohen’s d (where 𝜇0 is assumed to be zero): 

 

𝑑 =
𝜇−𝜇0

𝜎
  (Card, 2012; p. 90) 
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The standard error of standard deviation is a function of the standard deviation itself and the 

sample size (Card, 2012; p.153) 

𝑆𝐸𝑆 =
𝑆

√2𝑁
  

Here, S is the population estimate of the standard deviation and N is the sample size. Card 

(2012; p. 181) noted that a statistically defensible choice is to weight effect sizes by the inverse 

of their variances in point estimates. Thus, weights are calculated as  

𝑊𝑖 =
1

𝑆𝐸𝑖
2  

Here, SEi is the standard error of the effect size estimate for study i. Weighted mean effect size 

(Card, 2012; p.181) is: 

𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ =
∑(𝑊𝑖𝐸𝑆𝑖)

∑ 𝑊𝑖
  

The standard error of the mean effect size (Card, 2012; p. 182) is: 

𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ = √
1

∑ 𝑊𝑖
 

Wi is the weight of the study. The statistical significance test of the mean effect size is also 

known as Wald test (Card, 2012; p. 183-184) 

𝑍 =
𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅

𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅
     𝐻0: 𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ = 0       𝐻1: 𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ ≠ 0 

Lower and upper bound effect size (Card, 2012; p. 183) is given by the following formula: 

𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ ∓ 𝑍1−𝛼𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅  

The heterogeneity of effect sizes is frequently enabled by Q statistic or Hedges’s test for 

homogeneity (Card, 2012; p. 185) 

𝑄 = ∑(𝑊𝑖(𝐸𝑆𝑖 − 𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ )2) = ∑(𝑊𝑖𝐸𝑆𝑖
2) −

(∑(𝑊𝑖𝐸𝑆𝑖))2

∑ 𝑊𝑖
 

K is the number of studies. Q statistic is distributed as X2 with df=k-1. and the relevant 

hypotheses testing is [H0=Q distributed homogeneity] and [H1=Q distributed heterogeneity]. 

The magnitude of heterogeneity is measured by I2 index and it is interpreted as “the percentage 

of variability among effects sizes that exist between studies relative to the total variability 

among effects sizes” (Card, 2012; p. 188). I2 is calculated using the following formula of Birge 

(1932) taken from Huedo-Medina et al. (2006): 

𝐼2 =
𝐻2 − 1

𝐻2
× 100 

According to Card (2012; p. 254) random-effects models offer a number of advantages over 

fixed effects models and it is recommended when the primary goal is to estimate and draw 

conclusions about generalized mean effects size.  
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τ2 =
𝑄 − (𝐾 − 1)

(∑ 𝑊𝑖) −
(∑ 𝑊𝑖

2)
(∑ 𝑊𝑖)

 

τ2 =estimated population variance of effect size. Random effect weights (Card, 2012; p. 238) 

are:  

𝑊𝑖
∗ =

1

τ2 + 𝑆𝐸𝑖
2 

Random effect mean effect size (Card, 2012; p. 239) is 

 

�̅�𝒓 =
∑(𝑊∗𝑍𝑟)

∑(𝑊∗)
=

∑ 𝑊𝑖
∗𝐸𝑆𝑖

∑(𝑊𝑖
∗)

 

 
The standard error of random effect mean effect size (Card, 2012; p. 239) is: 

𝑆𝐸𝑍𝑟̅̅ ̅ = √
1

∑(𝑊𝑖
∗)

 

The H2 index calculated as (Medina et al., 2006): 

𝐻2 =
𝑄

𝑘 − 1
 

 

Meta-Analysis Results 
 

Effect Size Estimates 

 

The effect size estimates are given Tables 2 and 3.  

 

Table 2: Effect size estimates for Tangibility, Reliability and Responsiveness 

 
Dimensions  Tangibility  Reliability Responsiveness 

Measures  
ES 

�̅�𝑻 95% CI 
ES 

�̅�𝑹 95% CI 
ES 

�̅�𝑹𝑺 95% CI 

Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  

Performed  

Tahir and Bakar  2.156 1.945 2.367 2.225 2.024 2.427 2.159 1.952 2.365 

Shabbir et al  5.660 5.533 5.788 5.388 5.258 5.518 4.819 4.673 4.965 

Faizan Ali  3.112 2.953 3.271 3.053 2.891 3.214 2.959 2.791 3.126 

Ahmad et al 

2010 

4.608 4.525 4.691 5.167 5.094 5.240 5.014 4.938 5.089 

Kumar et al 

2010 

9.216 9.121 9.311 5.861 5.706 6.016 5.686 5.529 5.843 

Asgarian 2013 4.349 4.263 4.435 12.713 12.653 12.772 8.444 8.358 8.530 

Expected  

Tahir and Bakar  2.033 1.787 2.278 2.000 1.752 2.247 1.987 1.787 2.278 

Kumar et al 

2010 

7.320 7.178 7.461 8.396 8.264 8.527 10.690 6.209 22.859 
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Table 3: Effect size estimates for Assurance and Empathy 

 

Dimensions  Assurance  Empathy  

Measures  
ES 

�̅�𝑨𝑺 95% CI 
ES 

�̅�𝑨𝑺 95% CI 

 Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  

Performed   

Tahir and Bakar  2.198 1.990 2.406 2.198 1.886 2.306 

Shabbir et al  5.846 5.720 5.972 5.846 4.533 4.831 

Faizan Ali  3.033 2.859 3.207 3.033 1.440 1.755 

Ahmad et al 2010 5.626 5.557 5.695 5.626 4.852 5.005 

Kumar et al 2010 5.686 5.529 5.843 5.686 5.529 5.843 

Asgarian 2013 7.333 7.237 7.430 7.333 7.684 7.876 

Expected   

Tahir and Bakar  2.029 1.780 2.279 1.943 1.691 2.195 

Kumar et al 2010 10.690 10.581 10.800 10.690 10.581 10.800 

 

 

Tangibility 

 

Table 4 shows that the random mean effect size for expected tangibility is not greater than 0 as 

indicated by Wald test. The 95% confidence interval for the random mean effect size varies 

between 9.057 and 3.067. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result lead us (𝑋2−1
2 ; p<0.001) to reject the null 

hypotheses of homogeneity and conclude that the alternate hypothesis of heterogeneity of 

effect sizes might be true. This is to say that the effects sizes are not estimates of a single 

population value but rather multiple population values. The magnitude of heterogeneity as 

shown by 𝐼2 = 99.33%  is significant. Regarding performed tangibility, the random effect 

model revealed that the random mean effect size of tangibility is greater than 0 as indicated by 

Wald test. The 95% confidence interval is 2.998 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 7.219  for the random mean effect 

size. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result (𝑋6−1
2 ; p<0.001) high enough to conclude that the heterogeneity of 

effect sizes still applies. The magnitude of heterogeneity as shown by 𝐼2 = 99.33%  is large.  

 

Table 4: Expected versus Performed Tangibility 
Coefficients Random Effect Model  

Expected Tangibility 

Random Effect Model  

Performed Tangibility 

�̅�𝒓 random effect mean 

effect size (239) 

4.974 5.109 

Standard Error of 

random effect mean 

effect size (239)  

2.84 1.077 

Wald test. Z (239)  1.751; p=0.0802 4.744; p=0.001 

Confidence interval  −0.541 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 10.541 2.998 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 7.219 

Hedge’s Q 1337.802; p=0.001 8811.070; p=0.001 

τ2 13.9566 5.706 

𝐻2 1337.8 1762.21 

𝐼2 99.93 99.94 

Pooled Standard 

Deviation 
1.699 

t -0.079. p>0.05 
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A t-test compares the expected and performed random effect mean effect sizes and reveals that 

these two means are not statistically different (t=-0.079; p>0.05). 

 

Reliability 

 

Table 5 shows that the random mean effect size for expected reliability is not significantly 

greater than 0 as indicated by Wald test (Z=2.917). The 95% confidence interval for the random 

mean effect size varies between -1.130 and 12.064. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result lead us (𝑋2−1
2 ; p=0) 

to reject the null hypotheses of homogeneity. This is to say that the effects sizes are not the 

estimates of a single population value. The magnitude of heterogeneity as shown by 𝐼2 =
99.95%  is large. Performed reliability is estimated through the random effect model. It reveals 

that the random mean effect size of tangibility is greater than 0 (Z=2.917). The 95% confidence 

interval is 1.919 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 9.777 for the random mean effect size. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result (𝑋6−1
2 ; 

p<0.001) is high enough to confirm heterogeneity of effect sizes. The magnitude of 

heterogeneity as shown by 𝐼2 = 99.99%  is large. A t-test compares the expected and 

performed random effect mean effect sizes and reveals that these two means are not statistically 

different (t=-0.166) 

 

Table 5: Expected versus Performed Reliability 

Coefficients Random Effect Model  

Expected Reliability  

Random Effect Model 

Performed Reliability 

�̅�𝒓 random effect mean 

effect size (239) 

5.467 5.848 

Standard Error of 

random effect mean 

effect size (239)  

3.366 2.005 

Wald test. Z (239)  1.624; p= 0.0522 2.917; p=0.0036 

Confidence interval  −1.130 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 12.064 1.919 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 9.777 

Hedge’s Q 1998.344; p=0.001 38747.22; p=0.001 

τ2 20.434 0.021259582 

𝐻2 1998.34 7749.44 

𝐼2 99.95 99.99 

Pooled Standard 

Deviation 

2.289 

t -0.166 p>0.05 

 

Responsiveness 

 

Table 6 shows that the random mean effect size for expected responsiveness is not significantly 

greater than 0 (Z=2.917).  The 95% confidence interval for the random mean effect size varies 

between –2.218 and 15.340. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result lead us (𝑋2−1
2 ; p=0) to reject null hypotheses 

of homogeneity. This means that the effects sizes are not estimates of a single population value. 

The magnitude of heterogeneity index 𝐼2 = 99.97%  is large. Regarding performed 

responsiveness, the random effects model revealed that the random mean effect size of 

tangibility is greater than 0 (Z=2.917). The 95% confidence interval is 3.099 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 7.141 for 

random the mean effect size. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result (𝑋6−1
2 ; p=0) high enough to conclude the 

heterogeneity of effect sizes. The magnitude of heterogeneity as shown by 𝐼2 = 99.92%  is 
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large. A t-test compares the expected and performed random effect mean effect sizes and 

reveals that these two means are not statistically different (t=0.701). 

 

Table 6: Expected versus Performed Responsiveness 

Coefficients Random Effect Model  

Expected Responsiveness 

Random Effect Model 

Performed Responsiveness 

�̅�𝒓 random effect mean 

effect size (239) 

6.561 5.120 

Standard Error of 

random effect mean 

effect size (239)  

4.479 1.031 

Wald test. Z (239)  1.465. p=0.143 4.966 p=0.001 

Confidence interval  −2.218 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 15.340 3.099 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 7.141 

Hedge’s Q 3874.675; p=0.001 6519.055; p=0.001 

τ2 10.151 5.017 

𝐻2 3874.67 1303.81 

𝐼2 99.97 99.92 

Pooled Standard 

Deviation 

2.057 

t 0.701 p>0.5 

 

Assurance 

 

Table 7 show that the random mean effect size for expected assurance is not significantly 

greater than 0 (Z=1.477; p=0.14). The 95% confidence interval for random mean effect size 

varies between –2.154 and 15.315. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result lead us (𝑋3−1
2 ; p=0) to reject null 

hypotheses of homogeneity and conclude that heterogeneity exists. This means that the effects 

sizes are not estimates of a single population. The magnitude of heterogeneity index 𝐼2 =
99.97%  is large.  

 

Table 7: Expected versus Performed Assurance 

Coefficients Random Effect Model  

Expected Assurance 

Random Effect Model 

Performed Assurance 

�̅�𝒓 random effect mean 

effect size (239) 

6.580 5.371 

Standard Error of 

random effect mean 

effect size (239)  

4.457 0.771 

Wald test. Z (239)  1.477; p=0.14 6.967. p=0.001 

Confidence interval  −2.154 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 15.315 3.860 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 6.883 

Hedge’s Q 3883.088 p=0.001 3106.374. p=0.001 

τ2 37.486 2.337 

𝐻2 3883.09 621.27 

𝐼2 99.97 99.84 

Pooled Standard 

Deviation 

1.951 

t 0.620 p>0.5 
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Regarding performed assurance, the random effect model reveals that the random mean effect 

size of tangibility is greater than 0. The 95% confidence interval is 3.860 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 6.883 for 

the random mean effect size. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result (𝑋6−1
2 ; p=0) high enough to conclude the 

heterogeneity of effect sizes. The magnitude of heterogeneity as shown by 𝐼2 = 99.84%  is 

large. A t-test compares the expected and performed random effect mean effect sizes and 

reveals that these two means are not statistically different (t=0.620) 

 

Empathy 

 

Table 8 shows that the random mean effect size for expected empathy is not significantly 

greater than 0 (Z=1.453, p=0.14). The 95% confidence interval for random mean effect size 

varies between –2.154 and 15.315. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result lead us (𝑋2−1
2 ; p=0) to reject null 

hypotheses of homogeneity. This means that the effect sizes are not estimates of a single 

population. The magnitude of heterogeneity index 𝐼2 = 99.97%  is large.  

 

Table 8: Expected versus Performed Empathy 
Coefficients Random Effect Model  

Expected Empathy 

Random Effect Model 

Performed Empathy 

�̅�𝒓 random effect mean 

effect size (239) 

6.540 
4.746 

Standard Error of 

random effect mean 

effect size (239)  

4.501 

1.004; p=0.316 

Wald test. Z (239)  1.453; p=0.146 4.728 

Confidence interval  −2.282 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 15.363 2.779 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 6.714 

Hedge’s Q 3887.672. p=0.001 5730.386. p=0.001 

τ2 38.239 4.683 

𝐻2 3887.67 1146.08 

𝐼2 99.97 99.91 

Pooled Standard 

Deviation 

2.053 

t 0.874 p>0.4 

 

In respect to performed empathy, the random effects model reveals that the random mean effect 

size of tangibility is greater than 0. The 95% confidence interval is 2.779 ≤ �̅�𝒓 ≤ 6.714 for 

the random mean effect size. Hedge’s 𝑄 test result (𝑋6−1
2 ; p=0) high enough to conclude the 

heterogeneity of effect sizes. The magnitude of heterogeneity as shown by 𝐼2 = 99.91%  is 

large. A t-test compares the expected and performed random effect mean effect sizes and 

reveals that these two means are not statistically different (t=-0.166) 

 

Conclusion 
 

Halal service research includes the research on service quality (Kadirov, Tjiptono and Fam, 

2020). Since halal service systems may represent some symbolism (Kadirov and Varey, 2011), 

a significant gap between expected service quality and performed service quality would signify 

the inferiority of Islamic banking systems. The researchers revealed that such symbolism does 

not exist in the market. The results show that the level of expected service quality does not 

significantly differ from the level of performed service quality across the five key SERVQUAL 

dimensions. However, this conclusion may not be definitive, since the results shows that the 
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heterogeneity of effect sizes is significant. Future research is needed to further investigate 

factors which lead to such heterogeneity.  
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