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 University student loyalty is a key factor that contributes to the long-term 

growth and survivability of the university through financial stability, increased 

enrolment, and better reputation. The objective of this research is to develop a 

comprehensive university student loyalty model that incorporates important constructs 

in a service quality dimension and a relationship quality dimension as well as image 

and reputation perception. The model is tested using the structural equation modelling 

approach. The multiple group analysis is conducted to compare the models across 

different types of university in Bangkok namely, autonomous, state, transformed 

(Rajabhat and Rajamangala), and private universities. This research collected data 

from more than 2,400 undergraduate students in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. The 

University Student Loyalty Model provides university administrators with an 

objective and practical guideline to formulate an appropriate strategy for their 

universities. 

 The result shows that the University Student Loyalty Model has construct 

validity, achieves model fitness, and configural invariance. It means that the model 

structure is applicable for all four types of universities. The model illustrates 

relationships between constructs in each dimension. The construct in the relationship 

quality that has the largest positive impact on student loyalty is student satisfaction. 

However, the antecedents of student loyalty and satisfaction in the service quality 

dimension have varying degrees of effects depending on the type of university. Social 
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environment quality has a substantial impact on student loyalty in autonomous and 

state universities whereas administration quality has the highest total effects on 

student loyalty in transformed and private universities. The University Student 

Loyalty Model provides university administrators with an objective and practical 

guideline to formulate an appropriate strategy for their universities. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1  Statement of Problems 
 

 Higher education is one of the most important engines in driving national 

development. The role of higher education was traditionally regarded as a “public 

good”. It has significant public value in increasing the quality of citizens in terms of 

knowledge and capability. Therefore, it has been the role of the public sector to invest 

in higher education. However, the rapid development of capitalism, globalisation and 

technological advancement in the past century have had a huge impact in shifting the 

role of higher education throughout the world. Commercialisation and privatisation of 

higher education are more prevalent; it can be seen from the high growth of private 

institutions worldwide and the number of students enrolled. The role of higher 

education nowadays has moved from being a public good for national interest to 

another realm that signifies the private prestige or the obligation for one to prosper in 

life. 

 An institution that is responsible for delivering higher education is primarily a 

university. In the present days, universities worldwide are undergoing pressure in 

many aspects, lack of enrolment, increasing student dropout, reduced funding or 

competition. A measure that many scholars and practitioners have studied and adopted 

to tackle the problems universities face is student loyalty. However, there is still a gap 

in the study that is the comprehensive connection between university administration, 

university-student relationship and student loyalty. In Thailand, the study of student 

loyalty is still minimal and they are far from capturing the whole picture of university 

administration. University student loyalty is and will continue to be an important 

factor in university administration because of the immense pressure surrounding the 

higher education sector.  
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1.2  Macro-Environment Factors Surrounding Higher Education 
 

 1.2.1  Political Factors 

 The pressure surrounding the higher education sector is high; some are 

beneficial to the universities and some kinds of circumstances are pushing some 

universities to be on the brink of survival. In Thailand, the government policy 

beginning in 2013 aims at increasing the salary of government officials who hold a 

bachelor’s degree to the minimum of 15,000 Baht per month is thought to create 

justice for government officials. The raise, beginning in 2014, is believed to bridge the 

salary gap between public and private sector jobs (Thailand Development Research 

Institute, 2012). On average, there is a big salary gap between those who holds a 

bachelor’s degree and those who do not and also between people working in the 

private sector and the government officials. For example, according to the data 

gathered by Worawan Charnduaywit (2012), 43-52 years old Thai nationals who do 

not have a bachelor’s degree typically earn 8,000-10,000 Baht per month on average. 

Government officials at the same age bracket earn around 20,000 Baht per month on 

average; whereas, those in the private sector earn around 30,000 Baht per month on 

average. From this policy, the gap between government officials and private sector 

employees is expected to be narrowed. This public policy by the government is 

expected to increase the long-term demand for university’s enrolment because 

students would want to be guaranteed a bigger salary after they graduate. 

 

 1.2.2  Economic Factors 

 The economic environment is also having an effect on higher education. 

Thailand, together with nine other ASEAN countries, are joining the ASEAN 

Economic Community (AEC) in 2015. There are few aspects in AEC that involve 

education. The ASEAN Framework Agreement on Services (AFAS) stated that 

education is one of the services bound to be liberalised (The ASEAN Secretariat, 

2010). Also, according to the report by The ASEAN Secretariat (2008), the free flow 

of capital aims to “(f)acilitate mutual recognition arrangement or agreement for the 

cross recognition of qualification and education and experience of market 

professionals”. Therefore, higher activity in the ASEAN higher education industry is 
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expected in the future. In Thailand, the share ownership by foreigners of higher 

education institutions is, on average, 21 per cent and one of the goals of AEC is to 

raise the current ceiling of 49% to 70% (Siam Commercial Bank, 2011). It is possible 

that the inflow of capital into the higher education sector in Thailand will make the 

competition more intense. 

 There is also an undergoing initiative to form a network of higher education 

institutions in ASEAN by the name of the ASEAN University Network, or AUN, 

which was founded in 1995. There are currently 30 universities in the network, 5 of 

which are from Thailand (Chulalongkorn University, Burapha University, Mahidol 

University, Chiang Mai University and Prince of Songkla University) (ASEAN 

University Network, 2013). The activities range from quality development programs, 

academic collaboration, youth and policy platforms to scholarships. The network is 

further evidence showing that there is a progress in regional collaboration in higher 

education. 

 The change in the regional economic landscape will probably have an impact 

on higher education in two ways. On one hand, the flow of students can increase the 

demand for education in Thailand and Thai institutions might have an opportunity to 

invest abroad. On the other hand, Thai students also have the opportunity to move 

abroad as well as the imminent competition from foreign institutions. 

 

 1.2.3  Sociocultural Factors 

 The change in society is also a force shaping the new paradigm for higher 

education. Globalisation makes students throughout the world more mobile. 

According to Altbach, Reisberg and Rumbley (2009), more than 2.5 million students 

worldwide were studying outside their home countries in 2009. The number is 

expected to rise to seven million by 2020. From the figure, the main destinations are 

the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia. Consequently, the mobility of 

students can work both ways for higher education institutions in Thailand; there 

would be potential incoming students from throughout the world, especially from 

other developing countries such as China. On the other hand, globalisation and higher 

mobility can attract students to consider universities abroad instead of domestic ones. 
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 Another key aspect of sociocultural changes is the rise in global population 

aged 10-25; the current number is approximately 1.5 billion, representing the largest-

ever generation of adolescents (Altbach et al., 2009). Although there is a worldwide 

growth trend, higher education in Thailand is expected to move towards another route. 

According to the Office of Higher Education (2008), the higher education institutions 

in Thailand have to focus more on quality of education rather than quantity. They also 

projected that the demand for higher education from Thai adolescents will contract in 

the future.  

 Apart from the change in number, the nature of people in this new generation 

also differs from that of previous generations. An article in Time magazine by Stein 

(2013) titled “The Me Me Me Generation” showed how the Millennials (those who 

were born after 1980) think and behave; “(t)heir great mantra has been: Challenge 

convention. Find new and better ways of doing things” (Stein, 2013). The negative 

side of this generation is that Millennials tend to be narcissistic, lazy and entitled. On 

the other side of the coin, this generation is also adaptive, intelligent, optimistic and 

pragmatic. It remains to be seen how the massive global demographic change will 

have an impact on the higher education sector of Thailand. 

 

 1.2.4  Technological Factors 

 The Internet has had a tremendous impact on almost every other industry in the 

past two decades especially after the turn of the millennium when the advancement 

has not only changed the industries but also created the new ones. Higher education is 

the sector that has been moving at a much slower pace compared to other public and 

private sectors, such as retailing, entertainment, or even philanthropy. The recent 

development of the past decade in higher education is notably distance learning which 

employs the use of information and communication technology. However, the major 

breakthrough in higher education technology is emerging in the form of “Massive 

Open Online Courses”, or MOOC, which allows anyone to have an opportunity to 

study from the courses offered at prestigious universities. Many universities have felt 

obliged to join this technological movement in higher education (The Economist, 

2013) and the number is expected to grow. There are both advocates and critics of 
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MOOCs. It has huge potential but the real impact on higher education is still not 

obvious as to whether it will be advantageous or damaging to the sector as a whole. 

 

 1.2.5  Legal Factors 

 The Office of the Higher Education Commission (2008), Thailand, also 

published a long-term plan 2008-2022; it has the objective to  

 

“raise the standard of higher education in Thailand. To produce and 

develop personnel with quality and adaptability for a life-long career. To 

develop higher education potential by fostering knowledge and 

innovation in order for Thailand to be competitive in the globalised era. 

To support sustainable development of Thai local sector. Through the 

mechanism of governance, finance, standard and network of higher 

education on the basis of academic freedom, diversity and systemic 

unity” 

 

 In doing so, The Office of the Higher Education Commission planned to 

tighten the measures in controlling the quality of higher education by abolishment of 

programs that are unwanted by the labour market and faculties or institutions with 

serious quality problems. The long-term plan is yet to have major impacts on higher 

education but the threats might force many institutions and universities to adapt in 

order to survive. 

 

1.3  Forces within The Higher Education Sector in Bangkok, Thailand 
 

 1.3.1  Rivalry - Competition Between Public and Private Universities 

 Currently, the competition within the higher education sector in Thailand is 

very high and complex in nature. There are serious competitions between public and 

private universities, the supporters and protestors of state and autonomous (public) 

universities, the rise of international and special programs and the urbanization, which 

made competition more intense in Bangkok. On a global scale, the number of private 

universities is growing as well as the number of students enrolled (Altbach et al., 
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2009). In Thailand, there are 39 private universities in total, 22 of which are in 

Bangkok and Metropolitan areas alone (Wikipedia, 2013a). Therefore, the 

competition between public and private universities and also among private (and 

public) universities is getting intense and it has led to, figuratively speaking, tactical 

warfare in winning over potential students. Chavalit Muennuch, the Vice President of 

Assumption University, a leading private university in Bangkok Metropolitan, said 

that the number of total student enrolments in private university in 2012 has shrunk 

because public universities open up new ways for students to enrol (Isranews, 2012). 

Furthermore, he also said that the competition between private universities is so high 

that smaller private institutions might have to close down. Assistant Professor Virat 

Lertpaitoonpan, the Vice President of Sripatum University, also echoed the problem 

that new private universities will struggle not only because of high competition but 

also because of the decrease in the total number of student enrolment; they need to 

focus on quality (Manager Online, 2012a). There were also some voices from the 

private universities asking the government to support the private universities more 

than they are currently doing. According to the KMUTT President, Bancha 

Kerdmanee, the administrative procedures of the private universities are limited by the 

rules and regulations, which has led to slower response than it could, and the penalty 

is too severe (Prachachat, 2013a). Rev. Dr. Pradit Takerngrangsarit, the President of 

Payab University, said that public universities should not compete in the same 

programs as private universities (BangkokBizNews, 2012). 

 Another dominant trend in higher education is the rise of international and 

special programs. They are open to attract potential students and the data shows that 

international programs are growing rapidly in both public and private universities. Dr. 

Mattana Santiwat, President of Bangkok University, said that there are currently 2,000 

students enrolled in the international programs of Bangkok University and 10 per cent 

are foreign students. She expected the number of students in the international program 

to increase by 30 to 50 per cent in the next five years (Prachachat, 2013b). The 

situation is similar in some public universities. According to Professor Somkit 

Lertpaithoon, President of Thammasat University, there are 400 foreign students 

enrolled in the Thammasat international programs or one per cent of the total number, 

and his objective is to raise the proportion to 10 per cent in the next five years 
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(Prachachat, 2013b). International programs are the new mechanism that can not only 

attract Thai students but also foreign students. However, it poses a big threat to 

universities that cannot offer these programs. 

 Urbanisation in the past several decades also plays an important role in driving 

the competition of higher education in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. The graphic 

representation of the locations of both public and private higher education institutions 

in Thailand (Figure 1.1) done by National Statistical Office (2013a) shows that 

although there are higher education institutions throughout the country, a number of 

them are concentrated in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. 

Figure 1.1  Public and Private Higher Education Institutions in Thailand 

Source: The National Statistical Office, 2013a. 

 

 1.3.2  Buyers - The Changing Characteristics of Students 

 The changing characteristics of students are having a huge impact on higher 

education. Currently, the demand for higher education has increased in Thailand 
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because of the demand for human resources owing to the economic development in 

the past decades and also the greater access to higher education loan schemes. 

However, the trend of the student loans budget has decreased over time since 2007 

(Paitoon Sinlarat, 2012). Therefore, the demand for higher education might be 

reduced because of this trend. On the other hand, the new government policy of the 

minimum 15,000 Baht salary for graduates who have a bachelor’s degree might have 

an effect on increasing the demand of higher education. Nevertheless, the surge of the 

bachelor’s degree graduates in the job market is destined to give rise to unemployment 

(Yongyuth Chalamwong et al., 2012), which might, in turn, bring the demand down. 

By looking at different factors, it is still not obvious how the situation regarding the 

number of potential Thai students will play out in the future. It might or might not be 

beneficial to the universities. 

 As mentioned earlier, there is a major influx of foreign students enrolling in 

Thai universities. According to the National Statistical Office (2013a), there are more 

than 10,000 foreign students in Thailand. The largest proportion is Asian students 

(64.5%) (Figure 1.2) followed by students from the ASEAN countries. The number of 

foreign students can only be good for Thai institutions by encouraging the institutions 

to increase the quality of education as well as providing the universities with needed 

financial resources. 

 

Figure 1.2  Foreign Students in Thai Higher Education Institutions in 2012 

Source: The National Statistical Office, 2013a. 
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 Students nowadays also have a different psychological perspective; they view 

higher education differently. Insightful research done by Mourshed, Farrell and 

Barton (2012) of McKinsey and Company surveyed students’ attitudes from around 

the world and the result is staggering. “Only half of youth believe that their post-

secondary studies improved their employment opportunities”, meaning many students 

have a skeptical view towards the benefits of enrolment. The research found that 45 

per cent of youths (and 42 per cent of employers) think they are adequately prepared 

for the job market but 72 per cent of education providers (instructors) think the youths 

are adequately prepared. This finding shows that there is a big gap between what the 

education providers believe and what the graduates and employers think. In making 

educational choices, the research found that youths are not well informed in making 

choices. On average, less than half of youths worldwide know about the graduation 

placement rates, available jobs, and possible wages of the field they chose to study. 

The global psychological change of youths in this generation means that universities 

have to work harder in the process to attract the students and to show them the 

benefits of higher education. 

 

 1.3.3  Suppliers - Financial Menace and The Problems with Instructors 

 For public universities, funding by the government is a very important factor in 

maintaining the operations but government spending on public universities is 

inadequate and the budget for further development is not increasing (Paitoon Sinlarat, 

2012). The Office of the Higher Education (2008) also had a long-term plan in 

enforcing more austerity when it comes to university financing. Thailand is not the 

only country that is facing budget constraints. According to Altbach et al. (2009), 

government revenues of countries worldwide are normally unable to keep up with 

rising demand and requirements. 

 Another crucial part of higher education is the personnel. Due to the increased 

demand for higher education in the past decades, the average qualification of 

academics in many countries has declined; “It is possible that up to half of the world's 

university teachers have only earned a bachelor's degree” (Altbach et al., 2009). In 

Thailand, the majority of academics have the master’s degree qualification. The only 

type of higher education institution where more than half of the academics have 
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doctoral degrees is public autonomous university, at 53 per cent (National Statistical 

Office, 2013a). But a big problem in Thailand is the professorship of instructors in 

higher education. In total, 66 per cent of instructors do not have a professorship, 21 

per cent are “Assistant Professors”, 12 per cent of them are “Associate Professors” 

and only 1 per cent of the academics are full “Professors” (National Statistical Office, 

2013a). Moreover, the career of an instructor in Thailand is far from secure. The 

salary is not considered high and, recently, there were reports of incidents where 

university instructors resigned to become primary school teachers instead because the 

salary is higher (Thaipost, 2013; Matichon, 2012). 

 

 1.3.4  New Entrants - More Universities to Come 

 The force of potential new entrants in higher education in Thailand is present. 

It is possible that after 2015, the opportunity for foreigners in ASEAN countries to 

invest in educational service will be more open. Furthermore, there is also a 

possibility that universities abroad can establish partnerships with Thai institutions or 

they can directly invest here. There are many strategies in international penetration, 

“(b)ranch campuses, off-shore academic programs, and franchising arrangements for 

academic degrees represent only a few manifestations of such internationalization 

strategies” (Altbach et al., 2009). Domestic new entrants are also emerging. Dr. 

Kumjorn Tatiyakawee, Deputy Secretary of Higher Education Commission, said that 

there were five new university applicants and there are six higher education 

institutions that would like to transform into universities but the requirements have not 

yet been achieved (BangkokBizNews, 2012). 

 

 1.3.5  Substitutes - Going Abroad 

 The traditional substitutes of universities in Thailand are vocational institutions 

but the pressure from vocational institutions is not evident at the moment. On the 

other hand, the threat from international universities poses a real threat to Thai 

universities. With the increasing focus on international university ranking, students 

have a wider range of choices worldwide. At the moment, Thai universities do not 

perform particularly well on the international stage. From the reputable agency, Times 

Higher Education, only one Thai university, King Mongkut’s University of 
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Technology, Thonburi, is able to get onto the “Top 400” list in 2013. In Asia, apart 

from KMUTT, only Mahidol University and Chulalongkorn University are able to get 

into the “Top 100” list of Asian Universities in 2013 (Times Higher Education, 2013). 

 

1.4  The Impacts on Thai Universities 
 

Table 1.1  The Impact on Thai Universities 

 

Factors Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 
Political 
Factors 

15,000 minimum salary for bachelor's 
degree graduate might increase demand 
for education. 

 

Economic 
Factors 

ASEAN University Network and other 
collaborations could increase student 
enrolment and improve quality. 

AEC could lead to higher competition 
from abroad. 

Socio-
cultural 
Factors 

Student mobility worldwide increases 
demand for education in Thailand. 
A major rise in global population aged 
10-25 might increase demand in the 
future. 

Student mobility worldwide increases 
demand for Thai students to study abroad. 
The saturation of demand for higher 
education of Thai adolescents. 

Tech. 
Factors 

MOOC presents an opportunity for 
universities to attract students and 
improve reputation. 

MOOC might reduce demand for 
traditional higher education. 

Legal 
Factors 

The plan to tighten measures and control 
by the Office of Higher Education .  
Commission could improve quality of 
universities. 

The plan to tighten measures and control 
by the Office of Higher Education 
Commission could force some 
universities out of the industry. 

Rivalry Rivalry might raise the standard of 
quality of Thai universities. 

A competition between public and private 
universities are very high and might force 
some to close down. 
The rise in international and special 
programs intensifies the competition. 
Urbanisation makes competition in 
Bangkok Metropolitan area severe. 

Buyers Asian and ASEAN students' demand for 
Thai higher education is increasing. 

Student loan scheme is on a decline. 
Students are more skeptic towards higher 
education institutions. 
Students have more choices. 

Suppliers  Limited government budget for public 
universities. 
Low qualifications and lack of 
professorship of instructors in Thailand 
cause low quality of education. 
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Table 1.1  (Continued) 

 

Factors Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 

New 
Entrants 

 Possibility of foreign universities 
investing in Thailand. 
The new applicants for university status. 

Substitutes  The bad performance of Thai universities 
in international ranking might push 
prospective students abroad. 

 

 Table 1.1 summarises the impacts of the environmental pressures and the 

forces within the industry on the higher education sector in Thailand. There are both 

positive and negative impacts. Thai universities have to adapt in order to survive in 

the new environment because those impacts, especially the negative ones, can harm 

the universities in four important ways. 

1)  Students: there are some effects that lead to the reduction in the 

number of prospective students whether from the lure of going abroad or the high 

competition from public and private universities in Bangkok. 

2)  Revenue: the possible decline in student enrolment can cause serious 

revenue shortage; many universities came up with new ways to gain revenue. Public 

universities also face a major threat from inadequate government funding. 

3)  Reputation: the increased competition internationally and domestically 

makes reputation more difficult to gain and maintain. 

4)  Quality: the quality of higher education is being deteriorated by the 

sharp increase in demand in the past decades that has made the quality standard 

unable to catch up. The problems with the instructors, in terms of qualification and 

professorship, are the obstacles to improved quality. 

 

1.5  The Importance of University Student Loyalty 
 

 The previous sections portray the problems and trajectories of the higher 

education sector in Thailand. In order for universities to survive in the competitive 

environment, university operations and strategies must improve. Many scholars and 

researchers have studied the concept of “student loyalty”; it is an issue that is 
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important for higher institutions facing the budget constrains (Nesset and Helgesen, 

2009), commoditisation and increasing competition (Bergamo, Giuliani, Camargo, 

Zambaldi and Ponchio, 2012), and reduction in student enrolment (Lin and Tsai, 

2008). Commercialisation and competition in the sector have made universities 

employ professional methods for improving performance. Loyalty has also long been 

the pinnacle of “customer relationship management” (CRM) or a broader consumer 

marketing concept (Reichheld and Schefter, 2000). In this situation, it is sensible to 

use the concept of marketing management (Hilbert, Schönbrunn and Schmode, 2007). 

Moreover, scholars have long been trying to uncover the antecedents of customer 

loyalty (Yang and Petersen, 2004). In the higher education context, student loyalty can 

play an important role in correcting and preventing the problems in student enrolment, 

revenue shortage, reputation crisis, and quality deterioration. 

 According to Mendez, Vasquez-Parraga, Kara and Cerda-Urrutia (2009), 

student loyalty “is a critical measure in the success of higher education institutions 

that aim at retaining students until graduation and then attracting them back”. 

Nowadays, student retention is a widespread problem affecting universities. If the 

students are loyal, it is more likely to retain them through graduation and might even 

lead them to come back because many students these days pursue not only bachelor’s 

degrees but also graduate degrees. Loyal students can also increase the number of new 

students by promoting the university through the word-of-mouth behaviour (Hennig-

Thurau, Langer and Hansen, 2001). 

 By developing a solid relationship with the students, universities can have a 

predictable financial basis for future activities (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001) because 

loyalty and profitability seem to be related (Helgesen, 2006; Hallowell, 1996). 

Furthermore, small changes in loyalty can yield proportionately large changes in 

profitability (Reichheld and Sasser, 1990; Reichheld, 1993). Reichheld (1993) found 

that a five per cent increase in customer retention results in 25 to 95 per cent increase 

in profit over 14 industries. Alumni donations are also a significant source of revenue 

of universities and building good relationships with current students may have 

significant life-time giving effects (Sung and Yang, 2009). The research by Lindahl 

and Winship (1994) shows that the past giving behaviour is correlated with current 

and future giving. 
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 Students have several roles within the university setting; they are internal 

constituents, consumers of educational products and services, suppliers of economic 

resources, potential donors and support base as alumni (Yang, Alessandri, and Kinsey, 

2008). Being a support base or advocates of the university is a significant driver of a 

university’s reputation. As alumni, loyal students may continue to support the 

university through word-of-mouth promotion or through some other forms of 

cooperation (Hennig-Thurau, 2001) which can enhance the reputation of the 

university. Therefore, the relationship between a student and university has the 

potential to develop into positive reputation (Yang et al., 2008; Bowden, 2011). 

 According to Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001), loyalty can also benefit quality 

because the regularity and predictability of loyal customers allows service providers to 

utilise resources more efficiently. Furthermore, active participation and committed 

behaviour of loyal students may positively influence the quality of teaching. 

 

1.6  Research Objectives 
 

 From the importance of student loyalty discussed earlier, the objectives of this 

research are; 

1)  To develop a comprehensive University Student Loyalty Model. 

2)  To find the differences of student loyalty, image and reputation 

perception, relationship quality, and service quality across different types of university 

in Bangkok. 

 This research aims to provide university administrators with empirical and 

practical guidelines in how to survive competition in the higher education sector and 

to prepare for the uncharted future. This research can also benefit researchers who 

intend to dig deeper into each construct leading to student loyalty. Finally, the 

educational policy makers can also benefit from a better understanding of student 

relationships in higher education. 
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1.7  Research Methods 
 

 This research is a quantitative research primarily using a structural equation 

modelling (SEM) statistical tool to test the hypotheses and the validity of the 

constructs and the proposed model. The participants are current university students in 

20 universities in Bangkok. The universities were selected on the criteria of type, size, 

and geographic locations. The questionnaire used in this research has 69, 7-point 

Likert-Scale, items based on previous research on student loyalty and related topics. 

 

1.8  Organisation of Dissertation  
 

 This dissertation is divided into five chapters, introduction, literature review, 

methodology, results and analysis, and discussion and conclusion. The first chapter, 

introduction, serves to conceptualise the understanding of the importance and urgency 

of university student loyalty. Literature review looks at previous research on the topics 

related to university relationship management, such as student loyalty, relationship 

quality, service quality and so forth. The methodology chapter explains the rationale 

of participant selection, the instrumentation and the procedures of this research. The 

results and analysis chapter demonstrates the structural equation modelling analysis of 

the measurement model, the structural model and other related statistical tools. The 

last chapter, discussion and conclusion, elaborates and interprets the research findings 

thoroughly as well as making practical implications and recommendations for 

university administrators. 

 

1.9  Definitions of Constructs 
 

 Table 1.2 summarises the definitions of the constructs to be reviewed in 

chapter 2.  
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Table 1.2  Definitions of Constructs 

 

Constructs Definitions 

Student Loyalty Deeply held positive intentions of a student to take action that 
benefits the university 

Student Satisfaction The overall pleasurable feelings and attitude of a student towards the 
university. 

Student Trust The student’s confidence, based on personal experiences, in the 
university’s integrity and reliability 

Student Commitment The positive attachment of a student to the university that warrants 
the student’s enduring desire to care about, be proud of and maintain 
the relationship. 

Student (Perceived) Value The perception of the difference between the benefits a student 
receives from the university and the costs of obtaining. 

Instructor Quality The perceived quality of the instructors which include all the 
teaching personnel of the university by the students 

Administration Quality The perceived quality of the administration including the 
administrative system and personnel of the university by the 
students 

Physical Environment 
Quality 

The perceived quality of the physical environment, buildings, 
facilities, equipments and other physical elements of the university, 
by the students 

Social Environment Quality The perceived quality of the social environment, which includes 
social life, events, and recreational activities of the university, by the 
student 

Curriculum Quality The perceived quality of the curriculum including the content and 
structure of the curriculum by the student 

Image and Reputation 
Perception 

The student’s perception of the university’s image, how it is viewed 
by the public, and reputation or its history and past actions. 

 



 

CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 University student relationship and student loyalty are concepts that have been 

studied by many scholars because they are important in improving the performance of 

the university. It is crucial to explore in depth the models of student loyalty and its 

antecedents. There are several models examining different constructs in the higher 

educational context and others. This chapter discusses each construct and the research 

frameworks are designed. 

 

2.1  Student Loyalty 
 
 2.1.1  Definitions of Loyalty 

 Student loyalty is the prime subject of much research and recent ones tend to 

agree on the definition laid out by Oliver (1999) that loyalty is “a deeply held 

commitment to rebuy or repatronizc a preferred product/service consistently in the 

future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same brand-set purchasing, despite 

situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching 

behavior”. There are many keywords in this definition. Oliver focused on the “rebuy” 

or “repatronise” commitment of a preferred product or service, which implies the 

behavioural intention in the future. He also emphasised on the “same brand” tendency 

despite the situational influences and efforts trying to change the behaviour. From the 

definition, it is likely that the brand, or the institution, would benefit immensely from 

loyal customers. Oliver also wrote four phases of loyalty including cognitive loyalty, 

affective loyalty, conative loyalty and action loyalty. Cognitive loyalty is the first 

phase indicating that the attribute information of a specific brand is preferable to its 

alternative. The affective loyalty is a liking or an attitude towards the brand; it is 

closely related to brand satisfaction. The third phase is conative loyalty or the 

behavioural intention stage; it involves the brand-specific commitment to repurchase. 
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This research focuses primarily on this phase of loyalty. The final phase is the action 

loyalty; action loyalty is determined when the intentions are converted to actions. 

Customers are defined as having action loyalty when the motivated intention of the 

previous phases is transformed into “readiness to act”. The consumption of higher 

education product and services is different from most consumer products or services 

because the incidents of repurchase are naturally not frequent enough to quantify. A 

student is not expected to “repurchase” the educational service of a university by more 

than a couple of times e.g. from bachelor’s degree to master’s degree and from 

master’s degree to doctoral degree. Hence, this research emphasises the conative 

loyalty stage or the intention to repurchase and overlaps to the action loyalty phase in 

terms of loyalty-driven behaviours such as the recommendation or contribution; not 

the action of repurchase per se. 

 There are other notable concepts of loyalty; Dick and Basu (1994) 

conceptualised loyalty as the relationship between relative attitude towards an entity 

and patronage behaviour. The patronage behaviour dimension of loyalty laid out by 

Dick and Basu (1994) and Oliver (1999) is repeated in many other literature. A 

research on loyalty might also focus solely on the behavioural side (Hallowell, 1996). 

The behaviour of customer loyalty includes the likelihood of future renewals of 

services and how likely it is that the customer changes patronage (Andreassen and 

Lindestad, 1997). A rebuy intention, or repeated patronage, is usually equivalent to a 

decision to continue a relationship with the institution or brand (Selnes, 1998). 

 However, the intention to repurchase, or patronage, is not the only action 

caused by customer loyalty, the word-of-mouth promotion behaviour is also an 

important element of loyalty expressed by many researchers (Andreassen and 

Lindestad, 1997; Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol, 2002). Jones and Sasser (1995) 

wrote about the three broad categories of loyalty; 

1)  Intent to repurchase 

2)  Primary behaviour - the repurchasing behaviour including the recency, 

frequency, amount, retention, and longevity of the behaviour. 

3)  Secondary behaviour - customer referrals, endorsements and spread of 

the words 
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 From the categories by Jones and Sasser (1995), this research focuses on the 

intent of repurchase and the secondary behaviours.  

 In the higher educational context, there is much research on student loyalty 

(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001; Mendez et al., 2009; Brown and Mazzarol, 2009; 

Thomas, 2011; Clemes, Gan and Kao, 2007; Bennett, 2003; Lin and Tsai, 2009; Sung 

and Yang, 2009; Bowden, 2011; Douglas, McClelland and Davies, 2008; Elliott and 

Healy 2001; Gulid, 2011; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Nesset and Helgesen, 2009; 

Purgailis and Zaksa, 2012; Duangporn Puttawong, Leudech Kerdvichai and Vinich 

Thaekthong, 2012; Schee, 2011; Ueda and Nojima, 2012). It is important for the 

university to have loyal students, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) wrote “the advantages 

to an educational institution of having loyal customers are not restricted to the period 

when these customers are formally registered as students; the loyalty of former 

students can also be important for the institution’s success”. In sum, the definition of 

student loyalty in this paper is defined broadly as;  

 

deeply held positive intentions of a student to take action that benefits 

the university. 

 

 The paper continues to look at the models proposed by other research on 

university student loyalty. 

 

 2.1.2  Customer Loyalty Models in General Business Contexts 

 This section discusses various models on loyalty proposed by notable 

researchers. There are customer loyalty models in the general business context and 

those specifically studied in the higher educational context. Firstly, the models in the 

general context are discussed. 
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Figure 2.1  A Framework for Customer Loyalty 

Source: Dick and Basu, 1994. 

 

 Dick and Basu (1994) aimed to develop a customer loyalty framework (Figure 

2.1) to understand it antecedents. The antecedents are divided into three categories; 

cognitive, affective, and conative antecedents. The focus of this research is on the 

term “relative attitude” signifying loyalty. Relative attitude, according to the authors, 

is a customer attitude towards a brand “relative” to its alternatives or other options. 

They wrote  

 

“Attitudes have been related to behaviors, although it is important to note 

that one may hold a favorable attitude toward a brand but not purchase it 

over multiple occasions because of comparable or greater attitudinal 

extremity toward other brands” 

 

 The framework by Dick and Basu (1994) suggests that from the management 

perspective, attitudinal differentiation, or the perceived difference in attitude between 

the brand and its alternatives, is of equal importance to attitudinal strength, or the 

degree or intensity of attitude. Situation influence and social norms are also 
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moderators of the relationship between the relative attitude and the repeat purchase. 

The framework also represents the consequences of loyalty, which are desirable 

outcomes for the organisation. 

 Contribution: The Dick and Basu (1994) framework contributes to the loyalty 

construct by, firstly, portraying the antecedents of loyalty, which are cognitive, 

affective and conative antecedents. The affective antecedent includes emotion, mood, 

primary affect and satisfaction. Satisfaction is one of the main themes of the research 

on loyalty discussed in depth later. Conative antecedents consist of switching cost, 

sunk cost, and expectation; their monetary view is important in understanding the role 

of monetary value on student loyalty. The moderators also provide an insight on the 

effects of situational factors and social norms on repeat purchase. Although situational 

factors mainly look at the impulsive situations (which might not be highly related to 

higher educational service consumption), the social norm might be a significant factor 

that is reflected in the image or reputation of the university. Moreover, the 

consequences of repeat patronage namely, search motivation, resistance to counter 

persuasion, and word-of-mouth are the building block in understanding the 

measurement for loyalty.  When customer loyalty is high, search motivation for other 

brands is low, the resistance to counter-persuasion is high and word-of-mouth 

promotion of the brand increases. 

 There are many interesting perspectives to determine the antecedents of 

customer loyalty and the model by Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner and Gremler (2002) 

(Figure 2.2) creatively combined the two dimensions of relational benefits and 

relationship quality. 
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Figure 2.2  An Integrative Model of the Determinants of Key Relationship Marketing               

Outcomes 

Source: Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner and Gremler, 2002. 

 

 The objective of this research is to integrate the research on relational benefits 

and relationship quality and to come up with a comprehensive model. According to 

the authors, relational benefits can be divided into three types; confidence benefits or 

trust which refers to the perception of reduced anxiety and comfort in knowing what 

to expect from the service, social benefits which are the recognition of the customers 

by the employee, familiarity and friendship and special treatment benefits such as the 

individualisation of services, price discount or faster services. In other words, 

relational benefits are those that exist beyond and above the core service provided. On 

the other hand, relationship quality in this model is split into customer satisfaction and 

customer commitment. In this research, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002) conducted, a total 

of, 336 surveys of customer in service industries. 

 Contribution: The model by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002) had inspiring insights 

on how different antecedents determine customer loyalty, which focuses on the repeat 
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purchase behaviours of customers, and word-of-mouth promotional behaviour. It 

shows evident relationships between satisfaction and commitment, satisfaction and 

word-of-mouth, satisfaction and loyalty, commitment and word-of-mouth, 

commitment and loyalty, and also other relationships between relational benefits and 

other variables, most notably between trust (or confidence benefits) and satisfaction. 

All of the relationships mentioned above are important in designing the University 

Student Loyalty Model. 

 

Figure 2.3  A Theoretical Model of Antecedents and Consequences of Trust and 

Satisfaction in Buyer-Seller Relationships 

Source: Selnes, 1998. 

 

 The theoretical model by Selnes (1998) (Figure 2.3) focuses on trust. The 

objective of the study is to address the “complementary” role of satisfaction and trust. 

The research was conducted with customers of the selected food producers serving the 

Norwegian institutional market. The finding of the research indicates that “trust” is “a 

strong antecedent of motivation to enhance the scope of relationship” (Selnes, 1998). 

However, it is not necessary when considering the relationship continuity. From the 

research, the result shows that both trust and satisfaction are important in order to 

achieve relationship quality or the relationship continuity and enhancement proposed 

by the authors. The research gave the final managerial implication that “if a firm 

wants to expand its relationship with a potential buyer, trust is a key determinant”. 
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 Contribution: The research done by Selnes (1998) is noteworthy because it 

emphasises the role and importance of “trust” and “satisfaction” in relationship 

management. It shows that trust could lead to the motivation to enhance a relationship 

or the commitment. This research also indicates that satisfaction and trust, although 

they are different, are highly related. Moreover, the antecedent of trust is 

communication aspect of the supplier; it can be applied in the loyalty model to be 

constructed later in the chapter. 

Figure 2.4  The Business-to-Business model of Customer Value, Customer 

Satisfaction, Switching Costs and Customer Loyalty 

Source: Lam, Shankar, Erramilli and Murthy, 2004. 

 

 Figure 2.4 is a model developed by Lam et al. (2004) to understand the 

relationships between customer value, customer satisfaction, switching costs and 

customer loyalty in the business-to-business (B2B) context. There have been many 

relationship models on business-to-consumer contexts but not many model looks at 

the nature of B2B relationship. The main objective of the research is to develop a 

model for B2B business and to confirm whether customer satisfaction is the mediator 

between customer value and customer loyalty or not. In order to test hypotheses and to 

analyse, the authors chose the courier service industry. The findings of the research 
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provide insights into interrelationships between customer value, customer satisfaction, 

switching costs, and customer loyalty. 

 Contribution: This research looks at customer value which is the “trade-off 

between total benefit received total sacrifice taking into consideration the offerings 

and prices” (Lam et al., 2004). The result demonstrates that customer value is the 

antecedent of customer satisfaction, or the positive affective state resulting from the 

appraisal of all aspects of a relationship, and customer loyalty which is represented by 

the two manifestations, recommendation and patronage. The positive impact of 

customer value on the customer loyalty and the mediating role of customer 

satisfaction in this research provide the basis of the University Student Loyalty Model. 

   

 2.1.3  Student Loyalty Models in the Higher Educational Context 

 The models of student loyalty from diverse contexts provide the basis of 

understanding of the antecedents of loyalty. In this section, the focus is on the models 

of loyalty in the higher educational context. These are the selections from research 

that comprehensively developed the student loyalty model in many countries 

throughout the world. One of the most famous works on customer loyalty in the 

higher educational context was done by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) in Germany. The 

objective of the research is to combine the concept of relationship marketing with 

education services. 

 

“To overcome this gap, we develop a conceptual model for student 

loyalty that combines insights from the educational literature on student 

loyalty with the relationship approach of services marketing theory. This 

ensures that the model takes proper account of the specific 

characteristics of educational services within its broadened perspective 

of relationship marketing” 
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Figure 2.5  The Relationship Quality-Based Student Loyalty Model 

Source: Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001. 

 

 Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) developed a relationship quality-based student 

loyalty (RSQL) model (Figure 2.5) that captures important elements in relationship 

marketing and put them in the educational context. The proposition laid out by the 

authors is that the dimension of relationship quality determines student loyalty. The 

authors collected the total of 1,162 returned questionnaires from the graduates and 

dropouts from the universities in Germany. 

 The result of the research clearly shows that there is a close relationship 

between the quality of education perceived by students and the student loyalty. The 

research also points out that a strong determinant of student loyalty is student’s 

emotional commitment. Trust had a partial impact on student loyalty. The managerial 

implications of the research by the researchers are the three alternative strategic 

approaches to increase student loyalty by the quality-based, commitment-based and 

trust-based management of the university. The authors mentioned in the end that there 
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are characteristics that were not introduced in the model but have the potential to alter 

the student loyalty. They are the ownership of the institution (private or public), the 

role of monetary value, and the organisational structure and culture. 

 Contribution: The research by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) is massively 

important to the research in higher education administration that came after and their 

model is an important building block of the University Student Loyalty Model. The 

most notable relationship present in the research is that student loyalty is highly 

related to the perceived quality of education. However, the quality of education in the 

research is the combination of various factors from the teaching quality to the 

curriculum, facilities, exams, and administrative services. Other important 

relationships found by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) are the strong relationship 

between emotional commitment or the degree of integration to the university and 

student loyalty, and the relationship between educational quality and emotional 

commitment. 

 The next model is developed by Mendez et al. (2009) (Figure 2.6). The 

research aimed to study the long-term student loyalty in higher education institutions. 

The authors believe that student loyalty is the key element in university administration 

success and competitive advantage because student loyalty saves cost in finding new 

students and it may pay off after graduation as the donation and word-of-mouth 

promotion. They studied a number of interesting and relevant variables, which are 

perceived quality, satisfaction, trust and commitment. 



 

 

28 

 

Figure 2.6  Structural Model of Students’ Perceived Service Quality and Long-Term 

Relationships. 

Source: Mendez et al., 2009. 

 

 Based on Oliver (1999), this research gave the similar definition to student 

loyalty focusing on the identifiable “intention” to behave. The perceived service 

quality construct in the model, according to the authors, is “people-based” rather than 

“equipment-based” focusing on human interaction and how the students perceive the 

gap between what is and what should be. The authors defined satisfaction as an 

evaluative, affective, or emotional response that evolved with the experience of the 

student. They see trust as a key issue for a successful relationship and trust means 

students’ confidence in the university’s integrity and reliability. Commitment is 

regarded as the mediator between students’ satisfaction and behaviour and it refers to 

the “fit” between student’s ability, skills, and value system and those of the university. 
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 The authors collected the sample from 752 students in the public Chilean 

university and the analysis was done to show the relationship from perceived service 

quality to student loyalty in which satisfaction, trust and commitment are mediators 

 Contribution: The research done by Mendez et al. (2009) is valuable in terms 

of its comprehensiveness in including important relationship quality constructs, which 

are satisfaction, trust, commitment and loyalty together with the crucial service 

quality. It also demonstrates that the instructors are the most important service quality 

factor followed by service attitude of the university staff and competence development 

of the students. The definitions and relationships between constructs are important in 

designing a more comprehensive University Student Loyalty Model. However, the 

authors did not look at the “equipment-based” variables and the relationships are 

relatively linear. It is possible that there might be hidden relationship between 

variables and the perceived quality could be explored further. 

Figure 2.7  Schematic Outline of Relationships Between Initial Model Constructs in 

an Australian Higher Education Setting 

Source: Brown and Mazzarol, 2009. 

 

 The research by Brown and Mazzarol (2009) was conducted in Australia; the 

samples were taken from the four types of Australian universities, the Sandstones, the 
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Gumtrees, the UniTechs, and the New Universities. The model developed in the paper 

(Figure 2.7) employs a partial least square (PLS) structural equation methodology. 

The objective of the research is to test customer satisfaction as the drivers of student 

loyalty in the higher educational context. The finding of this research is exceptional 

because the authors emphasise the importance of an “image” construct whereas the 

perceived quality of humanware and hardware did not play an important role in the 

model. The image dimension is categorised into three components which were “study 

environment” whether the university viewed as friendly, supportive, innovative, 

student focused, and offered a good range of courses or not, “practicality” whether the 

entry was flexible or not and how “job-oriented” the programs are and 

“conservativeness” which measures whether the university is long-established and 

prestigious or not. 

 Contribution: The model by Brown and Mazzarol (2009) echoed the findings 

of other research linking customer value perception, satisfaction and loyalty. This 

research went further by studying the importance of institutional image as a key 

antecedent and they found a significant relationship. Hence, during the intense 

competition between universities worldwide, brand building and improvement of 

institutional image are crucial. 

 The model by Clemes et al. (2007) (Figure 2.8) did not focus primarily on 

student loyalty; the main focus of the model is on student satisfaction. However, the 

model does include the variables, recommended service and future attendance, which 

are the main measures of student loyalty in general. The main theme of this research is 

the relationship between student satisfaction and service quality. The definition of 

satisfaction in the paper is the summary of emotional and cognitive responses that 

pertain to a particular focus and at a particular time. The paper also differentiates 

satisfaction from service quality indicating that the service quality is regarded as “a 

form of attitude, a long-run overall evaluation, whereas satisfaction was seen as a 

transaction-specific measure” (Clemes et al., 2007); hence, the causal relationship 

between the two. 
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Figure 2.8  Student Satisfaction Path Model 

Source: Based on Clemes et al., 2007.  

 

 The research by Clemes et al. (2007) was done with 223 completed 

questionnaires by students in the higher education sector in New Zealand. From the 

research, the interaction quality of academic staff is seen as the most important factor 

in determining the service quality perceived by students. The second most important 

factor in determining perceived service quality is the outcome quality, which includes 

the academic development, career opportunities and personal development. Physical 

environment quality is perceived as the least important factor in determining the 

service quality. The most important sub-dimension in physical environment quality is 

the physical attractiveness of the university. Regarding the relationship between 

service quality and student satisfaction, the authors found a strong relationship 

between the two. Also, there are causal relationship from university image, the result 

of the process by which customers compare and contrast the various attributes of the 

universities, to both student satisfaction and perceived service quality. 

 Contribution: The research by Clemes et al. (2007) is fundamental in 

determining the relationship between service quality and student satisfaction. The 

relationship between the two is the key element of the University Student Loyalty 

Model developed in this research. The authors also elaborated three key factors of 
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service quality; interaction quality, physical environment quality and outcome quality. 

The three factors together with their sub-dimensions are also noteworthy; the variables 

and sub-dimensions are; 

  1)  Interaction quality: academic staff, administrative staff, academic 

staff availability and course content 

  2)  Physical environment quality: library, physical appealing and social 

factors 

  3)  Outcome quality: personal development, academic development and 

career opportunities 

  Further research on the higher educational relationship between 

university and students was done by Bennett (2003). Although the paper does not 

discuss student loyalty per se, the research had many insightful variables and 

relationships that are worth studying. The objective of the research is to understand 

the student decision in quitting or dropping out of the university. The reason behind 

the study is because student’s dropout rate was as high as 15-18% among the first and 

second year students in the United Kingdom. The model of the study is elaborated in 

Figure 2.9. 

  The finding of the research by Bennett (2003) provided different 

interesting variables that could affect the decision of students in higher education. The 

main conclusion of the research shows that financial hardship has the most powerful 

influence on the students’ decision to stay or quit. Academic performance, self-esteem 

and student commitment also play a significant role in determining the decisions to 

stay or quit. 
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Figure 2.9  Determinants of Undergraduate Student Drop Out Rates 

Source: Bennett, 2003. 

 

 The compelling aspect of the research is the variety of variables, constructs 

and their definitions. Academic performance is defined by the effectiveness of study 

habits, the belief in own skills when entering university, the late enrolment and the 

belief in quality of advice in making the choice of degree. Self-esteem is the 

measurement of student’s personal characteristics, which is primarily self confidence. 

Commitment is at the heart of the model signifying the ‘relationship-enhancing bond’ 

that encourages a student to continue relationship with the university. From the model, 

the student commitment is the result of student satisfaction evaluated through 

satisfaction with a course. 

 Contribution: The number of different variables in this study is the main 

contribution such as financial hardship. The relationship between student satisfaction 

and student commitment is also crucial in constructing the University Student Loyalty 

Model. There is also a powerful conclusion about the reputation of the university that 

it has an impact on the motivation of students. 
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 The research titled “Modeling Educational Quality and Student Loyalty: A 

Quantitative Approach Based on the Theory of Information Cascades” by Lin and 

Tsai (2009) offers a view of “information cascade student loyalty (ICSL) by 

embedding the concept into the context of higher education. The information cascade 

theory is attributed to the mimetic isomorphism wherein individuals mimic others in 

the institution. The concept of information cascade is represented by the causal 

relationship from perceived others’ retention to perceived signal of retention and 

finally to student loyalty. In the theoretical concept (Figure 2.10), student loyalty is 

also influenced by the perceived quality of teaching services and perceived quality of 

administrative services. 

Figure 2.10  Modeling Educational Quality and Student Loyalty 

Source: Lin and Tsai, 2008. 

 

 Lin and Tsai (2008) conducted the research by collecting the data from 206 

questionnaires from business administration undergraduate students of a large private 

university in Taiwan. The findings point out that perceived signal of retention of 

students and the perceived quality of teaching services directly cause student loyalty. 

According to the authors, student loyalty is defined by the retention, switching 

behaviour and the word-of-mouth recommendations. In this study, the perceived 

signal of retention (PSR) is partially similar to the generic description of 

‘commitment’.  
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 Contribution: The research by Lin and Tsai (2008) demonstrates a strong 

connection from perceived signal of retention and perceived quality of teaching 

services to student loyalty. The strong relationship and the measurements of those 

variables are important in designing the University Student Loyalty Model. This 

model also examines the role of others’ retention to self retention intention or the 

concept of information cascading which indicates that social influence is important to 

student retention and loyalty. This research also shows the contrasting finding in the 

lack of relationship between perceived quality of administrative services and student 

loyalty. It is interesting to see the how the perceived quality of administrative services 

plays the role in affecting the quality of relationship between students and the 

university. 

Figure 2.11  Student–University Relationships and Reputation Model 

Source: Sung and Yang, 2009. 

 

 In 2009, Sung and Yang published a research on the university-student 

relationships and reputation. The research developed a conceptual model (Figure 2.11) 

for “students’ supportive behaviour intentions” towards the university. The concept of 

supportive behaviour is similar to the general understanding of student loyalty. Hence, 
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the model is an outstanding representation of university student relationship. The 

paper summarised the supportive behavioural intentions in three following 

dimensions: 

  1)  their intention to give to the university as alumni 

  2)  their intention to continue education in the university 

  3)  their intention to give referrals to others about the university 

 Another important variable in the paper is the “relational outcomes”; it is a 

very broad but powerful concept. The relational outcomes, according to Sung and 

Yang (2009), consist of control mutuality, commitment, relational satisfaction and 

relational trust. The paper emphasises the importance of organisational reputation 

implying that the organisation needs to manage long-term relationship quality with the 

public rather than manipulating reputation for short-term output. Sung and Yang 

(2009) also pointed out that active communication behaviour is a key predictor of a 

good relationship between organisation and the public. Quality of educational 

experience with the university is also an important determinant of reputation and 

relational outcomes. The research was conducted in Seoul, South Korea. The total 

samples of  336 are the undergraduate students in a private university. 

 Contribution: The research done by Sung and Yang (2009) shows the strong 

relationship between students’ supportive behavioural intentions (or student loyalty) 

and the relational outcomes between students and university. However, there are many 

important factors within the relational outcome, which should be explored deeper. 

Reputation is also another significant antecedent of supportive behavioural intentions 

but the interesting aspect from the model is that perceived reputation held by students 

in this study results from the relational outcomes (control mutuality, satisfaction, 

commitment and trust), not the other way around. There are three main implications 

from the research: students’ communication behaviour significantly affects perceived 

quality of their educational experience, students’ evaluation of relational outcomes 

with the university significantly influences perceived university reputation and the 

supportive behaviour intentions. Finally, the research demonstrates that perceived 

reputation highly influences supportive behaviour towards the university. These 

findings are important in designing the University Student Loyalty Model. 
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 2.1.4  The Summary of Loyalty Models 

 From the reviews in the previous section, Table 2.1 aggregates the literature 

along with their contributions to the formulation of the University Student Loyalty 

Model. The reviews include the literature from general business context and higher 

educational ones in different parts of the world; Germany, Chile, Australia, New 

Zealand, United Kingdom, Taiwan and South Korea. 

 

Table 2.1  Literature Reviews of Loyalty Models 

 

Authors (Year) Research Title Contribution to the Research 
Framework 

Context 

Dick and Basu 
(1994) 

Customer Loyalty: 
Toward and Integrated 
Conceptual Framework 

The construct of loyalty; cognitive, 
affective and conative loyalty. The 
consequences of loyalty. 

Conceptual 
framework from 
consumer relationship 
research 

Hennig-Thurau, 
Gwinner and 
Gremler (2002) 

Understanding 
Relationship Marketing 
Outcomes: An Integration 
of Relational Benefits and 
Relationship Quality 

The antecedents of customer loyalty: 
satisfaction and commitment. The 
introduction of confidence benefits 
or trust. The separation between 
customer loyalty (or patronage) and 
word-of-mouth behaviour. 

Service firms whereby 
undergraduate 
students are survey 
samples 

Selnes (1999) Antecedents and 
consequences of trust and 
satisfaction in buyer seller 
relationships 

The important role of satisfaction and 
trust. The relationship between trust 
and commitment. 

Food Supplier in 
Norway 

Lam, Shankar 
and Murthy 
(2004) 

Customer Value, 
Satisfaction, Loyalty, and 
Switching Costs: An 
Illustration From a 
Business-to-Business 
Service Context 

A mediating role of customer 
satisfaction between customer value 
and customer loyalty. The 
recommendation and patronage 
dimensions of customer loyalty. 

B2B Courier Service 
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Table 2.1  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) Research Title Contribution to the Research 
Framework 

Context 

Hennig-Thurau, 
Langer and 
Hansen (2001) 

Modeling and Managing 
Student Loyalty: An 
Approach Based on the 
Concept of Relationship 
Quality 

The relationship between student 
loyalty and the perceived quality of 
education. The construct of perceived 
quality of education. The important 
role of commitment as an antecedent 
of student loyalty and as a result of 
perceived quality.. Different 
dimensions of commitment. 

Higher Education in 
Germany. 

Mendez, 
Vasquez-
Parraga, Kara 
and Cerda-
Urrutia (2009) 

Determinants of Student 
Loyalty in Higher 
Education: A Tested 
Relationship Approach in 
Latin America 

The causal relationship from 
perceived service quality to 
satisfaction, trust, commitment and 
loyalty. The factors determining 
perceived service quality; instructors, 
program director, secretaries, service 
attitude and competence 
development. 

Higher Education in 
Chile 

Brown and 
Mazzarol (2009) 

The importance of 
institutional image to 
student satisfaction and 
loyalty within higher 
education 

The role of university image in 
affecting perceived value. The strong 
correlations between perceived value, 
customer satisfaction and customer 
loyalty. 

Higher Education in 
Australia 

Clemes, Gan 
and Kao (2007) 

University Student 
Satisfaction: An 
Empirical Analysis 

The relationship between service 
quality and student satisfaction. The 
key factors contributing to the 
service quality; the interaction 
quality, physical environment quality 
and the outcome quality. 

Higher Education in 
New Zealand 

Bennett (2003) Determinants of 
Undergraduate Student 
Drop Out Rates in a 
University Business 
Studies Department 

The relationship between student 
satisfaction and student commitment. 
The role of academic performance 
and financial hardship in determining 
dropout rate. The influence of 
reputation on students. 

Higher Education in 
United Kingdom 

Lin and Tsai 
(2009) 

Modeling Educational 
Quality and Student 
Loyalty: A Quantitative 
Approach Based on the 
Theory of Information 
Cascades 

The strong connections from 
perceived signal of retention and 
perceived quality of teaching services 
to student loyalty. The measurements 
of student loyalty and the role of 
social influence. 

Higher Education in 
Taiwan 
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Table 2.1  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) Research Title Contribution to the Research 
Framework 

Context 

Sung and Yang 
(2009) 

Student–university 
relationships and 
reputation: a study of the 
links between key factors 
fostering students’ 
supportive behavioral 
intentions towards their 
university 

The powerful relationship between 
supportive behavioural intentions and 
the relational outcomes including 
control mutuality, satisfaction, trust 
and commitment. The relationship 
between university reputation and 
student supportive behavioural 
intentions. 

Higher Education in 
South Korea 

 

 After reviewing essential models on student loyalty, the research moves on to 

another element that is crucial for the formation of the model; the measurements of 

student loyalty. The literature reviews on the measurements of student loyalty is 

elaborated in the next section. 

 

 2.1.5  Measurements of Student Loyalty 

 Many scholars laid out various definitions of loyalty (Oliver, 1999; Dick and 

Basu, 1994; Hallowell, 1996; Andreassen and Lindestad, 1997; Selnes, 1998; 

Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002; Jones and Sasser, 1995; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001). From 

the reviews, there are some key themes emerged; recommendation or word-of-mouth 

behaviour, the repeat purchase behaviour or patronage, and the contribution to the 

organisation. 

  2.1.5.1  Recommendation 

   The most prominent factor of loyalty in higher education is the 

intention or behaviour of recommendation. Recommendation is a good indicator of 

loyalty (Andreassen and Lindestad, 1997; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). Table 2.2 

accumulates research papers that used recommendation or the word-of-mouth 

behaviour as the measurement of loyalty. The examples of recommendation behaviour 

are “I’d recommend my university to someone else” (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001), 

“Probability of recommending the university college to friends/ acquaintances” 

(Helgesen and Nesset, 2007), and “I would recommend (name of university) to those 

who seek my advice about such matters” (Lin and Tsai, 2009). Another factor closely 
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related to recommendation is the word-of-mouth behaviour. The examples of word-of-

mouth behaviour are “I say positive things about my university to other people” 

(Bowden, 2011), “Say positive things about the course” (Yu and Dean, 2001), “I say 

positive things about my University to other people” (Moore and Bowden-Everson, 

2012). 

 

Table 2.2  Loyalty Questionnaire Items: Recommendations and Word-of-Mouth  

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 
Fullerton (2003) - Say positive things about X to other people 

- Recommend X to someone who seeks your advice 
- Encourage friends and relatives to do business with X 

Not Higher 
Education 
(HE) 

Lam, Shankar 
and Murthy 
(2004) 

- I have said positive things about X to other professional 
colleagues 
- I have recommended X to professional colleagues who seek 

my advice 
- I have encourage other companies to do business with X 

Not HE 

Olsen and 
Johnson (2003) 

- How likely is it that you will speak favourably of X to others? Not HE 

Gallarza and 
Saura (2006) 

- Likelihood to recommend to friends and relatives Not HE 

Hennig-Thurau, 
Gwinner and 
Gremler (2002) 

- I often recommend this service providers to others Not HE 

Klaus and Maklan 
(2013) 

- Say positive things about X to other people? 
- Recommend X to someone who seeks your advice? 
- Encourage friends and relatives to use X? 
- Mentioned to others that you do business with X 
- Made sure that others know that you do business with X 
- Spoke positively about X employee(s) to others 
- Recommended X to family members 
- Spoke positively of X to others 
- Recommended X to acquaintances 
- Recommended X to close personal friends 

Not HE 

Yang and 
Peterson (2004) 

- I say positive things about the company to other people 
- I would recommend the company to those who seek my 

advice about such matters 
- I would encourage friends and relatives to use the company 
- I would post positive messages about the company on some 

Internet message board 

Not HE 

Nguyen and 
LeBlanc (2001) 

- I would recommend X as the best service company in the area 
- I would encourage friends and relatives to do business with X 

Not HE 
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Table 2.2 (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 

Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

- I say positive things about my University to other people 
- I recommend by University to someone who seeks my advice 

HE 

Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007) 

- Probability of recommending the university college to 
friends/acquaintances 

HE 

Carvalho and 
Mota (2010) 

- How likely are you to recommend this school/university to 
friends, neighbours, and relatives 

HE 

Bowden (2011) - I say positive things about my university to other people 
- I recommend my university to someone who seeks my advice 
- I encourage friends and relatives to do business with my 
university 

HE 

Hennig-Thurau, 
Langer and 
Hansen (2001) 

- I’d recommend my course to someone else 
- I’d recommend my university to someone else 

HE 

Lin and Tsai 
(2009) 

- I say positive things about (name of university) to other 
people 
- I would recommend (name of university) to those who seek 

my advice about such matters 
- I would suggest friends and relatives take (name of university) 

into consideration 

HE 

Mendez, Vasquez-
Parraga, Kara 
and Cerda-
Urrutia (2009) 

- I’d recommend my university to someone else to prepare for a 
career 
- I have no qualms about recommending the careers offered by 

this university offers to prospective students 

HE 

Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

- Probability of recommending the university college to 
friends/acquaintances 

HE 

Purgailis and 
Zaksa (2012) 

- I will suggest this study program for others 
- I will recommend studying at my university to others 

HE 

Duangporn 
Puttawong, 
Leudech 
Kerdvichai and 
Vinich 
Thaekthong 
(2012) 

- Desire to recommend the university to others (translated from 
Thai) 

HE 

Sung and Yang 
(2009) 

- Giving referral about the university HE 

Ueda and Nojima 
(2012) 

- I say positive things about this university to others 
- I encourage friends and acquaintances to attend this university 

HE 

Yu and Dean 
(2001) 

- Say positive things about the course 
- Recommend the course to someone else 
- Encourage friends to apply for the same course 

HE 



 

 

42 

Table 2.2 (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 

Athiyaman (1997) - I like talking about X to my friends 
- I like helping potential students by providing them with 

information about X and its courses 
- People ask me for information about courses offered at X 

HE 

Martensen, 
Grønholdt, 
Eskildsen and 
Kristensen (2000) 

- Intention to recommend the higher education institution 
- Intention to recommend the study programme at the higher 

education institution 

HE 

 

  2.1.5.2  Repeat Purchase 

  In general business settings, repeat purchase is another reliable 

indicator of customer loyalty. However, in the higher educational context, the 

‘purchase’ cannot be repeated frequently enough. The most eminent questionnaire 

items that are the closest to repeat purchase are the intention to choose the university 

again if one could start over and the intention to continue choosing the same 

university if one intended to continue studying (Table 2.2). The examples of 

questionnaire item asking about the intention to choose the same university again are 

“If I were faced with the same choice again, I would still choose the same university” 

(Mendez et al., 2009), “How likely would you study again at this school/university?” 

(Carvalho and Mota, 2010) and “Choosing the higher education institution, if you had 

to choose today” (Martensen et al., 2000). Continuing education in further degree is 

probable and it is also an item often included in the measurement of loyalty. The 

example of further study are “I consider my University my first choice for University 

education” (Moore and Bowden-Everson, 2012), “Intention to continue for further 

studies at the same university” (Clemes et al., 2007) and “Probability of attending new 

courses/further education at the university college” (Nesset and Helgesen, 2009). 
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Table 2.3  Loyalty Questionnaire Items: Repeat Purchase 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 
Lam, Shankar 
and Murthy 
(2004) 

- My company considers X as its first choice for services 
- My company will do more business with X in the next few 
years 

Not Higher 
Education 
(HE) 

Olsen and 
Johnson (2003) 

- How likely or unlikely is it that you would choose X the next 
time you are in need of the service? 

Not HE 

Gallarza and 
Saura (2006) 

- Likelihood to return to X in next 5 years 
- Same situation, same choice 

Not HE 

Harris and Goode 
(2004) 

- I would continue to choose X before others 
- I will always continue to choose the features of X before 
others 
- I will always choose to use X in preference to competitor 
firms 

Not HE 

Hennig-Thurau, 
Gwinner and 
Gremler (2002) 

- I am very likely to switch to another service provider in the 
near future (inverted item) 

Not HE 

Klaus and 
Maklan (2013) 

- Consider X the first choice to buy services? 
- Use X more in the next few years? 

Not HE 

Yang and 
Peterson (2004) 

- I intend to continue to do business with the present company 
- I intend to do more business with the present company 

Not HE 

Nguyen and 
Leblanc (2001) 

- If I had need service now, X would be my first choice 
- I will continue to do business with X 

Not HE 

Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

- I consider my University my first choice for University 
education 
- I will continue to do business with my University for the next 

few years. 

HE 

Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007) 

- Probability of attending the same university college if starting 
from fresh 

- Probability of attending new courses/further education at the 
university college 

HE 

Carvalho and 
Mota (2010) 

- How likely would you study again at this school/university? HE 

Bowden (2011) - I consider my university my first choice for university 
education  

HE 

Hennig-Thurau, 
Langer and 
Hansen (2001) 

- If I was faced with the same choice again, I’d still choose the 
same course 

- If I was faced with the same choice again, I’d still choose the 
same university 

HE 

Mendez, 
Vasquez-Parraga, 
Kara and Cerda-
Urrutia (2009) 

- If I were faced with the same choice again, I would still 
choose the same university 

HE 
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Table 2.3  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) - Questionnaire Items Context 

Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

- Probability of attending new courses/further education at the 
university college 

HE 

Purgailis and 
Zaksa (2012) 

- In the light of my experience I would choose this university 
again 

HE 

Sung and Yang 
(2009) 

- Continuing education in the university HE 

Clemes, Gan and 
Kao (2007) 

- Intention to choose same university 
- Intention to continue for further studies at the same university 

HE 

Martensen, 
Grønholdt, 
Eskildsen and 
Kristensen (2000) 

- Intention to use continuing education, conference at the higher 
education institution in the future 

- Choosing the higher education institution, if you had to 
choose today 
- Choosing the study programme, if you had to choose today 

HE 

 

   

  2.1.5.2  Contribution 

  One of the main financial income streams for higher educational 

institutions is the donation from alumni (Sung and Yang, 2009; Mendez et al., 2009). 

Hence, the contribution as alumni is considered as a dimension of student loyalty. 

Contribution to the university is also reflected in the intention to maintain relationship 

with the university. The examples of questionnaire items of contribution are “Giving 

to university as alumni” (Sung and Yang, 2009) and “I’d become a member of any 

alumni organisations at my old university or faculty” (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001) 

(Table 2.4). 
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Table 2.4  Loyalty Questionnaire Items: Contribution 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 
Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

- I am willing to maintain my relationship with University HE 

Bowden (2011) - I am willing to maintain my relationship with my university HE 
Hennig-Thurau, 
Langer and Hansen 
(2001) 

- I’m very interested in keeping in touch with “my faculty” 
- I’d become a member of any alumni organisations at my old university 

or faculty 

HE 

Sung and Yang 
(2009) 

- Giving to university as alumni HE 

Yu and Kim (2008) - I intend to donate money to my university after graduation. 
- I will consider my university first when I consider donations. 
- I often think of giving donations to my university after graduation. 

HE 

 

 

 2.1.6  The Initial Framework of University Student Loyalty Model 

 After reviewing the previous models of loyalty and student loyalty as well as 

the reviews of the measurement of loyalty, the initial framework of the University 

Student Loyalty is formulated (Figure 2.12). The model is categorised into three main 

components. The student loyalty is the ultimate goal of the relationship management 

and the direct antecedent of student loyalty is relationship quality. The relationship 

quality refers to the dimension of constructs; trust, commitment and perceived value 

between the student and the university. Many studies have shown the causal linkages 

from those constructs to student loyalty. The last component of the initial framework 

is “service quality” which is present in many models reviewed as the aspects of 

service that universities perform and control such as the quality of teaching, 

administrative services and facilities. These constructs are believed to be the 

antecedent of relationship quality such as trust, commitment and satisfaction as well 

as the loyalty itself. 
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Figure 2.12  Initial Framework of University Student Loyalty 

 

 The next section of literature review explores in depth the constructs in the 

dimensions of relationship quality and service quality. Their definitions and 

measurements are discussed together with the relationships among those constructs. 

 

2.2  Relationship Quality  
 
 The review of the literature found that the antecedents of student loyalty come 

in many forms. The most prominent type of relationship is what Hennig-Thurau et al. 

(2001) modelled as the relationship quality-based student loyalty. Hon and Grunig 

(1999) wrote a famous paper titled “Guidelines for Measuring Relationships in Public 

Relations”. They identified the “Outcomes of Relationships” as the characteristics of 

the long-term positive relationships and it is regarded as the first step in an ongoing 

audit of the organisation and public relationship. The four outcomes are; 

1)  Control Mutuality - the degree to which parties agree on who has 

the rightful power to influence one another 

2)  Trust - one party’s level of confidence in and willingness to open 

oneself to the other party. 

3)  Satisfaction - the extent to which one party feels favourably 

toward the other because positive expectations about the relationship are 

reinforced. 

4)  Commitment - the extent to which one party believes and feels 

that the relationship is worth spending energy to maintain and promote. 

 The guideline by Hon and Grunig (1999) serves as a basis of the University 

Student Loyalty Model in the relationship quality dimension. However, from the 
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literature in the higher educational context, control mutuality is closely related to trust. 

On the other hand, the variable that concerns the monetary value of higher education 

was frequently mentioned. Hence, the control mutuality is replaced by value in the 

formulation of the model in this research. Furthermore, the concept of commitment in 

Hon and Grunig (199) is broad; it has two different definitions and it overlaps with the 

concept of loyalty. This research focuses solely on affective commitment described 

later. 

 

 2.2.1  Satisfaction 

  2.2.1.1  Definitions and Relationships Between Student Satisfaction 

and Other Constructs 

  Satisfaction is one of the key relationship quality factors. It can be 

defined as the consumer senses that consumption fulfils some need, desire, or goal and 

that this fulfilment is pleasurable (Oliver, 1997; Oliver, 1999). According to Oliver 

(1999), satisfaction is the “consumer’s sense that consumption provides outcomes 

against a standard of pleasure versus displeasure”. Satisfaction largely concerns how 

the consumer, or in this case student, evaluates their experience which, in turn, results 

in a short-term attitude (Elliott and Healy, 2001). Likewise, it can also be viewed as 

the global judgment related to a specific transaction (Parasuraman et al., 1998) or an 

“overall feeling or attitude of a person towards a product or service after it has been 

purchased” (Solomon, 1994). Furthermore, satisfaction encompasses affection and 

emotion (Huang, 2001). For example, Hon and Grunig (1999) defined it as “the extent 

to which one party feels favorably toward the other because positive expectations 

about the relationship are reinforced”. Hence, in short, this research defines student 

satisfaction as; 

 

the overall pleasurable feelings and attitude of a student towards the 

university. 

 

  The studies of satisfaction and its effect on other variables are 

numerous. There are strong evidences from much research indicating that student 

satisfaction leads to student loyalty (Moore and Bowden-Everson, 2012; Helgesen and 
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Nesset, 2007; Carvalho and Mota, 2010; Bowden, 2011; Olsen and Johnson, 2003, 

Purgailis and Zaksa, 2012; Ueda and Nojima, 2012; Thomas, 2011; Clemes et al., 

2007; Yu and Kim, 2008; Nesset and Helgesen, 2009) The summary of the causation 

of satisfaction is in Table 2.5. For example, the study by Helgesen and Nesset (2007) 

found that the direct effect from student satisfaction to student loyalty is as high as 

0.66. Brown and Mazzarol concluded that satisfaction had a strongly significant 

impact on loyalty. Gulid (2011), Browne, Kaldenberg, Browne and Browne (2008) 

and Duangporn Puttawong et al. (2012) also found the relationship between student 

satisfaction and student loyalty. In other contexts, there are also evidences of the 

positive impact of satisfaction on loyalty such as in the banking sector (Olsen and 

Johnson, 2003; Forscht and Schloffer, 2009; Klaus and Maklan, 2013), tourism 

(Gallarza and Saura, 2006), theatre (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999), services (Hennig-

Thurau et al., 2002), food (Selnes, 1998), B2B service (Lam et al., 2004) and online 

service (Yang and Peterson, 2004). Hence, the first hypothesis of this research is as 

followed; 

 

Hypothesis 1a: Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect 

on student loyalty 

 

  From the studies done by other scholars, student satisfaction does not 

only affect student loyalty. There are also findings indicating that student satisfaction 

has a positive impact on student commitment (Bennett, 2003; Moore and Bowden-

Everson, 2012). Moore and Bowden-Everson (2012) concluded from the finding that 

student satisfaction is strongly and directly related to affective commitment; “the 

establishment of satisfaction is an important element in the development of a 

committed and bonded relationship between the student and the institution”. 

Garbarino and Johnson (1999) and Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002) also indicated the 

positive impact of satisfaction on commitment in theatre and service settings. The 

definition of commitment is elaborated later but firstly, the second hypothesis is; 

 

Hypothesis 1b: Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect 

on student commitment 
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Table 2.5  Satisfaction as an Independent Variable 

 

Satisfaction 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Loyalty Moore and 

Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Carvalho and Mota 
(2010) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Bowden (2011) Satisfaction → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Purgailis and 
Zaksa (2012) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Douglas et al. 
(2008) 

Student Satisfaction → Student Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Ueda and Nojima 
(2012) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Thomas (2011) Student Satisfaction → Student Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Brown and 
Mazzarol (20090 

Customer Satisfaction → Customer Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Clemes et al. 
(2007) 

Satisfaction → Future Attendance, 
Recommended Service 

Higher 
Education 

Gulid (2011) Correlation between satisfaction and loyalty Higher 
Education 

Duangporn 
Puttawong et al. 
(2012) 

Correlation between satisfaction and loyalty Higher 
Education 

Yu and Kim 
(2008) 

Educational Services and Facilities 
Satisfaction → Quality of College Life → 
Student Loyalty 

Higher 
Education 

Browne et al. 
(2008) 

Correlation between Global Satisfaction and 
Willingness to Recommend 

Higher 
Education 
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Table 2.5  (Continued) 

 

Satisfaction    

Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 

 Olsen and Johnson 
(2003) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Banking 

Gallarza and Saura 
(2006) 

Satisfaction → Loyalty Tourism 

Garbarino and 
Johnson, (1999) 

Overall Satisfaction → Future Intentions Theatre 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

Satisfaction → Word-of-mouth, Customer 
Loyalty 

Services 

Selnes (1998) Satisfaction → Continuity Food 
Forscht and 
Schloffer (2009) 

Correlation between satisfaction and loyalty Banking 

Klaus and Maklan 
(2013) 

Satisfaction → Word-of-mouth, Future 
Intentions 

Mortgage, 
fuel, 
banking, 
luxury 

Lam et al. (2004) Customer Satisfaction → Customer Loyalty 
(Recommend, Patronage) 

B2B service 

Yang and Peterson 
(2004) 

Customer Satisfaction → Customer Loyalty Online 
Service 

Commitment Bennett (2003) Satisfaction → Commitment Higher 
Education 

Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

Satisfaction → Affective Commitment Higher 
Education 

Garbarino and 
Johnson, (1999) 

Overall Satisfaction → Commitment Theatre 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

Satisfaction → Commitment Services 

Image and 
Reputation 

Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007) 

Satisfaction → Student Perceived Image Higher 
Education 

 Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

Satisfaction → Student Perceived Reputation Higher 
Education 
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  2.2.1.2  Measurements of Student Satisfaction 

  The literature points out many recurring themes in measuring student 

satisfaction in Table 2.6 such as the direct questions on the satisfaction with the 

university. For example, the questionnaire item by Moore and Bowden-Everson 

(2012), “Overall how satisfied are you with your University?”, the comparisons with 

“expectations” and with “ideals”, such as “To what extent has your experience with 

your University fallen short of, or exceeded your expectations?” (Nesset and 

Helgesen, 2009) and the evaluation of the decision whether it was a good decision or 

not. For example, “My choice to enrol in X was a wise one” (based on Athiyaman, 

1997). 

 

Table 2.6  Questionnaire Items: Satisfaction 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 
Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

- Overall how satisfied are you with your University? 
- To what extent has your experience with your University fallen short of, 

or exceeded your expectations? 
- Imagine an ideal University, How well do you think this University 

compares to the ideal University that you just imagined? 

HE 

Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007); 
Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

- Satisfaction with the university college in general 
- Satisfaction with the university college compared with expectations 
- Satisfaction with the university college compared with an ideal one 

HE 

Carvalho and Mota 
(2010) 

- What was your level of satisfaction with your last experience with your 
school/university? 

HE 

Elliott and Healy 
(2001) 

Students are asked to rate each college experience with regard to 
“important” and “satisfaction”. 

HE 

Gbadamosi and de 
Jager (2009) 

What is your overall level of satisfaction with the university where you 
are currently enrolled? 

HE 

Bowden (2011) - My choice to use this university was a wise one 
- I am always delighted with this university’s service 
- Overall, I’m satisfied with this university 
- I think I did the right thing when I decided to use this university. 
- I feel good about using this university 

HE 

Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

- I am happy with the service I receive from the University 
- My opinion about the University service quality is favourable 
- I am satisfied with what I receive as a student 

HE 

Purgailis and 
Zaksa (2012) 

- I am satisfied that I have chosen this particular study program 
- I am satisfied with my experience at my university 

HE 
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Table 2.6  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) - Questionnaire Items Context 

Ueda and Nojima 
(2012) 

- I am satisfied with the facilities of the university 
- I am satisfied with the tuition by professors 
- I am satisfied with the university’s social reputation 
- I am satisfied with support from professors and clerical staff 

HE 

Athiyaman (1997) - I’m satisfied with my decision to attend X 
- My choice to enrol in X was a wise one 
- I feel bad about my decision to enrol in X 
- I think I did the right thing when I decided to enrol in X 
- I am not happy that I enrolled in X 

HE 

Martensen et al. 
(2000) 

- Fulfilment of expectations 
- Comparison with the ideal higher education institution 

HE 

Clemes et al. (2007) - Satisfying experience 
- Overall satisfaction 
- Feel to the university 

 

Harris and Goode 
(2004) 

- When purchasing products from X I feel surprised, amazed or 
astonished 

- When purchasing products from X I sometimes feel angry, enraged or 
annoyed 

- I continue to use X because other firms are as good 
- My choice to purchase from X was a wise one 
- I think I did the wrong thing when I purchase products from X 

not HE 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

- My choice to use this company was a wise one 
- I am always delighted with this firm’s service 
- Overall, I am satisfied with this organisation 
- I think I did the right thing when I decided to use this firm 

not HE 

Klaus and Maklan 
(2013) 

- My feelings towards X are very positive 
- I feel good about coming to X for the offering I am looking for 
- Overall I am satisfied with X and the service they provide 
- I feel satisfied that X produce the best results that can be achieved for 

me 
- The extent to which X has produced the best possible outcome for me is 

satisfying 

not HE 

Lam et al. (2004) - Overall, my company is very satisfied with its relationship with X 
- Overall, X is a good company to do business with. 
- Overall, the service of X comes up to my expectations. 

not HE 

Olsen and Johnson 
(2003) 

- Think about an ideal company. Looking back at your experiences so far 
with  the company, how far from or close to do you think X is to the 
ideal company? 

- To what degree does the company fall short or exceed your expectations 
overall? 

- How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the company? 

not HE 
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 2.2.2  Trust 

  2.2.2.1  Definitions and Relationships Between Student Trust and Other 

Constructs 

  Trust is the relationship quality that primarily concerns confidence of 

involved parties. According to Morgan and Hunt (1994), trust exists when one party 

has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity. Confidence is based 

on personal experiences an individual student had with the education institution. 

Trust, in the higher education context, can also be defined as "the degree to which a 

student is willing to rely on or have faith and confidence in the college to take 

appropriate steps that benefit him and help him achieve his learning and career 

objectives" (Ghosh, Whipple and Bryan, 2001). A person that trusts another party 

might mean a person’s willingness to be “vulnerable” to another party based on the 

confidence in benevolence, reliability, competency, honesty and openness of the other 

party (Smith and Shoho, 2007; Hon and Grunig, 1999). In other words, trust can be 

defined as the willingness of people to open oneself to another party (Wise, Chang, 

Duffy and del Valle, 2004; Hon and Grunig, 1999). Apart from confidence, reliability 

is another central determinant of trust (Wong and Sohal, 2002; Moorman, Zaltman 

and Deshpandé, 1992).  Integrity also plays an important role in defining trust, for 

example; Mendez et al. (2009) defined trust as the students’ confidence in the 

university’s integrity and reliability. The definition of trust can extend beyond the 

current feelings to the “generalised expectancy” of how the other party will behave in 

the future (Selnes, 1998). According to Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001), trust is based on 

personal experiences each student has had with faculty members. The definitions of 

trust from s revolve around the ideas of confidence, reliability and integrity. Hence, 

this paper’s definition of trust is based on primarily Mendez et al. (2009), among 

others, as; 

 

The student’s confidence, based on personal experiences, in the 

university’s integrity and reliability 

 

  There were much research on the effect of trust on different other 

important constructs.  The summary of the relationships is in Table 2.7. Trust is found 
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to be an important antecedent of loyalty (Harris and Goode, 2004; Hennig-Thurau et 

al., 2002). In the higher educational research, student trust in the university can lead to 

student loyalty (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999; Duangporn Puttawong et al., 2012). 

Carvalho and Mota (2012) indicated that trust have an effect on student loyalty with 

the mediating role of perceived value. Likewise, Garbarino and Johnson (1999) did 

not directly stated that trust causes loyalty but they inferred to the “future intentions” 

of students. 

 

Hypothesis 2a: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on 

student loyalty 

 

  Trust is a concept that, from the research, affects all other relationship 

quality constructs namely satisfaction, value and commitment. The study by Elliott 

and Healy (2001) shows that student centeredness (or trust) has a strong impact on 

student satisfaction. There are also other research findings showing that trust 

positively influences satisfaction (Gbadamosi and de Jager, 2009; Duangporn 

Puttawong et al., 2012; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002) The research by Mendez et al. 

(2009) indicated the other way around stating that trust did not cause satisfaction; 

satisfaction actually leads to trust. However, the predominance of trust as the 

antecedent of satisfaction is more consistent. Trust is also found to be the direct 

antecedent of value (Carvalho and Mota, 2010) and commitment (Mendez et al., 2009; 

Morgan and Hunt, 1994).  

 

Hypothesis 2b: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on 

student satisfaction 

Hypothesis 2c: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on 

student value 

Hypothesis 2d: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on 

student commitment 
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Table 2.7  Trust as an Independent Variable 

 

Trust 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Loyalty Carvalho and 

Mota (2010) 
Trust → Student Loyalty Higher 

Education 
Duangporn 
Puttawong et al. 
(2012) 

Trust → Student Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Garbarino and 
Johnson (1999) 

Trust → Future Intentions Theatre 

Harris and Goode 
(2004) 

Trust → Loyalty Online 
Service 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

Confidence Benefits → Customer Loyalty Services 

Satisfaction Elliott and Healy 
(2001) 

Student Centeredness → Student Satisfaction  Higher 
Education 

Gbadamosi and 
de Jager (2009) 

Trust in Management & Support → 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Duangporn 
Puttawong et al. 
(2012) 

Trust → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

Satisfaction → Trust (reverse) Higher 
Education 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

Confidence Benefits → Satisfaction Services 

Value Carvalho and 
Mota (2010) 

Trust → Perceived Value Higher 
Education 

Harris and Goode 
(2004) 

Perceived Value → Trust (reverse) Online 
Service 

Commitment Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

Trust → Commitment Higher 
Education 

Morgan and Hunt 
(1994) 

Trust → Commitment Tire 
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  2.2.2.2  Measurement of Student Trust 

  Table 2.8 summarises the questionnaire items on trust from previous 

research. The questionnaire items are aligned with the definition of trust proposed 

earlier. Some items look at the confidence of students such as “I am confident that 

college employees do those things that related to my education at X that my family 

cannot do for me” (Ghosh et al., 2001). Some items focus on the integrity and 

reliability aspects of trust; “Most of what X says about its products is true” (Harris and 

Goode, 2004) and “This University can be relied upon to keep its promises” (Moore 

and Bowden-Everson, 2012). 

 

Table 2.8  Questionnaire Items: Trust 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 
Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

- This University can be relied upon to keep its promises 
- This University puts the customers’ interest first 
- This University usually keeps the promises that it makes to me 

HE 

Carvalho and Mota 
(2010) 

- I feel that the employees of this school/university demonstrate to be … 
to its students 

- I feel that this school/university demonstrate to be … to its students 

HE 

Gbadamosi and de 
Jager (2009) 

- I am convinced my educational institution encourages ideas and 
suggestions about ways to make the institution better 

HE 

Ghosh et al. (2001) - Since I am unable to personally monitor all of X’s activities. I rely on 
the employees of the college to get the job done right 

- I have faith in college employees to do those things that relate to my 
education at X that I cannot do myself 

- I am confident that college employees do those things that related to my 
education at X that my family cannot do for me 

- In general, I do not have confidence in X 
- I believe that X is a credible organisation 
- I feel that I can rely on X 

HE 

Bowden (2011) - I can count on this university to provide a good service 
- This university usually keeps the promises that it makes to me 
- This university puts the customers’ interest first 
- This university can be relied on to keep its promises 

HE 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2001); Mendez 
et al. (2009) 

- Integrity is a word I’d use when describing the university staff 
- I was sure that the university staff were always acting in my best 

interests 
- I trusted the university staff completely 
- University staff always kept their promises to me 

HE 
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Table 2.8  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) - Questionnaire Items Context 

Morgan and Hunt 
(1994) 

- X cannot be trusted at times 
- X can be counted on to do what is right 
- X has high integrity 

not HE 

Harris and Goode 
(2004) 

- X is interested in more than just selling me goods and making a profit 
- There are no limits to how far X will go to solve a service problem I 

may have 
- X is genuinely committed to my satisfaction 
- Most of what X says about its products is true 
- I think some of X’s claims about its service are exaggerated 
- If X makes a claim or promise about its product, it’s probably true 
- In my experience X is very reliable 
- I feel I know what to expect from X 

not HE 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

- I know what to expect when I go in 
- This company’s employees are perfectly honest and truthful 
- This company’s employees can be trusted completely 
- This company’s employees have high integrity 

not HE 
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 2.2.3  Commitment 

  2.2.3.1  Definitions and Relationships Between Student Commitment 

and Other Constructs 

  The definition of commitment is recently largely based on the 

definition laid out by Morgan and Hunt (1994) which defines commitment as when 

one believes the ongoing relationship is “so important as to warrant maximum efforts 

at maintaining it; that is, the committed party believes the relationship is worth 

working on to ensure that it endures indefinitely”. Hon and Grunig (1999) extended 

the implication of “working on” by Morgan and Hunt (1994) to “worth spending 

energy to maintain and promote”. Commitment also involves the relationship 

disposition, encompassing beliefs, attitudes and behaviours towards the entity (Hess 

and Story, 2005). In other words, the important elements of relationship commitment 

are the enduring desire and the positive valuation of relationship (Moorman et al., 

1992; Moore and Bowden-Everson, 2012).  

  Commitment is generally categorised into continuance, or sometimes 

called calculative, and affective commitment whereby continuance commitment is a 

commitment to continue the action and affective commitment is the affective or 

emotional orientation to an entity (Huang, 2001). The differentiation between the two 

is important because they have different effects on loyalty in nature (Bowden, 2011). 

Continuance commitment occurs when one feels “bound” to an entity (Fullerton, 

2003). The research indicates that the antecedents of continuance relationship are 

switching cost, the perceived benefit, dependency and lack of choice (Fullerton, 2003; 

Bowden 2011). Hence, it is said that a person, who has continuance commitment to an 

entity or an institution, continues the relationship because of the perceived benefits 

and perceived cost despite the level of positive feeling (Fullerton, 2003; Hess and 

Story, 2005). The other type of commitment is affective commitment. It is defined as 

the emotional attachment developed that expresses the closeness to that provider 

(Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). It can be measured from the sense of identification, 

belongingness, liking, involvement, trust, shared value, dedication and similarity 

(Bowden, 2011; Fullerton, 2003; Moore and Bowden-Everson, 2012). Familiarity and 

care are also the elements within affective commitment and the relationship is 

developed in the context of free will and choice (Bowden, 2011).  
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  This research regards commitment only as affective commitment, 

which concerns the positive attachment of the student rather than the cognitive, 

calculative, or in the negative term, forced, commitment between the student and the 

university. The definition of commitment in this research is defined as; 

 

The positive attachment of a student to the university that warrants the 

student’s enduring desire to care about, be proud of and maintain the 

relationship. 

 

  A lot of research has linked affective commitment to loyalty (Table 

2.9) (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Fullerton, 2003; Garbarino 

and Johnson, 1999). In the higher educational context, student commitment also has a 

positive impact on student loyalty (Bowden, 2011; Moore et al, 2012; Mendez et al, 

2009; Hennig-Thurau et al, 2001). Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) found that emotional 

(or affective) commitment has a strong impact on student loyalty whereas the 

cognitive (continuance or calculative) commitment does not have that relationship or 

even the negative impact on student loyalty. According to Bowden (2011), affective 

commitment of the student is found to be an even stronger determinant of student 

loyalty than satisfaction; “It seems that a deeper emotional connection between the 

student and the institution in the form of affective commitment is required to produce 

both stable and strong relationships, and hence enduring loyalty” (Bowden, 2011). 

 

Hypothesis 3a: Student commitment has a significant direct positive 

effect on student loyalty 
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Table 2.9  Commitment as an Independent Variable 

 

Commitment 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Loyalty Bowden (2011) Affective Commitment → Loyalty Higher 

Education 
Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

Affective Commitment → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

Commitment → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2001) 

Emotional commitment → Student Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Garbarino and 
Johnson (1999) 

Commitment → Future Intentions Theatre 

Fullerton (2003) Affective commitment → Customer Retention Telecom. 
Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

Commitment → Word-of-mouth, Customer 
Loyalty 

Services 

Morgan and Hunt 
(1994) 

Relationship commitment → higher 
cooperation and less propensity to leave 

Tire 

 

   

  2.2.3.2  Measurements of Student Commitment 

  The literature that measures affective commitment is accumulated in 

Table 2.10. There are many similarities in the questionnaire items. A number of items 

concerns the “attachment” such as “I feel emotionally attached to my course” 

(Bennett, 2003) and “I feel emotionally attached to X” (Fullerton, 2003). The sense of 

pride and identification are also evident; “I feel a strong sense of identification with 

this University” (Moore et al, 2012) and “I am proud to be able to study at my 

university” (Mendez et al, 2009). Another prominent element of the items is the 

enduring desire to maintain the relationship, for example, “Because I feel a strong 

sense of belonging with this university, I want to remain a customer with them” 

(Bowden, 2011) and “The retention in (name of university) seems not a bad idea” (Lin 

and Tsai, 2009). 

 



 

 

61 

Table 2.10  Questionnaire Items: Commitment 
 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 
Bennett (2003) - I feel emotionally attached to my course 

- I would not want to leave my course even if I was offered an excellent 
and very highly paid job without completing my degree 

HE 

Moore and 
Bowden-Everson 
(2012) 

- I feel emotionally attached to this University 
- This University has a great deal of personal meaning to me 
- I feel a strong sense of identification with this University 

HE 

Bowden (2011) - I am a loyal customer of this university 
- Because I feel a strong attachment with this university, I remain a 

customer with them 
- Because I feel a strong sense of belonging with this university, I want to 

remain a customer with them 

HE 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2001) 

- I feel very attached to my faculty 
- I was proud to be able to study at my university 
- I was proud to be able to take the course I did 

HE 

Lin and Tsai (2009) - Staying in (name of university) rather than transferring to other 
universities seems a better decision 

- The retention in (name of university) seems not a bad idea 
- The continuance of study in (name of university) seems a wise thinking 

HE 

Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

- I feel very attached to my university 
- I am proud to be able to study at my university 
- I am very happy to belong to this university 

HE 

Morgan and Hunt 
(1994) 

- X is something we are very committed to 
- X is something my firm intends to maintain indefinitely 
- X deserves our firm’s maximum effort to maintain 

not HE 

Fullerton (2003) - I feel like part of a family as a customer of X 
- I feel emotionally attached to X 
- X has a great deal of personal meaning for me 
- I feel a strong sense of identification with X 

not HE 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2002) 

My relationship to this specific service provide... 
- is something I am very committed to 
- is very important to me 
- is something I really care about 
- deserves my maximum effort to maintin 

not HE 
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 2.2.4  Value 

  2.2.4.1  Definitions and Relationships Between Student Perceived 

Value and Other Constructs 

  Value or perceived value is one of the relationship quality constructs 

studied in this research. The role of price and monetary value during and after higher 

education are taken into account when considering this concept. Perception of value is 

the cognitive trade-off between perception of quality and the sacrifice of any type of 

resources (Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1991). In higher education, price, time and 

effort are the fundamental resources for student in order to acquire the service of 

education. Dodds et al. (1991) gave an insightful view on the role of price. 

 

“Price can be both an indicator of the amount of sacrifice needed to 

purchase a product and an indicator of the level of quality. Higher prices 

lead to higher perceived quality and consequently to a great willing to 

buy. At the same time, the higher price represents a monetary measure of 

what must be sacrificed to purchase the good, leading to a reduced 

willingness to buy” 

 

  Hence, when considering value of a product and service, it is 

insufficient to indicate whether the product or service is expensive or cheap, it is 

necessary to gauge the difference or the gap in the perception of the customer, or in 

this case, the students. Andreassen and Lindestad (1997) stated that perception of 

value is “influenced by differences in monetary costs, nonmonetary costs, customer 

tastes, and customer characteristics”. The construct of value can also include the 

benefits obtained from the exchange given the price paid, the time spent, and the 

effort involved (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). It can be defined as a comparison of “get” 

attributes to “give” attributes (Lam et al., 2004). From the literature, it is clear that 

value is the difference between what a student gets and what a student gives in order 

to obtain those benefits. This research summarises the definition of perceived “value” 

as; 
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The perception of the difference between the benefits a student receives from 

the university and the costs of obtaining 

 

  A lot of literature has found that value or perceived value has an impact 

on loyalty (Harris and Goode, 2004; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002; Lam et al., 2004; Yang 

and Peterson, 2004). The summary is displayed in Table 2.11. In the higher education 

context, there are studies that show the relationship between the two variables 

(Duangporn Puttawong et al., 2012; Carvalho and Mota, 2010; Fernández et al., 

2010). Carvalho and Mota (2010) found that the relationship between student 

perceived value and student loyalty has the coefficient of 0.51; the author concluded 

that “value significantly affects loyalty”. Apart from loyalty, there are findings that 

the perception of value influences the student satisfaction. For example, the study 

done by Tuan (2012) found that perceived price fairness (value) has a positive impact 

on student loyalty; “The more students think that the education is worth what they 

have paid for it, the more satisfied they are” (Tuan, 2012).  

 

Hypothesis 4a: Student perceived value has a significant direct positive 

effect on student loyalty 

Hypothesis 4b: Student perceived value has a significant direct positive 

effect on student satisfaction 
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Table 2.11  Value as an Independent Variable 

 

Value 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Loyalty Duangporn 

Puttawong et al. 
(2012) 

Perceived Value → Student Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Carvalho and Mota 
(2010) 

Perceived Value → Student Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Fernández et al. 
(2010) 

Correlation between Value and Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Harris and Goode 
(2004) 

Perceived Value → Loyalty Online 
Service 

Sirdeshmukh et al. 
(2002) 

Value → Loyalty Services 

Lam et al. (2004) Customer Value → Customer Loyalty 
(Recommend, Patronage) 

B2B 

Yang and Peterson 
(2004) 

Perceived Value → Loyalty Online 
Service 

Satisfaction Duangporn 
Puttawong et al. 
(2012) 

Perceived Value → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Tuan (2012) Fairness → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Browne et al. 
(2008) 

Satisfaction with Value  → Global 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Atay and Yildirim 
(2010) 

Job Opportunities → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Fernández et al. 
(2010) 

Perceived Value → Consumer Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Yang and Peterson 
(2004) 

Perceived Value → Customer Satisfaction Online 
Service 

 

  2.2.4.2  Measurements of Student Perceived Value 

  Table 2.12 is the collection of the questionnaire items on value. The 

research done by Carvalho and Mota (2010) has the two items that look at the 

difference between the benefit a student gets from the university and the cost. The cost 

is divided into the price and effort aspects. Duangporn Puttawong et al. (2012) applied 

a more straightforward approach asking directly about the perceived value. In the 
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general context, Dodds et al. (1991) is one of the most referred pieces of work on 

value and the items focus on the monetary value “This product is a: (very good value 

for the money to very poor value for the money)” and the evaluation of the exchange 

“The product is considered to be a good buy (strongly agree to strongly disagree)”. 

Harris and Goode (2004) and Lam et al. (2004) also have the measurement of value in 

their research. 

 

Table 2.12  Questionnaire Items: Value 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items Context 
Carvalho and Mota 
(2010) 

- For the price you pay for tuition for this school/university, you would 
say that this school/university offers you a service that is_____ 

- For the time you spend studying in this school/university, you would 
say that studying in this school/university is_____ 

- For the effort involved in your studies at this school/university, you 
would say that study at this school/university is_____ 

HE 

Duangporn 
Puttawong et al. 
(2012) 

- Perceived value from the service 
- Perceived value from the education 
- Perceived value from the standard of the university 
(translated from Thai) 

HE 

Clemes et al. (2007) - University’s tuition fees 
- Good value for money 

HE 

Dodds et al. (1991) - This product is a: (very good value for the money to very poor value for 
the money) 

- At the price shown the product is: (very economical to very 
uneconomical) 

- The product is considered to be a good buy (strongly agree to strongly 
disagree) 

- The price shown for the product is (very acceptable to very 
unacceptable) 

- This product appears to be a bargain (strongly agree to strongly 
disagree) 

not HE 

Harris and Goode 
(2004) 

- X products are excellent value for money 
- X services are excellent value 
- I am happy with the value for money I get at X 
- The goods I purchase from X are worth every cent 

not HE 

Lam et al. (2004) (Relative Overall Quality Score x Quality Weight) + (Relative Price 
Competitiveness Score x Price Weight) 

not HE 
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2.3  Service Quality 
 

 Higher education is regarded as a sector that primarily provides services to the 

customers or in this case, students. Educational service is an important element in the 

success of the university. Therefore, universities strive to make an impression of 

quality on the students. Perceived service quality is a global judgment or attitude 

relating to the superiority of the service (Parasuraman et al., 1998). Research has 

found that high level of service quality leads to high relationship quality (Forscht and 

Schloffer, 2009; Anderson and Sullivan, 1993). In this paper, the service quality refers 

to the quality of different services the university provided such as the people-based 

constructs (Mendez et al., 2009), which are the quality of the instructors (Hennig-

Thurau et al., 2001; Clemes et al., 2007) and the administration (Carvalho and Mota, 

2010; Ghosh et al., 2001). Other aspects of educational services include the physical 

environment (Bennett, 2003; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007), curriculum (Elliott and 

Healy, 2001; Howell and Buck, 2012) and social environment (Bean and Bradley, 

1986; Thomas, 2011). This research found that the perceived quality of the services 

mentioned has a relationship with the constructs in the relationship quality dimension. 

In order to determine those constructs objectively, the paper employs the well-known 

measurement called “SERVQUAL” which is an instrument used in assessing 

customers’ perception of service quality in service organisations (Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml and Berry, 1988). According to Parasuraman et al. (1988), the dimensions of 

service quality are the acronym of “RATER” including; 

1)  Reliability: Ability to perform the promised service dependably 

and accurately 

2)  Assurance: Knowledge and courtesy of employees and their 

ability to inspire trust and confidence 

3)  Tangibles: Physical facilities, equipment, and appearance of 

personnel 

4)  Empathy: Caring, individualised attention the firm provides its 

customers 

5)  Responsiveness: Willingness to help customers and provide 

prompt service 
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 Hence, service quality constructs reviewed in this section are based on the 

types of services a university offers but the SERVQUAL dimensions would be 

employed to investigate each service’s determinants or measured variables 

systematically. 

 

 2.3.1  Instructor Quality 

  2.3.1.1  Relationships Between Instructor Quality and Other Constructs 

  One of the most important constructs in the dimension of service 

quality is “instructor quality”. Instructors, in this research, refer to all the teaching 

staff of the university. And since higher education is regarded as the service sector, 

instructors are the prime service providers of the university. It is also important for 

instructors to recognise students as the service receiver (Fernández, Bonillo, Díaz and 

Torres, 2010) because teaching quality is important in integrating students’ 

intellectual, social and emotional aspects (Lin and Tsai, 2009). The instructors or 

faculty members have the ability “to influence student experiences through the 

manipulation of actions within their control” (Howell and Buck, 2012). The overall 

quality of education is primarily determined by the quality of instructors. Their 

competency, classroom management, and desire to interact with students are the key 

to better student experience (Howell and Buck, 2012).  

  Not only is the teaching skill of instructors important, the advising and 

social skills can also have a substantial impact on the academic progress of the student 

(Nadler and Simerely, 2006). Jaasma and Koper (1999) wrote about the benefits of 

student-faculty out-of-class communication that it helps not only the overall retention 

but also the improved nature of the student’s college experience. Ghosh et al. (2001) 

listed the antecedents of trust by the characteristics of college staff, which are 

expertise, cooperation, timeliness, congeniality, openness, tactfulness, sincerity and 

integrity.  

  A lot of literature studied the role of instructor as an antecedent of 

constructs in a relationship quality dimension and student loyalty (Table 2.13). Lin 

and Tsai (2009) found the direct relationship between perceived quality of teaching 

services and student loyalty. Instructor quality is also believed to be a key antecedent 
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of trust from the listening skill (Nadler and Simerly, 2006), interaction (Fernández et 

al., 2010), congeniality, openness, sincerity, and integrity (Ghosh et al., 2001), 

informal contact (Jaasma and Koper, 1999), friendliness (Wise et al., 2004) and from 

the quality of the instructor (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001). The study done by 

Fernández et al. (2010) also found that perceived value is the result of the interaction 

of students and professors. Likewise, student satisfaction is the construct that is most 

frequently related to the instructors. From much research, student satisfaction is 

influenced by instructor quality (Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Elliott and Healy, 2001; 

Nesset and Helgesen, 2009; Browne et al., 2008; Thomas, 2011; Clemes et al., 2007; 

Cotton, Dollard, and de Jonge, 2002; DeShields, Kara, and Keynak, 2005; Foster and 

Hermann, 2011; Fredrickson, 2012; Howell and Buck, 2012; Özgüngör, 2010; 

Bennett, 2003; Opdecam and Everaert, 2012; Wei and Sri Ramalu, 2011) 

 

Hypothesis 5a: Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on 

satisfaction 

Hypothesis 5b: Instructor quality has a s significant direct positive effect on 

trust 

Hypothesis 5c: Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on 

value 

 

  The direct relationship between the instructor and student loyalty is not 

included in the hypothesis because the research on the direct causal linkage between 

the instructor and student loyalty is not evident enough 
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Table 2.13 Instructor Quality as an Independent Variable 

 

Instructor 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Loyalty Lin and Tsai 

(2009) 
Perceived Quality of Teaching Services → 
Student Loyalty 

Higher 
Education 

Trust Nadler and 
Simerly (2006) 

Instructor (Listening) → Trust Higher 
Education 

Fernández et al. 
(2010) 

Student-Professor Interaction → Trust Higher 
Education 

Ghosh et al. (2001) Instructor (Expertise, Congeniality, 
Openness, Sincerity, Integrity)  → Trust 

Higher 
Education 

Jaasma and Koper 
(1999) 

Frequency of Informal Contact, Socialize 
During Informal Contact → Trust 

Higher 
Education 

Wise et al. (2004) Instructor Friendliness → Trust Higher 
Education 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2001) 

Quality → Trust Higher 
Education 

Value Fernández et al. 
(2010) 

Student-Professor Interaction → Perceived 
Value 

Higher 
Education 

Satisfaction Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007) 

Service Quality → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Elliott and Healy 
(2001) 

Instructional Effectiveness → Overall 
Student Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

Learning quality → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Browne et al. 
(2008) 

Learning quality → Global Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Thomas (2011) Academic Quality → Student Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Clemes et al. 
(2007) 

Interaction Quality → Service Quality → 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Cotton et al. 
(2002) 

Teacher Support → Job Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

DeShields et al. 
(2005) 

Faculty, Classes → Student Partial College 
Experience → Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Foster and 
Hermann (2011) 

Instructor → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Fredrickson (2012) Faculty Support, Instruction → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 
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Table 2.13 (Continued) 

 

 

 

  2.3.1.2  Measurements of Instructor Quality 

  There are many scholars that tried to measure instructor quality and the 

collection is represented in Table 2.14. This paper tries to group the types of 

questionnaire items into the RATER dimensions of SERVQUAL (Parasuraman et al., 

1988). 

   1)  Reliability 

   The examples of the questionnaire items that indicate the 

reliability of the instructors are “Can be relied on to know what they are doing” 

(Operational Competence) (Carvalho and Mota, 2010), “Be at all scheduled classes” 

(Desai, Damewood and Jones, 2001) and “Degree to which instructors serve as a role 

models to students” (Mendez et al., 2009). 

   2)  Assurance 

   The questionnaire items that asked about the expertise and 

ability of the instructors to inspire trust and confidences are, for example, “I believe X 

employees are experts in the positions that they hold” (based on Ghosh et al., 2001), 

“Instructor’s grasp of the subject” (Mendez et al., 2009) and “Maintain high academic 

standards” (Desai et al., 2001). 

 

Instructor    

Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 

 Howell and Buck 
(2012) 

Faculty Subject-Matter Competency, General 
Classroom Management → Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

 Özgüngör (2010) Good Teaching → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

 Bennett (2003) Teaching Quality → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

 Opdecam and 
Everaert (2012) 

Good Teaching → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

 Wei and Sri 
Ramalu (2011) 

Service Quality → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 
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   3)  Tangibles 

   It is more difficult to relate tangibles with the teaching 

instructors but the examples are; “Vary instructional techniques (video, debate, 

lecture, etc)” (Desai et al., 2001), and “Preparation and organisation of classes” 

(Clemes et al., 2007). 

   4)  Empathy 

   The empathy of instructors is important in evaluating their 

quality. The questionnaire items that asked for the empathy of the instructors are 

aplenty. The examples are; “Tried hard to understand what I was saying” (Nadler and 

Simerly, 2006), “Instructors’ empathy and attention to the students” (Mendez et al, 

2009) and “Listen to student opinions; make their ideas seem worthwhile” (Desai et 

al., 2001). 

   5)  Responsiveness 

   The responsiveness of the instructors mainly concerns the 

timeliness and efficiency of the instructor in solving students’ problems; the examples 

are “Work quickly and efficiently” (Carvalho and Mota, 2010), “Return papers, 

quizzes, and tests as soon as possible” (Desai et al., 2001) and “Go out of their way to 

solve student problems” (Carvalho and Mota, 2010). 
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Table 2.14  Questionnaire Items: Instructor Quality 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 
Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

- Instructors’ empathy and attention to the students 
- Degree to which instructors serve as a role models to students 
- Instructor’s grasp of the subject 
- Instructor’s friendliness towards students 
- Instructor’s ability to promote student creativity 

Yu and Dean (2001) - Feedback in class 
- Interaction with lecturers 
- Consultation times 

Nadler and Simerly 
(2006) 

Sensing 
- Focused only on me 
- Kept firm eye contact 
- Nonverbal gestures suggested he or she was listening to me 
- Seemed bored 
Evaluation 
- Asked for more details 
- Paraphrased my questions 
- Didn’t interrupt me 
- Changed the subject too frequently 
- Tried hard to understand what I was saying 
Responding 
- Used full sentences instead of saying yes or no 
- Offered relevant information to the questions what I asked 
- Showed eagerness in his or her responses 
- Answered at appropriate times 

Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007); 
Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

- Satisfaction with professional quality (of lectures) 
- Satisfaction with pedagogical quality (of lectures) 
- Satisfaction with feedback from lecturers 
- Satisfaction with carrying out/following up midterm evaluations 
- Service quality 

Hussain and 
Bhamani (2012) 

- I am satisfied with the quality of teachers in my university 
- Teaching and learning in my university is interactive 
- Teachers are generally student friendly and focus on specific individual needs 
- In find my teachers providing equal opportunities of learning 
- I find my teachers supportive to my professional needs of improvement 
- I can access my teachers out of the class to meet my remedial needs 
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Table 2.14  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 

Carvalho and Mota 
(2010) 

The employees (faculty members and staff) of this school/university 
Operational competence 
- Work quickly and efficiently 
- Can competently handle most student requests 
- Can be relied on to know what they are doing 
Operational benevolence 
- Act as if they value you as a customer 
- Can be relied on to give honest advice even if it is related to a school/university 

problem 
- Treat you with respect 
Problem-solving orientation 
- Don’t hesitate to take care of any problems you might have related to the 

school/university 
- Go out of their way to solve student problems 
- Are willing to bend school/university policies to help address student needs 

Ghosh et al. (2001) Expertise 
- I believe X employees are experts in the positions that they hold 
- People with relevant work experience are employed in all areas at X 
- X employees perform their tasks with skill 
Congeniality 
- In general, I like the attitudes of X administrations, faculty, and staff 
- X employees treat others better than they treat me 
Sincerity 
- X is sincere in what it promises to students 
- Academically, X does things that they promise to do for me 

Clemes et al. (2007) - Lecturer’s Knowledge 
- Academic staff are polite and courteous 
- Lecturer’s reaching ability 
- Students feel comfortable talk to lecturers 
- Preparation and organisation of classes 
- Lecturers and support staff are willing to help 
- Opportunity to participate in class discussions 
- Academic staff are concerned about student welfare and interests 
- Minimum contact difficulty of lecturers 

Desai et al. (2001) (Only items with importance higher than 4 from 5) 
- Stress positives “I know you can do it” attitude 
- Be fair and impartial in dealing with student requests 
- Listen to student opinions; make their ideas seem worthwhile 
- Avoid quarrels over minor points with students in class 
- Be at all scheduled classes 
- Inform students and stress attendance policy 
- Explain students’ responsibility for missed and late work 
- Vary instructional techniques (video, debate, lecture, etc) 
- Return papers, quizzes, and tests as soon as possible 
- Give appropriate and considerate responses to questions 
- Be specific about acceptable and unacceptable behaviour 
- Show enthusiasm for students and the subject matter 
- Maintain high academic standards 
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 2.3.2  Administration Quality 

  2.3.2.1  Relationships Between Administration Quality and Other 

Constructs 

  Apart from the teaching instructors, the administration quality is also 

important in improving the student experience in the university. According to Thomas 

(2011), the administration “plays a major support role to academic environment”. The 

types of service can be classified as “people-based” and “equipment-based”. In the 

first category, human interaction is important in the overall quality of service the 

university offers (Mendez et al, 2009). The research done by Clemes et al. (2007) 

demonstrates that administrative staff are the important element of the perception of 

university service quality second only to the academic staff. Lin and Tsai (2009) also 

found that perceived administrative service has an effect on student retention. The 

other side of administration is the overall quality of the process and system of the 

university. Carvalho and Mota (2010) found that there is a linkage between 

operational benevolence of the university and the trust in management. The 

operational benevolence of the university is when the university holds students 

interest above their own (Carvalho and Mota, 2010). The quality of administrative 

staff (or administration) also has an impact on student satisfaction towards the 

university (Ghosh et al., 2001; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001; Thomas, 2011; Mendez et 

al., 2009; Clemes et al., 2007; DeShields et al., 2005) 

 

Hypothesis 6a: Administration quality has a significant direct positive 

effect on satisfaction 

Hypothesis 6b: Administration quality has a significant direct positive 

effect on trust 
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Table 2.15  Administration Quality as an Independent Variable 

 

Administration 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Trust Carvalho and 

Mota (2010) 
Operational Competence → Trust in the 
Personnel 

Higher 
Education 

Carvalho and 
Mota (2010) 

Operational Benevolence → Trust in the 
Management 

Higher 
Education 

Ghosh et al. 
(2001) 

Staff (Expertise, Congeniality, Openness, 
Sincerity, Integrity)  → Trust 

Higher 
Education 

Hennig-Thurau et 
al. (2001) 

Quality → Trust Higher 
Education 

Satisfaction Thomas (2011) Administrative Quality → Student 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Thomas (2011) Support Service Quality → Student 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

Perceived Service Quality → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Clemes et al. 
(2007) 

Interaction Quality → Service Quality → 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

DeShields et al. 
(2005) 

Advising Staff → Student Partial College 
Experience → Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

 

  2.3.2.2  Measurements of Administration Quality 

  The measurement of administration quality is also categorised based on 

the concept of SERVQUAL (Parasuraman et al., 1988). There are some questionnaire 

items that focus on the administrative staff and some that look at administration in 

general. 

   1)  Reliability 

   There are some aspects of the quality of administration that are 

similar to those of teaching instructors such as “Can be relied on to know what they 

are doing” (Carvalho and Mota, 2010) and “Administration - Effectiveness” (Yu and 

Dean, 2001). 

   2)  Assurance 

   The examples of the questionnaire items that focus on the 

competency, knowledge and expertise of the administrative staff are “Clear 
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explanation to the students about the various alternatives to their inquiries” (Mendez 

et al., 2009) and “X employees perform their tasks with skill” (Ghosh et al., 2001). 

   3)  Empathy 

   Empathy is seen as the important factor in the quality of the 

person-based service like higher education and there are items that try to indicate this 

type of quality; “Secretary’s courteousness towards students” (Mendez et al., 2009) 

and “Administration - Friendliness” (Yu and Dean, 2001). 

   4)  Responsiveness 

   One of the key tasks of the administration is to solve problems 

students have and the items that look at those qualities are “Has fast and efficient 

solutions and procedures” (Carvalho and Mota, 2010), “Program secretary’s readiness 

to help student” (Mendez et al., 2009) and “Administration - Efficiency” (Yu and 

Dean, 2001). 

 

Table 2.16  Questionnaire Items: Administration Quality 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 
Tuan (2012) Empathy 

- Administration has students’ best interest at heart.___ 
- Staff are willing to give students individual attention ___ 
Responsiveness 
- Availability of staff to assist students. ___ 
- Capacity of staff to solve problems when they arise. ___ 
Tangibles 
- Appearance of staff is suitable. ___ 

Carvalho and 
Mota (2010) 

The employees (faculty members and staff) of this school/university 
Operational competence 
- Work quickly and efficiently 
- Can competently handle most student requests 
- Can be relied on to know what they are doing 
Operational benevolence 
- Act as if they value you as a customer 
- Can be relied on to give honest advice even if it is related to a 

school/university problem 
- Treat you with respect 
Problem-solving orientation 
- Don’t hesitate to take care of any problems you might have related to the 

school/university 
- Go out of their way to solve student problems 
- Are willing to bend school/university policies to help address student needs 
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Table 2.16  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 

Carvalho and 
Mota (2010) 

This university: 
Operational competence 
- Has fast and efficient solutions and procedures. 
- Has a fast and efficient support service for its students. 
Operational benevolence 
- Has practices that indicate respect for the students. 
- Has policies that favor the student’s best interest. 
- Acts as if the student is always right. 
Problem-solving orientation 
- Makes every effort to rapidly solve any kind of problem. 
- Goes out of the way to solve student problems. 
- Demonstrates to be more worried in solving student problems than in 

performing routine activities. 

Clemes et al. 
(2007) 

- Administration staff are courteous 
- Administration staff are sympathetic and reassuring 
- Administration staff solve my problems at a promised time 

Ghosh et al. 
(2001) 

Expertise 
- I believe X employees are experts in the positions that they hold 
- People with relevant work experience are employed in all areas at X 
- X employees perform their tasks with skill 
Congeniality 
- In general, I like the attitudes of X administrations, faculty, and staff 
- X employees treat others better than they treat me 
Sincerity 
- X is sincere in what it promises to students 
- Academically, X does things that they promise to do for me 

Yu and Dean 
(2001) 

Administration 
- Effectiveness 
- Efficiency 
- Friendliness of staff 

Hussain and 
Bhamani (2012) 

- I find academic policies of my university student-friendly 
- I find administrative policies of my university student-friendly 
- I am kept updated of all university relevant news through university portal 
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Table 2.16  (Continued) 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 

Mendez et al. 
(2009) 

Program Director 
- Program director’s readiness to listen to student problems 
- Extent to which the director attempts to solve student problems 
- Director’s effectiveness in solving student problems 
Secretary 
- Program secretary’s readiness to help student 
- Extent to which the secretary wants to solve student problems 
- Secretary’s readiness to answer student questions 
- Secretary’s courteousness towards students 
Service Attitude 
- Congruence between the service provided to and the service required by the 

students 
- Clear explanation to the students about the various alternatives to their 

inquiries 
- Timely notification to students regarding schedule changes and/or 

cancellations 

Lin and Tsai 
(2009) 

- In (name of university), the administrative staff provides courteous services 
- In (name of university), the administrative staff provides efficient services 
- In (name of university), the administrative staff provides information that 

makes me feel confident on my solving problems 
- In (name of university), the administrative staff provides advice that makes me 

feel that they have empathy with the services 

 

 2.3.3  Physical Environment Quality 

  2.3.3.1  Relationships between Physical Environment Quality and 

Other Constructs 

  Another obvious factor that can have an impact on student satisfaction 

is the physical environment of the university. Infrastructure facilities of the university 

like a computer centre and a library are very important (Thomas, 2011). Nowadays, 

most courses require the use of computer, the Internet, and software application 

(Thomas, 2011). Hence, it is necessary for a university to have adequate and fully 

functioning facilities for students. A study done in Vietnam by Tuan (2012) yields a 

result indicating that facility plays the most important role in student satisfaction. The 

author proposed that the university should provide modern classrooms with updated 

equipment; the environment must be supporting to the learning process. Analogue and 

digital equipment must be sufficient and updated (Tuan, 2012). All in all, physical 

environment includes the physical characteristics of the campus and buildings, the 
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facilities such as computer rooms, a library, an accommodation, the classrooms and 

their equipment. 

  The study found that physical environment of the university has a 

positive impact on student satisfaction towards the university (Table 2.17) (Helgesen 

and Nesset, 2007; Thomas, 2011; Tuan, 2012; Bennett, 2012; Hill and Epps, 2010). 

Clemes et al. (2007) found that physical environment quality influences overall 

service quality, albeit minimally, and the physical attractiveness of the university is 

the most important. Hence, the hypothesis of this variable is formed. 

 

Hypothesis 7: Physical environment quality has a significant direct 

positive effect on satisfaction 

 

Table 2.17  Physical Environment Quality as an Independent Variable 

 

Physical Environment   

Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Satisfaction Helgesen and 

Nesset (2007) 
Facilities → Satisfaction Higher 

Education 
Thomas (2011) Infrastructure Quality → Satisfaction Higher 

Education 
Tuan (2012) Facility → Satisfaction Higher 

Education 
Bennett (2003) Facilities → Satisfaction Higher 

Education 
Hill and Epps 
(2010) 

Physical Classroom → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Clemes et al. 
(2007) 

Physical Environment Quality → Service 
Quality → Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

 

  2.3.3.2  Measurements of Physical Environment Quality 

  From the SERVQUAL approach in analysing the questionnaire items 

of physical environment, it is obvious that most items mainly consider the tangibles. 
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   1)  Tangibles 

   The list of the questionnaire items for physical environment is 

shown in Table 2.18. The examples of the items are; “I find classrooms well equipped 

with educational resources” (Hussain and Bhamani, 2012), “The classroom is modern 

and updated” (Tuan, 2012), “The university has an excellent physical layout” (Clemes 

et al., 2007). 

 

Table 2.18  Questionnaire Items: Physical Environment Quality 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 
Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007) 

- Satisfaction with the canteen 
- Satisfaction with locations of lectures 
- Satisfaction with library 
- Satisfaction with reading room 

Clemes et al. (2007) - Comfortable lecture rooms 
- Quality equipment in lecture rooms 
- Campus facilities (e.g. parking, accommodation cafe) 
- The university has an excellent physical layout 
- Quality equipment in computer labs 
- Computer Accessibility 

Hussain and 
Bhamani (2012) 

Learning Facilities 
- I find university’s learning environment conductive 
- I find classrooms well equipped with educational resources 
- I find IT labs well equipped to meet students’ need 
- I find a wide range of resources relevant to my studies in university’s library. 
- I find a wide range of research journals in university’s library 
Administrative Facilities 
- I am satisfied with the transportation facilities provided to the students 
- I find quality, hygienic and affordable food in the university’s cafeteria 
- I am satisfied with the toilet facilities in my university 
- I am satisfied with the water facilities in my university 
- It is convenient for me to access administration department for inquiry 

Tuan (2012) - The classroom is modern and updated 
- The physical environment of the classroom aided learning 
- The classroom is kept clean and free of distraction 
- The library offers adequate materials for reference 
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 2.3.4  Social Environment Quality 

  2.3.4.1  Relationships Between Social Environment Quality and Other 

Constructs 

  Social environment quality or the quality of social life of students is 

crucial in creating a pleasurable learning experience in the higher education 

institution. Social life is defined as “the number of close friends a student has, and the 

sense of control and confidence a student has in his or her social life” (Bean and 

Bradley, 1986). The more involved students are in the social aspect of campus life, the 

more learning and personal development they can benefit from (Yin and Lei, 2007). 

Although there are some who believe that involvement in the social aspect in the 

university might hinder academic development, it is essential, to put it simply, to 

make student satisfied with the university life. There is an amount of research that 

shows the strong relationship between the social environment quality perceived by the 

student and satisfaction (Bean and Bradley, 1986; Thomas, 2011; Chan, Miller, and 

Tcha, 2005; Lo, 2011; Paswan and Ganesh, 2009; Sanchez, Bauer, and Paronto, 2006; 

Yin and Lei, 2007). According to Paswan and Ganesh (2009), students are social 

animals and they require social interaction for a more holistic educational experience; 

universities that facilitate the process of social interaction are viewed more favourably 

than the ones that do not. 

 

Hypothesis 8: Social environment quality has a significant direct positive 

effect on satisfaction 
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Table 2.19  Social Environment Quality as an Independent Variable 

 

Social Environment   

Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Satisfaction Thomas (2011) Social Life Quality → Satisfaction Higher 

Education 
Bean and Bradley 
(1986) 

Social Life → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Chan et al. (2005) Relationships Formed → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Lo (2011) Participation in Collaborative Activities → 
In-Class Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Paswan and 
Ganesh (2009) 

Social Interaction Augmenters → 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Sanchez et al. 
(2006) 

Peer Mentoring → Satisfaction with the 
University 

Higher 
Education 

Yin and Lei (2007) Club Participation → Student Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

 

  2.3.4.2  Measurements of Social Environmental Quality 

  The measurement of social environment from the literature often asks 

the personal disposition towards social life of the student in the university, for 

example, “Are you confident in your ability to be successful student here is your 

social life?” and “Do you feel able to control your social life here?” (Bean and 

Bradley, 1986). Paswan and Ganesh (2009) asked the question on the opportunities 

for interaction with students and others in the university. Sanchez et al. (2006) focuses 

on the mentoring process between students. Finally, Yin and Lei (2007) had a 

questionnaire item on the level of campus involvement of the student. 
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Table 2.20  Questionnaire Items: Social Environment Quality 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 
Bean and Bradley 
(1986) 

- Have you found making friends here more difficult than expected? 
- Do you feel able to control your social life here? 

Paswan and Ganesh 
(2009) 

- Opportunities for interaction with X others 
- Opportunities for interaction with X students 

Sanchez et al. (2006) - My mentor demonstrates good listening skills in our conversation 

Yin and Lei (2007) - Level of campus involvement of hospitality undergraduate students at University X 

  

 2.3.5  Curriculum Quality 

  2.3.5.1  Relationships Between Curriculum Quality and Other 

Constructs 

  The research done by Mourshed et al. (2013) with McKinsey offers an 

insight on the problem with the higher educational curriculum in the world today. For 

example, students stated that the most preferred methods of learning are on-the-job 

training and hands-on learning. However, only less than a quarter of the samples said 

that these methods are what they spend most of their time on. It resonates with the 

idea of relevancy of subject matter. Relevancy of subject matter is when the student 

perceives the practical application of course material. Curriculum Quality, or quality 

of the courses, is important in creating a positive relationship between the university 

and the students (Table 2.21). 

   Research has found that high quality curriculum plays a role in 

increasing student satisfaction (Elliott and Healy, 2001; Browne et al., 2008; 

Fredrickson, 2012; Howell and Buck, 2012). The role of curriculum quality can be 

represented as the factor of a construct that affects satisfaction such as Instructional 

Effectiveness (Elliott and Healy, 2001) or SERVQUAL Performance (Browne et al., 

2008). It can be a variable of its own such as a Curricular Challenge (Fredrickson, 

2012) or Relevancy of Subject-Matter (Howell and Buck, 2012). But all of the forms 

have a positive impact on student satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis 9: Curriculum quality has a significant direct positive effect 

on satisfaction 

 

Table 2.21  Curriculum Quality as an Independent Variable 

 

Curriculum 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Satisfaction Elliott and Healy 

(2001) 
Instructional Effectiveness → Student 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Browne et al. 
(2008) 

SERVQUAL Performance → Global 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

Fredrickson (2012) Curricular Challenge → Satisfaction Higher 
Education 

Howell and Buck 
(2012) 

Relevancy of Subject-Matter → Student 
Satisfaction 

Higher 
Education 

 

 

  2.3.5.2 Measurements of Curriculum Quality 

  The quality of curriculum is measured in different research and some 

can be applied to the SERVQUAL dimensions of service quality 

   1)  Reliability 

   Students should be able to rely on the good quality curriculum. 

The examples of the questionnaire items are “I find assignments are aligned to meet 

the objectives”, “I find assessment procedures fair and transparent” (Hussain and 

Bhamani, 2012) “Useful course materials” (Clemes et al., 2007) and “Assessment 

methods were appropriate” (El Ansari, 2011). These items ask the students to evaluate 

whether the curriculum is reliable or not. 

   2)  Assurance 

   Assurance is the service quality that inspires confidence and 

trust. Although curriculum per se does not provide service, it is an essential part of the 

educational service. The examples of the questionnaire items that examine assurance 

are “Usefulness of this course in personal career development”, “The apparent 
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practical application of course subject-matter” (Howell and Buck, 2012), “Module 

material was well presented” and “Module was thought provoking” (El Ansari, 2011). 

   3)  Empathy 

   There is also a questionnaire item by Hussain and Bhamani 

(2012) that evaluates the empathy of the service; “I find curriculum student friendly”. 

 

Table 2.22  Questionnaire Items: Curriculum Quality 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 
Howell and Buck 
(2012) 

- Usefulness of this course in personal career development 
- The apparent practical application of course subject-matter 
- The helpfulness of the course preparing for a job 
- Overall personal relevance and usefulness 

Clemes et al. (2007) - Useful course materials 
- Relevant course materials 
- Interesting course materials 
- Prompt return of the works 

El Ansari (2011) - Module ran smoothly 
- Module increased my interest in the subject 
- Module team provide opportunity to ask questions 
- Module material was well presented 
- Module was thought provoking 
- Assessment methods were appropriate 
- Module information available at beginning of module 
- Work required for module was appropriate 
- Module elements integrated into meaningful whole 
- Module was intellectually stimulating 
- Expect module to be of direct use in my career 
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2.4  Image and Reputation Perception 
 

 The extensive review of literature found that service quality, relationship 

quality and student loyalty are strongly related. However, there is another powerful 

concept that is often found in the models, image and reputation perception. Image and 

reputation can be classified as neither service of the university nor the relationship but 

it is how the external factors, family, friends or media, affects students’s perception of 

the university. The definitions of both Image and Reputation are discussed. 

 

 2.4.1  Definitions of Image  

 Image is defined as perceptions of an organisation reflected in the association 

held in consumer memory (Keller, 1993). It is identified as an important factor 

determining the overall evaluation of the service or an organisation (Andreassen and 

Lindestad, 1997). Barich and Kotler (1991) used the term image to represent the sum 

of beliefs, attitudes, and impression that a person has of an entity. Image is related to 

various physical and behavioural attributes of the brand, the organisation or the 

institution, such as the name, architecture, products and services, tradition, ideology 

and the impression of quality (Nguyen and Leblanc, 2001). Moreover, organisation’s 

image has two components, functional and emotional (Nguyen and Leblanc, 2001). 

Functional image is related to tangible characteristics of the organisation, it can be 

easily measured whereas the emotional image is the psychological attribute of the 

organisation held by the consumers. Furthermore, image of the organisation is not 

unique or uniformed; the organisation often projects various images to different 

stakeholders or groups (Nguyen and Leblanc, 2001; Barich and Kotler, 1991). 

According to Nguyen and Leblanc (2001), image is the result of the process; the 

sensory process arisen from ideas, feelings, and experiences with an organisation. In 

the higher educational context, university’s image is not absolute, but relative to 

images conveyed by other universities (Fernández et al., 2010). University’s image is 

shaped by the various activities such as word-of-mouth, past experiences and 

marketing activities (Fernández et al., 2010). 
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 2.4.2  Definitions of Reputation 

 Another concept that is highly related to image is reputation. Reputation is 

regarded as an important intangible resource of the organisation that is crucial for its 

survival (Nguyen and Leblanc, 2001). Fombrun and Shanley (1990) defined 

reputation as the outcome of the process that the organisation signals key 

characteristics to its constituents to maximise social status. Nguyen and Leblanc 

(2001) viewed reputation as a mirror of the organisation’s history that serves to 

communicate to target groups. According to Herbig and Milewicz (1993), reputation 

is “an estimation of the consistency over time of an attribute of an entity”.  Reputation 

can also be interpreted as what the organisation stands for, what it is associated with 

and what is supposed to get when purchasing the product or service from that 

organisation (Fombrun and Shanley, 1990; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007). It is 

represented by multiple internal and external stakeholders’ perceptions over time 

(Nesset and Helgesen, 2009; Yang et al., 2008). Yoon, Guffey and Kijewski (1993) 

wrote that there are two sources of reputation, information and experience; and 

reputation is the reflection of the history of the organisation’s past actions. According 

to Yoon et al. (1993) word-of-mouth is the important tool affecting reputation through 

information distribution. 

 The concepts of image and reputation are highly related. Although the two 

concepts involve both the university and its stakeholders, image primarily concerns 

the view of stakeholders while reputation is fundamentally a reflection of the 

university. The key differences between image and reputation are that image is the 

perception of stakeholders, students, family, ordinary people and so forth, towards the 

university whereas reputation is the outcome of the university’s history and 

characteristics over time. In this research, the concept of “Image and Reputation 

Perception” is depicted as a single variable. It is the measurement of the student 

perception towards the university. It is defined as; 

 

The student perception of the university’s image, how it is viewed by the 

public, and reputation or its history and past actions. 
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 2.4.3  Relationships Between Image & Reputation and Other Constructs 

 Perception of image and reputation by students is found to be related to the 

concepts that are the prime focus of this research, student loyalty and satisfaction. The 

summary of relationships is in Table 2.23. It is evident that the student perception of 

the university’s image and reputation has a positive effect on student loyalty 

(Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Nesset and Helgesen, 2009; Purgailis and Zaksa, 2012; 

Sung and Yang, 2009; Martensen et al., 2000; Kittichai Kasemsarn, 2010; Nguyen 

and Leblanc, 2001). For example, Helgesen and Nesset (2007) concluded that 

“(s)tudent perception of the image of the university college has a positive impact on 

student loyalty” and “(s)tudent perception of the university college’s reputation 

positive influences student loyalty” (Nesset and Helgesen, 2009). 

 

Hypothesis 10a: Student perception of university’s image and reputation 

has a significant direct positive effect on loyalty 

 

 There are also interesting findings by Helgesen and Nesset (2007) and another 

research done by the same authors (Nesset and Helgesen, 2009) that pointed out the 

strong correlations between student satisfaction and perceived image & reputation by 

students (Table 2.2). The research published in 2009 by the two authors found that 

student satisfaction positively influences the student perception of university’s 

reputation. The other research concluded that “(s)tudent satisfaction has a positive 

impact on student perception of the image of the university college” (Helgesen and 

Nesset, 2007). Sung and Yang (2009) and Yang et al. (2008) also found that the 

relational outcomes or the relationship between the university and students have an 

impact on the development of reputation and perceived reputation by the students. 

 

Hypothesis 10b: Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive 

effect on student perception of university’s image and reputation 
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Table 2.23  Image and Reputation Perception as an Independent Variable 

 

Image & Reputation 
Dependent 
Variables Author(s) Result Context 
Loyalty Helgesen and 

Nesset (2007) 
Image → Loyalty Higher 

Education 
Nesset and 
Helgesen (2009) 

Reputation → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Purgailis and 
Zaksa (2012) 

Image → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Sung and Yang 
(2009) 

University Reputation Held by Students 
Students' → Supportive Behavioural 
Intentions 

Higher 
Education 

Martensen et al. 
(2000) 

Image → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Kittichai 
Kasemsarn (2010) 

University Reputation → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Nguyen and 
Leblanc (2001) 

Reputation → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

Nguyen and 
Leblanc (2001) 

Image → Loyalty Higher 
Education 

 

 2.4.4  Measurements of Image and Reputation Perception 

 Measurements of image and reputation by previous research can be divided 

into the questionnaire items that ask about the student perception of a university’s 

image and the ones that ask about the university’s reputation. The summary of the 

items is in Table 2.24. The examples of questionnaire items that focus on student 

perception of a university's image are “General university image to students” (Clemes 

et al, 2007), “In my opinion, X has a good image in the minds of consumers” (Nguyen 

and Leblanc, 2001) and “Perception of the university college reputation among the 

general public” (Nesset and Helgesen, 2009). The examples of the questionnaire items 

that focus on student perception of university’s reputation are “Perception of the 

general reputation of the university college” (Helgesen and Nesset, 2007), “My 

university offers an internationally recognised education” (Purgailis and Zaksa, 2012) 

and “I believe that the reputation of X is better than other companies” (Nguyen and 

Leblanc, 2001). 
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Table 2.24  Questionnaire Items: Image and Reputation Perception 

 

Authors (Year) Questionnaire Items 
Helgesen and Nesset 
(2007) 

- Perception of the general reputation of the university college 
- Perception of the reputation of your study program 

Nesset and Helgesen 
(2009) 

- Perception of the university college reputation among employers 
- Perception of the university college reputation among the general public 
- Perception of the university college reputation among your circle of acquaintance 

Purgailis and Zaksa 
(2012) 

- My university fosters the development of Latvia 
- My university offers an internationally recognised education 
- My university is an innovative and future-oriented university 

Clemes et al. (2007) - Personal impression about the university 
- General university image to students 
- University’s reputation 

Nguyen and Leblanc 
(2001) 

Institutional image 
- I have always had a good impression of X 
- In my opinion, X has a good image in the minds of consumers 
- I believe that X has a better image than its competitors 
Institutional reputation 
- In general, I believe that X always fulfils the promises it makes to its customers 
- X has a good reputation 
- I believe that the reputation of X is better than other companies 

  



 

 

91 

2.5  A Conceptual Framework of University Student Loyalty Model 
 

 The review of literature allows the author to formulate a comprehensive 

framework of university student loyalty (Figure 2.13). The two major dimensions of 

the model are service quality dimension and relationship quality dimension. The 

relationship quality dimension comprises of four constructs: satisfaction, trust, 

commitment, and value. The four constructs are hypothesised to have direct positive 

impact on student loyalty and there are also relationships among themselves. The 

service quality dimension is what the university can improve upon and they have 

direct impact on constructs in relationship quality and have an indirect impact on 

student loyalty. The constructs in the service quality dimension are instructor quality, 

administration quality, physical environment, social environment and curriculum 

quality. All of them are hypothesised to have a direct impact on student satisfaction. 

Trust is believed to be affected by instructor and administration quality. Instructor 

quality is also hypothesised to be an antecedent of value. Image and reputation 

perception is another crucial construct that could have an effect on loyalty while being 

influenced by satisfaction. 

  



 

 

92 

Figure 2.13  The Proposed University Student Loyalty Model 

 
2.6  Different Types of Universities and Legislation  
 

 Another main research objective is to understand the difference of student 

loyalty and its antecedents among different types of universities in Bangkok. This 

section considers the difference between public and private universities from previous 

research and the study of effects of legislations in Thailand involving the types of 

universities. 

 

 2.6.1  Previous Research on Public and Private University Differences 

 Firstly, by looking at the difference between public and private universities, 

there are 41 public higher education institutions in Bangkok and Metropolitan area 

while there are 37 private ones in 2013. A paper by Beamer (2011) mentioned that 

there are seven key differences between public and private universities; governance, 

governmental support, student tuition and fees, student financial aid, constituent 
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support, privatisation of public institution, and accounting. There is some research that 

has studied the differences between public and private higher education institutions. 

Sav (2012) studied the difference between the efficiency of public and private 

universities in the United States and found that, under the assumption that university 

administrators cannot control the external factors of the university, private universities 

are more cost efficient than public ones. In Malaysia, a research by Teh (2010) found 

that private higher education institutions have higher brand equity than the public ones 

because of their better marketing communication strategies. Likewise, the result in 

Jordan by Al-Alak (2001) stated that overall student satisfaction in private universities 

are higher because they are differentiating themselves by consistently delivering 

higher quality educational services compared with the public ones. There is also 

insightful research on the university selection process in Poland indicating that 

students who choose private universities focus more on the professional advancement 

and reputation (Sojkin, Bartkowiak and Skuza, 2012). 

 However, there are some findings that favour public universities. Research on 

human resource management practices in higher education institutions in Pakistan 

found that the HRM practices are relatively better in public universities (Iqbal, Arif 

and Abbas, 2011). In Haryana-NCR Region, India, Sangwan and Dalal (2012) found 

that student satisfaction in the faculty’s excellence in their major field is higher in the 

government university, although students are more satisfied with the facilities of the 

private university. 

 In short, the findings of the difference between public and private universities 

in the global stage are not unanimous and it is not expected to be so because the issue 

is highly contextual.  
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 2.6.2  Types of Universities in Thailand and Legislation 

 There are ten types of higher education institutions in Thailand (elaborated in 

Chapter III). Out of the ten types of higher education institutions, six of them are 

universities: autonomous university, state university, open university, Rajabhat 

university, Rajamangala university and private university.  

  2.6.2.1  Public versus Private Universities 

  In Bangkok, Thailand, the issue of public and private universities can 

be understood by examining a few aspects. Firstly, the competition between the public 

and private universities is critically high at the moment (details in Chapter 1, 1.3.1) 

(Isranews, 2012; Manager Online, 2012a; Prachachat, 2013a; BangkokBizNews, 

2012). The recurring theme in the headlines and discourse between public and private 

university administrators are that the private ones are taking a bigger hit from the 

competition. The smaller private institutions are struggling and the number of student 

enrolment is shrinking. The previous review of literature on the topic of student 

loyalty shows that loyalty is important in improving the performance of the 

organisation in terms of number of customers (students), revenue, reputation and 

quality (Mendez et al., 2009; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001; Helgesen, 2006; Hallowell, 

1996; Reichheld and Sasser, 1990; Reichheld, 1993; Reichheld, Markey, and Hopton, 

2000; Sung and Yang, 2009; Lindahl and Winship, 1994; Yang et al., 2008; Bowden, 

2011). It is possible that one of the main reasons private universities are struggling 

because the student loyalty is significantly lower. 

 

Hypothesis 11a: Student loyalty is higher in autonomous and state 

universities than in private ones 
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  2.6.2.2  From State to Autonomous University 

  The concept of autonomous university was first brought up in Thailand 

during the era of Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn in 1964 but it was dismissed 

(The Standing Committee on Education, 2013). Nevertheless, Ministry of University 

Affairs was assigned instead of The Prime Minister’s Office to supervise the 

administration of universities. According to the House of Representatives’ Standing 

Committee on Education (2013), in 1998, the economic crisis had devastating impact 

on Thailand and the idea of autonomous university was brought back as the criteria set 

by IMF to curb the government expenditure. New universities and faculties are 

obliged to be autonomous meaning that the admission of civil servants would be 

halted and the new personnel would be referred to as “university’s employee” which 

has different salary and welfare structure from those of civil servants. 

  As of 2013, there were 16 autonomous universities in Thailand. Six of 

those universities were “autonomous” since foundation including Suranaree 

University of Technology, Mae Fah Luang University, Walailak University, 

University of Phayao, Navamindradhiraj University, and Princess Galyani Vadhana 

Institute of Music. The other ten universities were transformed to be autonomous 

universities by the legislative acts; Mahachulalongkornrajavidyalaya University, 

Mahamakut Buddhist University, Thaksin University, Chulalongkorn University, 

KMUTT, KMUTNB, KMITL, Mahidol University, Chiang Mai University and 

Burapha University (The Standing Committee on Education, 2013). 
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Table 2.25  Autonomous Universities: Advantages and Disadvantages 

 

Advantages Disadvantages 
Higher flexibility in university administration Higher tuition fee could hinder education 

opportunities of the poor 

Reduction of government spending Closure of courses and faculties that do not break 
even 

More responsive new courses and curriculum to 
the market 

Less transparent administration due to higher 
difficulty in auditing 

Personnel welfare comparable to private sectors  
 

Source: The Standing Committee on Education, 2013. 

 

  The analysis of autonomous universities by the Standing Committee on 

Education (2013) shown in Table 2.25 concluded the advantages and disadvantages of 

autonomous universities compared with state universities. The probable higher tuition 

fee of autonomous universities might lead to the deteriorated perception of “value” by 

students.  There were reports, from KMITL, indicating that transforming to be an 

autonomous university led to a higher tuition fee (ThaiPublica, 2012). Nidhi 

Eoseewong (2013) and Sittithep Eaksittipong (2007) also wrote that the impact on 

tuition fee is inevitable. Nevertheless, autonomous universities are expected to have 

more flexible courses and curriculum than state universities. Dr. Kitti Tirasesth, the 

former President of KMITL, stated that the university could offer newer courses and 

colleges as the consequence of being the autonomous university because it would 

have been difficult as a state university (Manager Online, 2012b). The hypotheses are 

as followed; 

 

Hypothesis 11b: Student (perceived) value of state universities is higher 

than autonomous universities 

Hypothesis 11c: Curriculum quality of autonomous universities is higher 

than state universities 
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  2.6.2.3  Transformed Universities: Rajabhat and Rajamangala 

Technology Universities 

  Other highly important public higher education institutions in 

Thailand are Rajabhat universities and Rajamangala technology universities. 

These two types of universities are different but have the obvious points of 

comparison. In this research, the two types of universities are referred to as the 

“transformed” universities because both of them were transformed through the 

legislative acts from other statuses of higher education institutions to become 

universities. 

  The history of Rajabhat began as a “teacher training college” 

which was transformed into “teacher college” (Wikipedia, 2013b). They were 

the main institutions training teachers in Thailand. In 1995, teacher colleges 

changed into “Rajabhat Institute” by the Rajabhat Institute Act. The latest 

change occurred in 2004 when the government passed the Rajabhat University 

Act which transformed Rajabhat Institutes into Rajabhat Universities since. 

  The stages of changes of Rajamangala Technology University 

share similarity with Rajabhat University. But while the history of Rajabhat 

Universities are rooted from the educational studies, Rajamangala Technology 

Universities focused on vocational studies. Found as a college of technology and 

vocational education, in 1989, they were transformed to be the “Rajamangala 

Technology Institute”. Their statuses were most recently changed in 2005 to be 

“Rajamangala Technology University”. 

  2.6.2.4  Differences in Types of University 

  There are two other evident differences between the antecedents of 

student loyalty in the quality of instructor and the image and reputation perception. 

According to the National Statistical Office (2013), there is a big gap between 

qualifications of teaching instructors in the public and private higher education 

institution in Thailand. Forty-five to fifty-three per cent of teaching instructors in the 

public (state and autonomous) universities in Thailand hold a doctoral degree whereas 

17 per cent of teaching instructors in the private universities and only 6 to 11 per cent 

of the instructors in Rajamangala and Rajabhat universities respectively do so. 

Although qualification is just one of the factors determining instructor quality, it is a 
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solid starting point. This research also points out the distinction of Rajamangala and 

Rajabhat universities because although, they are public universities, the qualification 

of instructors in those universities are significantly different than those of state and 

autonomous universities. As of the professorship of the instructors, 39 to 51 per cent 

of the instructors in the state and autonomous universities have the professorship. In 

Rajamangala and Rajabhat universities, 21 and 25 per cent of the instructors have 

professorship while only 11 per cent of the instructors in private universities have one. 

The other important issue between public and private universities is the image and 

reputation perception. A study done by Sirivimol Punnarach (2006) found that 

secondary school students in Thailand felt that the prestige and honour of public 

universities are higher than private universities. The university ranking system is also 

a useful tool in evaluating image and reputation. The Times Higher Education Asia 

University Ranking listed 100 Asian universities and found that three of them are Thai 

Universities (KMUTT (55th), Mahidol University (61st) and Chulalongkorn 

University (82nd); all of them are public (autonomous) universities (Times Higher 

Education, 2013). 

 

Hypothesis 11d: Instructor quality is higher in autonomous and state 

universities than in private and transformed ones 

Hypothesis 11e: Student perception of image and reputation is higher in 

autonomous and state universities than in private and transformed ones 

 

  Table 2.26 summarises the hypotheses formulated in the review of 

literature. The next chapter on methodology explains the research process that could 

answer these hypotheses. 
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Table 2.26 Summary of Hypotheses 

 

No. Hypotheses 
H1a Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect on student loyalty 
H1b Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect on student commitment 
H2a Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student loyalty 
H2b Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction 
H2c Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student value 
H2d Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student commitment 
H3 Student commitment has a significant direct positive effect on student loyalty 
H4a Student perceived value has a significant direct positive effect on student loyalty 
H4b Student perceived value has a significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction 
H5a Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 
H5b Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on trust 
H5c Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on value 
H6a Administration quality has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 
H6b Administration quality has a significant direct positive effect on trust 
H7 Physical environment quality has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 
H8 Social environment quality has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 
H9 Curriculum quality has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 
H10a Student perception of university’s image and reputation has a significant direct positive 

effect on loyalty 
H10b Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect on student perception of 

university’s image and reputation 
H11a Student loyalty is higher in autonomous and state universities than in private ones 
H11b Student (perceived) value of state universities is higher than autonomous universities 
H11c Curriculum quality of autonomous universities is higher than state universities 
H11d Instructor quality is higher in autonomous and state universities than in private and 

transformed ones 
H11e Student perception of image and reputation is higher in autonomous and state universities 

than in private and transformed ones 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 
 

 The comprehensive University Student Loyalty Model is created by the 

structural equation modelling with the data gathered from current students in 20 

universities in the Bangkok Metropolitan area by the questionnaires. This chapter 

discusses three main topics; the participants, the instrumentation and the procedures. 

 

3.1  Participants 
 

 In order to select the participants, firstly, the university selection criteria have 

to be specified. Currently, in the Bangkok Metropolitan area, there are 10 types of 

higher education institutions as followed. 

 

 3.1.1  State University  

 State universities belong to the government or contemporarily called by Thais 

the “in-the-system” universities. According to the data by National Statistical Office 

(2013b) and Wikipedia (2013), there are currently 15 state universities in Thailand, 7 

of them are in the Bangkok Metropolitan area and there are 5 that offer undergraduate 

(bachelor’s degree) education. The notable ones are Thammasat University and 

Kasetsart University. In 2012, there were, in total, 261,870 undergraduate students 

enrolled in state universities. 80,807 or 31 per cent were enrolled in the universities in 

the Bangkok Metropolitan area. 

 

 3.1.2  Autonomous University  

 Autonomous universities belong to the government but received the block 

grant funding instead of being in the normal civil service bureaucracy or the so-called 

“out-of-the-system” universities. There are also 15 autonomous universities in 

Thailand, 7 of them are in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. Chulalongkorn University 
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and Mahidol University are the famous examples of autonomous university. There 

were 215,240 students enrolled in autonomous universities in 2012, 93,837 of them or 

44 per cent were enrolled in autonomous universities in the Bangkok Metropolitan 

area. 

 

 3.1.3  Rajamangala University of Technology  

 Rajamangala University of Technology are public universities that provide 

vocational education studies. There are nine Rajamangala universities spreading 

across the country in Chiang Mai, Songkla, Nakornratchasima (Korat), Ayutthaya, 

Chonburi and Bangkok. Out of the nine Rajamangala universities, four of them are in 

the Bangkok Metropolitan area. 

 

 3.1.4  Rajabhat University  

 Rajabhat universities are public universities that aim to educate educators or 

teachers. Rajabhat university is the type of higher education institution that has the 

most undergraduate students in Thailand accounting for over a quarter of them (over 

500,000 out of approximately 1.8 million undergraduate students in Thailand). There 

are currently 43 Rajabhat universities in Thailand, 8 of them are in the Bangkok 

Metropolitan area. 

 

 3.1.5  Open University  

 Open universities are public universities that have no limit on the number of 

students and do not have traditional classes. Technically, there is only one open 

university in Thailand, Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University. However, 

Ramkhamhaeng University is a state university that does not put a limit on the number 

of students enrolled. The two universities combined have more than 400,000 

undergraduate students. 

 

 3.1.6  Community College 

 Community colleges are public colleges that offer educational service lower 

than bachelor’s degree level. Community colleges are smaller than universities and 

they locate mostly in the rural provinces. They did not offer bachelor’s degree 
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education although they provide diploma level education. There are 18 community 

colleges in Thailand and none of them are in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. 

 

 3.1.7  Public Institute 

 Public institutes are smaller and more field-specific public institutions. Public 

institutes offer undergraduate level education in the specific fields such as music or 

physical education. 

 

 3.1.8  Private University 

 Private universities are owned and run privately but still have to operate under 

the regulations of the Office of Higher Education Commission. There are currently 39 

private universities in Thailand; 22 of them are in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. 

There are more than 230,000 students enrolled in private universities and more than 

200,000 of the total are enrolled in private universities in the Bangkok Metropolitan 

area, which is approximately 87.5 per cent, signifying the intense concentration in the 

capital city. The two largest private universities in terms of number of students are 

Bangkok University and Rangsit University. 

 

 3.1.9  Private College  

 Private colleges are smaller in size than private universities and might have 

less faculties. There are 21 private colleges in Thailand and 8 of them are in Bangkok 

Metropolitan. Nevertheless, the number of students enrolled is relatively smaller 

compared to the private universities. 

 

 3.1.10  Private institute 

 Private institutes are private higher education institutions that are the smallest 

and can have as few as one faculty in the institute. Private institutes gained traction in 

the recent days under the form of corporate university, which is the collaboration of 

corporate companies and academic institutions. Panyapiwat Institute of Management 

and Kantana Institutes are the two examples but they are still very small compared 

with the established universities. 
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 From the total number of undergraduate (bachelor’s degree) students enrolled 

in 2012, Figure 3.1 represents the proportion of students in each type of the higher 

education institution. The high proportions are in Rajabhat University and Open 

University respectively. Figure 3.2 focuses on the number of undergraduates students 

enrolled in higher education institutions in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. 

 

 
Figure 3.1  Proportion of Undergraduate Students Enrolled in Each Type of Higher 

Education Institution in 2012 

Source: Raw Data from National Statistical Office, 2013b. 

 

 
Figure 3.2  Proportion of Undergraduate Students Enrolled in Each Type of Higher 

Education Institution in Bangkok Metropolitan in 2012 

Source: Raw Data from National Statistical Office, 2013b. 
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 The proportions in Figure 3.2 shows that the highest proportion is in Open 

University because the two open universities both locates in Bangkok Metropolitan 

area. However, this research does not collect the data from open universities because 

they have different systems on student recruitment and administration. This research 

collects the data of four types of university. The first type is the state universities 

comprising of 8.1 per cent of undergraduate students in Bangkok. The second type is 

the autonomous university, which is accounted for 9.4 per cent of undergraduate 

students. The third type is the transformed “Rajabhat and Rajamangala” universities; 

they have, in total, 17.4 per cent of the undergraduate students in Bangkok. Finally, 

the private universities are in the forth type comprising of 20.3 per cent of 

undergraduate students in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. 

 The size, in terms of students enrolled, of the university is important. This 

research aims to study the effect of the perception of service quality of the universities 

on relationship quality and loyalty; hence, the universities in the research have to be 

fairly large in order to have the full and comprehensive service aspects such as the 

physical facilities and fully functioning administration. Applying the minimum cut-off 

point at 10,000 students per university, this research then selects the target universities 

from the pool. The final list of the universities is in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1  Selected Universities in Bangkok Metropolitan with More than 10,000 

Undergraduate Students in 2013 

 

 University Type 

No. of 
Undergraduate 
Students (2013) 

1 Chulalongkorn University Autonomous University (Public) 25,339 
2 Mahidol University Autonomous University (Public) 18,907 
3 King Mongkut’s University of 

Technology, Thonburi 
Autonomous University (Public) 10,391* 

4 King Mongkut’s University of 
Technology, North Bangkok 

Autonomous University (Public) 15,708 

5 King Mongkut’s Institute of 
Technology, Ladkrabang 

Autonomous University (Public) 20,320 

6 Kasetsart University State University (Public) 26,104 
7 Thammasat University State University (Public) 22,925 
8 Silpakorn University State University (Public) 12,289 
9 Srinakharinwirot University State University (Public) 18,770 

10 Suan Disit Rajabhat University Rajabhat University (Public) 16,112 
11 Phranakorn Rajabhat University Rajabhat University (Public) 19,679 
12 Chandrakasem Rajabhat University Rajabhat University (Public) 10,049 
13 Rajamangala University of 

Technology Krungthep 
Rajamangala University (Public) 12,343 

14 Rajamangala University of 
Technology Phra Nakhon 

Rajamangala University (Public) 12,196 

15 Bangkok University Private University 26,743 
16 Rangsit University Private University 25,483 
17 Sripatum University Private University 14,824 
18 Siam University Private University 10,395 
19 University of the Thai Chamber of 

Commerce 
Private University 16,379 

20 Assumption University Private University 16,379 
 

Source: The National Statistical Office, 2013b. (*KMUTT from 2012). 

 

 This research collects the samples from 20 universities with the total of over 

2,000 samples (Table 3.2). According to Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2009: 
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662), the minimum sample size of structural equation modelling method for models 

with large number of constructs (more than seven; the proposed model has 11 

constructs) is 500. A stricter requirement of the samples for structural equation 

modelling stated that in order to minimise the problems with deviations from 

normality, 15 respondents for each parameter in the model are preferred (Hair et al., 

2009). In the proposed model, there are 99 parameters (69 questionnaire items, 11 

constructs, and 19 estimated relationships). Hence, 1,485 samples would be ideal. 

Therefore, the proposed samples are sufficient to formulate the University Student 

Loyalty Model. The samples are also sufficient in developing separate models for the 

four types of university. 

 

Table 3.2  Samples by Type of Universities 

 

Types 

Number of 
Selected 
University 

Total Undergraduate 
Students in Selected 
Universities 

Target 
Number of 
Samples 

Autonomous University 5 90,665 530 
State University 4 80,088 520 
Transformed University 5 70,379 520 
Private University 6 110,078 530 
Total 20 351,210 2,100 

 

 

 The samples will be the current students in the university. This research omits 

graduates because graduates or alumni would not be able to perceive the services 

provided by universities as clearly as the current students. Furthermore, there would 

be other influences such as the work environment that might deviate or reshape the 

perception of relationship between the university and alumni. The limitation of the 

sample is the omission of dropouts, however, the number of the dropouts in Thailand 

is not as significant as in other countries. Therefore, the limitation would not 

significantly deviate the true nature of the model.  
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3.2  Instrumentation 
 

 The measurement of each construct in this research is done through 

questionnaires. The questionnaire in this research is based on items and scales from 

previous research with some adaptations (Table 3.3). Questionnaire items measuring 

“student loyalty” are based on the research done by Fullerton (2003), Helgesen and 

Nesset (2007), Nesset and Helgesen (2009), Bowden (2011) and Sung and Yang 

(2009). The items focus on the three key dimensions, recommendation, further study 

(repurchase), and contribution. There are initially nine items measuring student 

loyalty. 

 In the relationship quality dimension, the measurement of “student 

satisfaction” is based on the items constructed by Athiyaman (1997), Mendez et al. 

(2009), and Lam et al. (2004). There are six items focusing on the general 

favourability, the positive perception of own choice and the perception against 

expectation. The measurement of “student trust” is based on Morgan and Hunt (1994), 

Mendez et al. (2009) and Bowden (2011). The emphasis of this measurement is on the 

confidence of a student on university’s integrity and reliability. “Student 

commitment” items are adapted from Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001, 2002) and Fullerton 

(2003). Commitment in this research is defined solely as affective commitment 

measuring qualities such as pride, attachment and identification. Finally, the 

measurement of “student value” looks at the relationship between the university and 

student in terms of “get” versus “give”, the “give” by students concerns money, time 

and effort. The measurement is based on the study by Carvalho and Mota (2010), 

Harris and Goode (2004) and Dodds et al. (1991). 

 The service quality dimension is primarily based on research combined with 

the SERVQUAL scale developed by Parasuraman et al. (1988). The measurement of 

“instructor quality” is based on the items from the research by Mendez et al. (2009), 

Clemes et al. (2007), Desai et al. (2001), and Parasuraman et al. (1988) focusing on 

different qualities of instructors such as competency and integrity. “Administration 

quality” concerns both the administrative staff and the administrative system. The 

measurement is adapted from Carvalho and Mota (2010), Clemes et al. (2007), and 

Parasuraman et al. (1988) in order to find out the effectiveness and efficiency, among 
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others, of the administration. The measurement of “physical environment quality” is 

adapted from Clemes et al. (2007), Helgesen and Nesset (2007), and Parasuraman et 

al. (1988) looking at main facilities and the overall physical quality of the university. 

“Social environment quality” is primarily created anew by the author of this research 

with a foundation from the research by Paswan and Ganesh (2009) and Bean and 

Bradley (1986). The measurement of social environment quality involves the social 

attributes of the university and how the university initiates social interactions. Finally, 

“curriculum quality” measurement is adapted from Clemes et al. (2007), El Ansari 

(2011), and Parasuraman et al. (1988) focusing on the essential characteristics of high 

quality curriculum. 

 The last, but very important, construct in the model is “image and reputation 

perception”, the measurement looks at the student perception of both image and 

reputation of the university. The measurement is based on the research done by 

Nguyen and Leblanc (2001), Nesset and Helgesen (2009), and Clemes et al. (2007). 

 All questionnaire items are measured by the 7-point Likert scale including 

“Strongly Agree”, “Agree”, “Somewhat Agree”, “Neutral”, “Somewhat Disagree”, 

“Disagree”, “Strongly Disagree”. Each construct has six or more items (measured 

variables) in order to achieve overidentified model suitable for structural equation 

modelling (Hair et al., 2009: 700). 

 

  



 

 

109 

Table 3.3  Questionnaire Items for University Student Loyalty Model 

 

Questionnaire Items: Loyalty  
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- You would recommend this university to someone who seek advice  
- (ทานยินดีที่จะแนะนํามหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้ใหกับผูที่ขอคําแนะนําจากทาน) 
- You would encourage friends and acquaintances to consider this university 
- (ทานจะสนับสนุนใหเพื่อนหรือคนรูจักของทานเขาเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี)้ 
- You often say positive things about this university to other people 
- (ทานมักจะพูดถึงสิ่งดีๆ ในมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี ้ในการสนทนากับผูอื่น) 
- You would like to attend this university again if you do further study 
- (ทานตองการจะเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้หากตองเรียนตอในระดับที่สูงขึ้น) 
- You would consider this university the first choice for education service 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้จะเปนตัวเลือกแรกหากทานจะเรียนตอในระดับที่สูงขึ้น) 
- You would have selected this university again if started anew 
- (ทานยังจะเลือกมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้หากยอนเวลากลับไปเริ่มตนใหมได) 
- You would like to donate as an alumni (and if you have enough wealth) 
- (ทานคิดอยากจะบริจาคทรัพยใหมหาวิทยาลัยนี้หลังทานเรียนจบ 

(และมีทรัพยสินมากพอ)) 
- You would like to maintain relationship with the university after graduation by 

contributing academically or through other activities 
- (ทานตองการกลับมาชวยมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้ทางดานวิชาการ กิจกรรม ฯลฯ 
หลังเรียนจบ) 

- You would like to maintain relationship with the university after graduation by 
attending events or social gatherings 

- (ทานยินดีที่จะเขารวมงานตางๆ เชนงานเลี้ยงสังสรรคหรืองานการกุศล 
ที่มหาวิทยาลัยจัด) 

Fullerton 
(2003), 
Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007), 
Nesset and 
Helgesen 
(2009), Bowden 
(2011), Sung 
and Yang 
(2009) 

Questionnaire Items: Satisfaction 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- You are happy with the service you receive from this university 
- (ทานรูสึกพึงพอใจกับสิ่งที่ไดรับจากมหาวิทยาลัยนี)้ 
- You think that the experience you have with this university exceeds your 

expectation 
- (ทานคิดวาประสบการณที่ไดรับจากมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้ดีกวาที่ทานคาดคิดไว) 
- Your view towards this university is favourable 
- (ทานชอบมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี)้ 
- You think you did the right think when you attended this university 
- (ทานคิดวาตัดสินใจถูกที่เขาเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี)้ 
- Your choice to enrol in this university was a wise one 
- (ทานคิดวาการเขาเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้เปนการตัดสินใจที่ชาญฉลาด) 
- You are not happy with your experience in this university (r) 
- (ทาน “ไม” มีความสุขกับการไดเขาเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี)้ 

Athiyaman 
(1997), Mendez 
et al. (2009), 
Lam et al. 
(2004) 
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Table 3.3  (Continued) 

 

Questionnaire Items: Trust 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- This university always acts in students’ best interest 
- (ทานมั่นใจวามหาวิทยาลัยแหงนีต้องการทําสิ่งที่ดีแกนิสิตนักศึกษาเสมอ) 
- This university puts students’ interest first 
- (ทานคิดวามหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้คํานึงถึงผลประโยชนที่นิสิตนักศึกษาจะไดรับเปนหลัก) 
- This university has integrity 
- (ทานเชื่อวามหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีความนาเชื่อถือไมหลอกลวง) 
- This university can be relied on 
- (ทานมีความเชื่อมั่นตอมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี)้ 
- You are confident that this university will not do what is wrong 
- (ทานมั่นใจวามหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้จะไมทําเรื่องที่ไมเหมาะสม) 
- You are not at all feel that this university is reliable (r) 
- (ทาน “ไม” คอยมั่นใจวามหาวิทยาลัยนี้เชื่อถือได) 

Morgan and 
Hunt (1994), 
Mendez et al. 
(2009), Bowden 
(2011) 

Questionnaire Items: Commitment 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- You feel attached to this university 
- (ทานรูสึกผูกพันกับมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี)้ 
- You are proud to be able to study in this university 
- (ทานภูมิใจที่ไดเขาเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี)้ 
- You belong in this university 
- (ทานรูสึกเปนสวนหนึ่งของมหาวิทยาลัย) 
- This university is important to you 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีความสําคัญตอทาน) 
- This university is meaningful to you 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีความหมายตอทาน) 
- You do not care about this university (r) 
- (ทาน “ไม” คอยแครมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้สักเทาไร) 

Hennig-Thurau 
et al. (2001), 
Hennig-Thurau 
et al. (2002), 
Fullerton (2003) 

Questionnaire Items: Value 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- You are happy with the value for money you get from this university 
- (ทานคิดวาการไดเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้นั้นคุมคา) 
- The tuition fee of this university is acceptable 
- (ทานคิดวาคาเลาเรียนของมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้อยูในระดับที่เหมาะสม) 
- This university offers the service that is worth the price you pay 
- (ทานคิดวาประโยชนที่ไดรับจากมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้คุมคาเงินที่เสียไป) 
- Studying in this university is worth your time 
- (ทานคิดวาการเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้นั้นเปนการใชเวลาอยางคุมคา) 
- The effort involved in the studies in this university is worthwhile. 
- (ทานคิดวาความพยายามที่ใชในการเรียนที่มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้เปนประโยชนตอตั
วทาน) 

- From your experiences, studying in this university is not worthwhile (r) 
- (ทานคิดวาการมาเรียนในมหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี ้ “ไม” 
เกิดประโยชนตอตัวทานสักเทาไร) 

Carvalho and 
Mota (2010), 
Harris and 
Goode (2004), 
Dodds et al. 
(1991) 
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Table 3.3  (Continued) 

 

Questionnaire Items: Instructor 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- Instructors of this university are knowledgable and competent 
- (อาจารยมหาวิทยาลัยนี้มีความรูมากและถายทอดไดด)ี 
- Instructors of this university have good preparation for classes 
- (อาจารยมหาวิทยาลัยนี้มีการเตรียมความพรอมในการสอนที่ด)ี 
- Instructors of this university have integrity and fairness 
- (อาจารยมหาวิทยาลัยนี้มีคุณธรรมและความยุติธรรม) 
- Instructors of this university empathise students 
- (อาจารยมหาวิทยาลัยนีแ้สดงความหวงใยตอนิสิตนักศึกษา) 
- Instructors of this university are available for consultation 
- (อาจารยมหาวิทยาลัยนี้พรอมใหคําปรึกษาทุกเมื่อ) 
- Instructors of this university are punctual 
- (อาจารยมหาวิทยาลัยนี้มีความตรงตอเวลาในการสอนและการใหคะแนน) 

Mendez et al. 
(2009), Clemes 
et al. (2007), 
Desai et al. 
(2001), 
Parasuraman et 
al. (1988) 

Questionnaire Items: Administration 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- Administrative staff could always solve your problems 
- (เจาหนาที่มหาวิทยาลัยนี้แกปญหาใหทานไดเสมอ) 
- Administrative staff demonstrate to be worried when solving your problems 
- (เจาหนาที่มหาวิทยาลัยนี้แสดงความหวงกังวลตอปญหาของทาน) 
- Administrative staff go out of their way to help you 
- (เจาหนาที่มหาวิทยาลัยนี้พยายามทุกวิถีทางเพื่อชวยเหลือทาน) 
- This university has reliable administrative system 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยนี้มีระบบการบริหารจัดการที่นาเชื่อถือพึ่งพาได) 
- This university has fast and efficient system 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยนี้มีการบริหารจัดการที่รวดเร็วฉับไว) 
- This university’s policies favour students’ interest 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีนโยบายที่เปนประโยชนตอนิสิตนักศึกษา) 

Carvalho and 
Mota (2010), 
Clemes et al. 
(2007), 
Parasuraman et 
al. (1988) 

Questionnaire Items: Physical Environment 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- The buildings of this university are appealing  
- (อาคารตางๆ ในมหาวิทยาลัยนี้มีความสวยงาม) 
- The facilities are functioning properly and dependably 
- (เครื่องอํานวยความสะดวกและอุปกรณทํางานไดสมบูรณ ไมชํารุดเสียหาย) 
- The university surrounding is nice and pleasant 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้รมรื่นนาอย)ู 
- Classrooms are comfortable and well equipped 
- (หองเรียนในมหาวิทยาลัยนี้ด ีสะดวกสบาย มีอุปกรณครบครัน) 
- Computer rooms and library are functioning, organised and up to date 
- (หองคอมพิวเตอรและหองสมุดมหาวิทยาลัยนี้เรียบรอย ใชงานไดดีและทันสมัย) 
- The university is clean; the food is good 
- (อาคารสถานที่ในมหาวิทยาลัยนี้ด ีสะอาด อาหารมีคุณภาพ) 

Clemes et al. 
(2007), 
Helgesen and 
Nesset (2007), 
Parasuraman et 
al. (1988) 
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Table 3.3  (Continued) 

 

Questionnaire Items: Social Environment 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- Students in this university are mostly nice 
- (นิสิตนักศึกษาสวนใหญในมหาวิทยาลัยนี้ด ีนาคบหา) 
- The social life in this university is pleasant 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีสังคมที่นาอย)ู 
- This university is a good place to socialise 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้เหมาะสมในการเปนที่พบปะนั่งเลนพูดคุย) 
- This university is open for students to organise social activities 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้เปดโอกาสใหนักศึกษารวมกันจัดกิจกรรมอยางเสร)ี 
- This university often has enjoyable events and activities 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีกิจกรรมสนุกนาสนใจเปนประจํา) 
- This university has clubs that suit your interest 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีชมรมที่เหมาะสมกับความตองการของทาน) 

Paswan and 
Ganesh (2009), 
Bean and 
Bradley (1986) 

Questionnaire Items: Curriculum 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- This curriculum has appropriate content and courses 
- (หลักสูตรที่ทานเรียนมีวิชาและเนื้อหาที่เหมาะสม) 
- This curriculum has relevant content 
- (หลักสูตรที่ทานเรียนมีวิชาและเนื้อหาตรงกับที่ทานตองการเรียน) 
- This curriculum integrates into a meaningful whole 
- (หลักสูตรที่ทานเรียนมีวิชาที่ตอเนื่องและสอดคลองกันเปนอยางด)ี 
- This curriculum is going to be useful for you in the future 
- (หลกัสูตรที่ทานเรียนมีประโยชนในอนาคต) 
- This curriculum has interesting content 
- (หลักสูตรที่ทานเรียนมีความนาสนใจ) 
- The curriculum is up to date 
- (หลักสูตรที่ทานเรียนมีความทันสมัย เหมาะกับสถานการณปจจุบัน) 

Clemes et al. 
(2007), El 
Ansari (2011), 
Parasuraman et 
al. (1988) 

Questionnaire Items: Image and Reputation 
(7-point Likert scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 

References 

- This university continuously has good reputation for a long time 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีชื่อเสียงที่ดีมาอยางตอเนื่องยาวนาน) 
- This university has good image and reputation in your view 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีชื่อเสียงและภาพลักษณที่ดีในมุมมองของทาน) 
- This university has good image and reputation in a view of people you know 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีชื่อเสียงและภาพลักษณที่ดีในมุมมองของคนทีท่านรูจัก) 
- This university has good image and reputation in a view of public 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีชื่อเสียงและภาพลักษณที่ดีในมุมมองของสังคม) 
- This university has good image and reputation in a view of employers 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีชื่อเสียงและภาพลักษณที่ดีในมุมมองของนายจาง) 
- This university has better image and reputation than competitors 
- (มหาวิทยาลัยแหงนี้มีชื่อเสียงและภาพลักษณที่ดีกวามหาวิทยาลัยทั่วๆ ไป) 

Nguyen and 
Leblanc (2001), 
Nesset and 
Helgesen 
(2009), Clemes 
et al. (2007) 
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3.3  Procedures 
 

 The main statistical tool used in this research is structural equation modelling 

(SEM). SEM is the model that seeks to explain relationships among multiple 

variables. The foundation of SEM lies in two multivariate techniques: factor analysis 

and multiple regression analysis (Hair et al., 2009: 634). Bagozzi and Yi (2012) 

outlined eight benefits of SEM. 

 1)  Provides integrative function (a single umbrella of methods 

under leading programs). 

 2)  Helps researchers to be more precise in their specification of 

hypotheses and operationalizations of constructs. 

 3) Takes into account reliability of measures in tests of 

hypotheses in ways going beyond the averaging of multi-measures of constructs. 

 4) Guides exploratory and confirmatory research in a manner 

combining self-insight and modeling skills with theory. Works well under the 

philosophy of discovery or the philosophy of confirmation. 

 5)  Often suggests novel hypotheses originally not considered and 

opens up new avenues for research. 

 6)  Is useful in experimental or survey research, cross-sectional or 

longitudinal studies, measurement or hypothesis testing endeavors, within or 

across groups and institutional or cultural contexts. 

 7)  Is easy to use. 

 8)  Is fun. 

 The benefits of SEM are compatible with the effort to explain the constructs 

and relationships in the University Student Loyalty Model proposed. Not only is SEM 

applicable in validating the construct, it can also demonstrate the relationships 

between constructs in an appropriate manner. The analysis process of this research 

consequentially employs the measurement model then the structural model (as 

opposed to analysing both models at the same time) or the so-called two-step 

approach (Hair et al.,2009; Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). The analysis procedures 

include the face validity testing of the questionnaire, primary data collection and the 
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measurement model by confirmatory factor analysis, main data collection, the second 

round of measurement model, and structural model analysis. 

 

 3.3.1  Face Validity Testing of the Questionnaire 

 Face validity testing of the questionnaire is the first step in the analysis 

procedures. The reason of face validity testing is the “sense-making” of the 

questionnaire. It is essential to establish face validity prior to using Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis (CFA) (Hair et al., 2009). This research conducts face validity testing 

with two university administrators, Assistant Professor Kasemsarn Chotchakornpant 

(Vice President, Administration, National Institute of Development Administration) 

and Mr. Korbkiat Piyasirananda (Assistant to President, Administration, Krirk 

University), and a representative of the university students at Siam University (Ms. 

Thipanong Pramoch) in order to confirm face validity. 

 

 3.3.2  Primary Data Collection and Primary Measurement Model 

 The research conducts primary data collection from more than 100 university 

students in the selected university in Bangkok through a convenience sampling. The 

purpose of primary data collection is to use the data to do the measurement model in 

order to confirm the validity of the constructs. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is 

done to analyse the measurement model. CFA is an analysis that specifies how the 

measured variables represent a latent construct (Hair et al., 2009: 693). In other words, 

it is used to “establish or verify the dimensionality of scales” (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012). 

 Before moving on to the details of the CFA analysis, it is important to note that 

the proposed University Student Loyalty Model is theorised as a “reflective model”, 

as opposed to “formative model”, meaning that the latent construct (such as student 

loyalty) is the concept that causes, and can be observed by, the measured variables. 

On the other way round, a “formative” model is an assumption that the measured 

variables cause the construct (Hair et al., 2009). 

 The statistical tools used in primary measurement model are reliability and 

validity (factor loading) analyses between the measured variables and their constructs. 

Reliability analysis is “a measure of the degree to which a set of indicators of a latent 

construct is internally consistent in their measurements” (Hair et al., 2009: 634); it is 
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tested using Cronbach’s alpha. Although the use of SEM makes reliability testing 

unnecessary or redundant (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012), the measure can still be practical in 

explanation and the .7 or higher estimate is a good rule of thumb signifying reliable 

measurements (Hair et al., 2009: 710). After the primary data collection and 

measurement model, the questionnaire was appropriately adjusted to be ready for the 

full measurement and structural analysis. 

 

 3.3.3  Data Collection 

 The data collection method is cluster sampling. Data collection is done by 

questionnaires at the 20 selected universities in the Bangkok Metropolitan area. The 

questionnaires are collected during the day time to represent the student population of 

the university. The presence of undergraduate students on campuses each day has 

some degrees of randomness (e.g. by class scheduling). 

 

 3.3.4  Measurement Model: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The next step of the research is to do measurement model of the data collected. The 

measurement (confirmatory factor analysis) model includes a series of analyses that 

test the validity of the constructs. The first test is the fit assessment analysing Chi 

square χ², Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA). The reason of using these three measures is that, according 

to Hair et al. (2009: 672), it is essential to include at least one incremental index and 

one absolute index in additional to the chi square value and the associated degrees of 

freedom. Therefore, the mentioned three measures are sufficient in indicating model 

fit. According to Hair et al. (2009: 672), the guideline for the samples >250 and m (the 

number of observed variables) > or equal to 30  is χ² Significant p-values expected, 

CFI above .90, RMSEA values <.07. Simultaneously, the factor loading and reliability 

are also analysed. A good estimate for reliable constructs is at .7 although .6 could be 

accepted if other indicators in the model are good (Hair et al., 2009: 710). 

 

 3.3.5  Structural Model 

 The final step of SEM is the structural model. A structural model is “a 

conceptual representation of the structural relationships between constructs” (Hair et 
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al., 2009: 727). And it is used to test the relationships formulated from the theories. 

Like the measurement model, the structural model requires the fit assessment of χ², 

CFI, and RMSEA. And they are required to pass the guidelines established earlier. It 

is also preferable to design competing models in order to compare models of 

University Student Loyalty. Hence, after the structural model is developed, the 

modification is conducted to better improve the model fitness and the comparison is 

made. 

 

3.3.6  ANOVA and T-Tests 

 In order to compare the constructs across types of universities, the ANOVA 

(Analysis of Variance) test and t-tests are conducted to compare the mean scores of 

selected constructs across different types of university. The five constructs that are the 

subjects of this study are student loyalty, instructor quality, image and reputation 

perception, curriculum quality, and perceived value. The t-test uses the t distribution 

to establish the critical region and tests for the significance of the difference between 

two populations (Healey, 2013: 213). In the cases of comparing across more than two 

types of university, ANOVA is used to test for the significance of the difference 

between more than two categories (Healey, 2013: 225). 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
 

 This chapter shows the results of the research on University Student Loyalty 

Model through the use of structural equation modelling tool in AMOS. 

 

4.1  Data Collection Summary 
 

 The collection of samples during November and December 2013 yields a 

satisfactory result. The proposed number of samples, 2,100, is achieved. The total 

number of viable collected samples (excluding the missing and incomplete samples) is 

2,413. Table 4.1 shows the number of samples of each type as well as the number of 

selected universities. 

 

Table 4.1  Summary of Samples 

 

Types Number of Selected 
University 

Number of Proposed 
Samples 

Number of Collected 
Samples 

Autonomous University 5 530 608 
State University 4 520 614 
Transformed University 5 520 571 
Private University 6 530 620 
Total 20 2100 2413 

 

Of the total 20 universities sampled, five are autonomous universities with the 

total sample of 608; four were state universities with 614 samples. 571 samples were 

collected from transformed, Rajabhat and Rajamangala, universities where two were 

Rajabhat universities and the other two were Rajamangala universities. Six private 

universities have the total sample of 620. The collected samples are all higher than the 
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520 and 530 samples proposed. Hence, the sample size of this research is acceptable 

to be analysed with the structural equation modelling statistical tool. 

The demographics of collected samples are presented in Table 4.2. The 

average (mean) age of the samples from autonomous, state, transformed, and private 

universities are 20.04, 20.29, 20.57, and 20.67 in this order. The standard deviation of 

age ranges from 1.40-1.47. The minimum age is 17 years old and the maximum age of 

sample in this research is 28. 

 The average GPA (Grade Point Average) of the samples from autonomous, 

state, transformed, and private universities are 3.00, 2.94, 2.81, and 3.03 in this order. 

The maximum GPA of the samples is 4.00, which are present in all types of university 

and the minimum GPA of each type range from 1.35-1.52. The standard deviation is 

roughly equal ranging from 0.45-0.48.  

 The gender of the samples are more female than male (59 per cent to 41 per 

cent). The proportion of the gender of each type of university is relatively consistent. 

 

Table 4.2  Demographics of Samples 

 

  Autonomous State Transformed Private 
Total Sample Size 608 614 571 620 
Age Minimum 17 18 18 17 
 Maximum 25 27 28 26 

 Mean 20.04 20.29 20.57 20.67 

 Std. Deviation 1.40 1.43 1.47 1.40 
GPA Minimum 1.38 1.35 1.52 1.83 

 Maximum 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

 Mean 3.00 2.94 2.81 3.03 

 Std. Deviation 0.46 0.45 0.48 0.48 
Gender Female (%) 359 (59%) 363 (59%) 319 (56%) 366 (59%) 

 Male (%) 248 (41%) 247 (40%) 247 (43%) 254 (41%) 

 Missing 1 4 5 0 
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4.2  Primary Measurement Model 
 

 To test the validity of the instrument (questionnaire), the first step is the 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the primary samples taken from a separated 

autonomous university, which has 136 total samples. The CFA analysis is conducted 

on AMOS; Figure 4.1 shows the measurement model used in the analysis. In the 

model, the 11 latent constructs (large circles in the model) in the study were correlated 

(two-head arrows) with each other. Those latent constructs are defined by the 

questionnaire items or factors (signified as squares in the model). 

Figure 4.1  Measurement Model (Primary) 

 

 To test the validity of the instrument, the model was analysed to show the 

“factor loading” of each questionnaire item, the result is shown in Table 4.3.  
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Table 4.3  Factor Loading of Constructs in the Measurement Model (Primary) 

 

   Estimate    Estimate 
InQ1 <--- InQ 0.700 Val1 <--- Val 0.608 
InQ2 <--- InQ 0.766 Val2 <--- Val 0.820 
InQ3 <--- InQ 0.657 Val3 <--- Val 0.894 
InQ4 <--- InQ 0.763 Val4 <--- Val 0.856 
InQ5 <--- InQ 0.524 Val5 <--- Val 0.801 
InQ6 <--- InQ 0.444 Val6r <--- Val 0.330 
AdQ1 <--- AdQ 0.874 Tru1 <--- Tru 0.808 
AdQ2 <--- AdQ 0.864 Tru2 <--- Tru 0.884 
AdQ3 <--- AdQ 0.871 Tru3 <--- Tru 0.780 
AdQ4 <--- AdQ 0.845 Tru4 <--- Tru 0.753 
AdQ5 <--- AdQ 0.822 Tru5 <--- Tru 0.660 
AdQ6 <--- AdQ 0.651 Tru6r <--- Tru 0.434 
PhQ1 <--- PhQ 0.488 Com1 <--- Com 0.733 
PhQ2 <--- PhQ 0.716 Com2 <--- Com 0.768 
PhQ3 <--- PhQ 0.494 Com3 <--- Com 0.829 
PhQ4 <--- PhQ 0.757 Com4 <--- Com 0.930 
PhQ5 <--- PhQ 0.780 Com5 <--- Com 0.911 
PhQ6 <--- PhQ 0.706 Com6r <--- Com 0.392 
SoQ1 <--- SoQ 0.817 Sat1 <--- Sat 0.811 
SoQ2 <--- SoQ 0.863 Sat2 <--- Sat 0.846 
SoQ3 <--- SoQ 0.633 Sat3 <--- Sat 0.798 
SoQ4 <--- SoQ 0.721 Sat4 <--- Sat 0.796 
SoQ5 <--- SoQ 0.676 Sat5 <--- Sat 0.775 
SoQ6 <--- SoQ 0.540 Sat6r <--- Sat 0.521 
CuQ1 <--- CuQ 0.831 IRP1 <--- IRP 0.812 
CuQ2 <--- CuQ 0.833 IRP2 <--- IRP 0.840 
CuQ3 <--- CuQ 0.863 IRP3 <--- IRP 0.944 
CuQ4 <--- CuQ 0.707 IRP4 <--- IRP 0.955 
CuQ5 <--- CuQ 0.654 IRP5 <--- IRP 0.693 
CuQ6 <--- CuQ 0.587 IRP6 <--- IRP 0.664 
    Loy1 <--- Loy 0.778 
    Loy2 <--- Loy 0.799 
    Loy3 <--- Loy 0.833 
    Loy4 <--- Loy 0.699 
    Loy5 <--- Loy 0.704 
    Loy6 <--- Loy 0.664 
    Loy7 <--- Loy 0.661 
    Loy8 <--- Loy 0.660 
    Loy9 <--- Loy 0.609 

 

 Table 4.3 shows the factor loading of each questionnaire item according to its 

construct which are; InQ (Instructor Quality), AdQ (Administration Quality), PhQ 

(Physical Environment Quality), SoQ (Social Environment Quality), CuQ 

(Curriculum Quality), Val (Value), Tru (Trust), Com (Commitment), Sat 
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(Satisfaction), IRP (Image and Reputation Perception), and Loy (Loyalty). The items 

that have the factor loading below .5 (in italics) are excluded from further analysis 

(Hair et al., 2009). They are InQ6, PhQ1, PhQ3, Val6r, Tru6r, and Com6r. Apart from 

these items, Sat6r was also excluded for the consistency reason. 

 The primary measurement model is the first round of questionnaire items cut 

to ensure a better instrument. The next step is to conduct a full measurement model 

analysis. 

 

4.3  Structural Equation Modelling: Measurement Model 
 

 This research employs the two-step structural equation modelling approach 

separating the analysis into two steps, the CFA analysis (the measurement model) and 

the path analysis (structural model). The two-step approach is preferred because it 

warrants good measures before conducting the path analysis. 

 In this step, the full measurement model with 2,413 samples has been 

developed by taking out items with low factor loading (while maintaining theoretical 

congruence). The important part is to ensure that the number of items per construct is 

at least three to keep the model “overidentified” which is essential in conducting the 

structural equation modelling analysis. 

 After adjusting the model by eliminating low loading items, the final 

measurement model is presented in Figure 4.2. Two constructs, commitment (Com) 

and administration quality (AdQ) have five items, four other constructs, instructor 

quality (InQ), satisfaction (Sat), image and reputation perception (IRP), and loyalty 

(Loy), have four items, whereas the rest of them (five constructs) have three items.  
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Figure 4.2  Measurement Model 

 

 Table 4.4 shows the standardised factor loading of each questionnaire item 

categorised into autonomous, state, transformed, and private universities. The 

standardised factor loadings of all items are higher than .5 (.59-.94) and all of the 

constructs’ reliability (computed for Cronbach’s Alpha) are higher than .7 (.81-.93) 

which imply construct validity of the measurement model.  
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Table 4.4  Factor Loadings of Constructs in the Measurement Model 

 

A (Autonomous), S (State), T (Transformed), P (Private) A S T P 
Instructor Quality (α=.81)     
Instructors of this university are knowledgable and competent 0.70 0.76 0.79 0.80 

Instructors of this university have good preparation for classes 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.83 

Instructors of this university have integrity and fairness 0.71 0.75 0.74 0.76 

Instructors of this university empathise students 0.67 0.63 0.63 0.71 

Administration Quality (α=.93)     
Administrative staff could always solve your problems 0.88 0.88 0.86 0.85 

Administrative staff demonstrate to be worried when solving your problems 0.92 0.91 0.90 0.91 

Administrative staff go out of their way to help you 0.92 0.90 0.91 0.89 

This university has reliable administrative system 0.81 0.80 0.84 0.83 

This university has fast and efficient system 0.79 0.81 0.81 0.81 

Physical Environment Quality (α=.88)     
The facilities are functioning properly and dependably 0.73 0.80 0.80 0.78 

Classrooms are comfortable and well equipped 0.89 0.92 0.91 0.90 

Computer rooms and library are functioning, organised and up to date 0.84 0.84 0.82 0.84 

Social Environment Quality (α=.84)     
This university is a good place to socialise 0.67 0.69 0.72 0.74 

This university is open for students to organise social activities 0.83 0.83 0.84 0.84 

This university often has enjoyable events and activities 0.79 0.78 0.87 0.83 

Curriculum Quality (α=.89)     
This curriculum has appropriate content and courses 0.86 0.85 0.87 0.89 

This curriculum has relevant content 0.85 0.90 0.86 0.93 

This curriculum integrates into a meaningful whole 0.78 0.80 0.80 0.79 

Value (α=.86)     
The tuition fee of this university is acceptable 0.78 0.77 0.70 0.80 

This university offers the service that is worth the price you pay 0.94 0.92 0.89 0.92 

Studying in this university is worth your time 0.74 0.73 0.85 0.78 
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Table 4.4  (Continued) 

 

A (Autonomous), S (State), T (Transformed), P (Private) A S T P 

Trust (α=.88)     
This university always acts in students’ best interest 0.86 0.88 0.90 0.86 

This university puts students’ interest first 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.90 

This university has integrity 0.70 0.74 0.74 0.78 

Commitment (α=.92)     
You feel attached to this university 0.73 0.71 0.81 0.76 

You are proud to be able to study in this university 0.79 0.78 0.87 0.85 

You belong in this university 0.80 0.83 0.87 0.88 

This university is important to you 0.81 0.84 0.83 0.87 

This university is meaningful to you 0.77 0.79 0.78 0.79 

Satisfaction (α=.90)     
You think that the experience you have with this university exceeds your 
expectation 

0.72 0.70 0.79 0.81 

Your view towards this university is favourable 0.83 0.86 0.88 0.86 

You think you did the right think when you attended this university 0.85 0.84 0.88 0.89 

Your choice to enrol in this university was a wise one 0.77 0.74 0.85 0.83 

Image and Reputation Perception (α=.91)     
This university continuously has good reputation for a long time 0.74 0.81 0.84 0.87 

This university has good image and reputation in your view 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.91 

This university has good image and reputation in a view of people you know 0.83 0.83 0.87 0.81 

This university has good image and reputation in a view of public 0.78 0.74 0.83 0.73 

Loyalty (α=.88)     
You would recommend this university to someone who seek advice  0.89 0.84 0.86 0.88 

You would encourage friends and acquaintances to consider this university 0.91 0.89 0.90 0.93 

You often say positive things about this university to other people 0.71 0.79 0.82 0.81 

You would have selected this university again if started anew 0.60 0.59 0.62 0.71 

 

 The overall construct validity of the measurement model is achieved, 

therefore, the next step is to test for model fitness. AMOS computed the model fitness 
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of the full measurement model and the result is in Table 4.5. The result shows that the 

goodness-of-fit indices are satisfactory. The Chi-Square (χ2) value, 9006.83 and the 

degree of freedom at 2,896 yield the CMIN/df value of 3.11, which is below the 

threshold of 5 indicating good fit. The other important indices are Comparative Fit 

Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). CFI of the 

measurement model is .92 (value above .9 indicates good fit) and RMSEA of the 

measurement model is 0.03 (value less than .07 with CFI of .90 or higher indicates 

good fit) (Hair et al, 2009). Hence, it can be concluded that the measurement model 

(Figure 4.2) is valid and has appropriate model fitness. But before moving on to the 

structural model analysis, the multiple groups analysis is also conducted. 

 

Table 4.5  Measurement Model Fitness 

 

 Measurement 
Model 

Chi-Square (χ2) 9006.83 
p value 0.00 
Degree of Freedom (df) 2896 
CMIN/df 3.11 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.92 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.91 
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) 0.03 

 

 

 In this research, the “configural invariance” testing is conducted to confirm 

that the same basic factor structure exists in all groups, which, in this case, the four 

types of university (Hair et al, 2009). The result is shown in Table 4.6. 
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Table 4.6  Testing Configurative Invariance of a Measurement Model 

 

 Measurement 
Model Autonomous State Transformed Private 

χ2 9006.83 2412.92 2386.86 1901.20 2305.87 
p value 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
df 2896 724 724 724 724 
CMIN/df 3.11 3.33 3.30 2.62 3.19 
CFI 0.92 0.90 0.91 0.94 0.93 
TLI 0.91 0.89 0.90 0.93 0.92 
RMSEA 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 
Sample Size 2413 608 614 571 620 

 

 

 The result in Table 4.6 demonstrates that all the typological models 

(autonomous, state, transformed, and private) show acceptable fitness. The CMIN/df 

values are 3.33, 3.30, 2.62, and 3.19 which are all lower than 5. The CFI indices are 

.90, .91, .94, and .93 (all above .90) and RMSEA are .06, .06, .05, and .06 (all less 

than .70). The satisfactory model fitness across all types of university implies that the 

measurement model has configural invariance; the basic factor structure exists in all 

types of universities. 

 The next step is to develop a structural model to test the correlations between 

constructs and to test hypothesis while visualising the appropriate University Student 

Loyalty Model.  
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4.4  Structural Equation Modelling: Structural Model 
 

 According to the framework developed in the previous chapters, the structural 

model is developed based on the measurement model formulated in the previous 

section. Figure 4.3 is the structural model developed by AMOS with the causal 

relationships (one-head arrow) according to the framework. 

Figure 4.3  Structural Model 
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 After the structural model is drawn, the model fitness test is conducted to 

analyse the model fitness while comparing it with the measurement model previously 

tested (Table 4.7). The result shows that the structural model has good fit; the 

CMIN/df value is less than 5 at 3.29. CFI of the structural model is .91 (above .9) and 

the RMSEA value is .03 (less than .07).  

 

Table 4.7  Comparison of Goodness-of-Fit Measures Between Structural and 

Measurement Models 

 

 Measurement 
Model 

Structural 
Model 

Chi-Square (χ2) 9006.83 9860.61 
p value 0.00 0.00 
Degree of Freedom (df) 2896 3000 
CMIN/df 3.11 3.29 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.92 0.91 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.91 0.90 
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) 0.03 0.03 

 

 However, when comparing the structural model with the measurement model; 

the  model fitness of the structural model is slightly less than the measurement model. 

The acceptable way to achieve better fit of the model is to free the paths that are not 

estimated in the model through the use of “modification indices” (Hair et al, 2010). 

Nevertheless, the research has to be careful in doing so because there could be 

theoretical concerns when the paths are created. The acceptable way is to correlate the 

error terms. And the correlated error terms should be within the same construct to 

minimise the theoretical concern of the issue (and maintain unidimensionality).  
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 4.4.1  Structural Model Modification: University Student Loyalty Model 

 After modifying for a better fit, the final structural model is in Figure 4.4, “The 

University Student Loyalty Model”.  

 

Figure 4.4  University Student Loyalty Model  
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 The next step is to compare the model fitness of University Student Loyalty 

Model with the previous models (Table 4.8). The University Student Loyalty Model 

has the Chi-Square (χ2) value of 6892.80 with the degree of freedom at 2884 leading 

to 2.39 CMIN/df. The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is .95, which is above the 

acceptable .90 and is also higher than that of measurement and initial structural model. 

The RMSEA is .03 (less than .07). The indices show that the University Student 

Loyalty Model achieves good fit and is also better fit than the measurement and 

structural models.  

 

Table 4.8  Comparison of Goodness-of-Fit Measures Between University Student 

 Loyalty and University Student Loyalty (Modified) Models 

 

 Measurement 
Model 

Structural 
Model 

University 
Student 

Loyalty Model 
Chi-Square (χ2) 9006.83 9860.61 6892.80 
p value 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Degree of Freedom (df) 2896 3000 2884 
CMIN/df 3.11 3.29 2.39 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.92 0.91 0.95 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.91 0.90 0.94 
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) 0.03 0.03 0.03 

 

 

 The multiple groups analysis is conducted (Table 4.9) to ensure the basic 

factor structure (configural invariance) and the overall model fitness across four types. 

The result is satisfactory; all of the typological models have appropriate fitness, 

CMIN/df are 2.39, 2.62, 2.09, and 2.46 which are all less than 5. CFI indices are .94, 

.94, .96, and .96, which are significantly above the accepted .9. RMSEA values are 

.05, .05, .04, and .05, which are also less than the .07 threshold. 
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Table 4.9  Testing Configurative Invariance of A University Student Loyalty Model 

 

 
University 

Student 
Loyalty Model 

Autonomous State Transformed Private 

χ2 6892.80 1722.67 1891.47 1506.58 1772.10 
p value 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
df 2884 721 721 721 721 
CMIN/df 2.39 2.39 2.62 2.09 2.46 
CFI 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.95 
TLI 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.95 0.94 
RMSEA 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05 
Sample Size 2413 608 614 571 620 

 

 

 The overall model fitness and typological model fitness of the University 

Student Loyalty Model are satisfactory. The next step is to compare the factor 

loadings of the University Student Loyalty Model with the measurement model to 

ensure that formulating the structural model with the error term modification still 

yields the good construct validity (Table 4.10). The result exhibits the satisfactory 

overall construct validity of the University Student Loyalty Model (all the 

standardised factor loadings are above .6). It can be concluded from the analysis that 

the University Student Loyalty Model has construct validity, model fitness, and 

configural invariance. 
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Table 4.10  Comparison of Standardised Factor Loadings and Construct Reliability 

 

 Autonomous State Transformed Private 
 CFA USL CFS USL CFA USL CFA USL 
Instructor Quality (α=.812) 
InQ1 0.70 0.69 0.76 0.73 0.79 0.79 0.80 0.80 
InQ2 0.78 0.75 0.79 0.77 0.80 0.79 0.83 0.83 
InQ3 0.71 0.70 0.75 0.76 0.74 0.73 0.76 0.76 
InQ4 0.67 0.68 0.63 0.65 0.63 0.63 0.71 0.71 
Administration Quality (α=.934) 
AdQ1 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.88 0.86 0.83 0.85 0.81 
AdQ2 0.92 0.87 0.91 0.88 0.90 0.83 0.91 0.86 
AdQ3 0.92 0.90 0.90 0.87 0.91 0.89 0.89 0.87 
AdQ4 0.81 0.84 0.80 0.84 0.84 0.86 0.83 0.87 
AdQ5 0.79 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.83 0.81 0.83 
Physical Environment Quality (α=.879) 
PhQ2 0.73 0.72 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.78 0.78 
PhQ4 0.89 0.89 0.92 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.90 0.90 
PhQ5 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.84 
Social Environment Quality (α=.844) 
SoQ3 0.67 0.67 0.69 0.69 0.72 0.72 0.74 0.74 
SoQ4 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.86 
SoQ5 0.79 0.80 0.78 0.77 0.87 0.86 0.83 0.82 
Curriculum Quality (α=.888) 
CuQ1 0.86 0.86 0.85 0.85 0.87 0.86 0.89 0.89 
CuQ2 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.86 0.87 0.93 0.94 
CuQ3 0.78 0.78 0.80 0.81 0.80 0.81 0.79 0.79 
Value (α=.864) 
Val2 0.78 0.78 0.77 0.77 0.70 0.70 0.80 0.80 
Val3 0.94 0.95 0.92 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.92 0.93 
Val4 0.74 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.85 0.85 0.78 0.78 
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Table 4.10  (Continued) 

 

 Autonomous 

State 

State Transformed 

 

Private 

CFA USL CFS USL CFA USL CFA USL 

Trust (α=.878) 

Tru1 0.86 0.85 0.88 0.87 0.90 0.90 0.86 0.85 
Tru2 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Tru3 0.70 0.70 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.78 0.78 
Commitment (α=.915) 
Com1 0.73 0.74 0.71 0.74 0.81 0.79 0.76 0.76 
Com2 0.79 0.77 0.78 0.81 0.87 0.84 0.85 0.87 
Com3 0.80 0.81 0.83 0.83 0.87 0.86 0.88 0.88 
Com4 0.81 0.78 0.84 0.84 0.83 0.83 0.87 0.88 
Com5 0.77 0.74 0.79 0.83 0.78 0.82 0.79 0.87 
Satisfaction (α=.899) 
Sat2 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.67 0.79 0.80 0.81 0.80 
Sat3 0.83 0.78 0.86 0.82 0.88 0.83 0.86 0.81 
Sat4 0.85 0.72 0.84 0.76 0.88 0.78 0.89 0.82 
Sat5 0.77 0.68 0.74 0.70 0.85 0.80 0.83 0.79 
Image and Reputation Perception (α=.913) 
IRP1 0.74 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.84 0.79 0.87 0.93 
IRP2 0.86 0.94 0.87 0.90 0.88 0.89 0.91 0.92 
IRP3 0.83 0.75 0.83 0.78 0.87 0.82 0.81 0.79 
IRP4 0.78 0.78 0.74 0.70 0.83 0.81 0.73 0.74 
Loyalty (α=.879) 
Loy1 0.89 0.74 0.84 0.66 0.86 0.75 0.88 0.78 
Loy2 0.91 0.71 0.89 0.67 0.90 0.74 0.93 0.80 
Loy3 0.71 0.70 0.79 0.67 0.82 0.71 0.81 0.74 
Loy6 0.60 0.67 0.59 0.67 0.62 0.68 0.71 0.78 
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 4.4.2  Path Estimates and Hypotheses Testing 

 To test the proposed hypothesis from the framework, the path estimates 

between constructs in the University Student Loyalty Model are calculated (Table 

4.11). The table shows the path coefficients (or the standardised regression weights), 

the p value (testing significance) and the R-Square (R² or the squared multiple 

correlations) of endogenous constructs (shown with R²) and exogenous variables. For 

examples, from the result, the student loyalty of the autonomous universities has the 

R² value of .74 meaning that the model can explain 74 per cent of the variation in 

student loyalty in that type of university. The path coefficient from value to loyalty is 

.07 with the p value at .139, which is higher than the critical .05 implying that there is 

no significant causal relationship between value and loyalty in the autonomous 

universities. There is also no significant causal relationship from trust to loyalty (p 

value = .683), commitment to loyalty (p value = .948) in autonomous universities. On 

the other hand, the result shows that there are significant causal relationships from 

satisfaction to loyalty (p value < .001 (***)) and from image and reputation 

perception to loyalty (p value < .001 (***)). 
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Table 4.11  Path Coefficients and Explained Variance 

 

 Autonomous State Transformed Private 

 Path 
Coeff. p value Path 

Coeff. p value Path 
Coeff. p value Path 

Coeff. p value 

Student Loyalty (R²) 0.74  0.96  0.91  0.85  
   Value 0.07 0.139 0.02 0.617 0.12 0.016* 0.16 *** 
   Trust -0.02 0.683 0.04 0.435 -0.01 0.863 0.06 0.288 
   Commitment 0.01 0.948 0.10 0.147 0.13 0.075 0.04 0.475 
   Satisfaction 0.65 *** 0.61 *** 0.58 *** 0.59 *** 
   Image and Reputation 

Perception 
0.24 *** 0.29 *** 0.22 0.002** 0.16 0.002** 

Image and Reputation 

Perception (R²) 
0.40  0.61  0.67  0.60  

   Satisfaction 0.64 *** 0.78 *** 0.82 *** 0.78 *** 
Value (R²) 0.30  0.37  0.46  0.51  
   Instructor Quality 0.13 0.055 0.18 *** 0.15 0.005** 0.09 0.03* 
   Trust 0.45 *** 0.49 *** 0.58 *** 0.66 *** 
Trust (R²) 0.53  0.59  0.52  0.60  
   Instructor Quality 0.57 *** 0.29 *** 0.30 *** 0.18 *** 
   Administration Quality 0.24 *** 0.59 *** 0.51 *** 0.68 *** 
Commitment (R²) 0.74  0.65  0.71  0.71  
   Trust -0.03 0.595 -0.04 0.433 0.00 0.95 0.10 0.068 
   Satisfaction 0.87 *** 0.83 *** 0.84 *** 0.76 *** 
Satisfaction (R²) 0.59  0.61  0.70  0.73  
   Trust 0.37 *** 0.36 *** 0.26 *** 0.42 *** 
   Value 0.24 *** 0.21 *** 0.28 *** 0.22 *** 
   Instructor Quality -0.05 0.423 0.17 *** -0.02 0.676 0.02 0.622 
   Administration Quality -0.16 *** -0.19 *** 0.04 0.506 -0.07 0.178 
   Physical Env. Quality 0.14 0.006** 0.00 0.925 0.00 0.937 0.20 *** 
   Social Env. Quality 0.35 *** 0.40 *** 0.23 *** 0.27 *** 
   Curriculum Quality 0.10 0.048* 0.01 0.868 0.27 *** -0.02 0.576 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
*** p < .001 
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 The result from the path analysis is translated into visual models of each type 

of university in order to clearly see the causal relationships between constructs. 

 The Autonomous University Model (Figure 4.5) shows the standardised direct 

effects (path coefficient) between constructs according to the proposed model in the 

framework. The insignificant correlations (no causal relationship) between constructs 

in the model are trust to loyalty, commitment to loyalty, value to loyalty, trust to 

commitment, instructor quality to value, and instructor quality to satisfaction. From 

the Autonomous University Model, satisfaction and image and reputation perception 

have significant direct causal relationship to student loyalty. 

 Figure 4.6 exhibits the State University Model through the standardised direct 

effects between constructs. From the result, the insignificant correlations (no causal 

relationship) are from trust to loyalty, value to loyalty and commitment to loyalty. On 

the other hand, student loyalty is correlated to satisfaction and image and reputation 

perception (similar to the autonomous university model albeit varying degrees). The 

differences between the autonomous and state models are the relationships between a 

service quality dimension and a relationship quality dimension. In the state university 

model, instructor quality has direct causal relationships to both value and satisfaction 

whereas physical environment quality and curriculum quality do not have a direct 

causal relationship with satisfaction.  
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Figure 4.5  University Student Loyalty Model (Autonomous University) 

Figure 4.6  University Student Loyalty Model (State University) 
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 Transformed University Model is portrayed in Figure 4.7. There is no 

significant direct relationship from trust to loyalty and commitment to loyalty, which 

is similar to the autonomous and state models. However, there is a significant 

relationship between value and loyalty. In this model, there is no significant direct 

effect from instructor quality, administration quality, and physical quality to 

satisfaction. 

 Figure 4.8 is the Private University Model; it shares some similarities to the 

Transformed University Model. There is no significant direct relationship from trust 

to loyalty and commitment to loyalty but the direct relationship from value to loyalty 

is present. In the Private University Model, there is no significant direct causal 

relationship between instructor quality, administration quality, and curriculum quality 

to satisfaction. 

 

Figure 4.7  University Student Loyalty Model (Transformed University)  
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Figure 4.8  University Student Loyalty Model (Private University) 

 

 From the four models of each type of university, the hypotheses testing is 

summarised in Table 4.12. 

 

Table 4.12  Hypotheses Testing 

 

No. Hypotheses A S T P Conclusion 

H1a Student Satisfaction has a significant positive 
impact on Student Loyalty 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H1a 

H1b Student Satisfaction has a significant positive 
impact on Student Commitment 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H1b 

H2a Student Trust has a significant positive impact 
on Student Loyalty 

✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ Reject H2a 

H2b Student Trust has a significant positive impact 
on Student Satisfaction 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H2b 

H2c Student Trust has a significant positive impact 
on Student Value 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H2c 

H2d Student Trust has a significant positive impact 
on Student Commitment 

✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ Reject H2d 
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Table 4.12  (Continued) 

 

No. Hypotheses A S T P Conclusion 

H3 Student Commitment has a significant positive 
impact on Student Loyalty 

✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ Reject H2d 

H4a Student perceived Value has a significant 
positive impact on Student Loyalty 

✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ Partially accept H4a 

H4b Student perceived Value has a significant 
positive impact on Student Satisfaction 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H4b 

H5a Instructor Quality has a significant positive 
impact on Satisfaction 

✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ Partially accept H5a 

H5b Instructor Quality has a significant positive 
impact on Trust 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H5b 

H5c Instructor Quality has a significant positive 
impact on Value 

✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ Partially accept H5c 

H6a Administration Quality has a significant 
positive impact on Satisfaction 

✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ Partially accept H6a 

H6b Administration Quality has a significant 
positive impact on Trust 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H6b 

H7 Physical Environment Quality has a 
significant positive impact on Satisfaction 

✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ Partially accept H7 

H8 Social Environment Quality has a significant 
positive impact on Satisfaction 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H8 

H9 Curriculum Quality has a significant positive 
impact on Satisfaction 

✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ Partially accept H9 

H10a Student perception of university’s Image and 
Reputation has a significant positive impact on 
Loyalty 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H10a 

H10b Student Satisfaction has a significant positive 
impact on student perception of university’s 
Image and Reputation 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Accept H10b 

 

 The summary of the hypotheses testing is as followed; 

 H1a: Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect on student 

loyalty 

 The hypothesis H1a is accepted. Satisfaction in all types of university has a 

significant direct positive effect on student loyalty 
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 H1b: Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect on student 

commitment 

 The hypothesis H1b is accepted. Satisfaction in all types of university has a 

significant direct positive effect on student commitment. 

 H2a: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student loyalty 

 The hypothesis H2a is rejected. Trust has no significant direct positive effect 

on student loyalty in all types of university. That being said, there might be indirect 

(mediating) effect from trust to loyalty. 

 H2b: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction 

 The hypothesis H2b is accepted. Trust in all types of university has a 

significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction. 

 H2c: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student value 

 The hypothesis H2c is accepted. Trust in all types of university has a 

significant direct positive effect on student perceived value. 

 H2d: Student trust has a significant direct positive effect on student 

commitment 

 The hypothesis H2d is rejected. Trust has no significant direct positive effect 

on student commitment in all types of university. However, there might be indirect 

(mediating) effect from trust to commitment. 

 H3: Student commitment has a significant direct positive effect on student 

loyalty 

 The hypothesis H3 is rejected. Commitment has no significant direct positive 

effect on student loyalty in all types of university. 

 H4a: Student perceived value has a significant direct positive effect on student 

loyalty 

 The hypothesis H4a is partially accepted. Value has a significant direct 

positive effect on student loyalty in transformed and private universities. However, 

(perceived) value has no significant direct positive effect on student loyalty in 

autonomous and state universities. 

 H4b: Student perceived value has a significant direct positive effect on 

satisfaction 
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 The hypothesis H4b is accepted. Value in all types of university has a 

significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction. 

 H5a: Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 

 The hypothesis H5a is partially accepted. Instructor quality has a significant 

direct positive effect on satisfaction in state universities but has no significant direct 

positive effect on other types of university. 

 H5b: Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on trust 

 The hypothesis H5b is accepted.. Instructor quality in all types of university 

has a significant direct positive effect on student trust. 

 H5c: Instructor quality has a significant direct positive effect on value 

 The hypothesis H5c is partially accepted. Instructor quality has a significant 

direct positive effect on student perceived value in state, transformed, and private 

universities. However, instructor quality no significant direct positive effect on 

student perceived value in autonomous university. 

 H6a: Administration quality has a significant direct positive effect on 

satisfaction 

 The hypothesis H6a is partially accepted.. Administration quality has a 

significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction in autonomous and state 

universities. Administration quality has no significant direct positive effect on student 

satisfaction in transformed and private universities. However, the indirect effects 

might be present. 

 H6b: Administration quality has a significant direct positive effect on Trust 

 The hypothesis H6b is accepted.. Administration quality in all types of 

university has a significant direct positive effect on student trust. 

 H7: Physical environment quality has a significant direct positive effect on 

satisfaction 

 The hypothesis H7 is partially accepted. Physical environment quality has a 

significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction in autonomous and private 

universities. On the other hand, physical environment quality has no significant direct 

positive effect on student satisfaction in state and transformed universities. 
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 H8: Social environment quality has a significant direct positive effect on 

satisfaction 

 The hypothesis H8 is accepted. Social environment quality in all types of 

university has a significant direct positive effect on student satisfaction. 

 H9: Curriculum quality has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 

 The hypothesis H9 is partially accepted. Curriculum quality has a significant 

direct positive effect on student satisfaction in autonomous and transformed 

universities. However, curriculum quality has no significant direct positive effect on 

student satisfaction in state and private universities. 

 H10a: Student perception of university’s image and reputation has a significant 

direct positive effect on loyalty 

 The hypothesis H10a is accepted.. Image and reputation perception of students 

in all types of university has a significant direct positive effect on student loyalty. 

 H10b: Student satisfaction has a significant direct positive effect on student 

perception of university’s image and reputation 

 The hypothesis H10b is accepted. Satisfaction in all types of university has a 

significant direct positive effect on student perception of image and reputation. 
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 4.4.3  Total Effects on University Student Loyalty 

 The total effects of each construct in the University Student Loyalty Model are 

shown in Table 4.13. For student loyalty, the most significant construct in the 

relationship quality dimension in determining loyalty is student satisfaction. The 

standardised total effects of the satisfaction-loyalty correlation are .81, .92, .87, and 

.74 in autonomous, state, transformed, private universities in this order. 

 Satisfaction, in turn, is affected by various constructs. By focusing of the 

service quality dimension of the model, the most significant construct affecting 

student satisfaction varies depending on the types of university. Social environment 

quality is the most significant construct determining student satisfaction and loyalty in 

autonomous and state universities. On the other hand, administration quality is the 

most significant construct affecting student loyalty in transformed and private 

universities. Administration quality is still the most significant construct affecting the 

student satisfaction in private university; whereas, curriculum quality is the most 

significant construct determining student satisfaction in transformed universities. 

 

Table 4.13  Total Effects Comparison Between Each Type of University 

 

Student Loyalty A S T P 
   Instructor Quality 0.22 0.33 0.16 0.15 
   Administration Quality -0.04 0.10 0.25 0.35 
   Physical Environment Quality 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.15 
   Social Environment Quality 0.28 0.37 0.20 0.20 
   Curriculum Quality 0.08 0.01 0.24 -0.02 
   Trust 0.39 0.47 0.43 0.60 
   Value 0.27 0.22 0.36 0.33 
   Satisfaction 0.81 0.92 0.87 0.74 
   Image and Reputation Perception 0.24 0.29 0.22 0.16 
   Commitment 0.01 0.10 0.13 0.04 
Trust A S T P 
   Administration Quality 0.24 0.59 0.51 0.68 
   Instructor Quality 0.57 0.29 0.30 0.18 
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Table 4.13  (Continued) 

 

Value A S T P 
   Administration Quality 0.11 0.29 0.29 0.45 
   Instructor Quality 0.38 0.32 0.32 0.21 
   Trust 0.45 0.49 0.58 0.66 
Satisfaction A S T P 
   Instructor Quality 0.25 0.34 0.15 0.14 
   Administration Quality -0.05 0.08 0.25 0.31 
   Physical Environment Quality 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.20 
   Social Environment Quality 0.35 0.40 0.23 0.27 
   Curriculum Quality 0.10 0.01 0.27 -0.02 
   Trust 0.48 0.46 0.42 0.57 
   Value 0.24 0.21 0.28 0.22 
Commitment A S T P 
   Instructor Quality 0.20 0.27 0.12 0.12 
   Administration Quality -0.05 0.04 0.21 0.30 
   Physical Environment Quality 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.16 
   Social Environment Quality 0.30 0.34 0.19 0.21 
   Curriculum Quality 0.08 0.01 0.23 -0.02 
   Trust 0.39 0.34 0.35 0.53 
   Value 0.21 0.17 0.23 0.17 
   Satisfaction 0.87 0.83 0.84 0.76 
Image and Reputation Perception A S T P 
   Instructor Quality 0.16 0.26 0.12 0.11 
   Administration Quality -0.03 0.06 0.20 0.24 
   Physical Environment Quality 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.16 
   Social Environment Quality 0.22 0.31 0.19 0.21 
   Curriculum Quality 0.06 0.01 0.22 -0.02 
   Trust 0.30 0.36 0.34 0.44 
   Value 0.15 0.16 0.23 0.17 
   Satisfaction 0.64 0.78 0.82 0.78 
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4.5  Construct Comparisons 
 

 This section of construct comparisons tests the rest of the hypotheses involving 

five constructs: loyalty, instructor quality, image and reputation perception, 

curriculum quality, and perceived value. The scores of each construct are calculated 

from the summation of the questionnaire scores from the lowest (1) to the highest (7). 

Loyalty, instructor quality, image and reputation perception have four questionnaire 

items implying the maximum score of 28 each. On the other hand, curriculum quality 

and perceived value have three questionnaire items; therefore, the maximum scores 

are 21. 

 The statistical tools used in this section are ANOVA to test the equality of 

means across different types of university and the t-test to test for the significance of 

difference between mean scores of each pair. The use of Likert scale is advocated as 

suitable for the parametric statistical testing (Norman, 2010). 

 

 4.5.1  Comparison of Student Loyalty 

 The first construct in consideration is student loyalty to the university. 

Autonomous university has the highest mean at 24.29 followed by state university 

(24.01), transformed university (21.62) and private (21.44). The medians of both 

autonomous and state universities are 24, the transformed and private universities both 

have median at 22. There is quite a difference in standard deviations; the standard 

deviations are 3.01, 3.08, 3.81, and 4.50 for autonomous, state, transformed, and 

private universities in this order. 
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Table 4.14  Mean, Median, and Standard Deviation of Loyalty Across Types of 

 University 

 

  Autonomous State Transformed Private 
Loyalty Mean 24.29 24.01 21.62 21.44 

Median 24 24 22 22 
Std. Deviation 3.01 3.08 3.81 4.50 

 

 

 However, the hypothesis considers only three types of university, autonomous, 

state, and private. The means of autonomous and state universities are relatively 

similar and the private university seems to be lower. To test for the significance of the 

differences, the t-test is conducted between public (autonomous and state universities) 

and private universities as well as pair tests of all three types of university (Table 

4.15). 

 

Table 4.15 Student Loyalty T-Test 

 

 t df Sig.  
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Public and Private Comparison 13.52 914.80 0.00* 2.71 0.20 
* Significance level 0.05 (p < .05)      

 

 The t-test result, done to compare the means between public (autonomous and 

state) and private universities, shows that the difference is significant. Consequently, 

the ANOVA analysis of autonomous, state, and private universities is conducted to 

check for similarities of the mean scores from the post-hoc (Scheffe) analysis (Table 

4.16). The test shows that the mean differences of autonomous and state universities 

are not statistically significant. However, the differences between autonomous-private 

and state-private universities are statistically significant. Therefore, from the result, 

average scores of student loyalty in public and private universities are different. While 

there is no significant difference between autonomous and state universities, both are 

higher than the average score of private universities. 
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 H11a: Student loyalty is higher in autonomous and state universities than in 

private ones 

The hypothesis H11a is accepted. The result implies that the mean scores of 

student loyalty in public and private universities are different. Furthermore, the mean 

scores of both autonomous and state universities are higher than the mean score of 

private universities. 

 

Table 4.16  Student Loyalty ANOVA and Post-Hoc (Scheffe) Analysis 

 

       
Post-hoc 
Analysis 
(Scheffe) 

 Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Square F Sig. Mean A S P 

Between Groups 3046.13 2 1523.06 117.69 0.00* A = 24.29   * 
Within Groups 23799.20 1839 12.94   S = 24.01   * 
Total 26845.33 1841    P = 21.44 * *  
* Significance level 0.05 (p < .05); A = Autonomous, S = State, T = Transformed, P = Private 

 

 

 4.5.2 Comparison of Instructor Quality 

 The next construct compared is the instructor quality perception by students in 

each type of university. Table 4.17 shows the means, medians, and standard 

deviations of instructor quality across four types of universities. State universities 

have the highest mean (23.28) followed by autonomous universities (23.24), 

transformed universities (22.54), and private universities (22.3). The medians of 

autonomous and state universities are 24 whereas the median of transformed and 

private universities are 23. 
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Table 4.17  Mean, Median, and Standard Deviation of Instructor Quality Across 

Types of University 

 

  Autonomous State Transformed Private 

Instructor 
Quality 

Mean 23.24 23.28 22.54 22.30 
Median 24 24 23 23 
Std. Deviation 2.76 2.84 3.08 3.51 

 

 

 From the result, the mean scores of instructor quality in autonomous and state 

universities are higher than that of transformed and private universities. The ANOVA 

testing result is in Table 4.18. 

 

Table 4.18  Instructor quality ANOVA and Post-Hoc (Sheffe) Analysis 

 

       Post-hoc Analysis 
(Scheffe) 

 Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Square F Sig. Mean A S T P 

Between Groups 449.42 3 149.81 15.98 0.00* A = 23.24   * * 
Within Groups 22580.83 2409 9.37   S = 23.28   * * 
Total 23030.25 2412    T = 22.54 * *   
      P = 22.30 * *   
* Significance level 0.05 (p < .05); A = Autonomous, S = State, T = Transformed, P = Private  

 

 The result of the ANOVA test in Table 4.18 indicates that the difference in 

instructor quality perceived by students across types of university is statistically 

significant. The Scheffe post-hoc tests between each pair are conducted and the result 

is shown in Table 4.18. The result indicates that the mean scores of instructor quality 

perceived by students in autonomous and state universities are not statistically 

different. Likewise, the difference in instructor quality perceived in transformed and 

private universities is also not statistically significant. However, the differences 
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between autonomous-transformed, autonomous-private, state-transformed, and state-

private universities are all statistically significant. 

 H11d: Instructor Quality is higher in autonomous and state universities than in 

private and transformed ones 

 The hypothesis H11d is accepted. There are differences in mean scores of 

instructor quality of autonomous/state and transformed/private universities. And the 

means of instructor quality of autonomous/state (23.24, 23.28) are both higher than 

that of transformed/private universities (22.54, 22.30). 

 

 4.5.3  Comparison of Image and Reputation Perception 

 Image and reputation perception results are demonstrated in Table 4.19. The 

mean scores of image and reputation perception in autonomous, state, transformed, 

and private universities are 25.19, 24.62, 21.74, and 22.36 in this order. The medians 

of image and reputation perception in autonomous and state universities are equal at 

25 whereas the median in transformed and private universities are 22 and 23 

respectively. The standard deviations of image and reputation perception in the four 

types of university range from 2.63 to 4.13. 

 

Table 4.19  Mean, Median, and Standard Deviation of Image and Reputation 

Perception Across Types of University 

 

  Autonomous State Transformed Private 

Image and 
Reputation 
Perception 

Mean 25.19 24.62 21.74 22.36 
Median 25 25 22 23 
Std. Deviation 2.63 2.84 4.01 3.83 

 

 Figure 4.11 depicts the difference of means of the four types of university 

graphically. The image and reputation perception in autonomous and state universities 

are relatively similar and perceptibly higher than image and reputation perception in 

transformed and private universities. 
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 The ANOVA test to compare the mean scores of all types of university is done 

as well as the post-hoc (Scheffe) tests between each pair (Table 4.20). From the 

results, ANOVA test implies that the mean scores on image and reputation perception 

are different across different types of university. Moreover, the post-hoc tests exhibit 

the significant level of difference between each pair. 

 

Table 4.2  Image and Reputation Perception ANOVA and Post-Hoc (Scheffe) 

Analysis 

 

       Post-hoc Analysis 
(Scheffe) 

 Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Square F Sig. Mean A S T P 

Between Groups 5083.26 3 1694.42 148.8
4 

0.00* A = 25.19  * * * 
Within Groups 27423.94 2409 11.38   S = 24.26 *  * * 
Total 32507.20 2412    T = 21.74 * *  * 

      P = 22.36 * * *  
* Significance level 0.05 (p < .05); A = Autonomous, S = State, T = Transformed, P = Private  

 

 

 H11e: Student perception of image and reputation is higher in autonomous and 

state universities than in private and transformed ones 

 The hypothesis H11e is accepted. Image and reputation perception in 

autonomous and state universities (25.19, 24.62) are higher than that of transformed 

and private universities (21.74, 22.36). 

 

 4.5.4  Comparison of Curriculum Quality Between Autonomous and State 

Universities 

 This section evaluates the difference between autonomous and state 

universities. The first construct in consideration is the curriculum quality. The mean 

scores of the curriculum quality in autonomous and state universities are 17.16 and 

17.47 respectively. The median is equal at 18 and the standard deviations are 2.46 and 

2.61 (Table 4.21). 
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Table 4.21  Mean, Median, and Standard Deviation of Curriculum Quality Across 

Types of University 

 

  Autonomous State Transformed Private 

Curriculum 
Quality 

Mean 17.16 17.47 16.49 16.72 
Median 18 18 17 17 
Std. Deviation 2.46 2.61 2.88 2.92 

 

 From the result, state university seems to have a higher curriculum quality 

mean than autonomous university. The hypothesis testing is conducted in Table 4.22, 

the t-test is done to compare the mean scores between the two types of university. The 

result indicates that the difference of curriculum quality perception between 

autonomous and state universities is different. 

 

Table 4.22 Curriculum Quality T-Test 

 

 t df Sig.  
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Autonomous and State Universities -2.11 1220 0.04* -0.31 0.15 
* Significance level 0.05 (p < .05)      

 

 H11c: Curriculum quality of autonomous universities is higher than state 

universities 

 The hypothesis H11c is rejected. Although the mean scores of curriculum 

quality between autonomous and state universities are different, it turns out that the 

mean score of curriculum quality in state universities (17.47) is even higher than that 

of autonomous universities (17.16). 

 

 4.5.5  Comparison of Student Perceived Value Between Autonomous and 

State Universities 

 The means, medians, standard deviations of perceived value of students in 

autonomous and state universities are shown in Table 4.23. The mean scores of 
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perceived value are 17.36 and 17.52 in autonomous and state universities respectively. 

The median are equal at 18 and the standard deviations are 2.80 and 2.78. 

 

Table 4.23  Mean, Median, and Standard Deviation of Perceived Value Across Types 

of University 

 

  Autonomous State Transformed Private 

Value 
Mean 17.36 17.53 16.41 14.86 
Median 18 18 17 16 
Std. Deviation 2.80 2.78 3.11 3.60 

 

 The t-test is conducted to find the difference in mean scores between the two 

types of university. The result of t-test in Table 4.24 indicates that there is not a 

statically significant difference between the perceived value mean scores of 

autonomous and state universities 

 

Table 4.24  Perceived Value T-Test 
 
 

 t df Sig.  
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Autonomous and State Universities -1.10 1220 0.27 -0.18 0.16 
* Significance level 0.05 (p < .05)      

 

 

 H11b: Student (perceived) value of state universities is higher than 

autonomous universities 

 The hypothesis H11b is rejected. The t-test shows that the mean scores of 

perceived value in autonomous and state universities are not significantly different 

from each another. 



 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 

 This research represents a deeper look into the relationships between 

university service quality, university and student relationship quality and student 

loyalty towards universities in Bangkok, Thailand. The structural equation modelling 

conducted clearly demonstrates that there are fascinating relationships between and 

within those dimensions. In this chapter, various topics from the results are discussed 

in turn, beginning with the measurement model. The validity of the model and the 

questionnaire items included in the research are discussed as well as those excluded 

from the analysis. The University Student Loyalty Model is discussed in depth 

through path analysis and multiple group analysis comparing and contrasting different 

types of university along with theoretical concepts. The structural equation modelling 

analysis yields a wide range of results but the key aspect is to link the result to the 

managerial implications in which the total effects of different constructs can portray 

an exciting and beneficial picture. Finally, the constructs in each type of university are 

compared. 

 

5.1  Measurement Model: Validity and Questionnaire Items 
 

 In developing the measurement model, the construct validity is the important 

concept that the research has to achieve. There are some key adjustments from the 

initial framework that were made in order to achieve the construct validity of all the 

constructs in the model. Some adjustments were made without changing the 

theoretical concept. However, there are some adjustments that alter the concept laid 

out in the initial framework. The change in the theoretical concept does not reduce the 

quality of the model or the research but it gives an interesting contextual insight 

regarding the characteristics of university students in Bangkok, Thailand. 
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 5.1.1  Construct Validity: Loyalty 

 The first key construct is student “loyalty”, and there are some questionnaire 

items that do not achieve acceptable factor loadings both in the primary measurement 

(CFA) model and in the full measurement model. Those items were eliminated from 

the subsequent analysis of student loyalty. In the theoretical framework, student 

loyalty is defined as “deeply held positive intentions of a student to take action that 

benefits the university”, which was elaborated in Chapter II, and the three 

measurement themes of student (or customer) loyalty are recommendation intention, 

repurchase behaviour (intention), and other types of contribution. In the full 

measurement model, five items in loyalty are taken out of the analysis because the 

factor loadings do not exceed an acceptable .5 level (Table 5.1) 

 

Table 5.1  Questionnaire Item Validity: Loyalty 

 

no. Loyalty Questionnaire Items 
Measurement 
Model 

1. You would recommend this university to someone who seek advice  ✓ 

2. You would encourage friends and acquaintances to consider this 
university 

✓ 

3. You often say positive things about this university to other people ✓ 

4. You would like to attend this university again if you do further study ✗ 

5. You would consider this university the first choice for education service ✗ 

6. You would have selected this university again if started anew ✓ 

7. You would like to donate as an alumni (and if you have enough wealth) ✗ 

8. You would like to maintain relationship with the university after 
graduation by contributing academically or through other activities 

✗ 

9. You would like to maintain relationship with the university after 
graduation by attending events or social gatherings 

✗ 

 

 The obvious eliminations are the last three questions which concern the 

“intention to contribute” to the university. The “donation” questionnaire item taken 

from the study by Sung and Yang (2009) does not seem to resonate well with loyalty 

of university students in Bangkok. The most probable reason is that there is no giving-

back-to-the-university tradition in Thailand and also, to imagine further into the future 
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(if the respondent has enough wealth), is not as concrete as other items. Thus, the item 

is not valid enough to be included in the analysis. The other two contribution items 

concerning activities participation and social events are also not included in the 

analysis because they seem to have a lot to do with students’ personal preferences. 

 In normal business settings, “repeat purchase” is a good measure of customer 

loyalty. However, the higher education services cannot be conveniently repeatedly 

purchased. The items number 4 and 5 ask about the intention for further study (Nesset 

and Helgesen, 2009; Clemes et al, 2007). In this case, since all the respondents are 

students in the bachelor’s degree level, repeat purchase of the higher educational 

service typically means the master’s degree level. Those two items were taken out of 

the analysis because it does not achieve acceptable factor loadings. The obvious 

reason that these two items are not sufficiently valid is the difference in preferences of 

further study of university students. There are some students who might choose not to 

study in the master’s degree at all. Furthermore, there are probably some students who 

did not want to enrol in the university for further study because they would look for a 

better university, especially when the opportunity to study abroad is widely open. The 

only valid item in the “repeat purchase” group is item number 6, asking whether the 

student would choose the same university if starting anew (Hennig-Thurau et al, 2001; 

Mendez et al, 2009). The item is valid because they are not affected by the master’s 

degree preference and the opportunity to move on to a better university in the future. 

 The measurement model or confirmatory factor analysis of loyalty also shows 

that recommendation and word-of-mouth is probably the most valid theme in higher 

education compared with repeat purchase and contribution. All three items (number 1 

to 3) have high factor loadings. Hence, this finding resonates well with previous 

studies on university student loyalty (Hennig-Thurau et al, 2001; Lin and Tsai, 2008; 

Mendez et al, 2009; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Athiyaman, 1997). 

 The adjustment in the student loyalty construct can be seen as a drastic change 

in its components and the concept of student loyalty in the setting of this research is 

slightly different from previous research. This research omits some prominent 

concepts of student loyalty such as repeat purchase and contributions. The question 

whether the adjusted concept of student loyalty in Bangkok is valid or not is raised. 

Nevertheless, the further investigation of evidence believes that the concept of student 
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loyalty which focuses on recommendation, encouragement, and positive words seems 

to have an important implication no less than the broader concept of student loyalty in 

previous research. The reason is that one of the most significant effects of student 

loyalty is the increased enrolment of new students who are influenced by the positive 

word-or-mouth, recommendation, or encouragement. There are few studies in the past 

that reported the importance of recommendations. Nongyao Nucchanart (2012) 

studied the factors influencing the enrolment of students in Suan Dusit Rajabhat 

University. The researcher found that parents’ recommendation is a highly influential 

factor in decision making. Research by Pawin Pong-Opas et al (2012) also found 

similar results. The researchers studied the students’ decision in enrolling at Thepsatri 

Rajabhat University and found that parents are highly influential in the decision 

making process. The research discusses the role of parents as the alumni of Thepsatri 

Rajabhat University and they suggested that alumni could have an important impact 

on students’ decision. Parichat Kunpluem (2012) studied the factors influencing 

students’ enrolment in Sripatum University and parents’ recommendation is also a 

second most influential source after students themselves.  

 Parents’ recommendation is an important factor influencing decision making of 

their children. The factors that in turn affect those recommendations can be from 

several sources such as the loyalty of parents as alumni. The loyalty of parents could 

be formed during the period they studied in universities. Otherwise, parents’ 

recommendation might come from the reputation of the university which is the result 

of positive words about those universities. Although it might not be the only cause, 

student loyalty directly leads to the positive word-of-mouth that, in turn, leads to 

better image and reputation. 

 The study by Rungnapa Tomma (2010) found that other important influencers 

of students’ decision are their seniors and acquaintances. Having seniors and 

acquaintances in a university is more likely to make students consider enrolling in that 

university. The research also found the importance of the teachers’ recommendation. 

Wanchai Kaewnoonuan (2012) also reported the role of teachers in influencing the 

students. It can be seen that students are influenced from various sources. Therefore, 

in Thailand, the positive word-of-mouth, recommendation, and encouragement are the 
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actions that lead to higher enrolment. Although the research omits the repeat purchase 

and contribution dimensions sometimes found in the Western context, the importance 

of student loyalty in this research is not diminished because its impact is still 

substantial in the growth and survivability of the universities. 

 

 5.1.2  Construct Validity: Image and Reputation Perception 

 This research does not measure the image and reputation of the university per 

se. The questionnaire is used to measure the student perception of a university’s image 

and reputation. Hence, before moving on to further analysis, it is important to note 

that image and reputation perception by students has a certain degree of subjectivity 

and is not a direct substitute of the actual image and reputation of the university. From 

the previous chapters, image and reputation perception in this research is defined as 

“the student perception of the university’s image, how it is viewed by the public, and 

reputation or its history and past actions”. Table 5.2 summarises the questionnaire 

items included and excluded from the analysis. 

 

Table 5.2  Questionnaire Item Validity: Image and Reputation Perception 

 

no. Image and Reputation Perception Questionnaire Items 
Measurement 
Model 

1. This university continuously has good reputation for a long time ✓ 

2. This university has good image and reputation in your view ✓ 

3. This university has good image and reputation in a view of people you 
know 

✓ 

4. This university has good image and reputation in a view of public ✓ 

5. This university has good image and reputation in a view of employers ✗ 

6. This university has better image and reputation than competitors ✗ 

 

 After conducting a full measurement model in structural equation modelling, 

of all six questionnaire items, two were cut from the analysis because they do not have 

sufficient factor loadings. Those two are “this university has good image and 

reputation in a view of employers” and “this university has better image and 

reputation than competitors”. Those two questionnaire items are invalid because it 
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might be difficult for students to evaluate the view of “employers” unless they are 

currently working in an outside organisation. On the other hand, they can better 

evaluate the image and reputation of the university from their own viewpoint, people 

they know, and the general public. The problem with the questionnaire item number 6 

is that they might not be able to compare the image and reputation of universities 

because they are abstract concepts. Furthermore, the students probably do not even 

know who their university’s competitors are. 

 

 5.1.3  Construct Validity: Relationship Quality Dimension 

 The relationship quality dimension of the model includes satisfaction, trust, 

commitment, and value. Those constructs went through some adjustments to achieve 

better construct validity. Firstly, it is essential to revisit the definitions of the four 

constructs in the relationship quality dimension. Satisfaction of the student is the 

overall pleasurable feelings and attitude of a student towards the university. Trust is 

the confidence students have in the university’s integrity and reliability. Commitment 

is the feeling of attachment or “the positive attachment of a student to the university 

that warrants the student’s enduring desire to care about, be proud of and maintain the 

relationship”. Finally student perceived value is the perception of the difference 

between the benefits a student receives from the university and the costs of obtaining. 

 The four constructs in the relationship quality dimension have, initially, six 

items each (Table 5.3). The last items of each construct denote the reverse scores; they 

were taken out of the consideration. The reason is that respondents seem to be 

reluctant to grade the extreme opposite in the reverse items. They often grade neutral 

when it comes to the negative items. However, these reverse items were still included 

in the questionnaire to check the validity of the response, the samples with no change 

in the reverse items compared to other five items were excluded from the analysis 

altogether. 
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Table 5.3  Questionnaire Item Validity: Constructs in Relationship Quality Dimension  

 

no. Questionnaire Items Measurement 
Model 

Satisfaction 
1. You are happy with the service you receive from this university ✗ 

2. You think that the experience you have with this university exceeds your 
expectation ✓ 

3. Your view towards this university is favourable ✓ 

4. You think you did the right think when you attended this university ✓ 

5. Your choice to enrol in this university was a wise one ✓ 

6. You are not happy with your experience in this university (r) ✗ 

Trust 
1. This university always acts in students’ best interest ✓ 

2. This university puts students’ interest first ✓ 

3. This university has integrity ✓ 

4. This university can be relied on ✗ 

5. You are confident that this university will not do what is wrong ✗ 

6. You are not at all feel that this university is reliable (r) ✗ 

Commitment 
1. You feel attached to this university ✓ 

2. You are proud to be able to study in this university ✓ 

3. You belong in this university ✓ 

4. This university is important to you ✓ 

5. This university is meaningful to you ✓ 

6. You do not care about this university (r) ✗ 

Value 
1. You are happy with the value for money you get from this university ✗ 

2. The tuition fee of this university is acceptable ✓ 

3. This university offers the service that is worth the price you pay ✓ 

4. Studying in this university is worth your time ✓ 

5. The effort involved in the studies in this university is worthwhile. ✗ 

6. From your experiences, studying in this university is not worthwhile (r) ✗ 
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 There are a few other items that were taken out of the full measurement model 

analysis because they did not pass the .5 factor loading threshold. The first item of 

satisfaction, “(y)ou are happy with the service you receive from this university” is 

eliminated. The reason why this item is not statistically valid is not obvious but it is 

likely that when the students evaluate the service they receive from the university, 

they might look at different aspects of the service but not the overall picture, which 

can lead to the lower validity of the item. The other items, number 2: exceeding 

expectations (Moore and Bowden-Everson, 2012; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Nesset 

and Helgesen, 2009; Martensen et al, 2000), number 3: favourable view (Mendez et 

al, 2009), number 4 and 5: a good decision (Bowden, 2011; Athiyaman, 1997), are 

valid items of student satisfaction. 

 Apart from the reverse item in trust, the measurement model excludes items 

number 4 and 5 in the trust measurement; “(t)his university can be relied on” and 

“(y)ou are confident that this university will not do what is wrong”. It is possible that 

the item number 4 is not specific enough and number 5 is an item that looks into the 

future and thus students might not feel confident in their answer. On the other hand, 

the first three questionnaire items (Hennig-Thurau et al, 2001) look at the present and 

also at what they could directly perceive. 

 In the commitment section, apart from the reverse item, all other items achieve 

satisfactory factor loadings because all the items seem to move into the same 

direction, which are the intrinsic feelings of pride, meaningfulness, belongingness, 

and attachment. 

 Some items constructing “value” have been excluded from the analysis. The 

first three are the monetary view of the students and, while the first item (Clemes et al, 

2007) did not achieve the factor loading threshold, the second and third items 

(Carvalho and Mota, 2010) did and the theoretical concept of value is intact. The 

reason is that the first question involves a relative view of the value of money and 

students might have different perspectives and preferences on that issue. On the other 

hand, the item number 2 asked straightforwardly whether the tuition fee is suitable or 

not and students seem to be able to grasp that concept better and more consistently, 

while the item number 3 asked them to compare directly the benefits of the service 

they receive and the price they paid. Item number 5 was also excluded from the 
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analysis; it is the item that concerns the effort they put in. It is highly likely that the 

efforts of students differ on a personal level, while money and time are more 

consistent and equitable concepts, hence, the item appears to be less valid. 

 

 5.1.4  Construct Validity: Service Quality Dimension 

 The constructs in service quality dimension are also analysed in the 

measurement model and the results are both liberating and raise questions. However, 

the overall result is satisfactory although there are some items in each construct that 

were eliminated in order to achieve better construct validity. 

 

Table 5.4  Questionnaire Item Validity: Constructs in Service Quality Dimension 

 

no. Questionnaire Items Measurement 
Model 

Instructor Quality 
1. Instructors of this university are knowledgable and competent ✓ 

2. Instructors of this university have good preparation for classes ✓ 

3. Instructors of this university have integrity and fairness ✓ 

4. Instructors of this university empathise students ✓ 

5. Instructors of this university are available for consultation ✗ 

6. Instructors of this university are punctual ✗ 

Administration Quality 
1. Administrative staff could always solve your problems ✓ 

2. Administrative staff demonstrate to be worried when solving your 
problems ✓ 

3. Administrative staff go out of their way to help you ✓ 

4. This university has reliable administrative system ✓ 

5. This university has fast and efficient system ✓ 

6. This university’s policies favour students’ interest ✗ 
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Table 5.4  (Continued) 

 

Physical Environment Quality 
1. The buildings of this university are appealing  ✗ 

2. The facilities are functioning properly and dependably ✓ 

3. The university surrounding is nice and pleasant ✗ 

4. Classrooms are comfortable and well equipped ✓ 

5. Computer rooms and library are functioning, organised and up to date ✓ 

6. The university is clean; the food is good ✗ 

Social Environment Quality 
1. Students in this university are mostly nice ✗ 

2. The social life in this university is pleasant ✗ 

3. This university is a good place to socialise ✓ 

4. This university is open for students to organise social activities ✓ 

5. This university often has enjoyable events and activities ✓ 

6. This university has clubs that suit your interest ✗ 

Curriculum Quality 
1. This curriculum has appropriate content and courses ✓ 

2. This curriculum has relevant content ✓ 

3. This curriculum integrates into a meaningful whole ✓ 

4. This curriculum is going to be useful for you in the future ✗ 

5. This curriculum has interesting content ✗ 

6. The curriculum is up to date ✗ 

 

 Instructor quality in the measurement model is defined by the four items, the 

instructors are knowledgeable and competent, have good preparation for classes, have 

integrity and fairness, and empathise with students. On the other hand, availability of 

consultation is not valid as a measure possibly because not all students demand 

consultation whereas the students can readily evaluate the first four measures because 

they interact with the instructors mostly in the classroom setting. Punctuality did not 

pass the factor loading threshold. It is not to say that it is not important but it might 

not be sufficient in measuring the instructor quality as a whole when compared to the 

more valid items. 
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 Five of the initial six items of the administration quality are sufficiently valid. 

The last item concerning policy is the only item that did not achieve the desirable 

factor loading because the university policy itself might be far-reaching for the 

students. Students are more in touch with the actual implementation and management 

of those policies via the administrative staff or system. 

 The three items that are in the measurement model analysis of the physical 

environment quality are functioning facilities, classrooms and computer rooms. The 

aesthetics of the buildings, the surroundings and the cleanliness of the university and 

the quality of food are excluded from the analysis. It is probable that university 

facilities, classrooms, and highly advanced computer rooms are the aspects students 

are concerned about most while there might be variations in other factors that made 

them less consistent and less valid. 

 Social environment quality construct validity is an interesting topic because 

the three most valid items included in the analysis are the ones that the university can 

take control of, being a place to socialise, organising events and open for students to 

hold events and activities. The first two items excluded were the aspects that the 

university can take less control of, friendship and social life of students. 

 The final construct is the curriculum quality. From the analysis, the most valid 

items determining the quality of curriculum are appropriateness of content and 

courses, relevancy of content, and the integration of content into a meaningful whole. 

The usefulness of the curriculum in the future is excluded most probably because most 

students do not have enough real world experience to evaluate the usefulness of the 

courses they took. The other two items that were excluded are whether the curriculum 

is interesting and up-to-date or not. Not all curriculum is designed to be very up-to-

date and the recency of the curriculum, along with whether it is interesting or not, are 

not sufficient in determining the quality of the curriculum. The results are explainable. 

 In the best case scenario, all the questionnaire items would be valid and pass 

the threshold. However, it is not always the case; the previous section looks 

objectively into the questionnaire items and how some of them were eliminated from 

the analysis to get a better picture of the measurement model of university student 

loyalty. Almost all of the questionnaire items were taken or adapted from a solid 

theoretical background but there are some obstacles that could make them invalid. 
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Some exclusions have no major effect on the theoretical framework while some, like 

loyalty, needs a good explanation when the entire contribution theme is excluded from 

the construct. From the analysis, it can be concluded that there are a few concerns that 

were raised from this research; 

1)  Contextual concern: some items were eliminated from the analysis 

because the contexts are different. For example, it is not a tradition in Thailand for 

people to give back or donate to their alma maters.  

2)  Time concern: the look into the present time is easier than looking into 

the future especially with university students who have not experienced a real working 

environment. 

3)  Personal concern: some quality items were not only shaped by the 

action of the university but also by the preference or the personal issue of the students; 

those items could be less valid compared with the ones without personal biases. 

 The measurement model in this research has undergone some item 

eliminations to achieve good construct validity. The result is that the model also 

achieves fitness tests and is suitable to be analysed further with the structural model 

analysis, which is the subject of the next section.  
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5.2  University Student Loyalty Model: Path Analysis, Multiple Group 

Analysis 

 

 This section looks into the path analysis of the University Student Loyalty 

Model as well as the multiple group analysis. From the results of the path analysis in 

Chapter IV, Figure 5.1 is the summary of the University Student Loyalty (USL) 

Model. The black lines indicate the significant direct positive causal relationships 

between the two constructs in all models (autonomous, state, transformed, and 

private). The black dotted lines indicate the significant direct positive causal 

relationships between the two constructs in some models. The dotted grey lines signify 

that there is no significant direct relationship between the two constructs in all models. 

Figure 5.1  University Student Loyalty Model (Consolidated) 

 

 The consolidated model shows that there are significant relationships between 

the constructs from the service quality dimension to the relationship quality 
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dimension. There are also relationships between relationship quality constructs to 

loyalty, which were laid out in the initial framework. In this research, the focus is on 

student loyalty, hence the discussion begins firstly with loyalty. The R-Square values 

of student loyalty are impressive; .74 (autonomous), .96 (state), .91 (transformed), .85 

(private), which means that 74 per cent to 96 per cent of variances of student loyalty 

can be explained by the model. All of loyalty’s R-Square values are high because the 

University Student Loyalty Model includes a wide range of constructs in a 

relationship quality dimension, a service quality dimension, and also image and 

reputation perception. The number of the constructs and the complexity of the model 

can be a hindrance when it comes to designing the instrument and adjusting for model 

fitness but it can provide researchers with a more complete picture of the concept. 

There are some variations in loyalty that cannot be explained that might come from a 

number of factors such as demographics of the students and the factual data instead of 

student perception (e.g. image and reputation as opposed to image and reputation 

perception). However, the result of the research is sufficient in allowing further 

analysis on the topic. 

 

 5.2.1  Relationship Quality Dimension and Student Loyalty 

 The most significant path estimate causing student loyalty is from satisfaction. 

The estimates across the types of university are consistently high .65 (autonomous), 

.61 (state), .58 (transformed), and .59 (private). This finding confirms the conclusion 

made by various researchers that higher student satisfaction leads to higher student 

loyalty (Moore and Bowden-Everson, 2012; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Carvalho and 

Mota, 2010; Bowden, 2011; Olsen and Johnson, 2003, Purgailis and Zaksa, 2012; 

Ueda and Nojima, 2012; Thomas, 2011; Clemes et al., 2007; Yu and Kim, 2008; 

Nesset and Helgesen, 2009). The finding is consistent across the types of university. 

Hence, it is safe to assume that, to make student more loyal to the university, or 

having an intention to take actions that benefits the university such as 

recommendation, the university should seek to improve student satisfaction towards 

the university. That is a much more complicated subject. 
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 Not only does satisfaction have a direct positive effect on student loyalty, it 

also has an indirect effect on student loyalty with image and reputation perception as a 

mediating construct. In the University Student Loyalty Model, image and reputation 

perception has only one incoming causal relationship from satisfaction. Nevertheless, 

the R-Square values of image and reputation perception range from .40 to .67 with 

autonomous universities as the lowest and the highest being transformed universities. 

The R-Square values are satisfactory and the unexplained variance may be from the 

external factors that could not be forecasted from this model. The path coefficients 

from satisfaction to image and reputation perception are all significant and also high; 

.64 (autonomous), .80 (state), .82 (transformed), and .78 (private). The findings 

resonate well with the study by Helgesen and Nesset (2007). Furthermore, the study 

by other researchers (Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Sung and Yang, 2009; Nguyen and 

Leblanc, 2001) contended that image and reputation of the university causes student 

loyalty. This research also found that there is a significant direct positive effect from 

image and reputation perception to student loyalty. 

 While student satisfaction causes image and reputation perception and loyalty, 

there is another key concept that is positively affected (and the most so) by student 

satisfaction. From the finding, student commitment to the university is significantly 

and strongly determined by student satisfaction. The R-Square values of student 

commitment are reasonably high at .74 (autonomous), .65 (state), .71 (transformed), 

and .71 (private) and the path coefficients from satisfaction to commitment are very 

high at .87 (autonomous), .83 (state), .84 (transformed), and .76 (private). The finding 

confirms the findings from the previous research by Bennet (2003). On the other hand, 

another construct that was hypothesised to cause commitment is trust. This research 

found that there is no significant direct positive impact of trust on commitment, which 

are not aligned with the study by Mendez et al (2009) and Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

who found direct causal relationship between trust and commitment. The prominent 

reason is the role of satisfaction; the University Student Loyalty Model shows that 

although trust does not directly cause commitment, it has a high indirect (mediating) 

effect through value and satisfaction. The framework by Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

does not include satisfaction in the framework hence the presence of a direct 

relationship between trust and commitment. In Mendez et al (2009) research, the 
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answer seems to be less clear because the authors placed satisfaction as the antecedent 

of trust, not the other way around. There are supported findings from both sides but 

this research bases this relationship on the studies by Elliott and Healy (2001), 

Gbadamosi and Jager (2009), and Hennig-Thurau et al (2002) who concluded that 

trust is the antecedent of satisfaction. Furthermore, this research also found that trust 

has a significant positive direct causal effect on satisfaction in all types of university 

and the path coefficients are .37 (autonomous), .36 (state), .26 (transformed), and .42 

(private). 

 The research found that trust also has no significant direct causal effect on 

loyalty in all models. That is not to say that trust has no effect whatsoever but the 

direct effect is not present. The finding contradicts the research finding by Carvalho 

and Mota (2010) which found trust to be (directly and indirectly through perceived 

value) positively and directly related to loyalty. The probable explanation is that the 

study by Carvalho and Mota focuses, successfully, on the roles of trust and perceived 

value on loyalty without considering the role of student satisfaction. However, this 

research confirms a part of the research by Carvalho and Mota (2010) that trust has a 

significant direct positive impact on perceived value. The path coefficients are .45 

(autonomous), .49 (state), .58 (transformed), .66 (private). The R-Square values of 

perceived value in this research range from .30 to .51; the unexplained variations in 

value might come from the absence of factual data such as the actual tuition fee, 

demographics of the students and other external factors. 

 Perceived value is a construct in the relationship quality dimension that has an 

interesting implication. It has a significant direct positive effect on satisfaction, which 

is similar to some previous research findings (Browne et al, 2008; Fernandez et al, 

2010). The role of value became more interesting when considering the results of the 

direct causal relationships between value and loyalty across types of universities. The 

research found that value has no significant direct positive impact in autonomous and 

state university models while there is significant positive relationship between the two 

in transformed and private university models. It can be implied that the role of value 

might be more important in the transformed and private universities than in 

autonomous and state universities. However, there is indirect effect from value to 

loyalty in all models. Further discussion is in the total effect section. 
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 From all relationships between and within the relationship quality dimension 

and student loyalty, the most interesting and controversial would be the triad of 

relationships of student satisfaction, commitment, and loyalty. The hypotheses are set 

that there are direct positive effects of student satisfaction on commitment and loyalty 

and also the direct positive effect from student commitment to loyalty. As discussed 

earlier, the relationship between student satisfaction and loyalty is eminent and the 

direct positive relationship between student satisfaction and commitment is also 

significant and strong. The most contradictory finding from this research is that there 

is no direct causal relationship between commitment and loyalty. It means that student 

commitment does not lead to student loyalty. This finding contradicts previous 

research that confirms the direct relationship between the two (Hennig-Thurau et al, 

2001; Bowden, 2001; Moore and Bowden-Everson, 2012; Mendez et al, 2009). Some 

explanations could be made that most of the research did not hypothesise the same 

relationship structure. The Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) study did not include 

satisfaction in the model. Mendez et al (2009) drew the direct relationship between 

commitment and loyalty but not the direct relationship from satisfaction to either 

commitment or loyalty, and only indirect effects are present. The Bowden (2001) 

research did not include the direct relationship between satisfaction and commitment. 

This research cannot explain the clear reason of contradiction with the research by 

Moore and Bowden-Everson (2012) except that it might be a contextual reason 

because the research done by Moore and Bowden-Everson (2012) took samples from 

only the first year students in a university in Australia. Nevertheless, the finding of 

this research brings up an interesting point that committed students does not lead to 

loyal students. It is possible that the relationship between the two is spurious and it is 

satisfaction that plays a larger and dominant role in affecting the two. The analogy of 

the situation is the famous correlation between the sales of ice cream and the number 

of road accidents (the relationship is spurious because they are both affected by a 

certain variable, such as the holiday or the number of people taking a vacation and so 

on). This research does not intend to play down the importance of student 

commitment apart from merely stating that the finding shows that commitment does 

not lead to loyalty. 
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 5.2.2  Relationship Quality Dimension and Service Quality Dimension 

 The relationships between the constructs in the service quality dimension and 

those in the relationship quality dimension are thought provoking because there are 

differences between types of university. Firstly, the uncontroversial ones are the 

constructs in service quality dimension which have a significant direct positive impact 

on student “trust”, being instructor quality and administration quality. Instructor 

quality and administration quality can explain a reasonable level of variation in trust. 

The R-Square values of trust are .53 (autonomous), .59 (state), .52 (transformed), and 

.60 (private). Both instructor quality and administration quality have significant direct 

positive impacts on student trust in all types of university. The findings resonate well 

with previous research (Wise et al, 2004; Fernandez et al, 2010; Carvalho and Mota, 

2010). However, there is a noteworthy difference that administration quality has more 

impact on trust than instructor quality in all types except in autonomous universities 

where instructor quality has higher impact on trust. The difference can be explored 

further in subsequent research. 

 This research sets the hypothesis that instructor quality has a direct positive 

effect on perceived value (Fernandez et al, 2010). The finding shows that significant 

direct positive relationships between instructor quality and value are present in state, 

transformed and private universities but not in the autonomous universities. Anyhow, 

although the relationships are significant, the positive impact of instructor quality on 

value is not strong; .18 (state), .15 (transformed), and .09 (private). Nevertheless, 

value is determined by trust, which in turn is strongly correlated with instructor 

quality. 

 From the analysis in the previous section, student satisfaction is a very 

important construct in determining student loyalty and commitment, and there are 

many constructs in the service quality dimension affecting satisfaction. The first 

construct in consideration is social environment quality because it is the only 

construct that has a significant positive impact on student loyalty in all types of 

university; the path coefficients are .35 (autonomous), .40 (state), .23 (transformed), 

and .27 (private). The findings confirm previous research on the topic (Paswan and 

Ganesh, 2009; Bean and Bradley, 1986). Nevertheless, there is not much in depth 
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research on the role of social life of students when compared with other aspects of 

service quality. It could be an opportunity for research in the future. Moreover, social 

environment quality has a relatively strong impact on student satisfaction especially 

with students in autonomous and state universities where the social environment 

quality has the strongest direct effect on satisfaction compared with other constructs in 

the service quality. 

 At the opposite end, instructor quality has no significant direct positive impact 

on student satisfaction except in state universities, where the path coefficient is .17. 

This finding does not resemble the previous research findings that have stated the 

direct correlations between instructor quality and satisfaction (Clemes et al, 2007; 

Nesset and Helgesen, 2009; Elliott and Healy, 2001; Fredrickson, 2012). The best 

possible explanation is that previous research did not specify trust and value as the 

mediating constructs in the studies. 

 Physical environment quality is the construct that has significant direct 

positive impact on student satisfaction in autonomous universities and private 

universities whereas the relationships between the two are not significant in state and 

transformed universities. In private universities, the impact of physical environment 

quality on satisfaction is especially important (.20) which might mean that the 

students enrolled in private universities have paid extra attention to the quality of the 

physical environment. 

 Curriculum quality also has different effects on different types of universities. 

It has no significant direct positive impact on student satisfaction in state and private 

universities whereas the impacts on student satisfaction in autonomous and 

transformed universities are significant. The effect of curriculum quality is especially 

large in transformed universities (.27). 

 The most controversial finding in the research is on the topic of administration 

quality. Administration quality has no significant direct positive effect on satisfaction 

in transformed and private universities. However, there are direct negative effects of 

administration quality on satisfaction in autonomous (-0.16) and state universities (-

0.19). There is no obvious reason for the negative relationship apart from when 

considering the total effect, which includes both direct and indirect effects; they 

cancel out the relationship to negligible effects. It implies that in autonomous and 
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state universities, administration quality has negative direct effects on satisfaction 

while having positive indirect effects through trust and value so that in total the effects 

are reduced to be insignificantly small. 

 The path analysis of this research differs from previous research in the way 

that it incorporates constructs from service quality dimension, relationship quality 

dimension with the concept of student loyalty and image and reputation perception. 

This research is an extension to some prominent models involving university student 

loyalty.  The model proposed by Hennig-Thurau (2001) offers a great insight on the 

correlations between relationship quality and student loyalty whereas the model 

developed by Mendez et al (2009) had compelling constructs, which are the basis of 

this research, although the model is relative linear. The University Student Loyalty 

Model developed in this research looks into the correlations between different 

dimensions based on the theoretical framework and previous research findings and it 

also offers a reasonable degree of complexity that attempts to give the best picture of 

the real world relationships. Furthermore, the University Student Loyalty Model 

developed is not singular; it is applied in four different types of universities in 

Bangkok. The relationships between constructs differ across the four types. However, 

all four models share the same structure of student loyalty by testing for the configural 

invariance between models. All separated models achieved good fitness as well as the 

overall model. Therefore, the application of the University Student Loyalty Model is 

pervasive in all four types of universities in Bangkok. 

 The next section delves into a particular finding, total effects; the findings 

could be a valuable tool for all university administrators. 

 

5.3  Total Effects and Recommendations 
 

 It can be seen from the previous section that the University Student Loyalty 

Model can be highly complex, with a number of relationships between constructs in 

different dimensions. This section attempts to untangle the messiness of the model to 

come up with empirical analysis, explanations, and recommendations for university 

administrators. 
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 Student loyalty was shown in the first chapter to have a positive impact on 

many key aspects of university management, such as the higher income, better 

reputation, more enrolled students, and even better quality (Mendez et al, 2009; 

Hennig-Thurau, 2001; Helgesen, 2006; Hallowell, 1996; Reichheld and Sasser, 1990; 

Reichheld, 1993; Yang et al., 2008; Bowden, 2011). This research on University 

Student Loyalty Model is conducted in order to understand the underlying factors or 

antecedents of student loyalty so that university administrators can have a better view 

and a clear strategy to move the university forward sustainably. Therefore, the first 

part of analysis is on the total effects of the antecedents of student loyalty.  

 The total effects of constructs in the relationship quality dimension on student 

loyalty are shown in Table 5.5. The result shows that the most impactful construct is 

satisfaction; .81 (autonomous), .92 (state), .87 (transformed), and .74 (private). This is 

the most important determinant of student loyalty. The second most important 

construct impacting student loyalty is trust; .39 (autonomous), .47 (state), .43 

(transformed), and .60 (private). Perceived value came third at .27 (autonomous), .22 

(state), .36 (transformed), and .33 (private). The least impactful construct in the 

relationship dimension is, as discussed earlier, commitment. 

  

Table 5.5  Student loyalty: Total Effects (Relationship Quality Dimension) 

 

Student Loyalty: Total Effects (Relationship Quality) A S T P 
Satisfaction 0.81 0.92 0.87 0.74 
Trust 0.39 0.47 0.43 0.60 
Commitment 0.01 0.10 0.13 0.04 
Value 0.27 0.22 0.36 0.33 

 

 Impact ranking of each relationship quality construct on student loyalty across 

types of university is consistent; satisfaction comes first followed by trust, value, and 

commitment. Therefore, if the university administrators aim to improve the student 

loyalty in the university, it is advisable to focus on student satisfaction. However, 

satisfaction is an abstract concept that one might not know exactly how to improve. 
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This research incorporates the service quality dimension because it can translate into 

what the university administrators can focus on immediately. 

 The total effects of constructs in the service quality dimension on student 

loyalty are exhibited in Table 5.6 and the results are interesting and insightful. To 

improve the student loyalty, all constructs have different levels of effect according to 

a particular type of university. In the autonomous university, the most impactful 

construct is social environment quality (.28) followed by instructor quality (.22) and 

physical environment quality (.11). Curriculum quality and administration quality 

have negligible effects on student loyalty in autonomous universities. According to 

the result, if the administrators of autonomous universities would like to improve 

student loyalty, they should not invest too heavily in improving the quality of 

curriculum and administration because it might not lead to student loyalty. However, 

this is not to imply that the university administrators should neglect those aspects of 

quality improvement altogether because administration quality and curriculum quality 

might lead to the development in other aspects of university administration such as 

efficiency, academic development, direct student recruitment and so on. Therefore, 

the results must be viewed objectively and it is not the definite approach to improve 

all aspects of the university. 

 

Table 5.6  Student loyalty: Total Effects (Service Quality Dimension) 

 

Student Loyalty: Total Effects (Service Quality) A S T P 

Instructor Quality 0.22 0.33 0.16 0.15 

Administration Quality -0.04 0.10 0.25 0.35 

Physical Environment Quality 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.15 

Social Environment Quality 0.28 0.37 0.20 0.20 

Curriculum Quality 0.08 0.01 0.24 -0.02 
 

 The state universities have a relatively similar result compared with the 

autonomous universities. Social environment quality is the highest ranking construct 

that has a positive impact on student loyalty (.37) followed by instructor quality (.33) 



 

 

176 

and administration quality (.10). There is a difference in the third rank in which the 

state universities have administration quality, where the autonomous universities have 

physical environment quality instead. Similar to the autonomous universities, the 

negligible effect from some constructs does not mean that they should be neglected 

from the university administration. 

 Nevertheless, from the results of autonomous and state universities, social 

environment quality is the most important construct in improving loyalty. From the 

construct validity analysis, social environment quality in this research mainly 

concerns the perception that the university is a good place to socialise, the university 

often has enjoyable events and activities, and the university is open for students to 

organise events. In most universities, the responsibility of these areas is in the hands 

of the senior management, most often the vice president for student affairs. Hence, it 

can be implied that, from the University Student Loyalty Model, vice presidents for 

student affairs have high responsibilities not only in managing the students but also in 

the indirect growth of the university in terms of financial stability, student enrolment 

and reputation because those key indices can be improved by higher student loyalty. 

 The second most impactful construct determining student loyalty in 

autonomous and state universities is instructor quality. It is most obvious that one of 

the top priorities in managing a university is to be able to attract top instructors and 

the result of this research confirms that belief. In a traditional sense, high quality 

instructors lead to the better academic performance of the university through 

publications and teaching evaluation. From the University Student Loyalty Model, 

high quality instructors also have a positive impact on trust, satisfaction towards the 

university and loyalty. Therefore, it is essential for the university to ensure the high 

standard when it comes to instructor quality because it can also imply that low quality 

instructors lead to lower trust, satisfaction and, hence, lower student loyalty. 

University administrators need to attract top quality instructors as well as putting in 

place a system that can continually improve the quality of existing instructors through 

an effective performance management system. 

 The situation of the transformed universities is different; the result shows that 

the top two constructs that are most impactful to student loyalty are administration 

quality (.25) and curriculum quality (.24). Although social environment quality has a 
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significant positive indirect impact on student loyalty, it is not as high as 

administration quality and curriculum quality. It has to be noted that administration 

quality in this research is the aspect of administration that can be perceived by the 

student. The result shows that an improvement in the administration procedure 

between the university and students in the transformed university can have a positive 

impact on student loyalty. The striking and unique point regarding the transformed 

university is that curriculum quality has an important effect on student loyalty 

whereas the effects are minimal in other types of universities. From the construct 

validity analysis, the curriculum quality is derived from the appropriate content and 

courses, the relevancy of the course and the integration of courses into a meaningful 

whole. Transformed university administrators should dig deeply into the current 

course structure and course content. There might be a problem in curriculum or there 

might be possible improvements that could be made because effective improvement in 

curriculum quality can lead to higher student loyalty. 

 Finally, the private universities are also different from other types in terms of 

the total effects on student loyalty. Administration quality is the construct that has the 

highest total effect on student loyalty (.35), which is even higher than in transformed 

universities. The second most impactful construct on student loyalty is social 

environment quality followed by physical environment quality and instructor quality. 

The implication for administrators of private universities is to carefully look into the 

administration process and staff that are in contact with the students because this 

research found that an improvement in the perception of administration quality could 

lead to a substantial impact on student loyalty. However, it is possible that the front-

line staff and the administrative system that students use are just a tip of an iceberg. It 

might be essential to look into the whole management process in the university 

because a major improvement might lead to higher student loyalty that could be the 

key to survivability of the private universities in a highly competitive environment. 
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Table 5.7   Student loyalty: Total Effects (Image and Reputation Perception) 

 

Student Loyalty: Total Effects (Service Quality) A S T P 

Image and Reputation Perception 0.24 0.29 0.22 0.16 
 

 Image and reputation perception of the student is also a significant construct 

positively affecting student loyalty (Table 5.7). Although it is not as significant as 

satisfaction towards the university, it still has a substantial effect on student loyalty; 

.24 (autonomous), .29 (state), .22 (transformed), .16 (private). And from the 

University Student Loyalty Model, the most probable way to improve image and 

reputation perception of the university is through the improvement in satisfaction. 

 From the thorough analysis of the construct validity analysis, path analysis, 

and a synthesis of total effects different constructs have on student loyalty, the 

managerial implications and recommendation are summarised in Table 5.8 for four 

main types of universities in Bangkok. The recommendations in Table 5.8 are laid out 

as the immediate measures in improving student loyalty through better university 

administration. It is essential to note that, in the long run, all aspects of quality; 

instructor, administration, physical environment, social environment, and curriculum, 

play an important role in improving the university in one way or another. The 

University Student Loyalty Model offers a framework that allows the university 

administrators to prioritise the improvement and/or investment needed. 
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Table 5.8   Recommendations 

 

Types of 

University Recommendations from Research Findings 

Autonomous 

and state 

universities 

- Focus on social environment improvement by making the university a more suitable 

place to socialise, organising good events and activities throughout the year and 

giving ample opportunities for student to organise their own events and activities. 

- Seek to continuously improve the quality of the instructors keeping in mind that the 

university instructors not only improve the university academically but their effect on 

student loyalty could have long-term benefits to the university. Low quality 

instructors could also lower student loyalty. A number of low quality instructors 

might boost revenue in the short-run but might hurt the university in the long run. 

Transformed 

and private 

universities 

- Examine administration process of the university carefully especially the people and 

processes that are in direct contact with the students. Fixing the problem in 

administration process and people or find an opportunity to improve them can benefit 

the university in the short- and long-run. 

- (Transformed universities only) Carefully analyse the current curriculum and made 

an attempt to improve the course structure and content as well as the relevancy and 

integration of the courses. 
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5.4  Construct Comparison Interpretations and Managerial Implications 
 

 The second research objective concerns the difference between constructs in 

each type of university. The comparisons of constructs: loyalty, image and reputation 

perception, instructor quality, curriculum quality, and value, were done using the 

ANOVA tests and t-tests. The first comparison is student loyalty between public 

(autonomous and state) universities and private universities. The test shows that the 

mean scores are different and the mean scores of student loyalty in autonomous and 

state universities are higher than the private universities’ mean score. It resonates well 

with the analysis that one of the reasons that private universities are struggling is 

because the students do not have sufficient loyalty. Low loyalty is believed to lead to 

lower annual revenue, lower enrolment, and decreasing reputation over time. The 

study on the linkage between student loyalty and those measures is not yet available 

but it is based on other business contexts. Therefore, although there might be other 

factors contributing to the financial, enrolment, and reputation problems in the private 

universities, it is advisable for private universities to improve the student loyalty to 

bridge the gap between themselves and autonomous and state universities.  

 The instructor quality, in the previous section, is discussed as the important 

factor contributing to satisfaction, trust and loyalty. The ANOVA test shows that 

students in the autonomous and state universities perceive the instructor quality 

equally with no significant difference between the mean scores of the two types. 

However, they are both significantly different and higher than the instructor quality 

perceived by the students in the transformed and private universities. Hence, it is 

possible that the significantly higher ratios of instructors with doctoral degree or 

professorship in autonomous and state universities are the reasons that lead to the 

difference in this perception. Since instructor quality is an important construct 

affecting the student loyalty in all types of university (.20-.37 total effects), it is 

recommended that universities, especially transformed and private, continuously 

improve instructor quality of the university through better recruitment and 

development systems. 
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 Likewise, all four types of universities have different mean scores of image 

and reputation perception by students in which autonomous universities have the 

highest mean score followed by state, private, and transformed universities. The 

University Student Loyalty Model showed that satisfaction plays an important role in 

shaping the perception of image and reputation of the university by students. Anyhow, 

The result resonates with the university ranking and the prior belief (Sirivimol 

Punnarach, 2006).  To improve the image and reputation of the university, the 

research found that the university should direct efforts towards improving the 

satisfaction of the students. Raising the satisfaction is strongly linked to the 

improvement in service quality discussed earlier. 

 The debate between the autonomous and state universities has been going on 

for a while and many scholars and researchers have proposed the advantages and 

disadvantages of autonomous universities (ThaiPublica, 2012; Nidhi Eoseewong, 

2013; Sittithep Eaksittipong, 2009). The two prominent themes raised from the 

discourse are that the tuition fee of autonomous universities could be higher but the 

flexibility of the administration could lead to better curriculum overall. This research 

did not look at the tuition fee per se but at the perceived value of the students towards 

the university in which the monetary value is the key factor. The research found that 

the mean scores of perceived value scores in autonomous and state universities are not 

significantly different. However, those analysing the research finding must be extra 

careful because perceived value estimates the difference between what students 

perceived as benefits and what students perceived as costs. Hence, it could be possible 

that the perceived benefits and the perceived costs are different but the gap is, more or 

less, equal. 

 The other key debate topic regarding autonomous and state universities is that 

the curriculum of the autonomous universities is supposed to be better than that of 

state universities. The research found that the mean scores between the two are 

different but, surprisingly, curriculum quality perceived by students in the state 

universities actually has a higher mean score than in autonomous universities. Firstly, 

it can be implied that students in autonomous universities do not perceive the 

curriculum to be better than those in state universities. However, the perceived quality 

is not the same as the actual quality; there might be some other factors contributing to 
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the perception of students, such as their demographics or their expectations. 

Nevertheless, it means that being an autonomous university does not guarantee better 

curriculum quality perceived by students unless the university administrators have 

good strategies in improving it. 

 

 5.4.1  Managerial Implications: Management Framework for Student 

Loyalty 

 This section introduces the managerial implications of all the findings and 

discussions laid out earlier in order to guide the administrators and present the current 

situations of different types of universities. 

 

 
Figure 5.2  Management Framework for Student Loyalty 

 

 From the discussions in various topics namely, the recommendations for 

different types of universities, the path analysis, and the construct comparisons 

between types, the author of this research presents the conceptual framework for 

university administrators and managers to implement in their universities. The 

framework is Management Framework for Student Loyalty (Figure 5.2) or the 
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framework that aims to allow administrators to observe the current status and 

condition of their universities and set priorities accordingly. The framework is 

developed from the separate analysis which found that universities with different 

degrees of student loyalty require different priorities (the high loyalty autonomous and 

state universities as opposed to the low loyalty transformed and private universities). 

The Y axis of the framework denotes the level of student loyalty from low to high and 

the X axis lists the five different service quality constructs. The construct with a larger 

(wider) area requires higher attention and prioritisation than constructs with smaller 

(narrower) area.  

 From the model, the column on the left is physical environment quality, the 

previous research by Tuan (2011) found that physical environment is the most 

important factor in satisfying students but the findings from this research from the 

university students in Bangkok did not classify physical environment as the significant 

factor. Not many universities in the research focus on the improvement of the physical 

environment of the university. The distinctive example of the university that 

communicates a lot about the physical environment is Assumption University stating 

in their Self-Assessment Report as the first strength of the university having 

“(a)dvanced and sufficient educational equipment, texts and environment  conductive 

to learning” (Assumption University, 2013). In most cases, the physical environment 

of the university does not significantly affect the student loyalty in both high loyalty 

(autonomous and state) universities and low loyalty (transformed and private) 

universities. Students do not extensively focus on the quality of the physical 

environment because all of the universities in the research are well known and have a 

certain degree of quality in the physical environment. The findings might be different 

in smaller universities where the state of the buildings and classrooms is not up to the 

standard. Therefore, there is no significant difference between the preferences of 

physical environment quality in the four types of universities in the research. 

Nevertheless, it is not to say that the university administrator should ignore the 

continuous improvement of the physical environment because the non-functioning 

facilities and equipment or run down buildings will most definitely lead to 

dissatisfaction of students.  
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 The second column from the left is the administration quality. The 

Management Framework for Student Loyalty indicates that the universities with lower 

student loyalty should focus on improving the administration quality because a 

significant improvement in this factor will lead to a substantial improvement of 

student loyalty. The framework derives the analysis from the research findings. The 

impact of the administration quality on loyalty of universities with low student 

loyalty, transformed and private universities, is significantly higher than the impact of 

administration quality of high loyalty universities. The research findings resonate with 

the reports from transformed and private universities. For example, according to the 

Self-Assessment Report of Chandrakasem Rajabhat University (2013), there are 

several aspects of administration that require immediate improvement such as the 

responses of the leaders to important problems, the participation problems in strategic 

management, the knowledge management, the lack of management of information 

system, risk management, and so forth. Moreover, there is also a mention on 

management conflicts and confrontations. These problems can undermine the whole 

process of educational service providing of the university and can be perceived by the 

students. Students who became the victims of the administration problems can form 

the discontent attitude towards the university and hence, lead to lower loyalty. Private 

universities also encounter several administration problems such as the knowledge 

management improvement in Assumption University (2013), or the human resource 

improvement challenges and the improvement of information technology in Bangkok 

University (2013). The report of the internal audit of Sripatum (private) University 

also indicates the problem in administration (2010).  

 By improving the administration quality, the private and transformed 

universities can gradually improve student satisfaction and loyalty of the students. 

From the framework, the administration quality column indicates that its importance 

is lower and is less prioritised when the university already achieves high student 

loyalty. Universities with high student loyalty such as autonomous and state 

universities tend to have a better-developed administrative system and staff as well as 

stronger leadership and management. For example, the internal audit report of a state 

university, Kasetsart University (2011), shows that Kasetsart University has an 

efficient information technology system which can be used to facilitate and improve 
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programs. It also reports the focus on the human resource development university-

wide that led to satisfactory results. Furthermore, the university states that the attitude 

of personnel of the university is dedicated and determined. The quality of the 

administration of the high loyalty universities explains the reason their students have 

higher loyalty in the first place. Therefore, in order to have high student loyalty, the 

universities have to raise the standards of the administration process and once the 

university achieves high loyalty, it can maintain the administration quality and focus 

on other priorities instead. Likewise, a former state university such as Thammasat 

University is reported to have solid administration process and good implementation 

of the information system (Office of National Education Standards and Quality 

Assessment, 2013). The administration of Thammasat improves beyond the traditional 

services by including other services such as the hot line or the group counselling 

service. The internal audit report by an autonomous university, King Mongkut’s 

University of Technology, Thonburi, also found that KMUTT have an efficient 

administration process. The objectives are met and the use of information technology 

is expanding. Nevertheless, keeping the level of administration quality high is 

essential because being a state or autonomous university does not immediately 

guarantee the highest administration quality. Some autonomous and state universities 

are still experiencing problems in administration such as Silpakorn University (2012) 

which reports communication problems and difficulties in information system 

implementation in their internal audit report (2012). All in all, the difference in the 

quality of administration process of different types of universities led to their different 

roles in low and high loyalty universities. The low loyalty universities have to 

immediately find a way to improve the administration process while the high loyalty 

universities need to constantly monitor the process and maintain or gradually improve 

it. 

 The third and middle column is social environment quality. This research 

found that social environment quality is crucial in all types of university when it 

comes to improving student satisfaction and loyalty. From the framework, the 

importance of social environment is especially high in the high loyalty universities 

because when everything else is working and functioning properly, the factor that 

differentiates is the social environment. It does not mean that the low loyalty, 
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transformed and private, universities have satisfactory social environment quality but 

it is not the single most important factor to improve. For example, Assumption 

University, a private university outstanding in their physical environment quality, 

reported that the number of activities between students in the university is still small 

(Assumption University, 2013). On the other hand, the activities that improve social 

environment quality in autonomous and state universities are numerous and 

noteworthy. Kasetsart University reported that their ability to continuously and 

objectively develop students’ activities is their prime strength (Kasetsart University, 

2011). Moreover, the university emphasises on the flexibility of the activities and their 

adaptability to the current affairs. Alumni network is another strength of Kasetsart 

University that allows them to initiate and support fruitful activities. At Thammasat 

University, student activities are the principal emphasis of the university 

administrators. There are nearly a thousand of student activity projects throughout the 

year such as health development network, ASEAN young leaders seminar, field trips 

to rice paddies, and so forth. These activities are the dominant factors influencing 

student satisfaction and loyalty especially in high loyalty universities. Top universities 

in Bangkok have achieved satisfactory level of quality in some other service aspects 

such as physical environment quality, curriculum quality, and administration quality. 

In order to compete for student loyalty, they have to look at a more abstract but also 

more emotional and connected aspect that is social environment quality.  

 From the framework and the findings, the top public, autonomous and state, 

universities in Bangkok can effectively compete with each other by focusing on 

interesting and engaging student activities. The future of a higher education sector in 

Thailand is going to be more competitive and intense as discussed in the beginning of 

the research. Student loyalty will become more important than ever and the competing 

top universities have to invest in the factors that result in the improvement of student 

loyalty. Social environment quality might become a necessity rather than the nice-to-

have activities of the university. Being a state or autonomous university does not 

guarantee high social environment; the active planning and implementation by the 

administrators are required. A state university, Silpakorn University, also experienced 

a difficulty in promoting cross-faculty activities (Silpakorn University, 2012). It is a 
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point that they need to improve in order to compete with and challenge other top 

universities. 

 Curriculum quality is the factor that is more important and urgent in 

transformed universities than in other types of universities. Transformed universities 

have lower student loyalty compared with autonomous and state universities. The 

problems in curriculum quality are the most obvious problem that hinders their 

progress. The Self-Assessment Report of Chandrakasem Rajabhat University clearly 

states that curriculum quality is one of the main improvements they need to work on 

(Chandrakasem Rajabhat University, 2013). The curriculum of the university needs to 

be aligned with the demand of the market of graduates. Failure to continuously 

develop and refine the curriculum according to the current market situation leads to 

student frustration in their future employment prospect. The report also suggests that 

the university have to modernise curriculum to achieve an acceptable standard and 

pursue excellence. Chandrakasem Rajabhat University initiated numerous projects to 

improve the curriculum but it would take few years for the effect to be perceived by 

students. However, the improvement in curriculum quality in the transformed 

university is the move in the right direction. Likewise, Phra Nakorn Rajamangala 

University of Technology also encountered the problem with the employment 

prospect of their current students, which is caused by the outdate curriculum (Phra 

Nakorn Rajamangala University of Technology, 2013). The situation is slightly 

different in Phranakorn Rajabhay University where it is reported that the curriculum 

quality is the strength of the university (Phranakorn Rajabhat University, 2013). The 

result of their Self-Assessment Report can be interpreted as a deception of reality or 

the curriculum is actually good and up-to-date; however; the former cause is more 

likely. 

 State and autonomous universities (high loyalty universities) do not have to 

emphasise on curriculum quality as much as transformed universities because it is 

usually already at or above the desired or required level. At Kasetsart University, the 

research is conducted and reported before revising or improving curriculum (Kasetsart 

University, 2011). King Mongkut’s University of Technology, Thonburi reported that 

the curriculum that requires further improvements is in the master’s degree level 

(KMUTT, 2013). And the leading public university like Thammasat University go 
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beyond the required standard of marketplace alignment and employment focus to the 

development of the international program curriculum, ASEAN curriculum and the 

application of the advanced techniques to improve curriculum such as the problem-

based learning (PBL) method (ONESQA, 2013).  

 Curriculum quality, similar to administration quality, is the service aspect that 

should be immediately worked on in low loyalty universities especially in transformed 

universities where the problem is at a critical level in order to improve student 

satisfaction and loyalty. Top universities might not have to improve the curriculum for 

the benefits of student loyalty but still, it is a very important aspect that could 

substantially improve the university academically and in terms of image and 

reputation. Furthermore, wise and bold development of curriculum could open up the 

new markets of potential students where the university have not reached before such 

as foreign students or students interested in certain fields of study. These benefits 

might not cause student loyalty but it could lead to the bottom line of the university, 

revenue and enrolment, directly. 

 From the Management Framework for Student Loyalty, instructor quality is 

the aspect that should be intensively focused in the high loyalty universities. Students 

expect a lot more from instructors in top autonomous and state universities (high 

loyalty universities) than in private and transformed (low loyalty universities). 

Nevertheless, the reality of the instructor quality aspect is complicated. Although the 

instructor quality improvement in the low loyalty universities is not going to 

dramatically improve the student loyalty, it is still one of the most important. 

Instructor quality improvement can lead to substantially better academic performance 

which is the key criterion for every university despite the level of student loyalty. The 

evidence suggests that the situation of instructor quality of low loyalty universities is 

dire. The number of instructors holding doctoral degrees at Assumption University 

and other private universities is low and needs immediate improvement (Assumption 

University, 2013). At Sripatum University, the score in teaching quality is the lowest 

in the list of nine administration dimensions according to their Self-Assessment 

Report (Sripatum University, 2010). The situation is similar at Bangkok University 

where instructor improvement is the regarded as the university agenda that requires 

immediate action in order to dramatically raise the standard of the university 
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(Bangkok University, 2013). Private universities have a bigger problem in attracting 

high quality instructors and the situation is unlikely to improve anytime soon. Their 

best option is to develop their current resources but the result is yet to be seen. In 

transformed universities, the problem with instructor quality is also high. The scores 

in instructor development are extremely low at approximately two points from the 

total of five according to reports from Chandrakasem Rajabhat University and Phra 

Nakorn Rajamangala University of Technology. The challenge of transformed and 

private universities is in the immediate and effective development of their current 

instructors even though the improvement might not substantially lead to student 

loyalty. 

 The situation in autonomous and state universities is also interesting regarding 

instructor quality. The framework derived from the findings suggests that the high 

loyalty universities must seek ways to improve the quality of the instructors because it 

can lead to student satisfaction and student loyalty. However, it seems that the 

instructor quality of high loyalty universities is already satisfactory. Top universities 

such as Kasetsart University (2011) and KMUTT (2013) stated that the quality of their 

instructors is the prominent strength of their universities. Nevertheless, when 

investigating the strategies and plans of top universities, the only obvious way to 

improve the quality is through increasing the proportion of instructors with doctoral 

degrees and professorship such as from the reports of Thammasat University 

(ONESQA, 2013), or Silpakorn University (2012). Top universities are still 

conservative in their strategies to improve the quality of instructors and they lack bold 

and new ways to tackle the problem. In order to stay competitive and rise above the 

peers, top universities need to come up with better ways to improve instructor quality 

because according to the framework and models developed in this research, instructor 

quality is the top two most important service quality aspects of the high loyalty, 

autonomous and state, universities. A doctoral degree and professorship are good 

starting points but they are not the only answers. For students to perceive the quality 

of instructor, the instructors have to exhibit qualities that include knowledge, 

competency, empathy, preparation, integrity, and fairness. A doctoral degree and 

professorship do not necessarily develop those areas sufficiently. 
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 In conclusion, the Management Framework for Student Loyalty synthesises 

the research findings and offers university administrators guidelines in prioritising 

five essential service quality aspects. Together with the current evidence from the 

activities of a number of universities in Bangkok, university administrators can 

evaluate the level of student loyalty and develop strategic plans accordingly. Low 

loyalty universities should focus on administration quality because it is likely that 

there are obvious problems in the process such as the information system, information 

technology, leadership, strategic planning, and so forth that requires immediate fix. 

Curriculum quality is also another big point to consider for low loyalty universities 

especially in issues regarding future employment prospect. Top autonomous and state 

universities are unlikely to have critical administration and curriculum problems, their 

responsibilities are to maintain and gradually improve them. Social environment 

quality is the aspect that is crucial in universities at any level of loyalty especially in 

the high loyalty universities where the social environment quality is the most 

important aspect. Evidence shows that the effort in promoting student activities in low 

loyalty universities is not sufficient whereas there are numerous engaging student 

activities in top universities. They are right in doing so because those activities are 

important in improving loyalty and can elevate themselves above their peers. Both 

low and high loyalty universities have to emphasise instructor quality improvement 

for difference reasons. Low loyalty universities have to develop their instructors 

because the current situation is dismal while high loyalty universities have to improve 

because of competition and no one has found the better way than increasing doctoral 

degree and professorship proportions. 

  

5.5  Limitations 
 

 There are some limitations in this research that should be noted. Firstly, the 

research is conducted with the university students in the Bangkok Metropolitan Area. 

The reason of the scope is that higher education in the area is intensely competitive. 

Bangkok experiences an influx of adolescents from other provinces as well as other 

countries. The high demand in higher education led to higher supply, or an increasing 

number of universities and higher education institutions in the city. Student loyalty in 
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universities in Bangkok could play a major role in growing the universities and, in 

some cases, in surviving. The University Student Loyalty Model shows a good picture 

of the relationships between a service quality dimension, a relationship quality 

dimension, image and reputation perception, and student loyalty in the highly 

competitive area of Bangkok Metropolitan. In other provinces of Thailand or abroad 

where the competition between universities is not as intense, the structure of the 

model could be different. Also, in a less competitive area, student loyalty towards the 

university could be less important and the focus could be on other topics altogether. 

 The University Student Loyalty Model is a model developed from the 

questionnaires collected from more than 2,400 students in Bangkok. It has achieved 

satisfactory model fitness, validity, reliability, and configural invariance. However, 

the research is based almost entirely on the perception of the students. Hence, when 

interpreting the results in this research one must always keep in mind that the 

constructs are the products of the perception. The instructor quality is not the 

instructor quality per se but the instructor quality perceived by students and so on. The 

study on student perception is a limitation in itself but this limitation proves to be 

greatly valuable because it directly studies the perception of the stakeholders that are 

the most valuable to the university. The importance of students in the higher education 

context cannot be overstated; they are the internal constituents of the university, the 

consumers of the educational products and services, the providers of the economic 

resources and the support base (Yang et al, 2008). Nevertheless, this research and the 

instruments used are not a substitute of the actual measurement of quality in the 

university. 

 Multiple group analysis of structural equation modelling is a complex 

procedure and although this research achieved configural invariance, meaning that 

different types of university have the same basic structure, it has yet to achieve further 

steps of analysis namely metric invariance, which tests the similarity of factor loading 

of each items, and scalar invariance, which tests the similarity of intercepts or means 

of each construct within the structural and measurement models. Inability to achieve 

metric invariance means that a construct in each type might mean different things and 

is not a perfect comparison. In reality, the inability to achieve metric invariance is 

completely explainable because a construct can be different across types of 
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universities. For example, the physical environment quality perceived by students in a 

certain autonomous university is different from those from a private university 

because they evaluated different things, buildings, or surroundings. Nevertheless, this 

limitation in multiple group analysis means that the comparison of constructs must be 

analysed carefully and not taken for granted that it is exactly the same thing across 

types of university. An analogy would be although it is not as disparate as comparing 

an apple to an orange, it is comparable to comparing an apple to a different kind of 

apple. 

 

5.6  Future Research 

 

 The University Student Loyalty Model developed in this research drew a big 

picture of the relationships between a service quality dimension, a relationship quality 

dimension, image and reputation perception and student loyalty and it can be regarded 

as a good framework for future research in university administration. The objectives 

of this research are to develop a comprehensive model and to compare some 

constructs of interest. The first objective is like drawing a picture of a landscape and 

this research achieves that successfully by structural equation modelling of essential 

constructs in important dimensions. The second objective is to explore the objects in 

the landscape and this research sufficiently studies and analyses some constructs of 

interest with adequate empirical explanations. However, there are many stones that are 

left unturned in that landscape. That could be done by in-depth qualitative research. 

 Qualitative research can follow from this research to provide an in-depth 

understanding of different constructs and the differences across types of universities. 

For example, it is understood that instructor quality has a significant positive impact 

on student satisfaction and loyalty in all types of university; in-depth research on how 

students perceive instructor quality in the classrooms and in other settings could be 

beneficial. The same could be said with other constructs such as the social 

environment quality, which, surprisingly, has a strong significant positive impact on 

student satisfaction and loyalty in all types of university especially in prestigious 

autonomous and state universities; qualitative ethnography research could offer an 

elaborated understanding. 
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 Another key point that could be addressed in subsequent research is the role of 

student loyalty. The role of customer loyalty in other business settings has been 

researched extensively but not in the higher educational context. This research is 

based on the notion that student loyalty could be beneficial to the university in the 

long run through financial gain, increase in enrolment, and better reputation. 

However, there is no obvious empirical finding on the relationship between student 

loyalty and those outcomes. The longitudinal quantitive research could be done to 

deepen the understanding of the role of student loyalty to the performance of the 

university. 

 This research could also be a good framework for organisations outside higher 

education because the framework developed is based on the customer relationship 

management concept linking the service quality dimension of the organisation to the 

relationship quality dimension between an organisation and the customer and the 

outcomes which, in this case, is loyalty. Structural equation modelling of customer 

perception in other organisations in either public or private settings could be revealing 

and beneficial to the strategy formulation and management of the organisation. 

 

5.7  Conclusion 

 

 The competitive environment of the higher education sector is putting 

immense pressure on universities in the Bangkok Metropolitan area to adapt and 

improve. Student loyalty is a concept that could lead to sustainable growth and 

survival of any university. This research attempts to develop a comprehensive 

University Student Loyalty Model through structural equation modelling of students 

in four major types of university in Bangkok, namely autonomous, state, transformed 

(Rajabhat and Rajamangala), and private universities. The questionnaire in this 

research was conducted with more than 2,400 university students and the result is 

satisfactory. The University Student Loyalty Model achieves good model fitness and 

is applicable across all types of university. The research found that student satisfaction 

is the most important antecedent of student loyalty, in all types. Perceived value and 

trust have indirect effects on student loyalty except in transformed and private 

universities where direct effects from value to loyalty is also present. Image and 
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reputation perception of the university by students has a direct positive effect on 

student loyalty and it is determined primarily by student satisfaction towards the 

university. Although student satisfaction has a direct positive effect on student loyalty, 

its antecedents are different across different types of universities. Social environment 

quality, compared with other constructs in the service quality dimension, has the 

largest impact on student satisfaction and loyalty in autonomous and state universities. 

Curriculum quality and administration quality are the most important determinants of 

student satisfaction and loyalty in transformed universities. In private universities, 

administration quality is found to have the biggest impact on both satisfaction and 

loyalty. 

 This research also found that, on average, student loyalty is higher in 

autonomous and state universities than in private ones. The image and reputation 

perception of students and perceived instructor quality in autonomous and state 

universities are also higher than in transformed and private universities. The 

comparison between autonomous and state universities is also made. It turns out that 

the perceived value of students between those two types of universities is similar and 

the curriculum quality in autonomous university is not found to be higher than in state 

universities.
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Appendix A 
 

Questionnaire Items References 

 

Questionnaire Items: Loyalty References 

- Say positive things about X to other people 
- Recommend X to someone who seeks your advice 
- Encourage friends and relatives to do business with X 

Fullerton (2003) measurement 
of “Advocacy” (α=.95) and 
Lin and Tsai (2009) 
measurement of “Loyalty” 
(factor loading >.83, α=.89) 

- Probability of attending the same university college if starting anew Helgesen and Nesset (2007) 
(factor loading of loyalty=.75) 

- Probability of attending new courses/further education at the univ. college Nesset and Helgesen (2009) 
(factor loading of loyalty=.79, 
α=.79)  

- I consider my university my first choice for university education. 
- I am willing to maintain my relationship with my university. 

Bowden (2011) (factor loading 
of loyalty=.88-.90) 

- Giving to university as alumni Sung and Yang (2009) (α=.74) 
and Yu and Kim (factor 
loading=.5 of loyalty, .86 of 
donation) 

Questionnaire Items: Satisfaction References 

- My choice to enrol in __ was a wise one 
- I think I did the right thing when I decided to enrol in __ 

Athiyaman (1997) (factor 
loading “Satisfaction”; 
.90,.87) 

- I am happy with the service I receive from the University 
- My opinion about the University service quality is favorable 

Mendez et al. (2009) (factor 
loading of “Satisfaction”; 
.83,.79) 

- Overall, the service of XYZ comes up to my expectations. Lam et al. (2004) 

Questionnaire Items: Trust References 

- ...can be counted on to do what is right. 
- ...has high integrity. 

Morgan and Hunt (1994) 
(α=.947) 

- I am sure that the university staff were always acting in my best interest Mendez et al. (2009) (factor 
loading of “Trust”; .65) 

- This university puts the customers’ interests first 
- This university can be relied on to keep its promises 

Bowden (2011) (factor loading 
of trust=.84-.91) 
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Questionnaire Items: Commitment References 

- I felt very attached to my university 
- I was proud to be able to study at my university 

Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) 
(coefficients of determination 
of Emotion Commitment; 
.65,.48) 

- X has a great deal of personal meaning for me 
- I feel a strong sense of identification with X 

Fullerton (2003) measurement 
of Affective Commitment 
(α=.99) 

- My relationship to this specific service provider is very important to me Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002) 
(factor loading=.858 of 
Commitment) 

Questionnaire Items: Value References 

- For the price you pay for tuition for this school/university, you would say 
that this school/university offers you a service that is (very poor–very 
good). 

- For the time you spend studying in this school/university, you would say 
that studying in this school/university is (very unpleasant–very pleasant). 

- For the effort involved in your studies at this school/university, you would 
say that study at this school/university is (not at all worthwhile–very 
worthwhile) 

Carvalho and Mota (2010) 
(factor loading>.5 of 
Perceived Value and α=.81) 

- I am happy with the value for money I get at XYZ Adapted from Harris and 
Goode (2004) (α=.83) 

- The price shown for the product is: (very acceptable to very unacceptable) Dodds et al. (1991) 

Questionnaire Items: Instructor References 

- Instructors’ empathy and attention to the students 
- Degree to which instructors serve as a role models to students 
- Instructor’s grasp of the subject 
- Instructor’s friendliness towards students 

Mendez et al. (2009) (factor 
loading of 
“Instructor”=.64,.61,.59,.69) 

- Lecturer’s Knowledge 
- Academic staff are polite and courteous 
- Lecturer’s reaching ability 
- Students feel comfortable talk to lecturers 
- Preparation and organisation of classes 
- Lecturers and support staff are willing to help 
- Opportunity to participate in class discussions 
- Academic staff are concerned about student welfare and interests 
- Minimum contact difficulty of lecturers 

Clemes et al. (2007) (factor 
loading of “Academic 
Staff”=.753,.701,.700,.694,.66
6,.653,.621,.516,.432 α=.909) 

Questionnaire Items: Administration References 
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Operational competence 
- Has fast and efficient solutions and procedures. 
- Has a fast and efficient support service for its students. 
Operational benevolence 
- Has practices that indicate respect for the students. 
- Has policies that favor the student’s best interest. 
Problem-solving orientation 
- Makes every effort to rapidly solve any kind of problem. 
- Goes out of the way to solve student problems. 
- Demonstrates to be more worried in solving student problems than in 

performing routine activities. 

Carvalho and Mota (2010) 
(factor loading of 
“Management”=.63,.74,.62,.73
,.76,.80,.71) 

- Administration staff are courteous 
- Administration staff are sympathetic and reassuring 
- Administration staff solve my problems at a promised time 

Clemes et al. (2007) (factor 
loading of “Administration 
Staff”=.819,.784,.760 α=.912)  

Questionnaire Items: Physical Environment References 

- Comfortable lecture rooms 
- Quality equipment in lecture rooms 
- Campus facilities (e.g. parking, accommodation cafe) 
- The university has an excellent physical layout 
- Quality equipment in computer labs 
- Computer Accessibility 

Clemes et al. (2007) (factor 
loading of “Physicality 
Appealing”=.731,.722,.636,.57
4,.539,.472 α=.834)  

Questionnaire Items: Social Environment References 

- To what extent: Have you found making friends here more difficult than 
expected? 

- Do you feel able to control your social life here? 
- Are you confident in your ability to be successful student here is your 

social life? 

Bean and Bradley (1986) 
(α=.62) 

- Opportunities for interaction with XYZ students 
- Opportunities for interaction with XYZ others 

Adapted from Paswan and 
Ganesh (2009) (factor loading 
of “social 
augmenters”=.90,.90 α=.92) 

Questionnaire Items: Curriculum References 

- Module increased my interest in the subject 
- Module was thought provoking 
- Assessment methods were appropriate 
- Work required for module was appropriate 
- Module elements integrated into meaningful whole 

El Ansari (2011) (α=.91) 

- Useful course materials 
- Relevant course materials 
- Interesting course materials 

Clemes et al. (2007) (factor 
loading of “Course 
Content”=.721,.699,.664) 

Questionnaire Items: Image and Reputation References 
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- Perception of the university college reputation among employers 
- Perception of the university college reputation among the general public 
- Perception of the university college reputation among your circle of 

acquaintance 

Nesset and Helgesen (2009) 
(factor loading of 
“Reputation”=.90,.78,.88 
α=.89) 

Institutional image 
- I have always had a good impression of X 
- In my opinion, X has a good image in the minds of consumers 
- I believe that X has a better image than its competitors 
Institutional reputation 
- In general, I believe that X always fulfils the promises it makes to its 

customers 
- X has a good reputation 
- I believe that the reputation of X is better than other companies 

Nguyen and Leblance (2001) 
(factor loading of Institutional 
Image=.564,.670,.538) (factor 
loading of Institutional 
Reputation=.774,.749,.777) 

- Personal impression about the university 
- General university image to students 

Clemes et al. (2007) (α=.906 
“Image”) 
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