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The quality of corporate governance service in the parastatal (also called public entity) and listed industrial rnmpany sec­
tors of the South African economy was assessed. The assessment was done using newly developed service quality assess­
ment instruments. The reliability of the findings on the quality of corporate governance service implied a 99.5% probability 
that the sample mean did not differ from the population mean by more than 0.2 on a seven-point scale. In both sectors the 
actual corporate governance service was assessed against two levels of expectation, namely the desired service level and 
the lowest acceptable service level. The instruments were the same except for a few adaptations to cater for the less strin­
gently legislated listed company sector and to provide for insights gained from the first assessment. Both assessments re­
sulted in the same four dimensions, namely 'directing and monitoring', 'board capacity·. ·assurance· and ·responsiveness 
and reliability'. One fundamental difference was reported, namely that the listed company directors' corporate governance 
was in total, in all four dimensions and on all criteria assessed as between the lowest acceptable and the desired service lev­
els. The public entity directors' corporate governance service was in total, in all four dimensions and on all criteria assessed 
as below the desired as well as the lowest acceptable service levels. The standard deviations as reported were such that it 
has to be concluded that acceptable and unacceptable corporate governance service levels are found in public entities as 
well as in listed companies. The assessment results are reported below graphically. Three criteria appeared on both assess­
ments' lists often worst-assessed criteria. They were directors 'being always properly prepared for meetings·. "doing their 
homework thoroughly' and 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty, for example with their own claims·. 

Introduction 

During the past decade or so the role of corporate governance 
in the success or failure of entities has become increasingly 
prominent. Researchers, mainly after scandals, consistently 
report (Butler, 1991: 24; Daily & Dalton, 1994: 647; Finkel­
stein & Boyd, 1998: 179; Melville-Ross, 1996: 54; Pearce, 
1991: 157) correlations between success and 'good govern­
ance practices' and between failure and 'bad governance 
practices·. Sometimes recommendations (Corrin, 1993: 81) 
are not based on finding of correlations but on logic or 
personal opinion. Pleas (Millstein, 1997: 10, Sanders & 
Carpenter, 1998: 164; and Singleton-Green, 1993: 45) before, 
during and after interventions to advance good governance 
practices, continue. Examples of the numerous commissions 
and committees used to investigate corporate governance are 
the Treadway Commission (1987) in the United States, the 
Cadbury Commission (1992) in the United Kingdom and the 
King Committee (1994) in South Africa. Over time good 
governance commissions have resulted in voluntary and 
sometimes not so voluntary compliance with good govern­
ance practices. Although the wisdom of national and 
universal standardization of good governance practices is still 
hotly debated, research (De Castro, 1998: 23; Conner, 1995: 
19; Bryne, 1996: 64) indicates increased compliance with 
such practices. 

Scientific assessment of the quality of corporate govern­
ance as opposed to the level of compliance with good govern­
ance standards, remains largely unreported. Two research 
projects in South Africa may shed some light on the quality of 
corporate governance in South Africa. In the first study (Yan 
Wyk, 1998) the author assesses the quality of corporate gov­
ernance in South African state-funded entities, called public 
entities, as practiced by these entities' directors. Public entity 

directors are, almost without exception, non-executive. In his 
second study the author assesses the quality of corporate gov· 
ernance in the industrial sector of companies listed on the 
Johannesburg Stock Exchange. Listed company directors 
compris'! a mix of executive and non-executive people. 

An instrument to assess the quality of the corporate I 

governance service 

A fundamental premise in the assessment of the quality of 

I corporate governance is that corporate governance entails the 
rendering of a service. In the case of companies the directors 
render the corporate governance service to shareholders as 
the main clients. In the case of public entities the taxpayer is 
the main client. The service involved in governing corpora· 
tions meets the criteria of Parasuraman et al. (I 988: 13) for 
qualifying as a service, namely intangibility. heterogeneity. , 
and the inseparability of production and consumption. 

A recent literature review of service measurement instru· 
ments revealed that there was no instrument specificall) 
designed and used to evaluate the quality of corporate 

governance service, whether in commercial companies or m 
public entities. Extensive use of a service quality assessment 
instrument called SERVQUAL was however reported 
(Babakus & Boller, 1992: 253-268; Carman, 1990: 33-~i: 
Chaston, 1995: 332-349; Cronin & Taylor, 1994: 125-IJ · 
Herbert, 1994: 3-21; Kettinger & Lee, 1994: 737-767; ~: 
asuraman et al., 1988: 12-40; Parasuraman et al., 1991: 4~ 

1 450; P 1rasuraman et al., 1993: 140-147; Parasuraman et a·· 
1994: 111-124; Parasuraman et al., I 994: 201-230; Pitt et 01:· 
1995: 173-187; Teas. 1994: 132-139; White & Abels. 199) 
36-45). In all areas ofSERVQUAL's application the assess~ 
ments were done by people (some internal) with first-hand 
experience of the quality of the service re,idere 
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Shareholders and taxpayers do not attend board meetings and 
are therefore ill equipped to assess the quality of corporate 
governance service. It was concluded that the methodology 
used in the development of SERVQUAL (Parasuraman et al 
J 988: 12--40), namely Churchill's paradigm for developin~ 
better measures, resulted in a reliable instrument that could be 
used to develop an instrument for assessing corporate govern­
ance service. 

Churchill ( 1979: 67) stresses the importance of specifying 
the domain of research. For the purposes of the development 
of this assessment instrument, the domain was specified as 
satisfaction with corporate governance service. Satisfaction 
was defined as incorporating the three levels discussed by 
Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 209-228). These are the expected 
service level, the lowest acceptable service level and the actu­
ally experienced service level. In generating criteria items to 
capture the specified domain (Parasuraman et al., 1988: 38), 
SERVQUAL's items for assessing service in general were 
supplemented with items identified through a literature re­
view of corporate governance. In addition to these items and 
the 22 SERVQUAL items, items submitted by experts in The 
Institute of Directors' training videos were used to develop an 
item bank for consideration by a panel of researchers from the 
Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC). This HSRC 
panel's input resulted in the elimination of some SERVQUAL 
items, and an initial instrument with 55 items was subse­
quently used for scale purification with the public entities. A 
marginally revised instrument with 54 items was later used 
with the listed companies. This revision was undertaken to 
accommodate the different nature of the listed companies. 

Public entity survey 

Some two years prior to the survey the Minister of Finance 
instructed a total of twenty entities (SAICA, 1995) to comply 
with prescribed good governance practices. In the year pre­
ceding the survey these public entities had a combined turn­
over of R55 billion and they were used as the population for 
the purposes of the survey. Approximately 140 executives in 
these public entities regularly attended board meetings but 
were not directors themselves. Ninety-seven of these exe­
cutives were requested to assess the quality of the corporate 
governance~ service rendered by their boards and 49 
eventually responded. 

The 49 responses were processed and the scale was purified 
in accordance with Churchill's (I 979: 69) recommendations. 
Several rounds of computing coefficient alphas (on the ex­
pected minus experienced service level scores), eliminating 
items with low corrected item-to-total correlations and ob­
lique factor analysis in terms of the OBLIMIN procedure in 
SPSS were done. In accordance with Parasuraman et al. 
(I 988: 20) some items were reassigned to other dimensions, 
and by repeating the item-deletion and reassigning process 
several times the number of items was reduced to 31, repre­
senting four distinct dimensions. 

After executing the above procedure the alpha values 
ranged between 0.84 and 0.95 in the four dimensions, with 
factor loadings ranging between 0.42 and 0.93. The average 
pairwise correlation between the four factors following ob­
lique rotation was 0.29, and in all three of the above areas (al­
pha values, factor loadings and pairwise correlation) the 
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results were similar to or better than those achieved bv Par­
asuraman et al. ( 1988: 24 ). Churchill ( 1979: 68) repo~s that 
Nunally proposed alphas between 0.50 and 0.60 for similar 
early-stage basic research and states that increasing alphas 
beyond 0.80 is regarded as wasteful. 

The final four dimensions with their concise definitions 
were as follows: 

- Directing and monitoring: giving direction to and moni­
toring the entity; 

- Board capacity: having the capacity to execute the corpo­
rate governance; 

- Responsiveness and reliability: having the willingness and 
dependability to act; 

- Assurance: caring for the stakeholders. 
The reliability of linear combination (total scale reliability) 

was 0.96. This alpha again substantially exceeds the 0.90 re­
quired by Churchill ( 1979: 68) for applied research as well as 
his 0.95 requirement for reliability for basing important deci­
sions on. The percentage variance extracted by the four fac­
tors was 70.3. 

Listed industrial companies survey 

For the purposes of this assessment the Financial Mail's 1997 
(363-366) Top Companies Survey was used. The company 
secretaries of the 200 largest (ranked by turnover and with a 
total annual turnover of over R500 billion) listed industrial 
companies were requested to assess the quality of their 
board's corporate governance service. Sixty secretaries 
eventually responded. The assessment was done with a 
minimally revised instrument (to accommodate the different 
naturP. of the listed companies) consisting of 54 items. 

After executing the procedures described above as for the 
public entities, the alpha values ranged between 0.86 and 0.95 
in the four dimensions, with factor loadings ranging between 
0.31 and 0.83. The average pairwise correlation between the 
four factors following oblique rotation was 0.39 and in all 
three of the above areas (alpha values, factor loadings and 
pairwise correlation) the results were again similar to or bet­
ter than those achieved by Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 24). 
Thirty-six items remained in the instrument and the final four 
dimensions with their concise definitions were the same as 
for the public entities. 

The reliability of linear combination (total scale reliability) 
was 0.965. This alpha again substantially exceeds the 0.90 re­
quired by Churchill ( 1979: 68) for applied research as well as 
his 0.95 requirement for reliability for basing important deci­
sions on. The percentage variance extracted by the four fac­
tors was 65.7. 

Validity 
The final assessment instruments used for assessing the 
public entities and the listed companies are attached as 
Annexures I and 2. After finalizing the two instruments and 
verifying their content validity, a review of both instruments 
was done to ensure that they measured what they were 
supposed to measure and that they measured all the important 
facets of the domain. The items that had been dropped from 
the instruments to increase reliability were checked against 
those remaining in the instruments and against the expert 
opinions to ensure that the level of content validity required 
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by Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 28) was met. In addition and for 
the same purpose, the items remaining in the instrument were 
checked for completeness against the literary review. Twenty­
nine of the 31 items in the final public entity instrument again 
featured among the 36 items that survived the reliability 
purification of the listed company instrument. 

In assessing SERYQUAL's convergence validity, Parasura­
man et al. ( 1988:28) measured the correlation between the re­
sponses to the SERYQUAL scores and to a question that 
provided an overall rating of the service under evaluation. 
This was also done for both new instruments. Regarding cor­
relation with measures of other related variables, the respond­
ents to the public entity instrument were asked to rate the 
corporate governance service's overall quality by marking 
one of the four words 'poor', 'fair', 'good' and 'top'. The 
correlation between this rating of overall quality and the 
scores was examined using a one-way analysis of variance 
with the categories 'poor' and 'fair' combined. Separate anal­
yses of variance were conducted for the total scale and for 
each dimension, with the differences between desired and ac­
tual and between lowest acceptable and actual scores acting 
as dependent variables during separate runs. Duncan's (Par­
asuraman et al., 1988: 29) multiple-range test was then ap­
plied to further investigate the analysis of variance results. 
Statistically significant different averages were found be­
tween the top/good and the fair/poor categories but not be­
tween the top and good or fair and poor categories. The full 
findings are reported in Annexure 3. 

In both final instruments validity was assessed (following 
Churchill, 1979: 70 and Parasuraman et al., 1988: 30) by de­
termining whether the construct being evaluated was empiri­
cally associated with the measures of other conceptually 
related variables. The respondents were asked two general 
questions (marked 'Recommend' and 'Problem' in Annexure 
4 for the public entities and 'Recommend' and 'Queried' in 
Annexure 4 for the listed companies) that were expected to 
correlate conceptually with perceived quality. If the respond­
ents answered 'yes' to the question 'would you recommend 
the board for appointment at another company' and 'no' to 
the question 'have you ever seriously questioned the board's 
governance', such a board was hypothesized to render better 
service quality than others. 

With the public entities it was found that in all four dimen­
sions and on the combined scale the mean responses of the 
respondents willing to recommend their boards were signifi­
cantly different from the mean responses of the respondents 
not willing to recommend their boards. This was the case on 
both levels of satisfaction, namely expected minus actual and 
lowest acceptable minus actual service 'levels. The mean re­
sponses of the respondents who had seriously questioned 
their boards were for the combined scales at both levels of 
satisfaction, namely expected minus actual and lowest accept­
able minus actual service levels, significantly different from 
the responses of the respondents who had not seriously ques­
tioned their boards. At both service levels this significant dif­
ference was observed for five of the eight dimensions. These 
findings are similar to those of Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 30) 
and meet Churchill's (I 979: 70) requirement of responses 
correlating with other measures of the same variable. It was 
therefore concluded that the strength and persistence of the 
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linkages between overall quality and this instrument's 
clearly indicated that the instrument's convergence v~°: 
was equal to that of SER VQUAL. ty 

With the listed companies it was also found that in all t 
dimensions and o~ t~e combined scale the moon response~~ 
the respondents w11lmg to recommend their boards were · s1g. 
nificantly ~i'.ferent from the mean responses of the respond-
ents not w1llmg to recommend their boards. This was the case 
on both levels of satisfaction, namely expected minus actual 
and lowest acceptable minus actual service levels. The mean 
responses of the respondents who had seriously questioned 
their boards were for the combined scales at the lowest ac­
ceptable minus actual level of satisfaction significantly differ. 
ent from the responses of the respondents who had not 
seriously questioned their boards but not at the expected mi­
nus actual level. At the lowest minus actual service level this 
significant difference was observed for all four dimensions 
but at the expected minus actual service level for only one of 
the four dimensions. These findings are similar to those of 
Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 30) and meet Churchill's (1979: 70) 
requirement of responses correlating with other measures of 
the same variable. It was therefore concluded that the strength 
and persistence of the linkages between overall quality and 
this instrument's scores clearly indicated that the instrument's 
convergence validity was equal to that of SERVQUAL. 

Results: the quality of corporate governance in pub­
lic entities 

The findings of the assessment of the quality of corporate 
governance in public entities are fully set out in Annexure 5 .. 

The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the 
overall instrument, a mean desired service level of 6.3 (stand· 
ard deviation 0.4). The item with the highest desired service 
level was 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty', with 
a mean score of 6.9 and a standard deviation of 0.3. The item 
with the lowest desired service level was 'delivering tangible 
benefits by knowing important people', with a mean score of 
5.6 and a standard deviation of 1.4. The dimension 'board ca­
pacity' recorded the highest desired mean score of 6.5 (stand­
ard deviation 0.5), with the remaining three dimensions all 
recording desired mean scores of 6.3. 

The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the 
overall instrument, a mean lowest acceptable service level of 
5.3 (standard deviation 0.8). The item with the highest mean 
score on this lowest acceptable service level was 'displaying 
impeccable integrity and honesty', with a mean score of 6.4 
and a standard deviation of 0.8. The item that scored the low­
est in this category was 'delivering tangible benefits by 
knowing important people', with a mean score of 4.5 and a 
standard deviation of 1.5. The dimension 'board capacity' re­
corded the highest lowest acceptable mean score of s.7 

(standard deviation 0.7) with 'directing and monitoring' sec: 
ond (mean score 5.3 and standard deviation 0.8), 'assurance 
third (mean score 5.2 and standard deviation 0.8) and 're· 
sponsiveness and reliability', lowest (mean score 5.0 and 
standard deviation 0.9). 

The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the 
overall instrument, a mean actual service level of 4.4 (stand~ 
ard deviation 1.0). The item with the highest experience 
service level was 'ensuring that sound financial controls are 
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in place', with a mean score of 5 .4 and a standard deviation of 
1.4. The item with the lowest experienced service level was 
•utilizing the best external advice and assistance', with a 
mean score of 4.0 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The dimen­
sion 'board capacity' recorded the highest experienced mean 
score of 4.8 (standard deviation I. I), with 'directing and 
monitoring' second (mean score 4.5 and standard deviation 
1.0), and 'assurance' third (mean score 4.4 and standard devi­
ation I. I). 'Responsiveness and reliability' received the low­
est mean score of 4.2, with a standard deviation of 1.2. 

Parasuraman et al. (1994: 202) recommend that service be 
assessed by subtracting the desired service level from the ex­
perienced service level. This should be done not only for each 
item but also for each dimension and for the overall instru­
ment, with the answer called the measure of service superior­
ity (MSS). In items and dimensions where this measure gives 
a positive answer the experienced service level exceeds the 
desired service level. In items and dimensions where this 
measure gives a negative answer the experienced service 
level is lower than the desired service level. 

The calculated MSS for the overall assessment resulted in a 
mean service level of -1.9 (standard deviation 1.0). This im­
plies that the mean experienced service fell short of the ex­
pected service by I . 9 when measured on a seven-point scale. 
Without exception the service level in all items fell short of 
the desired expectation when the MSS was used. The item 
with the least negative score was 'ensuring that sound finan­
cial controls are in place', with a mean score of -I.I and a 
standard deviation of 1.3. Three items recorded the same third 
most negative score of -2.3, namely 'adding value through 
their strategic guidance' (standard deviation 1.3), 'prompt­
ness in taking governance action' (standard deviation 1.5) and 
'governing continually and not only when convenient' (stand­
ard deviation 1.5). The item 'dependability in handling stake­
holder's problems' recorded the second most negative score 
of-2.4, with a standard deviation of 1.5. The item 'having the 
knowledge to optimally govern' recorded the most negative 
score, namely -2.5 with a standard deviation of 1.7. Regard­
ing dimensionality, without exception the service level in all 
four dimensions fell short of the desired expectation when the 
MSS was used. The dimension with the least negative score 
was 'board capacity', with a mean score of-1.6 and a stand­
ard deviation of 1.1. The dimension with the second least 
negative score was 'directing and monitoring', with a mean 
score of -1.8 and a standard deviation of 1.1. The dimension 
with the second highest negative score was 'assurance', with 
a mean score of -1.9 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The di­
mension with the highest negative score was 'responsiveness 
and reliability', with a mean score of -2.1 and a standard de­
viation of 1.2. 

Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 202) recommend that service fur­
ther be assessed by subtracting the lowest acceptable service 
level from the experienced service level. This should be done 
not only for each item but also for each dimension and for the 
overall instrument with the answer called the measure of 
service adequacy (MSA). In items and dimensions where this 
measure gives a positive answer the experienced service level 
:xceeds the lowest acceptable service level. In items and di­
inensions where this measure gives a negative answer the ex-

perienced service level is lower than the lowest acceptable 
service level. 

The calculated MSA for the overall assessment resulted in a 
mean service level of -0.9 (standard deviation 1.2). This im­
plies that the mean experienced service fell short of the low­
est acceptable service by 0.9 when measured on a seven-point 
scale. Without exception, when measured against this low­
ered standard, the service level in all items still fell short of 
the lowest accept<;1ble expectation when the MSA was used. 
The two items that had the same least negative mean score of 
-0.2 were 'delivering tangible benefits by knowing important 
people' (standard deviation 2.0) and ·willingness to help 
stakeholders' (standard deviation 1.4 ). Three items recorded 
the same third most negative score of - I. I, namely 'disallow­
ing each other private, hidden agendas· (standard deviation 
1.6), 'promptness in taking governance action' (standard de­
viation 1.8) and 'governing continually and not only when 
convenient' (standard deviation 1.9). Two items recorded the 
same second most negative mean score of -1.2, namely 'hav­
ing the confidence of stakeholders· (standard deviation 1.5) 
and 'being always properly prepared for meetings· (standard 
deviation 1.7). The item "having the knowledge to optimally 
govern' recorded the most negative mean score, namely -1.5, 
with a standard deviation of 1.8. Regarding dimensionality, 
without exception the service level in all four dimensions fell 
short of the desired expectation when the MSA was used. 
Three dimensions recorded the same negative mean score of 
-0.8, with 'directing and monitoring' and 'board capacity' 
having standard deviations of I .2 and ·assurance· having a 
standard deviation of 1.4. The dimension with the highest 
negative score was 'responsiveness and reliability', with a 
mean score of -1.5 and a standard deviation of 1.8. 

Results: the quality of corporate governance in 
listed industrial companies 

The findings of the assessment of the quality of corporate 
governance in listed industrial companies are fully set out in 
Annexure 5. 

The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale, an over­
all mean desired service level of 6.2 (standard deviation 0.5). 
The two items with the highest desired servi..:e level of 6.8 
were 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty', with a 
standard deviation of0.6, and 'preventing the CEO from mis­
leading the board', with a standard deviation of0.4. The item 
with the lowest desired service level was 'serving on the 
board for an optimal period only', with a mean score of 5.1 
and a standard deviation of 1.4. The dimensions 'assurance' 
(standard deviation 0.5) and 'responsiveness and reliability' 
(standard deviation 0.6) recorded the highest desired mean 
score of 6.4, with 'directing and monitoring' recording 6.3 
(standard deviation 0.5) and 'board capacity' recording 5.9 
(standard deviation 0. 7). 

The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the 
overall instrument, a mean lowest acceptable service level of 
4.9 (standard deviation 0.8). The item with the highest mean 
score on this lowest acceptable service level was 'displaying 
impeccable integrity and honesty', with a mean score of 6.1 
and a standard deviation of 1.2. The item that scored the low­
est in this category was 'serving on the board for an optimal 
period only', with a mean score of 3. 7 and a standard 
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deviation of 1.5. The dimension 'responsiveness and reliabil­
ity' recorded the highest mean score on this lowest acceptable 
scale, namely 5.1 (standard deviation 1.0) with 'directing and 
monitoring' and 'assurance' (standard deviations both 0.9) re­
cording a mean score of 5.0 and 'board capacity' recording 
the lowest score (mean score 4.6 and standard deviation 1.0). 

The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale, an over­
all mean actual service level of 5.4 (standard deviation 0.9). 
The item with the highest experienced service level was 'dis­
playing impeccable integrity and honesty', with a mean score 
of 6.4 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The item with the low­
est experienced service level was 'providing diversity 
through biographical composition', with a mean score of 4.1 
and a standard deviation of 1.2. The dimension 'responsive­
ness and reliability' recorded the highest experienced mean 
score of 5.7 (standard deviation 0.7), with 'directing and 
monitoring' (standard deviation 0.9) and 'assurance' (stand­
ard deviation 1.0) at 5.5. 'Board capacity' recorded the lowest 
mean score of 5.0, with a standard deviation of0.9. 

As explained under the public entities section, Parasuraman 
et al. ( 1994: 202) recommend that service be assessed by sub­
tracting the desired service level from the experienced service 
level. This should be done not only for each item but also for 
each dimension and for the overall instrument, with the an­
swer called the measure of service superiority (MSS). In 
items and dimensions where this measure gives a positive an­
swer the experienced service level exceeds the desired service 
level. In items and dimensions where this measure gives a 
negative answer the experienced service level is lower than 
the desired service level. 

The calculated MSS for the overall assessment resulted in a 
mean service level of --0.8 (standard deviation 0.8). This im­
plies that the mean experienced service fell short of the ex­
pected service by 0.8 when measured on a seven-point scale. 
Without exception the service level in all items fell short of 
the desired expectation when the MSS was used. The three 
items with the same least negative score of --0.4 were 'dis­
playing impeccable integrity and honesty' (standard deviation 
1.0), 'having members with expert financial knowledge' 
(standard deviation 1.1) and 'having the optimal ratio execu­
tives/non-executives' (standard deviation of 1.4). The item 
'providing diversity through biograph_ical composition' re­
corded the most negative score, namely -1.2, with a standard 
deviation of 1.6. Regarding dimensionality, without exception 
the service level in all four :.dimensions fell short of the de­
sired expectation when the MSS was used. The two dimen­
sions with the same least negative score of -0. 7 were 
'directing and monitoring' and 'responsiveness and reliabil­
ity', both with standard deviations of o·:9. The dimension 
'board capacity' recorded a score of -0.8 and 'assurance' a 
score of --0.9, again both with a standard deviation of0.9. 

Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 202) recommend that service fur­
ther be assessed by subtracting the lowest acceptable service 
level from the experienced service level. This should be done 
not only for each item but also for each dimension and for the 
overall instrument, with the answer called the measure of 
service adequacy (MSA). In items and dimensions where this 
measure gives a positive answer the experienced service level 
exceeds the lowest acceptable service level. In items and di­
mensions where this measure gives a negative answer the ex-

S A lr.J Bus Managc.1999.30(2) 

perienced service level is lower than the lowest acceptable 
service level. 

The cakulated MS~ for the overall assessment resulted in a 
mean service level of +0.5 (standard deviation o 9) Th. · . . · · IS 1m. 
phes that the mean experienced service exceeded the I . owest 
acceptable service by 0.5 when measured on a seven- · 

I W
. h . h point 

sea e. 1t out exception, w en measured against this low. 
ered standard, the service level in all items exceeded the low. 
est acceptable expectation when the MSA was used. The two 

items that had the most positive mean score were 'avoidin 
conflict with personal interests' (mean score + 1.3 and stanl 
ard deviation 1.4) and 'providing adequate networking' 
(mean score + 1.1 and standard deviation I. 6). Three items re· 
corded the same least positive score of +0.1 (all with standard 
deviations 1.4 or 1.5), namely 'disallowing each other pri· 
vate, hidden agendas'. 'being always properly prepared for 
meetings' and 'doing their homework thoroughly'. Three di­
mensions recorded the same positive mean score of +0.5, 
with 'directing and monitoring' having a standard deviation 
of 1.0, 'board capacity' having a standard deviation of I.I and 
'assurance' having a standard deviation of 1.2. The dimen­
sion with the highest positive score was 'responsiveness and 
reliability', with a mean score of +0.6 and a standard devia· 
tion of 1.0. 

Comparison of the zones of tolerance and actual 
service in the two sectors 
Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 202) report that a desired service 
level and an adequate service level are separated by a zone of 
tolerance. This area represents the range of service 
perfonnance that is regarded as acceptable. In Parasuraman et 
al. 's (1994: 216) assessment of the service levels of four 
companies, the width of the zones of tolerance in the 
dimensions are just over one on a nine-point scale. The 
respondents' overall mean tolerance was l.05 for the public 
entities and 1.27 for the listed industrial companies. The 
zones of tolerance in the four dimensions are indicated in 
Table I. 

Judging by the zones of tolerance reported by Parasurarnan 
et al. (I 994: 216, Figure I), that is approximately one on a 
nine-point scale in respect of the life insurance company, the 
South African respondents were at least as toierant as those in 
the United States. The poor MSA scores reported for the non· 
executive directors in public entities are therefore not a result 
of intolerance on the part of the South African respondents. 
The actual service is the point in issue. A graphical summary 
of these findings is given in Figure I. 

As can be seen from Figure I, the corporate governance 
service of the public entity non-executive directors was in all 
dimensions at a level below the zone of tolerance. The service 

Table 1 Zones of tolerance in the four dimensions 

Dimension 

Directing and monitoring 

Board capacity 

Assurance 

Responsiveness 

Mean zone of tolerance 

Public entities 

10 

0.8 

I I 

I 3 

Listed companies 

IJ 

IJ 

1.4 

IJ 
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7.0 

8.5 

I 8.0 I I I 5.5 

G) 

~ 
5.0 

a en I Desired 
C> 4.5 a c a a Lowest ;: 
as a a::: 4.0 a Actual 

Dimensions 

Figure I Zone of tolerance and rating 

of the directors in the listed industrial companies was in all 
dimensions inside the zone of tolerance. 

International comparison 
Service quality can probably best be assessed if the results 
are compared with the results of similar studies of service 
quality in other service industries. Churchill ( 1979: 72) sees 
:his as the final step in developing a valid instrument. In 
order to further analyze the results of these assessments of 
corporate governance service, the results were compared 
with the results of assessments of service where 
SERVQUAL was used. The comparisons were done on two 
levels, namely the measure of service superiority and the 
measure of service adequacy. 

Two sets of published assessments of service at the MSS 
level where SERVQUAL was used, were compared with the 
assessment of corporate governance service at the MSS level 
in public entities and in listed industrial companies. Parasur­
aman et al. (1993: 147), read alongside Parasuraman et al. 
(1991: 446), produced an MSS assessment of an insurance 
company on a seven-point scale. This assessment is com­
pared in Table 2 with the assessment of corporate govern­
ance service. 

Although the dimensions were not the same, the insurance 
company managed to give superior service in one of the di­
mensions. The worst assessment of the insurance company, 
namely -1.6, was the same as the best assessment received 
by the public entity non-executive directors. The worst as­
sessment received by the public entity directors (-2.1) was 
;ubstantially worse than that received by the insurance com­
pany (-1.6). The listed company directors, on the other 
hand, although still recording negative findings at this high 
expected service level, outperformed the insurance and pub­
lic entity sectors - the latter by far. 

Herbert ( 1994: 17) reports library service findings using 
SERVQUAL as an instrument. Herbert's results and the cor­
norate governance findings are compared in Table 3. 

In their best dimension the library service was superior by 
1.2 while public entity non-executive directors fell short by 
1.6 on theirs. Public entity non-executive directors also did 
substantially worse in their best dimension than the library 
service providers in their worst dimension. Listed company 
directors recorded a far better service than the public entity 
non-executive directors but still did not render any superior 
service. 

This shows conclusively that, using MSS as a yardstick. 
public entity non-executive directors did not deliver any su­
perior service in the measured dimensions. When compared 
with similar studies, other service providers rendered superior 
service in one of the measured dimensions. The public entity 
non-executive directors' service was rated substantially 
worse than other comparable services that had been reported 
on. The listed company directors also did not render any su­
perior service on any of the dimensions but their service was 
nevertheless substantially better than that of the public entity 
directors. 

Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 217) report the service assess­
ments of four companies at the MSA level. As these assess­
ments were done on a nine-point scale, a comparison with the 
corporate governance service (done on a seven-point scale) 

Table 2 Assessment of corporate governance service 

Dimension 

Tangibles 

Assurance 

Empathy 

Responsiveness 

Reliability 

Responsiveness and reliability 

Board capacity 

Directing and monitoring 

Insurance 

0.0 

-1.0 

-I. I 

-JJ 

-1.6 

Corporate governance 

Public entities Listed companies 

-1.9 -0.9 

-2.1 -0.7 

-1.6 -0.8 

-1.8 -0.7 



Table 3 Comparison of Herbert's results and the 
corP.orate governance findings 

Dimension 

Tangibles 

Assurance 

Empathy 

Responsiveness 

Reliability 

Responsiveness and reliability 

Directing and monitoring 

Board capacity 

Library 

+1.2 

-0.57 

-0.68 

-0.77 

-1.10 

Corporate governance 

Public entities Listed companies 

-1.9 -0.9 

-2.1 -0.7 

-1.8 -0.7 

-1.6 -0.8 

Table 4 Comparisons with the corporate governance 
service 

Dimension ITCO Retail Auto Insurer Corporate governance 

Public Listed 
entities companies 

Tangibles +1.5 +0.6 +0.8 +0.5 

Assurance +0.6 -0.2 +0.5 +0.2 -0.8 +0.5 

Responsiveness +0.4 -0.4 +0.5 +0.2 

Reliability +0.3 -0.5 +0.3 +0.2 

Responsiveness -0.9 +0.6 
and reliability 

Empathy +0.3 -0.4 +0.4 +0.2 

Directing and -0.8 +0.5 
monitoring 

Board capacity -0.8 +0.5 

should favour the corporate governance service. This compar­
ison is shown in Table 4. 

At this lower level of service expectation the measure of 
service adequacy (MSA) level three of the four companies, as 
well as the listed entity directors, provided the service at least 
adequately in all the measured dimensions. The service of the 
company rated worst still outperformed the public entity non­
executive directors' service as it was rated more than ade­
quate in one dimension while in its worst-rated dimension it 
did better than the publi~ entity non-executive directors in 
their best dimension. The non-executive directors' service in 
public entities was rated as unacceptable in all the measured 
dimensions by a substantial margin, while the listed company 
directors, service was rated as acceptabl~. 
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Annexure 1 

Answers will be treated as 

confidential and will be used for 

statistical purposes only 

Please indicate your perception o( 

the board's service regarding: 

My desired service My lowest 

acceptable service 

level 

Board's actual 

service level 

Oflke 
·. 

level 
····.r> . . .. · 

. .) 
Low High 

Please encircle 

Low High 

Please encircle 

Low High 

Please encircle 

1234567 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 I. Being independent ( e.g. not ex­

employees, suppliers) 
1-c-2.---:D::::e-pe-n-:da-:b:--:i-:-:-li-:--ty--:m---;-h-an-d-:-;lin::--. -g-+-=-1-=2:-::-3-4:-::-5-6:-=-7 --+-4-1-2_3_4_5_6_7 ---l---l--1-2_3 _4_5_6_7 __ -J oi.:o,/ i 

shareholders' problems ••· ? 
1-:---:-:----,----:-;----;-;----:-:-.---:-t-:--:--::--:--:--:--::----t--+---------Jl--+--------I 

3. Knowing the problems oi the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ilO:Cl? ·· 

industry 

4. Providing the governance I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 
. 

, .. 

~5-. --~-:_:_·:_'._:""_:_:_:_:_gh; __ ~-~-~-"~_thr_)_ou-gh-.+-l-2_3_4_5_6_7----+-+-l-2-3_4_5_6_7 __ _._--i~l-2-3-4-5-6-7---11!(}fili 

6. Informing shareholders about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 u,t) 
their governance \ • ( 

~7_--P-r_o_m_p_tn_es_s--~,n---takm-,-.-g-+-1-2_3_4_5_6_7----+-+-l-2-3_4_5_6_7 __ _._--i~l-2-3-4-~---6-7--~./~ ••••••• ;: 

l---go_v_e_rn_an_c_e_a_c_ti_o_ns _____ -t--------+--+--------+---il----------ir~f4~ 
8. Willingness to help 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

shareholders ,c-J ilii! 
1--9-. -~R-ea-din~.-es-s--to--re_sp_o-nd--to-+.-1--23_4_5 __ 6_7---+-+-1--=-2-:J-4--5-6---:7----+---il--1-2--34---=-5-6---=-1---1[;8:}), 

shareholders' requests \C ./ 
1--~--~~~~~~--+~~~~~-+--+-~~~~-t--t-~~~~----t) 

Having the confidence of I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 i:•.•1:.1·•1-··.,~ ..... •••• 10. (\-} ·•· 

shareholders )> 
1--------------+--------+--+---------+--1-------:-5-6,....-::-7--~i~.~~ 

,_l_l._M_akin_· _g_s_h_ar_e_h_o-ld_e_rs_fe_e_l_s_a_fe--l--1-2_3_4_5_6_7--+-4-:1-2::-:-3-4:-=-5-:6:-=-7--+--+-:-1-:2--:-J-:4--:--=--:---tlli •. ·I ..... i r- with their governance 

12. Preventing the CEO from 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

misleading the board ·.·•· .. · 

13. Having the knowledge to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 i \~ 
govern optimally [ \ 

~----------------+------""".'.""--+--f-:--:--::-:--:--;-:7~--t-t-:-1-:2;--;-3~4;--;5~6~7--iLi . ..,,··~···~r<t 
14. Providing comrniunent through 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 l i ii 

equity participation Iii 
Independence from execuuves 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

for information ? 
15. 

16. Being truly a shareholder I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

appoinunent 

17. Understanding what IS 1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 ,.,.. .. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 

I• 

17-=----:cex~pe_c_re_d_rr_-o_m.:.:...:g~o-v_ern __ o_rs ___ i__~--::-:--::-~-+--+-:-:;-;-;--;-:;--:;----t--lr;--;-:;-:j~,Z-;:;----1,1 .. .......:.~·'J 
~ 8 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 •· 

l-
~l~.-~G-o~ve_nun_·_g-co_n_t_m_ual_l_y_an_d_no-t-!--1-2-3-4-5-6-7~~-+-f--:--:---:;--;-;-;---:;----jt-i"";-:;-:;-~~~--i>~!:(ij only when convenient iIJs:: 
19 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

. Delivering tangible bene!its I 2 3 4 5 6 7 :r 5 
knowing important people ••·· \ : 
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Annexure 1 (cont.) 

Answen ,..;u be t~ted as 

confidential and wiU be used for 

statistical purposes only 

My desired service 

level 

Please indicate \'Ollr perception o{ Low High 

the board ·5 Jen:ice regarding: Please encircle 

My lowest 

acceptable senice 

level 

Low High 

Please encircle 

Board's actual 

service level 

Low High 

Please encircle 

20 Being punctual and tune 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & \ 
d1sc1ptmed LY 

21 Providing adequate networkmg 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 •••• \!:;r 
22. Disallowing each other private, 1 z 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 Z 3 4 5 6 ., .4 :; 

conflicting agendas ji!J !• 

23 Being balanced in com- position 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '"-' 

1--

~~~-i-~--+-+--~+-+-~~'l'l<)'.C; (e.g. tinanc1al. legal) tut i 

24 Being assertive (not rubber 1 z 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

stamps) \I.1th the CEO 

25 Attending to the important and 1 Z 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

not to the sensational ;+\ 
26 Pro,·1ding overall direction to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 IL 

r-:"2-~,~~~epcrt_c_E_;_m_on_i_ton-.-ng~~-e-C_E_0~~-+--1-z-3~.,-S~6-7,--~-+~t--l-2-3~4-5~6-7~~--+~+-l-2~3-4~5-6~7~~~1,~I 

r-:--:---.,,.~~~~~~~-,-~~~t--~~~~~~~t--+~~~~~~~-+-~1--~~~~~~~+.. L 
28 Bemg COllSlstent 1Il their 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 f 

rn / 
Judgement · ··•·· 

1234567 1234567 

(\ ········ 
~3:;-0----:-A~d~d~,n-g~v-a7lue~-thr-:-o-ugh--:-~the-:--~-t--l-2~3-4~5-6~7~~-+~+--l-2~3-4~5-6~7~~-4-~~l-2~3-4~5~6-7~~-f,.: \~\ 

t L::.••• 

29 Issumg error-free unbiased 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

tinanc1al statements 

strategic guidance r \- .< 

31. Uttl1Smg the best external 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I) 

ad,·1ce. and assistance U 

32. Go,mw,g a, if tJ,cy po<· ,onally 11 H S6 1 I 23 '5 67 12 H 5 61 i} 
financed the entity :r 

r-;3~3.'D~isp::;l~a)~in=g::-:-::im=pec=-:~ca~b~l~e~in--~~~gn---,:tv~.-+-~l~2-3::-:4-5=-:-6~7:--~-+~f--1~2~3-4-5~6-7~~--4~+-l-2~3-4~5-6~7~~1t·~~fYq 

& honesty eg own claims < { I 
34. Having members with expert I 2 3 4 S 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 z 3 4 5 6 7 1: 

financial know~ge ?:.: ?./.\ 
35 Evaluaung and publicly reporting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

their o~ perfonnance 

36. Ensuring that sound financial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

controls are in place 

37. Being always properly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

prepared for meetings 

38. Knowing the entity's objectives 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

and strategies 

1234567 1234567 

1234567 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 I 2 3 4 S 6 7 
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Annexure 1 (cont.) 

Answers will be treated as 

confidential and will be used for 

statistical purposes only 

My desired sen;ce 

level 

Please indicate your perception of Low 

the board's service regarding: Please encircle 

39. Knowing what info is needed to I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

govern and getting it 

40. Ensuring organisational I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

objectives are met 

41. Ta1cing politically unpopular I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

action when needed 

42. Ta1cing their accountability I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

seriously 

43. Refraining from acting as if I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

they were the executive 

44. Attending all board and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

committee meetings 

45. Meeting 

regularity 

with optlillum l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

46. Asking appropriate, intelligent l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

questions 

47. Being optimally alert during I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

meetings 

48. Neutralising dominating I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

persons <luring meetings 

49. Doing their homework I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

thoroughly 

50. Obtaining inputs from reserved 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

people 

51. Knowing the problems of the I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

industry 

52. Avoiding conflict with personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

interests 

53. Displaying care and skill as 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

with their own affairs 

54. Measuring the entity's output 

55. Preventing the CEO from 

misleading the board 

234567 

234567 

High 

My lowest 

acceptable senice 

level 

Low High 

Ple:ise enctrcle 

1234567 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 J 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

Board's actual 

service level 

Low 

Please encircle 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

56. Overall quality of governance 
poor fair good top 

57 Would you recommend the board for appointment at another companv·' 
58. Have you ever seriously queried the board's governance·' 

no 
yes 

yes 
no 

57 
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Annexure 2 

Answen will be treated as 

confidential and will be used for 

statistical purposes only 

My desired service 

level 

Please indicate your perception o{ Low High 

the board's service regarding: Please encl!cle 

I . Providing the governance as I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

expc:cted 

2. Dependability m handling 1234567 

stakeholders· problems 

My lowest 

acceptable sen-ice 

level 

Low High 

Please encircle 

123-'567 

123-'567 

\ .-\Ir I Bu, Manage I°"" m.30(2) 

Board's actual 

service level 

Low High 

Please encrrcle 

I 2 J -' 5 6 7 

I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

3. Performing the governance I 2 J -' 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 I 2 J -' 5 6 7 i:ifat?tl 

right the first time f}I 
l--4-.~-P-ro-v-id_i_n_g~-th-e~~g-ov_e_rn_an~c-e-+--1-2~3-..i---:5-6:-::7~~-t-~t-:-1~2:-::3-..i---:s-6-:-:7:--~-t~+-1--2~3=---..i-s=--6-7~~-11]>r,f>ffiLl] 

service at the right time I ( .:. 
5. 

about their governance •··· 

Maintaining good records I 2 J -' 5 6 7 I 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 I 2 J -' 5 6 7 lill 
1------------+--------+---4-----------+-----+-----J•·•·: .:.; 

'-=6·~~In=-fo-rnun~·-g~s-tak~eh~o-ld-er~s--,ab~o-u-t-t-1~2-3~"'-5:-:-6~7~~-t--41--l-2-3~"'-5~6-7~~--4~+-1~2-3-"'~5-6~7~~~--·•~§Qj[I 
r their governance ~itJi!ii:I 

7. Promptness in taking I 2 3 ..i 5 '6 7 I 2 J ..i 5 6 7 I 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 

8. 

9. 

governance actions 

Willingness 

shareholders 

to help 

Readiness to rd,pond to 

stakeholders' requests 

tDD@fi 
<?: III 

123..i567 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 123-'567 

123-'567 123-'567 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

10. Having the confidence of I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 I 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 I 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 ~itl~\11!\;;l 
stakeholders j(\!f !I\:\I[: 

i-:-171.~7M7 akin~-~--g~s~tak~e~ho~l~d-ers~~~-e7l_sa_t7e-+--1-2 __ 3_..i~s-6--7~~-+~J.--1-2~3-..i~5-6~7~~-J.~.l-1~2-3~-'-5~6-7~~~t.•=.•;••·~L· 

1 

• ~ with their governance ...... ~c---~-:-ir--~--+-+-~~~~-F:._..i•ji] 
12. Being courteous towards I 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 I 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 II 

stakeholders ••• I 
=: •. i 

13. Having the knowledge to 1 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 1 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 (f "J:fI 
govern optimally •••• JI: 

14. Giving individual attention 10 

different stakeholders 

15. Caring adequately for 

I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

,.. T 

.-~ 
:···· \ 

t""T.~isutak::::::e~ho~l~de~rs:-::::.::::.:-:u::~7:=-lf-:--:--::-:--:--:-:-~~+--1-~~~~~~~.l-__J_~~~~~~-+ ~), 
16. Having the stakeholders' best I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

interests at heart 

17. Understanding what IS 123..i567 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

expected from governors 
112~~;:;::::;;::--::::::-;:::::::;;::-::::-:;--::-::-+:-:-:::--:-:-::-=--~+-+-~~~~~..1-_j_ __ ~~~~I 

18. Governing continually and not J 2 J ..i 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 

only when convenient 

19. Delivenng tangible benefits by J 2 3 ..i 5 6 7 

knowing important people 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 -' 5 6 7 
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Annexure 2 (cont.) 

Answen will be treated as My desired service My lowest Board's actual Ofl'lu· 

confidential and will be used for level acceptable sen·ice service level •... I.Ille 

statistical purposes only level 

Please indicate x:our eerceerion o( Low High Low High Low High 

.••. t the board's service regarding: Please encircle Please encircle Please encircle 

20. Controlling executive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 ,'11/ 
remuneration !~11: 2 I. Providing adequate networking 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

•\i :.: 
22. Disallowing each other private, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 .. 4 5 6 7 1 \: 

conflicting agendas h > 
t 23. Being balanced in com- position 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 }10. 

::::, : 
e.g. financial, legal /. 

24. Being assertive (not rubber I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
:::. 

i 
stamps) with the CEO 

25. Attending to the important and 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

not to the sensational (< 

26. Providing overall direction to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

the CEO 

27. Properly monitoring the CEO 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 1234567 I 2 J 4 5 6 7 ;. .. 

l!!~f !1 
28. Controlling director nomination 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. Being led by a non-executive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1234567 

chairperson 

30. Adding value through their 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 rt'J? 
strategic guidance 

•••••••••••••••• 31. Utilising the best external 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

advice and assistance 

32. Serving on the board for an I 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

optimal period only 

33. Displaying impeccable integ- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

rity, honesty eg own claims L 
34. 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 

Ha·,ing members with expert 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 

. financial knowledge 

35. Evaluating & publicly repor-ting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
.... 

their own perfonnance 

36. Ensuring that sound financial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
..... 

controls are in place ····· .... >• 
37. Being always properly 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ........ · .. :::.:, 

prepared for meetings .:: ..• : 

38. Knowing the entity's ob1ecuves 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l~1~i 
and strategies 
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Annexure 2 (cont.) 

My desired service 

level 

My lowest 

acceptable service 

level 

Board's actual 

service level 
Answen will be treated as 

confidential and wiU be used for 

statistical purposes only 

Please indicate your perception of Low High Low High Low High ii 
the board's service regarding: Please encircle Please encircle Please encircle l\{\l! 
39. Knowing what info is needed to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

govern & getting it 

40. Ensuring organisational 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

objectives are met 

41. Talcing politically unpopular 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

action when needed 

42. Talcing their accountability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 1234567 
1:::: .;.:-:-::-:ii· 

c',C·C·C·C·:· 

1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ill 
seriously 

l-:----==-~~--,---,.-,-~~~~--:c-~-t--+--:--:--:-~~-+---+-~~~~-1ii 
43. Willingness to share business 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

risk 

Attending all board and 

conunittee meetings 

Meeting 

regularity 

with optimum 

Asking appropriate, mtelligent 

questions 

Being optimally alert during 

meetings 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

48. Neutralising dominating 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

persons during meetings 

49. Doing their homework 

thoroughly 

50. Providing diversity through 

biographical composition ( e.g. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 rll 
1234567 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

:·· 

1234567 1234567 

1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

r~.·-·.· 

/!;~iii ! 
1234567 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

race, age, sex) : r; 
1""75•1.~A-;:-::vo=i~dm=· ~g~c~ont::,.li~ct~wi-c-:-.th;--pers~-on-a~l-+-~1~2-3:--:4-5:--:6~7::--~-J.~.J-1-2~3-4~5-6~7~~-l----i-1~2-3~4-5~6-7~~-t?~ tfa 

in~ Jl: 

~5

1

2.~~D~isp:::la=ym-· -g::-car--:e:=::an=d::;-s-ki-·1=1

7

as~l-:-1~2:-:-3~4:-:-5~6~7:--~--J~+-1-2~3-4~5-6~7~~-l.----!-1~2-3~4-5~6-7~~-t@i1:;1 I with their Own affairs [ :r 
53. Having an optimal ratio 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 s 6 1 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

executives I non-executives ,· }/ \):;)! 
~::::::n::::::=::::::-=:..::---+:--:-~~-+--------l-----l-----Lm, ··· < 

54. OveraU governance quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 i:: !?', '> I\, .. , ... ,, ... 
5 5. Would you reconunend the board i ? ,., \ 

: ) -:,.·· 

to another company? Yes :\lay 1,e '.'lo l!i;I /
1 

.. 
56. Have you ever seriously queried .. 

their governance? Yes '.'lo 
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Annexure 3 

PUBLIC ENTITIES 

MEASURE OF SERVICE SUPERIORITY: VARIABLE NUMBER ONE 
Individual scale Overall quality 

dimensions Top Good 

Directing & monitoring -0,71· -1,33 • 

Board capacity -0,53 • -1.04• 

Assurance -0,68 1 
-1,31 • 

Responsiveness & reliability -0,75. -1,32 1 

Combined scale -0,87 1 
-1.27• 

MEASURE OF SERVICE ADEQUACY: VARIABLE NUMBER ONE 
Individual scale 

dimensions 

Directing & monitoring 

Board capacity 

Assurance 

Responsiveness & reliability 

Combined scale 

LISTED COMPANIES 

Top 

o.68. 

0,33• 

0,64 1 

0.75 • 

0,67. 

Overall quality 

Good 

-0.24 • 

-1, 11 • 

0,03• 

-.0.02• 

-0,14 • 

MEASURE OF SERVICE SUPERIORITY: VARIABLE NUMBER ONE 
Individual scale Overall guality 

dimensions Top Good 

Directing & monitoring -0,71 1 -1.33 1 

Board capacity -0,53 1 -1.04 • 

Assurance -0,68 1 -1.31 • 

Responsiveness & reliability -0.75. -1,32. 

Combined scale -0,87' -1.27' 

MEASURE OF SERVICE ADEQUACY: VARIABLE NUMBER ONE 
Individual scale 

dimensions 

Directing & monitoring 

Board capacity 

Assurance 

Responsiveness & reliability 

Combined scale 

Notes: 

Top 

o.6a• 

0,33 1 

0,64 1 

0,75 1 

0,67. 

Overall quality 

Good 

-0,24 • 

-1.11 1 

0,03 1 

-.0.02· 

-0.14
1 

Fair I Poor 

2,49" 

-2.42" 

-3,08° 

2,53° 

2,68° 

Fair I Poor 

-1,55" 

-1,64 • 

-1,83° 

1,54" 

-1,72" 

Fair I Poor 

2.49" 

-2,42" 

-3,08 • 

2,53° 

2,68b 

Fair I Poor 

-1,55" 

-1,64" 

-1,83° 

1,54 • 

-1,72° 

• . • = Means with the same superscripts are not significantly different ror each dimension and means with dirferent superscripts are 

significantly different ror each dimension. 

Significant differences in mean scale values of respondents (O= indifference) • segmented according to the overall quality var!able 

Number one 
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Annexure 4 

S MrJ Bus.Manage.1999~ 1

PUBLIC ENTITIES 

MEASURE OF SERVICE SUPERIORITY: VARIABLES NUMBERS TWO AND THREE 
Individual scale Recommend Problem 

dimensions Yes No Yes No 

Directing & monitoring -1.13• -2,57° -2.12• -1.57 • 

Board capacity -0,97 1 -2,36° -2.38° -1,07 • 

Assurance -1,17 1 -3,04° -2.50 • -1,75 • 

Responsiveness & reliab -1.18 • -2,52° -2,28 • -1.47 • 

Combined scale -1,15 • -2,75 • -2,31 • -1.60 1 

MEASURE OF SERVICE ADEQUACY: VARIABLES NUMBERS TWO AND THREE 
Individual scale Recommend Problem 

dimensions Yes No Yes No 

Directing & monitoring 0.02• -1,60" -1.20• -0,42 • 

Board capacity 0.03• -1,62" -1,52° -0.22 • 

Assurance 0,26 • -1,84 • -1, 13 • -0.51 • 

Responsiveness & reliab 0.22• -1,54 • -1,14° -0, 14 • 

Combined scale 0,09 1 -1,80 • -1.20• -0,47 • 

LISTED CO!VlPANIES 

rv1EASURE OF SERVICE SUPERJORlTY: VARIABLES NUMBERS TWO AND THREE 
Individual scale Recommend Queried 

dimensions Yes Ma~ be No Yes No 

Directing & monitoring -0,52• -0,88 • -2,53 • -0,62 • -1, 13 • 

Board capacity -0,65 • -0,75. -2,64 • -0,66 • -1,55 • 

Assurance -0.51 • -0,74 • -2,06 • -0,63 • -0.96 • 

Responsiveness & reliab -0.56 1 -0,92 • -2,38 • -0,73 • -1.08• 

Combined scale -0,54 1 -0,90 • -2,62 • -0,66 • -1, 12 • 

MEASURE OF SERVICE ADEQUACY: VARIABLES NUMBERS TWO AND THREE 
Individual scale Recommend Queried 

dimensions Yes Ma~ be No Yes No 

Directing & monitoring 0.71• 0,54 1 -1,23° 0.12• -0. 13 • 

Board capacity o.n• 0,6 1 -1,67° 0,86 1 -0,60° 

Assurance 0,81 • 0,64 1 -0,81 • 0.81 • -0,02 • 

Responsiveness & reliab 0.76 • o.s2• -1,63° -0,67. -0.16° 

Combined scale 0,72 1 o.s3• -1,24 • 0,71 • -0.07° 

Notes: 

• , • = Means with the same superscripts are not significantly different for each dimension and means with different superscripts are 

significantly different for each dimension. 

Significant differences in mean scale values of respondents (O= indifference) • segmented according to the overall quality variables 

Numbers two and three 
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Annexure 5 

LISTED COMPANIES Mean Scores (MS) and Standard Deviation (SD) 

Statement Desired Lowest Actual MSS MSA 
acceptable 

MS SD MS SD MS SD MS SD MS SD 
Directing & monitorina - overall mean scores 6,3 0,5 5,0 0,9 5,5 0,9 -0,7 0,9 0,5 1,0 
18 Governing continually and not only when convenient 6,4 0,8 5.2 1.2 5,7 1,2 -0.7 1.2 0.5 1,3 
21 Providino adequate networkino 5,5 1.2 3,8 1,5 4,9 1,3 -0.7 1,3 1,1 1,6 
23 Being balanced in composition financial. leoal 6,1 0,9 4,6 1.2 5,2 1,2 -0.9 1.3 0.7 1,5 
30 Adding value throuoh their strateoic auidance 6.2 0.9 4,8 1,4 5,3 1,2 -0.9 1,3 0.5 1,6 
31 Utilising the best external advice and assistance 6,1 0.8 4,7 1,2 5.5 1,3 -0.7 1,3 0,8 1,3 
34 Having members with expert financial knowledoe 6.3 0,8 5,2 1,2 5,6 1,0 -0.4 1, 1 0.7 1,2 
36 Ensurino that sound financial controls are in place 6.7 0,6 5,8 1,3 6.2 0,9 -0.5 0,8 0,4 1,0 
37 Beino always properly prepared for meetinos 6.6 0,6 5,6 1,2 5.7 1,0 -0.9 1,0 0,1 1.5 
39 Knowinq what info 1s needed to qovern and oettino it 6,2 0,7 4,9 1,2 5.5 1,0 -0.7 1,0 0.6 1,2 
40 Ensuring the orqanisational objectives are met 6,3 0,8 5,1 1,3 5,6 1,0 -0.7 1.0 0.6 1.2 
41 Takino politically unpopular action when needed 6.2 0,9 5,1 1,3 5,4 1,3 -0.8 1.1 0,4 1.3 
43 Willingness to share business risk 5,8 1,0 4,4 1,3 5.2 1,1 -0.5 1,2 0.8 1.2 
49 Doino their homework thorouohlv 6,4 0,8 5,4 1,2 5.5 1,3 -1.0 1,3 0.1 1,4 
51 Avoiding conflict with personal interests 6.6 0,7 5,6 1,3 5,7 1,3 -0.9 1, 1 1.3 1,4 
52 Displaying care and skill as with own affairs 6.5 0,9 5,5 1,3 5,9 1,1 -0.5 0,8 0.4 1,1 
Board caoacitv 5,9 0,7 4,6 1,0 5,0 0,9 -0,B 1,0 0,5 1, 1 
3 Knowino the problems of the industry 6,6 0,7 5.1 1,2 5.8 1,1 -0.8 1.0 0.8 1,3 
15 Independence from executives for information 5,8 0.9 4.2 1.4 5,1 1,1 -0.7 1, 1 0.9 1,3 
16 Beino truly a shareholder appointment 5,5 1,3 4,1 6.7 4.8 1,8 -0.7 1,8 0.6 1,9 
22 Disallowing each other private conflicting agendas 6.5 0,9 5.5 1.4 5.6 1.4 -0.9 1,4 0.1 1,4 
32 Servino on the board for an optimal oeriod onlv 5.1 1,4 3,7 1,5 4.2 1.5 -0.9 1,5 0.5 1,8 
46 Asking appropriate 1ntelliqent questions 6,3 0.8 5.3 1,3 5.5 1.3 -0.8 1,2 0.2 1,3 
50 Providing diversity through biographical composition 5.3 1.5 3,8 1,6 4.1 1,5 -1.2 1,6 0,4 1,6 
53 Havino the optimal ratio executives I non-executives 5,8 1,3 4,7 1,5 5.4 1,3 -0.4 1,4 0,7 1.3 
Assurance 6,4 0,5 5,0 0,9 5,5 1,0 -0,9 0,9 0,5 1,2 
7 Promptness 1n takino oovernance action 6.2 0.8 4,7 1,2 5.3 1.2 -0.9 1.1 0.6 1.0 
11 Making shareholders feel safe with their oovernance 6,4 0.7 4.9 1,2 5,6 1,2 -0.8 1.0 0,7 1.3 
12 Preventino the CEO from m1sleadinq the board 6,8 0.4 5,9 1,0 6.2 1,2 -0.7 1.2 0.3 1,4 
13 Havino the knowledge to optimally oovern 6.4 0,7 5.0 1,0 5.5 1,1 -0.9 1,0 0.6 1.3 
24 Beino assertive (not rubber stamps) with the CEO 6,4 0.8 4.9 1.2 5.5 1,3 -0.9 1,4 0.6 1,6 
26 Providing overall direction to the CEO 6,1 1.0 4,6 1,3 5.2 1,4 -0.9 1,3 0.6 1,6 
27 Properly monitorino the CEO 6.2 0,8 4.9 1,4 5.3 1,3 -0.9 1.4 i 0.4 1.8 
Resoonsiveness & reliability 6,4 0,6 5, 1 1,0 5,7 1,0 -0.7 0,9 0,6 1,0 

2 Dependability in handlino stakeholders· problems 6,4 0,8 4,8 1,3 5.6 1,3 -0.8 1.2 0.7 1,3 

4 Providing the governance service at the rioht time 6.2 0,8 4.7 1.3 5.3 1.2 -0.9 1.1 0.7 1,3 

8 Willinqness to help stakeholders 6,3 0.9 4,8 1,4 5,5 1,2 -0.7 1,0 0,8 1,2 

9 Readiness to respond to stakeholders· requests 6.2 0,8 4,9 1,4 5,6 1,3 -0.6 1.1 0.7 1.2 

10 Havino the confidence of shareholders 6,5 0.7 5.2 1,2 5.7 1,3 -0.8 1,3 0.6 1.4 

33 Displayinq impeccable inteonty, honestv: own claims 6.8 0.6 6,1 1.2 6.4 1,2 -0.4 1,0 0.3 1,3 

JSE-ECGSI overall mean scores 8,2 0,5 4,9 0,8 5,4 0,9 -0,B 0,8 0,5 0,9 

Numbers refer to the question numbers in the original 
instrument and are provided for reference purposes 



S A fr J Bus Managc.1999.J~l) 

Annexure 5 (cont.) 

PUBLIC ENTITIES Mean Scores (MS) and Standard Deviation (SD) -
Statement Desired Lowest Actual MSS MSA -

acceptable perceptio 
n 

MS SD MS SD MS so MS SD MS so 
Directina & monitorlna - overall mean scores 6,3 0,5 5,3 0,1 4,5 1,0 -1,1 1, 1 -01 1.z-
24 Bemo assertive (not rubber stamos\ wrth the CEO 6.2 0.9 5,1 1,3 4,8 1.3 -1,4 1 4 -0,3 1,6-

36 Ensunna that sound financial controls are in place 6.6 0.8 5,9 1, 1 5,4 1,4 -1, 1 1,3 -0,4 1,5-

46 Askma aooroonate, intefliaent questions 6.2 0.8 5.2 1, 1 4,5 1,3 -1,7 1,4 -0,7 1,7 

54 Measunno the entitv's outout 6.3 0.7 5,3 1, 1 4.7 1,3 -1,6 1,4 -0,7 14 

27 Property monitonnQ the CEO 6.1 0,8 5.1 1, 1 4,4 1.3 -1,7 1,4 -0,8 1,5 

31 Utihs1na the best external advice and assistance 5.9 1.1 4,8 1,1 4,0 1.2 -1.9 1,4 -0,8 1,5 
40 Ensunnq the oraamsational objectives are met 6.2 1.0 5.0 1,3 4.2 1.2 -2.0 1.2 -0,8 1,4 

53 D1solay1nQ care and skill as with their own affairs 6.4 0.7 5.6 1,1 4,8 1.2 -1,7 1.3 -0,8 1,4 
55 Prevent1na the CEO from misleadinCJ the board 6.6 0.7 5.8 0,9 5.0 1,5 -1,5 1,5 -0,8 1.7 
26 Prov1dino overall direction to the CEO 6.5 0.6 5.4 1,0 4.5 1,4 -2.0 1.5 -0.9 1,7 

39 Know1na what info is needed to aovern and gettina 1t 6.2 0.7 5,1 1.0 4.1 1.2 -2,1 1,2 -0,9 1,5 
41 Tak1na politicallv unoooular action when needed 6.3 0.7 5.2 1.2 4,2 1,7 -2.1 1,7 -0,9 2,1 
49 Doino their homework thorouohlv 6.4 0,6 5,4 0.9 4,4 1,3 -2.0 1,3 -1.0 16 
37 Be1na alwavs propertv oreoared for meetings 6.5 0.6 5.5 1,0 4,3 1,5 -2,1 1,4 -1.2 1.7 

Board capacity 6,5 0,5 5,7 0,7 4,B 1, 1 -1,6 1, 1 -0,8 1,2 
23 Bemo balanced 1n comoOS1tion (e.g. financial. legal) 5.3 0.8 5.0 1.0 4,7 1.2 -1.6 1,3 -0.3 1,5 
34 Hav1na members with exoert financial knowledge 5.1 1.0 5.2 1, 1 4,8 1,4 -1.3 1,5 -0,4 1,5 

33 Displaying impeccable integrity & honesty e.g. own 6.9 0,3 6,4 0,8 5,4 1.5 -1,4 1,5 -1,0 1,4 
claims 

52 Avo1dina conflict with oersonal interests 5.6 0.7 5.9 1,1 4,9 1,5 -1,7 1,5 -1,0 1,6 

22 D1sa1lowinq each other orivate. connictino aaendas 6.5 0.7 5.7 1.2 4,6 1.4 -1 9 1,3 -1, 1 1.6 

Assurance 6,3 0,5 5,2 0,B 4,4 1.1 -1,9 1,2 -0,I 1,4 
19 Deilvenng tangible benefits by knowing important 5.6 1,4 4,5 1,5 4,3 1,5 -1,4 2,0 -0,2 2,0 

peocle 
21 Prov1dina adeauate networking 6.0 0.8 4,8 1, 1 4,3 1.2 -1.7 1,2 -0,5 1,5 

11 Malung the stakeholders feel safe with their 6.6 0,7 5.5 1,2 4,6 1,4 -2,0 1.5 -0,9 1,8 
aovernance 

30 Adding value throuoh their strategic guidance 5.6 0,5 5,3 0,9 4,2 1,3 -2,3 1,3 -1,0 1,7 

10 Hav,na the confidence of stakeholders 6.6 0,6 5.7 0.8 4,5 1,4 -2,1 1,3 -1,2 1,5 

Responsiveness & re/iabilitv 6,3 0,5 5,0 0,9 4,2 1,2 -2, 1 1,2 -0,9 1,5 
8 Willinaness to helo stakeholders 6.1 0.9 4.9 1 .1 4,7 1,3 -1,4 1.3 -0,2 1,4 

9 Readiness to respond to stakeholders' reauests 5.0 0.8 4.8 1.1 4.4 1,3 -1,6 1.3 -0,3 1,4 

4 Prov1dina the aovernance service at the naht time 5.2 0.8 4.8 1.2 4,0 1,5 -2,2 1,6 -0,8 1.9 

2 Deoendab,litv in handlina stakeholders· problems 6.4 0.8 4.9 1.2 4,0 1,5 -2,4 1,5 -0,9 1,7 

7 Promotness in takina aovernina action 6.5 0.6 5.2 1,1 4,2 1,5 -2.3 1,5 -1.1 1,8 

18 Govemino continuaflv and not only when convenient 5.3 0.7 5.0 1.3 4,0 1,4 -2,3 1.5 -1,1 1,9 

13 Hav1na the knowledae to aovern optimally 6.6 0.6 5.5 0.9 4,0 1,6 -2.5 1.7 -1.5 1,8 

ECGS/ overall mean scores 6,3 0,4 5,3 0,1 4,4 1,0 -1,9 1,0 -0,9 1,2 

Numbers refer to the question numbers in the original 
instrument and are orovided for reference purposes 




