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Abstract

In the concentration of satisfaction, developing a positive perception of the service quality offered is essential,
which builds stronger relationships with students. This study attempts to investigate the possible factors that
influence students' satisfaction in a private university in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. This study employed the
performance variable of tangible, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy toward students' satisfaction.
With the quantitative research approach, this study managed to collect students' perception information from 451
respondents who enrolled in a private university. The survey was managed with a 5-point Likert Scale
questionnaire, and the data collected were analyzed with Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version
21. The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to determine the relationship between the variables. The finding
reveals that all five variables (tangibles, responsiveness, reliability, assurance, and empathy) have significant
positive relationships with students' satisfaction. Arguably this study contributes to management decision-making
in the aspect of having a better understanding of service quality will influence students' satisfaction. With these
contexts, it is essential for private universities to improve on the required perceived service quality delivery for
students' satisfaction and marketing return on investment.

Keywords: Service quality; tangibles; responsiveness; reliability; assurance; empathy; satisfaction

1. INTRODUCTION

Today's students are concerned with the university they have chosen providing a good
standard of service (Shaari, 2014). The combination of an outstanding learning
environment and student satisfaction with the services provided accounts for the majority
of students' perceptions and enrollment decisions (Afshan, 2018; Wuhib,2016).

Various studies have demonstrated that poor academic standards, improper facilities, and
an unfixable campus environment are major factors that cause students to abandon a
certain university (Loren & Nathan., 2014; Waly et al., 2017). In addition, investigation
also have shown that a focused approach is needed to determine the satisfaction and
dissatisfaction of students, particularly with regard to tangible facilities, teaching quality,
academic support, and other related technical helpdesk issues like course selection issues
and problems with online learning platforms. With that, service quality in the institution
requires further analysis.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
2.1 Service quality and student satisfaction

Higher education institutions must demonstrate their ability to draw in, keep, and develop
positive relationships with their students (Latif et al., 2016). A strategy tool for measuring an
organization's performance on quality and more accurately gauging customer satisfaction is
essential (Santos, 2003). In this context service quality attributes can be viewed as externally
based on customer experience. (Parasuraman, 2002). It is a judgement developed by the
customers on the organization connecting to the overall service performance received.
(Khodayari & Khodayari, 2011; Ganesh et al., 2016).

This has made the development of a brand image both on and off campus, service quality can
and will influence satisfaction and student retention (Kayabasi & Celik, 2013; Hall et al., 2016).
It allows for improved perceived service quality delivery and management to target, monitor,
control, and enhance it for better organisation performance (Lee & Ryu, 2013). With these
finding it is necessary to emphasize constructive student behavioural goals in order to provide
competitive advantage facilities.

2.2 Tangible

Tangible factors reveals essential qualities (Parasuraman, 2002, Santos, 2003). Tangible
factors involve, support service, the appropriate physical facilities, classroom, library and
equipment. In addition other visible resources are also aligned with tangible items such as
sports facilities and accommodation (Carter & Yeo, 2016).

Students will be influenced by a desirable learning environment and the physical resources
provided when deciding to enroll and continue in a particular institution (Whang &
Im,2017). This shows that tangible components facilitate in gaining students' satisfaction
and further reveals that by providing appropriate classrooms, a well-stocked library, and
good campus maintenance will result in students satisfaction. Similar arguments are made
to support the idea that when students' contentment is matched to the appearance of
physical facilities, they may make a better decision (Bomrez & Rahman, 2018; Mwiya et
al., 2017). Thus, the following hypothesis is formulated:

Hi:  There is a significant relationship between tangible and students’ satisfaction in the
private university.

2.3 Reliability

Proper monitoring and committing the promised service for continual service development are
vital in satisfying customer needs. Parasuraman et al. (1988) argued that the ability to provide
the promised service dependably and properly as the conceived reliability. Similarly, Pollack
(2008) connects result quality with reliability. Reliability can be considered as the guarantee
for successful service. Creating students' satisfaction with reliability variable will provide a
positive value for organization’s reputation (Dong & Jeong (2007). Service promised with
accuracy will equal to reliability influences satisfaction. When the students are satisfied with
the provided reliable services consistently and precisely the revenues of the firm will have
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favourable effect. Hence, reliability of operation performance during the service delivery
process will affect customer satisfaction (Jain et al., 2011). This implies offering error-free and
timely quality services becomes a crucial component min the education institution.
Consequently, the following hypothesis is constructed to study the relationship between
reliability and students satisfaction.

H>:  There is a significant relationship between reliability and students’ satisfaction in the
private university.

2.4 Responsiveness

Responsiveness is defined as a “willingness to help customers and provide prompt service”.
(Parasuraman et al.,1988). It manifests as prompt customer service in the form of feedback and
timely contact, and it leads to a number of responsiveness effects for boosting sustainability
and competitiveness (Rehman, 2012). If an educational institution fails to satisfy customer
needs, its level of responsiveness will be rated as low (Negricea & Sharabi, 2013). To show
quality in responsiveness and fulfilling customers' expectations swift and speedy services
component are crucial (Veysel et al., 2018). Apart from that, better management skills and
quick responses will increase student satisfaction (Abdullah, 2006). This leads to the
development of the following hypothesis:

Hs:  There is a significant relationship between responsiveness and students’ satisfaction in
the private university.

2.5 Assurance

Assurance is referred as build-in product knowledge and willingness of courtesy related to the
ability to inspire confidence and trust (Parasuraman, 2002). It has been demonstrated that
customer satisfaction is the foundation for building confidence and trust (Spreng et al, 1996).
Assurance evaluates the precision of the service rendered and the kind of treatment received
(Pollack, 2008), connects interaction quality on service excellence for business reputation.
Basically, students receive quality assurance from the staff through projecting their service
expertise and integrity (Nadiri et al., 2009). To improve students' perceptions of their
experiences while studying at the educational institution, management needs to foster
confidence and trust among the students and staff. With that, the relationship between
satisfaction and assurance will flourish and marketing return on investment will occur (Hamann
et al., 2017). Using these understanding, the following hypothesis is formed:

H4:  There is a significant relationship between assurance and students’ satisfaction in the
private university.

2.6 Empathy

Salinda & Fernando, (2017) argued that a deeper comprehension of customers' perceptions of
service quality with particular focus on providing benefits to customers based on empathy is
required for education institution. Empathy is a behaviour that includes providing appropriate
advice, guidance, emotion, individual attention, and courtesy, and being aware of students'
needs and feelings (Salinda & Fernando, 2017). Through empathy projection students are more
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likely to have a pleasant educational experience and attain academic achievement. These will
lead to satisfaction. Empathy can be implemented into educational institution service quality
by active listening, understanding and acknowledging student concerns, creating a supportive
environment, flexibility, and communication (Duque, 2014; Salinda & Fernando, 2017). Based
on these finding empathy can improve students' educational experiences and increase
satisfaction and retention. With that, the following hypothesis is developed:

Hs:  There is a significant relationship between empathy and students’ satisfaction in the
private university.

3. RESEARCH METHOD
3.1 Sampling, data collection and instrument

According to the sample size suggested by Sekaran et al., (2016), this study uses the report
based on the students' registration information of the university. There were approximately
10,000 registered students. Thus, the suggested minimum sample size was 370 respondents
but, the study manages to collect data from 451 respondents.

This research was involved with volunteer self-selection sampling technique. First, the
questionnaire link was posted to the university learning management system and also through
‘we-chat’ and WhatsApp application since it is the most common social networking tool used
by the university students The survey was exercised with google form. Base on the study
hypotheses the instrument used was survey questionnaire with five-point Likert scale
measurement: 1) Strongly Disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Neutral; 4) Agree; 5) Strongly Agree. Prior
validated scales from previous studies were utilized to construct the research instrument. The
items of measurement; Tangible, Reliability, Responsiveness, Assurance, Empathy are adopted
from Wilkins et al., 2012; Hasan et al., 2009; Teo et al., 2016. The data analysis was managed
with fully completed 396 samples.

3.2 Pilot study

The pilot study for this research was conducted with a total of 50 selected respondents from
the university. Using one of the most utilised indicators of internal consistency, which is
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, the pilot study produced a score that was well above the
minimum required alpha coefficient value of 0.70 for items used in the scale. Table 1
summarises the outcome of the pilot study.

Table 1: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for Pilot Study

Measure No of Items a
Tangible 10 0.912
Reliability 10 0.950
Responsiveness 10 0.937
Empathy 10 0.934
Assurance 10 0.931

The above finding shows that Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient higher than 0.900 (Zikmund,
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2003) suggested that Cronbach’s alpha which are greater than a score of 0.7 and less than 1.0
is acceptable. In addition, the corrected item-total correlation values were above 0.5, which
indicates that each item had a high degree of correlation with the total score. This indicates that
each item is measuring the same thing as the scale as a whole.

4. FINDINGS

In identifying the relationship of the variables and to show the essential relevance towards the
research objective and hypotheses put forward, this empirical study was analysed with Pearson
correlation. This study reveals the following information accordingly.

Table 2: Correlations

Students
Satisfaction
Pearson -
Tangibl Correlation . 770
T Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 451
Pearson -
Reliabilit Correlation 756
o Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 451
Pearson -
Responsiven Correlation 197
esponsiveness Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 451
Pearson -
Assuran Correlation 796
ssurance Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 451
Pearson -
Empath Correlation 813
P Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 451
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The relationship between tangible and students’ satisfaction (Table 2) reveals the correlations
score on the relationship of the variables. Preliminary analyses were conducted to ensure there
is no violation of the assumptions of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity. There is a
positive correlation between tangible and students’ satisfaction, r = .770, n = 451, p < 0.01.
This relates to the high level of tangible factors associated with high level of students
satisfaction.

The result implies that the better and higher the tangible factors utilized in the institution, the
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higher the students’ satisfaction expectations rate. As for the variance shared between the two
variables, the coefficient of determination (1> = 59.29) indicates that tangible factors help to
explain nearly 59% of the variance in students’ satisfaction. This is a rather reasonable amount
of variance. As such, this finding lends support to hypothesis 1. There is indeed a significant
positive and linear relationship between tangible factors and students’ satisfaction. The results
suggest that the more tangible factors employed in the education institutions the possible and
better students’ satisfaction outcome will be achieved and vice versa.

The second variable, i.e., reliability was focused with hypothesis 2 and Table 2 highlights on
the positive correlation between reliability and students’ satisfaction, r = .756, n = 451, p <
0.01. This relates to the high level of reliability factors associated with high level of students
satisfaction.

The result implies that the better and higher the reliability offered to the students in the
education institution, the higher the students satisfaction rate. As for the variance shared
between the two variables, the coefficient of determination (1> = 57.15) indicates that reliability
helps to explain nearly 57% of the variance in students’ satisfaction expectations. This is a
reasonable amount of variance and reliability plays an essential role in students’ motivation to
stay in the institution. As such, this finding lends support to hypothesis 2. There is indeed a
significant positive and linear relationship between reliability and students’ satisfaction.

As for hypothesis 3, the responsiveness variable (Table 2) were analyzed and the finding
reveals a strong, positive correlation between responsiveness and students’ satisfaction, r =.
797, n =451, p <0.01. This relates to the high level of responsiveness factors associated with
the high level of students’ satisfaction.

In the context of this study, the finding implies that the better and higher responsiveness factors
utilized in the education institution, the higher the outcome of students’ satisfaction rate. As for
the variance shared between the two variables, the coefficient of determination (r> = 63.52)
indicates that responsiveness factors help to explain 63% of the variance in students’
satisfaction. This is a reasonable amount of variance. As such, this finding lends support to
hypothesis 3. There is indeed a significant positive and linear relationship between
responsiveness and students’ satisfaction. The results suggest that in students satisfaction, with
more responsiveness factors are exercised and the relationship created among students will be
higher and the education institution students’ satisfaction will be in favorable position which
will lead to higher word of mouth and it will be an effective marketing point.

The forth hypothesis were investigated and Table 2 reveals a strong, positive correlation
between assurance and students’ satisfaction, r = .796, n = 451, p <0.01. This relates to, with
high level of assurance associated with the high level of students’ satisfaction expectations.

The result finding for assurance and students’ satisfaction implies that the higher perceived
willingness of courtesy, confidence and trust can be shown, the higher the students satisfaction
expectations rate. As for the variance shared between the two variables, the coefficient of
determination (r* = 63.36) indicates that assurance helps to explain nearly 63% of the variance
in students’ satisfaction. This is a respectable amount of variance. As such, this finding lends
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support to hypothesis 4. There is indeed a significant positive and linear relationship between
assurance and students’ satisfaction. The results suggest that in the cognitive behavior of
students’ satisfaction with more assurance are realized and put forward higher the satisfaction
outcome will be achieved and vice versa.

As for hypothesis 5, Table 2 indicates the presence of students’ satisfaction among the
education institutions. There is a strong, positive correlation between empathy and students’
satisfaction, r = .813, n =451, p <0.01. This relates to, with high level of empathy associated
with the high level of students’ satisfaction.

As for the variance shared between the two variables, the coefficient of determination (r* =
66.10) indicates that empathy helps to explain 66% of the variance in education institution
students’ satisfaction. This is a reasonable amount of variance. As such, this finding lends
support to hypothesis 5. The results suggest that empathy will have an important implication
in the student’s satisfaction. Senior management should realize and pay attention to students’
expectations in terms of empathy factors for higher level of students’ satisfaction and this will
eventually will increase the student’s retention level.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The focus of this study is to explore the certainty of students’ satisfaction with the university.
With the objectives and hypotheses presented, it shows that factors of tangible, reliability,
assurance, responsiveness and empathy relates to students satisfaction.

Hypothesis Hi to Hs which reflects tangible, reliability, assurance, responsiveness, and empathy
has a reasonable significant positive correlation with students’ satisfaction. With that all the
hypotheses are supported. This is consistent with the results found by Latif (2016) and Betty et
al., (2017), in which the peripheral aspects and facilities would direct and indirect influence on
students’ satisfaction.

In addition, this reveals in total that most of the students are concerned with the immediate
response of the service provided. If management is aware of students’ expectations, they may
be able to respond to students with a more realistic level and fulfilling students expectations.
This indicates that the factors in tangible, reliability, assurance, responsiveness, and empathy
can raise problems at any time in the institution and it is important to take corrective measures
as soon as possible to avoid negative word of mouth. Apart from that, studies have shown that
providing special attention will increase satisfaction significantly. This is in line with the
previous findings such as Yavas et al.,1997; Anantha et al.,2012; and Rehman,2012.

The finding has shown the dynamic and relative importance on the need of quality-of-
service delivery dimensions in the form of value proposition for the university
performance. This information would be essential for the management to continuously provide
and improve their physical resources. This shows that facilities of the university such as
interactive learning space, lecture theatres, recital halls, commercial areas, classrooms, hostels,
sports facilities, and multi-level parking facilities are the essential need for students. Overall,
the result of these findings demonstrates that a better quality of service provided will lead
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to a better level of students’ satisfaction and it will provide avenue for developing
marketing strategy plan.

Apart from the positive finding produced, there are some caveats regarding this research
finding. First, this research variables were concentrated on students satisfaction and it is a case
study. Research finding can also reveal actual behavior of students which was not put forward
in the research framework and in addition there could be other variables influencing a student
behavior for example economic and other psychological or socio-psychological factors. This
leads to the factors that the assurance of all relevant contextual variables in equation can be
incomplete. In addition, this research is managed with cross-sectional data. Longitudinal study
with qualitative approach would be extremely useful for clear judgement on student perception
based on the university performance because time comparison can reveal behavior
modification and other uncertainty.
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