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ABSTRACT

Students’ voice is widely recognised as the foundation to measure service quality in higher education institutions. The
study suggested a student-driven framework to study perceived service factors and its effect on student satisfaction and it
was conducted on 360 students from Uttarakhand by stratified random sampling method. The framework identifies key
dimensions such as personal, utility, functional, academic factors, and sustainable quality programs that are crucial in
improving student’s overall educational experiences. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis were used to validate
the instrument, thus the instrument is reliable and valid. After analysing the data obtained, the results relate to the positive
and direct influence of perceived service factors with student satisfaction t= 9,869, =0.605 and p<0.05). The results
underscore the multi-faceted concept of student satisfaction and offer insights to the institutions to enhance their services

which could lead to increased satisfaction and quality of education for students.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A great shift has taken place in the environment of
universities. Modern educational institutions are
characterized by quality assurance (QA) procedures in
response to the increasingly cutthroat nature of the
marketplace (Sumaedi et al., 2012). The quality assurance
approach now heavily relies on analyzing student input on
their experiences (Chaudhary & Dey, 2021). Higher
education service delivery is central to student’s lives
(Hemsley-Brown et al., 2010). A satisfied students are a
valuable testimonial for the institutions while disgruntled
students may foster a culture of complaint that could harm
the institution's image (Osman & Saputra, 2019). Higher
education institutions (HEIs) sustainability depends on
providing high-quality education, a positive learning
environment, and adequate facilities (Mastoi et al., 2019).
The importance of students' perceptions of service quality
has increased dramatically due to the fact that it impacts
many aspects of educational institutions, including student
loyalty, engagement, retention, image, and sustainability
(Chaudhary & Dey, 2021), and student satisfaction
(Weerasinghe & Fernando, 2017; Ahmad, 2015). Studying
student expectations is fundamental to providing a student-
centered education (Kashif et al, 2016). It helps

institutions to remain responsive, meet and exceed the
standard, ensuring that they provide a high-quality
education that meets recognized benchmarks (Sharabati et
al., 2019). With an increased globalized world and diverse
student populations, studying the quality of higher
education helps institutions cater to the varied needs of
students (Stukalina, 2012). Higher education quality must
be studied regularly, notwithstanding the abundance of
studies on student happiness and service quality. Higher
education institutions (HEIs) are greatly influenced and
benefited by student satisfaction, yet there is a lack of
study on the characteristics that students believe drive
student satisfaction. Taking all of these into account, the
study aims to fill a need in the literature, which is
particularly pressing in this ever-changing age of
technology, social demands, educational philosophies, and
varied student bodies.

Student’s perceptions of service reflect the various aspects
of their educational experience (Subrahmanyam, 2017).
Comprehending these perceptions is crucial for continuous
improvement and ensuring that the services align with the
needs and expectations of the students (Teeroovengadum
et al.,, 2016). In this decade, the interplay between price
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and quality encompassed in the concept of perceived value
has also become a significant construct that fosters the
survival of many HEIs (Sugiharto & Hurriyati, 2020).
Indeed, knowing value from the perception of the student
can serve as a valuable feedback loop for HEIs (Del Rio-
Rama et al., 2021), providing data-driven insights that
support continuous improvement for sustainable
development and meet the evolving needs of students
(Sharabati et al., 2019). The study adds to the current body
of knowledge on student satisfaction in higher education
institutions (HEIs) by focusing less on quality assurance
and excellence and more on the characteristics that
students perceive as being important in determining their
level of happiness with the services they get.

The National Assessment and Accreditation Council
(NAAC) regulate quality assurance in India's increasingly
mass-produced higher education institutions. Higher
education institutions are required to improve their
teaching and learning strategies and diversify their
curricula by this autonomous institution of the University
Grants Commission (Gupta, 2021). Since students are at
the core of the educational process, the present study
explores the underlying perceived service factor of student
satisfaction and its substantial influence on student
satisfaction in the context of HEISs.

The study makes two efforts to contribute to the existing
body of literature in light of the foregoing. To start, it
builds a holistic framework that incorporates student
happiness and the student-perceived service quality
component. The study also seeks to confirm the
conceptual framework's validity by delving into the
students' perceptions of service quality and the elements
that influence their opinions.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The study's conceptual framework is based on the “theory
of reciprocity” (Falk & Fischbacher, 2006). According to
this conviction, individuals have a natural tendency to
respond positively to positive behaviours and negatively to
negative actions. Higher education institutions engage in
service quality through student-perceived service aspects
aimed at reaping the rewards of student satisfaction (Tri et
al., 2021). A key tenet of the theory of reciprocity is the
idea of mutual give-and-take. According to this theory,
institutions can help students succeed and thrive in the
long run by focusing on their overall needs and providing
an environment that supports this (Osman & Saputra,
2019). The foundation of excellence in higher education is
the symbiotic relationship between service quality and
student satisfaction (Onditi & Wechuli, 2017).

2.1 Perceived service quality factors

The element of perceived service quality is conceptually
vague (Sumaedi et al., 2012). Consumer evaluations in the
service industry are evolving, and many studies show that
this is because service quality is based on how well actual
service performance compares to customers' expectations
(El Alfy & Abukari, 2020). The difference between what
customers expect and what they get is the foundation of

the idea of perceived service quality (Parasuraman &
Zeithaml, 1985) illustrates the dynamic process of
customer evaluations in the service sector (Rozak et al.,
2022). In higher education institutions, perceived service
elements  highlight a student-centered approach,
acknowledging students as major stakeholders whose
needs and expectations must be met or exceeded (Calma &
Dickson-deane, 2019). As higher education grows
increasingly globalised, institutions must recognise and
accommodate students' diverse origins and aspirations.
Perceived service quality is a major component impacting
student’s happiness in this context (Chaudhary & Dey,
2021). Institutions of higher learning that want to improve
the quality of their services must have a firm grasp on
what influences student’s opinions of those services. The
dimensions employed in the study were developed from a
thorough evaluation of literature, solidified by focus group
discussions, and validated through expert judgments.

2.1.1 Dimensions of Perceived Service Factors used in
the current study

Personal Factor: Personal factors have a substantial
impact on students' evaluations of higher-education
service quality. Prior studies indicates that the affordability
of institutional fees is a crucial factor in student
satisfaction, because cost frequently impacts the perceived
value of education (Almanwari et al., 2024). Furthermore,
the competence and knowledge of faculty play an
important role in creating the academic experience, with
well-qualified educators increasing trust, learning results,
and student confidence in the institution (Wong &
Chapman, 2022). The perception of fairness and unbiased
behavior by faculty members is equally vital, as it
develops a climate of equity, respect, and inclusivity
(Eltahir & Annamalai, 2023).

Utility Factor: Accessibility of physical facilities is one
of the most important elements of supporting academic
and non-academic activities, and is linked closely with the
utility factor (UF) dimension (Farahmandian, 2013). It
covers a range of matters relating to the services and/or
facilities functional and practical use. It may include
elements such as the physical characteristics of facilities,
and addressing challenges related to the physical
environment, as one of the most important indicators of
perceived service factor (Abbas, 2020).

Functional Factor: In higher education, the functional
dimension of perceived service relates to the effectiveness
of the delivery procedures and the institution's capacity to
adjust to new educational needs (Brady & Cronin, 2001).
Strategic initiative or unique programs serve as the USPs
and enhance learning experiences and make a positive
impact (Teeroovengadum et al., 2019). The findings show
that perceived service elements are often associated with a
strong institutional image that strengthens the association
between service quality and institutional reputation,
thereby giving a strong basis for developing a unified
approach to improve not only educational services, but
also the other services that contribute to student
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satisfaction (Osman & Saputra, 2019; Haverila et al.,
2021).

Academic factor: A key component of perceived service
quality in higher education is the academic aspect, which
includes teaching strategies, academic support services,
and curricular relevance (Pheunpha, 2019). In India,
quality assurance is emphasized by accrediting
organizations like the NAAC, NBA, and IQAC to regulate
the quality of services (Raju & Bhaskar, 2018). A
curriculum that is connected with industry demands and
current trends, along with innovative and immersive
teaching approaches, improves perceived academic quality
(Allam, 2018; Garcia-Morales et al., 2021) and positively
influences overall perceptions of service quality.

Sustainable program quality: Sustainability in higher
education focuses on not just maintaining high-quality
academic programs in the present (Larran Jorge et al.,
2016), but also assuring their long-term viability. While
literature frequently discusses sustainability and service
quality separately, there is a rising need to combine the
two (Ozdemir et al, 2020). This involves strong
assessment systems, innovative teaching methods,
adaptable learning options, and easily accessible learning
resources, all of which aim to encourage dynamic and
long-term educational outcomes (Zorio-Grima, 2020).

2.2 Student Satisfaction

Academic and extracurricular activities are both part of
what  students call "student satisfaction,” a
"multidimensional concept" that defines their time at
university. It varies depending on the type of HEI and
perceptions of educational services (Weerasinghe &
Fernando, 2017). Higher education is in high demand
around the world, and accreditation bodies are beginning
to see student happiness as a key performance measure
(Wong & Chapman, 2022). Higher satisfaction has been
associated with a student-centered learning approach that
emphasizes autonomy, engagement, personalization, and
cooperation to align learning experiences to each learner's
requirements (Thongmak, 2019; Sharabati et al., 2019). To
improve reputation, retention, and sustainability through
involvement and positive word-of-mouth, HEIs must
successfully address the different requirements of their
student (Zorio-Grima, 2020; Gupta, 2021).

2.3 Perceived
satisfaction
Service quality in higher education is a dynamic, student-
driven evaluation with a significant impact on satisfaction
(Osman & Saputra, 2019). While extensively studied,
limited studies have focused on “student-driven perceived
service quality factors” shaping satisfaction (Nazir et al.,

service quality factors and student

2022). The importance of evaluating factors including
personal, practical, intellectual, and long-term program
quality as significant determinants of student satisfaction
should be highlighted, since the results show that value
judgements directly affect satisfaction (Alves & Raposo,
2007; Teeroovengadum et al., 2019; Chaudhary & Dey,
2021). Thus, it can be hypothesised that:

Hi: There is a “direct positive and significant influence of
students' perceived service quality” factor on students’
satisfaction with higher education services.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Population, sample and sampling technique

The study's population consists of all students enrolled
(undergraduate and postgraduate) in the state of
Uttarakhand, India, in the academic year 2020-21. The
Social and Economic Statistics of India
(https://www.indiastat.com/data/education) indicates that
2,52,325 students were enrolled for the 2020-21 academic
year. “Raosoft sample size calculator” recommended a
sample size of 384 students for a given demographic at a
95% confidence level. Using stratified random sampling, a
sample of 384 students was selected, and a questionnaire
was sent. Only 360 questionnaires were returned and used
in the study.

The study was quantitative and data were obtained from
self-regulated questionnaire. A survey design was adopted
in the study with data collected during a specific time
period between 20th October 2023 and 26th February,
2024.

3.2 Research Instrument

A student-run survey was used to gather information,
which included demographic details, "perceived service
quality factors, and overall satisfaction." Finding out how
students felt about the services provided by their schools
was the main goal of the survey. We used a seven-point
Likert scale to rate everything (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree). The perceived service aspects construct
was operationalized into five dimensions personal,
functional, intellectual, utility, and sustainable program
quality with 30 items collected from the literature and
modified through focus group discussions. Focus group
discussions involving purposefully selected students from
management, arts, and engineering fields (10 participants
per group) provided insights into service aspects from a
student standpoint. A note-based analysis was utilized to
identify similar themes, which were then divided into
dimensions. The items and dimensional nomenclature
were finalized with expert validation from specialists in
service quality and coordinators of NAAC and IQAC
coordinators with over 20 years of experience.
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Table 1: Extensive literature and focus group support

Dimensions Source of reference from literature 1.\10' of | Focus group
items support
Personal aspects, éooslss)et al., (2007);Usman, (2010); Nkiruka, 6 Yes
Functional Lagrosen et al., (2004); Hwang & Choi, (2019); 6 Yes
factors, Osman & Saputra, (2019) ;Abbas, (2020)
Academic factors Chou,(2004);Brooks,(2015); Teeroovengadum et 5 Yes
al., (2016)
. Lagrosen et al., (2004); Joseph et al., (2005);
Utility factors (Jain et al., 2013) 5 Yes
Sustainable Giesenbauer & Miiller-Christ, (2020) ;Chaudhary 4 Yes
program quality | & Dey, (2021)
Student Teeroovengadum et al., (2016); Osman & 4 Yes
satisfaction Saputra, (2019) ;Chaudhary & Dey, 2021)

4. DATA ANALYSIS
4.1 Profile of respondents

4.2 Factor Analysis

4.2.1 Exploratory factor analysis

EFA helps to identify the patterns of relationships among
observed variables and uncovers the latent factors that
might be influencing them. Principal component analysis
with varimax rotation was used for the EFA (Table 3).

Table 2: Demographic Profile of the Study respondents

Frequency | % of frequency
Gender
Male 171 47.5
Female 189 52.5
Age
Below 20 years 109 30.27
21-25 years 195 54.17
26-above 56 15.56
Area of study
Management 137 38
Arts 108 30
Engineering 115 32
Enrolled program
Undergraduate 171 47.5
postgraduate 189 52.5
“Year of study”
Year 1 85 23.6
Year 2 163 453
Year 3 96 26.7
Year 4 16 4.4
Ownership Pattern
Government 177 49.17
Private/self-financing 151 41.94
Deemed 32 8.89

Only factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1.0 and factor

Table 3: Reliability and convergent validity of Constructs

loadings of more than 0.5 were retained (Leech, Barrett, &
Morgan, 2005). The sample adequacy and validity of the
results were evaluated using Bartlett's sphericity test and
the “Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)” measure, with factor
analysis repeated iteratively to ensure structural integrity.

“Higher- “Factor Eigen “Cronbac | “Composite Av?rage
“Construc - . Value, % R Variance
Order “Items Loadin h Alpha Reliability
nstruct” ts” & Oof (A)? (CR)” Extracted
construc g Variance” (AVE)”
PS1 0.829 8.180,
Personal PS2 0.805 51.127% 0.870 0.920 0.794
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factor PS3 0.719
UF1 0.812 5036
Perceived Utility UF2 0.783 o 0.873 0.922 0.795
. 12.726%
Service factor UF3 0.763 )
Factors FF1 0.768
Functional FF2 0.760 710132560} 0.910 0.943 0.847
factor FF3 0.677 o
. AF1 0.789
A‘;Z‘leillc AF2_ | 0.690 40‘7725;160} 0.886 0.930 0.815
AF3 0.665 e
SPQI 0.810
Sustainabl SPQ3 0.797 0.649
¢ program SPQ3 0.754 4 657% 0.836 0.890 0.670
lit ’
WY spa | 0.560
SS1 0.786
. . SS2 0.700 2.682,
Student satisfaction 333 0,679 67.057% 0.836 0.839 0.670
SS4 0.672

The 20 perception statements were subjected to EFA. The
factor analysis revealed that KMO was 0.921. Bartlett's
sphericity test yielded significant results. A five-factor
solution was produced by the factor analysis, which
guarantees that statements may be categorised into five
separate  factor dimensions according to their
interrelationships. These items account for 79.666% of the
total variance. The findings indicate that scholars do not
agree on how to define quality assessment aspects in the
context of higher education, despite the fact that this sector
has its own distinct features (Clewes, 2003). The EFA
conducted on student satisfaction revealed a
unidimensional structure, KMO value is 0.778. The
percentage of variance explained was 67.057%. Although
the factor structure demonstrated by EFA is feasible, it
needs to be further examined for reliability and validity.

4.2.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The validity and reliability of each notion were assessed
using CFA. Checking for internal consistency using CCFA
was done to ascertain the validity and dependability of
each notion, as shown in Table 3. The examination of

construct reliability and convergent validity was done
using composite reliability (CR > 0.7) and average
variance extracted (AVE > 0.5), as shown in Table 3. This
indicates that the measurement model is suitable (Hair et
al., 2010). Lastly, to examine discriminant validity, "the
Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) and the Fornell-
Larcker criterion were used." Fornell and Larcker (1981)
state that Cronbach's alpha should be greater than the
squared correlations of each construct. As for construct
reliability and convergent validity, they looked at
composite reliability (CR > 0.7) and average variance
extracted (AVE > 0.5). This indicated that the
measurement model was suitable (Hair et al., 2010). As for
discriminant validity, they used "the Heterotrait-Monotrait
Ratio (HTMT)" and the Fornell-Larcker criterion. Fornell
and Larcker (1981) state that the AVE of each construct
should be larger than the square of its association with
other constructs. The results reported in Table 4
demonstrate that this criterion was met, therefore
confirming appropriate discriminant validity for all
constructs.

Table 4: Fornell Larker Criterion (1981)

PSF AF FF PF SS SPF UF
PSF | 0.715
AF | 0.689 | 0.903
FF | 0.654 | 0.752 | 0.920
PF | 0.605 | 0.756 | 0.658 | 0.891
SS 0.605 | 0.366 | 0.548 | 0.615 | 0.819
SPF | 0.605 | 0.366 | 0.548 | 0.396 | 0.596 | 0.819
UF | 0.594 | 0.625 | 0.505 | 0.396 | 0.406 | 0.406 | 0.893
Note: PSF: perceived service factor, AF: academic factor, Following the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

FF: functional factor, PF: personal factor, SS: student
satisfaction, SPF: sustainable program factor, UF: utility
factor.

criterion proposed by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt
(2015), values less than 0.85 (Henseler et al., 2015)
indicate satisfactory discriminant validity, which was
confirmed in the study as shown in Table 5.
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Table 5: HTMT Criterion

PSF AF FF PF SS SPF | UF

PSF

AF | 0.741

FF 0.730 | 0.837

PF 0.731 | 0.757 | 0.738

SS 0.728 | 0.422 | 0.597 | 0.704
SPF | 0.728 | 0422 | 0.597 | 0.464 | 0.643

UF | 0.620 | 0.707 | 0.527 | 0.464 | 0.472 | 0.472

Note: PSF: perceived service factor, AF: academic factor,
FF: functional factor, PF: personal factor, SS: student
satisfaction, SPF: sustainable program factor, UF: utility
factor.

4.3 [Evaluation of the Structural Model

To assess predictive relevance of the outer model,
parameters such as R? or Q* are used to analyse the
structural equation model. The measure of the predictive

relevance is important to ensure that the model is able to
accurately predict outside the sample and that it is useful
in predicting results, not just in terms of how well it fits
the observed data. One of the most important measures of
the fit of a model is the coefficient of determination,
known as R2 It tells us how much of the variance in the
dependent variable is accounted for by the independent
variables, that is, the goodness of fit of the model.

Table 6: Coefficient of Determination (R?) and Q?

Dependent Constructs

R2 Q2

Student satisfaction

0.366 | 0.357

Hair et al. (2019) suggest that Q2 is a valuable criterion
for the prediction and values above zero indicate the
adequate predictive power of the model. As is evident
from the Table 6, all the dependent constructs are having
positive Q? values which mean the proposed model is
highly predictive in nature.

4.4 Hypotheses and Results

Relationships)

Analysis (Direct

All direct relationships between constructs were explored
by the bootstrapping method provided by Hair, Sarstedt,
and Ringle (2019). The p-values, path coefficients, and t-
statistics in Table 7 are obtained by the bootstrapping.
Table 7 shows the bootstrapping results for perceived
service factors, which supports the hypothesis HI since the
significance parameter (t) is positive and substantial with
the value of 9.869 and p < 0.05.

Table 7: “Hypotheses Analysis and Results (Direct Relationship)”

Effect “Hypotheses” | “Beta Value”

“t-Statistics” | “p-Values” | “Remarks”

PSF — SS Hi 0.605

9.869** 0.000 Supported

Note: PSF: perceived service factors, SS: student satisfaction, ** indicates results are significant at 0.05 level.

PF1

Yo0.000_
PF2  0.000-
40000

PF3
personal factor

UF1 0.849 (0.000)

Fo.000__
UF2  €0.000— —
40000 0.838 (0.000)
—

R Utility factor

0.874(0.000)

“o0.000_ —
FF2 40.000—
B

40000 0.872 (0.000)

functional factor

0,000 0.605 (0.000)

"~
AF2  4-0.000—

0 000/
A«

academic factor

0.000
~
0,000
0,000~
4-0.000%
0.000

4 sustainable program quality
SPQ4

SPQ3

g
0.000
_
~_0.000%

FF1 _——

regéived service factor

0.605 (0.000) > ==
~ > 883
0.000
student satisfaction A
S84

Figure 1: Structural Equation Model

IJDDT, Volume 16 Issue 80s, 2026

Page: 1211



RESEARCH PAPER

5. CONCLUSION

The study has been designed to assess the perceived
factors of service which affect the satisfaction of students.
To investigate these correlations a student driven approach
was suggested, and the related hypotheses were tested and
discussed below:

5.1 Influence of Perceived service factor on student
satisfaction

The study found that the student perceived service features
directly affect student satisfaction, thus confirming HI.
This finding is in line with the established causal
relationship in higher education literature
(Teeroovengadum et al., 2016; Chaudhary & Dey, 2021).
The higher the competence of instructors and staff, the
better they meet student needs and the more they trust
them, the higher their satisfaction will be.

5.2 Theoretical contribution

The study adds to theoretical knowledge by offering a
comprehensive framework that includes all the elements of
student perceptions of service factors and their effects on
student satisfaction. It is concerned with program quality
over time, a different aspect of perceived service elements.
The study presented here contributes to the literature in
several important ways, including the empirical evidence
of a relationship between students' evaluations of sustained
program quality and satisfaction. The study contributes
significantly to the development of the field of
sustainability in higher education, given the lack of
empirical evidence and theory in this area.

Secondly, the approach of the study is student-centered,
meaning that the study is no longer from the perspective of
the provider or institution, but from the perspective of the
students themselves. This student-centred perspective puts
students at the centre of the service process of education
by highlighting their important role in the satisfaction
outcomes. This is consistent with existing theories of
service in which student’s perceptions play a critical role
in measuring the quality of service and satisfaction with
the service.

5.3 Practical implications

Perceived-service factors play an important role in the
teaching-learning process and have an influence on student
satisfaction and the flow of teaching activities. These
factors are more likely to be of high quality and lead to
higher student overall experiences with their education.
These, in turn, give the institutions that focus on perceived
service factors and constantly work to enhance the quality
of their programs a better chance of retaining and
satisfying students. The framework encourages continuous
monitoring, evaluation and improvement. Carefully
examining the perceived service elements and student’s
satisfaction scores can allow institutions to monitor over
time, detect areas that are in need of improvement and use
data-informed approaches to enhance overall service
quality. The emphasis in the framework is on the need for
institutional policies and procedures to be aligned with

student’s expectations and preferences. By providing
opportunities for professional learning, institutions can
help in the development of a culture of service excellence
and improving service delivery.

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The study, like the earlier studies, recognizes some
limitations that will suggest areas for future research. First,
its coverage is only for enrolled students in higher
education institutions in Uttarakhand, India; thus, the
results may differ in institutions with different rankings,
contexts, and academic environments. In order to improve
the finding’s generalizability, future studies should
duplicate the suggested framework in a variety of
educational institutions. In addition, the model could be
expanded to incorporate the perspectives of many
stakeholders such as teachers, administrators and policy
makers. The moderating role of demographic
characteristic in student’s perceptions of service elements
is another intriguing path for further research.
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