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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the effects of service quality of higher education institutions on student satisfaction
using the SERVQUAL model. Conducted in the Khulna region, Bangladesh, the quantitative research
collected data from students across various universities using a questionnaire comprising 24 Likert scale
statements. SPSS v27 was used for statistical analysis. The findings revealed a positive and significant
effect of university service quality on student satisfaction. The study also suggested that the service quality
of the universities can explain a 90% variation in student satisfaction. These findings have the potential to
empower educational institutions in identifying areas of strength and improvement, fostering continuous
growth and benchmarking against peers. Prospective and current students can leverage this study to evaluate
or plan for higher education institutions. The study was limited on various fronts including time constraints,
financial limitations, and probable respondents’ biases. Addressing these limitations can enhance the

accuracy and applicability of future studies.

Keywords: Higher education, Service quality, Student satisfaction, and SERVQUAL.

INTRODUCTION:

Understanding the intricate relationship between
service quality and student satisfaction is essential
for institutions of higher education striving to meet
the diverse needs and expectations of their student
body. In today's competitive educational landscape,
where universities compete not only for enrolment
but also for reputation and retention rates, delivering
high-quality services has become imperative. This
study seeks to explore the effects of service quality
on student satisfaction, employing the SERVQUAL
model as a conceptual framework to delve into the
nuanced dimensions of service provision within
academic settings.

Despite the considerable body of literature exploring
the relationship between service quality and student
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satisfaction within higher education, a notable
research gap exists regarding the nuanced interplay
between specific dimensions of service quality and
their differential effects on student satisfaction.
While existing studies have provided valuable in-
sights into the overall impact of service quality on
student perceptions, there remains a dearth of
empirical research that comprehensively examines
how variations in individual service dimensions
contribute to overall satisfaction levels (Sari, 2023).
This study aims to fill this gap by examining the
direct relationship between service quality and
student satisfaction, as well as the individual effects
of SERVQUAL Model dimensions on satisfaction.
This study aims to address gaps in previous research
by providing specific insights into unclear areas and
focusing on two primary objectives. First, it seeks to
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analyze the direct relationship between university
service quality and satisfaction among students.
Second, it seeks to investigate the unique effects of
SERVQUAL Model aspects on student satisfaction.
These objectives of the study will be achieved
through answering the following research questions

1. Does Tangibles exhibit a positive and signifi-
cant relationship with Student Satisfaction?

2. s there a positive and significant relationship
between Reliability and Student Satisfaction?

3. Does Responsiveness demonstrate a positive
and significant relationship with Student Satis-
faction?

4. s there a positive and significant relationship
between Assurance and Student Satisfaction?

5. Does Empathy show a positive and significant
relationship with Student Satisfaction?

Previous research usually included mediating or
moderating variables, resulting in a little investi-
gation of the direct relationship between service
quality and student happiness. This study aims to
enhance understanding of this topic by emphasizing
these objectives.

Review of Literature

The literature related to this study revolves around
two core concepts- Service Quality and Student
Satisfaction.

Service Quality

Service quality is a measure of how well a business
meets its customers' expectations. Customer’s acq-
uire services in response to unique demands
(Kandampully, 1998). They have particular criteria
and expectations for how a company's service
delivery meets those demands, whether they are
conscious of it or not. A firm with great service
quality provides services that meet or surpass their
consumers' expectations (Zeithaml, 1990). Service
quality is integral for establishing sustainable posi-
tive relationships with consumers (Abu hasan &
Ilias, 2008). In the context of universities, service
quality refers to the extent to which the educational
institution meets or exceeds students' expectations
and needs in various aspects of their academic and
non-academic experiences (Onditi & Wechuli,
2017). It encompasses the delivery of services and
support related to teaching, learning, administrative
processes, facilities, and overall campus environ-
ment (Kok, 2011). Service quality in universities is
measured by factors such as the reliability of
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academic programs, responsiveness of faculty and
staff to student inquiries and needs, assurance of
academic support services, empathy in addressing
student concerns, and the quality of physical
facilities and resources available to students
(Hussain & Birol, 2011). Additionally, it involves
aspects related to communication, accessibility,
transparency, and fairness in administrative
processes and policies. Overall, service quality in
universities aims to create a positive and supportive
conducive to student success,
satisfaction, and holistic development (Aithal &
Maiya, 2023).

environment

Student Satisfaction

Student satisfaction encompasses perceptions
meeting expectations in educational services, influ-
encing happiness and contentment throughout
academic life (Taskin et al., 2023). Research indi-
cates correlations between satisfaction and factors
like curriculum quality, teaching effectiveness, and
career preparation (Mahi et al., 2018). Online
learning quality significantly impacts student satis-
faction and retention (Misnan et al., 2018). Studies
employ various scales, such as the University
Students Satisfaction Scale (U-SSS), to gauge
satisfaction levels (Ozok et al., 2022). Factors
influencing satisfaction include support services,
teaching quality, and social support (Kim, 2020).
Simulation-based learning and staff behavior
contribute to satisfaction in healthcare education
(Camilleri, 2021). Academic satisfaction relates to
faculty competence, curriculum design, and learning
facilities (Syahmer et al, 2022). However, there
may not be a direct correlation between personal
satisfaction and academic achievement (Malik et al.,
2013). Overall, evaluating student satisfaction is
crucial for program efficacy and student success
(Alaa, 2015).

Relationship between the Service Quality and
Student Satisfaction

The service quality of educational institutes is a
crucial factor behind student satisfaction, especially
in higher-level education. There have been a lot of
studies that have investigated the association
between student satisfaction and service quality. An
investigation conducted in 2019 shows that there is a
favorable and significant impact of service quality
on students (Chandra et al., 2019). However, the
same study shows that student satisfaction fosters a
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direct influence on student attachment which
increases the university's reputation. Another rese-
arch conducted in 2020 found out significant impact
of service quality on student satisfaction and student
loyalty (Purwanto & Cahyono, 2020). The same
investigation suggests that service quality can be
improved by working on parameters like tangibles,
empathy, responsiveness, reliability, and assurance.
A study conducted in 2020 by Alsheyadi and
Albalushi measured student satisfaction utilizing the
SERVQUAL Model and showed that tangibles,
assurance, reliability, empathy, and responsiveness
dimensions have a direct influence on student
satisfaction (Forid et al., 2022). Studies comparing
public and private universities show that govern-
ment-owned institutions tend to excel in quality
culture and service provision (Igbal et al, 2023),
while private universities in Bangladesh prioritize
factors such as comfortable facilities and attentive
staff to enhance student satisfaction and loyalty
(Hoque et al., 2023). Research in Chittagong,
Bangladesh, indicates that both private and public
universities' management and academic character-
istics significantly influence student satisfaction
(Mahi et al., 2018). Moreover, service quality plays
a crucial role in generating student loyalty and
satisfaction, with universities recognizing its impor-
tance in maintaining competitiveness (Doan, 2021;
Twum & Peprah, 2020). Service quality, defined as
meeting or exceeding stakeholder expectations,
greatly impacts students' perceived value and trust in
educational institutions (Abdel-Aziz, 2019). For
public universities, ensuring service quality is
essential for student retention, attracting foreign
students, and building trust with stakeholders who
invest in education (Igbal et al., 2023). In essence,
prioritizing service quality not only enhances
student satisfaction but also contributes to the
overall success and reputation of educational institu-
tions.

SERVQUAL

Numerous studies, including those by (Anisseh and
Akbari, 2023; Wang, 2022; Fazli-Salehi et al, 2019),
have utilized the SERVQUAL model to assess
service quality in higher education. Other studies,
such as those by Shafaqat et al. (2020) and Marimon
et al. (2019) have proposed alternative approaches.
Modified versions of SERVQUAL have been
applied in various countries, including Pakistan and
Oman (Eldean & Bartamani, 2018; Muhammad et
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al., 2018). Tools like HEISQUAL (Alhazmi, 2020)
and HEdPERF (Muhammad ef al., 2018) have been
suggested for measuring service quality in higher
education institutions. These studies highlight the
importance of analyzing and improving service
quality to enhance student satisfaction and experi-
ence, identifying areas for enhancement such as
administrative  efficiency and non-academic
services. Overall, the SERVQUAL model serves as a
comprehensive framework for evaluating service
quality, aiding organizations in understanding
consumer satisfaction and addressing gaps between
perception and expectation to improve service
delivery effectively. The SERVQUAL Model has 5
dimensions. They are discussed below:

Tangibles

Tangibles, such as physical facilities and amenities,
significantly influence student satisfaction in univer-
sities (Solinas et al, 2012; Wardi et al., 2018). A
visually appealing and well-equipped campus
enhances satisfaction levels (Ningsih et al., 2020).
Research indicates that tangibles play a crucial role
in shaping overall service quality perceptions
(Shahdadnejad & Vakil Alroaia, 2013). While
tangibles positively impact satisfaction, other factors
like dependability and responsiveness may not have
a substantial effect (Agus, 2017). The physical
aspects of universities, including infrastructure and
learning resources, are closely tied to student satis-
faction (Khairusy & Febriani, 2023). Improvements
in intangibles, such as teaching quality and infra-
structure, can enhance overall student happiness and
loyalty (AlBalushi & Kamareddine, 2019). Tangi-
bles, alongside other factors like faculty quality and
curriculum, contribute significantly to student satis-
faction and retention (Skea, 2017). Thus, investing
in infrastructure and service environment is crucial
for enhancing student satisfaction and global
competitiveness (Mizintseva et al., 2016). There-
fore, from the existing literature, it can be hypothe-
sized that,

HI: Tangibles has a positive and significant relation-
ship with student satisfaction.

Reliability

Reliability, a key dimension in service quality,
assesses a university's ability to deliver services
consistently and as promised. Studies emphasize its
significance in enhancing student satisfaction and
overall service quality (Nurrahmawati et al., 2019).
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For instance, in IT service sections, reliability was
found to be crucial for both employees and students
(Janky et al., 2022). Research also indicates that
reliability significantly impacts student satisfaction,
with variances observed among universities
(Yuniarti, 2014). Addressing reliability is crucial to
bridge the gap between students' expectations and
perceptions of service quality (Torres et al., 2014).
While some studies highlight areas where univer-
sities fall short of meeting expectations, others show
that students rate service reliability higher than
average (Hrnciar & Madzik, 2015). Improving
reliability is essential for universities to enhance
student happiness and maintain competitiveness
(Ali, 2014). Therefore, from the existing literature, it
can be hypothesized that,

H2: Reliability has a positive and significant
relationship with student satisfaction.

Responsiveness

Responsiveness, the promptness, and effectiveness
of a university's service delivery, significantly
impacts student satisfaction (Harangi-Rakos et al.,
2022). Positive student perceptions of digital
learning during the pandemic underscore the impor-
tance of universities adapting swiftly to new techno-
logies (Banahene et al, 2018). Service quality,
measured by HEdPERF, positively affects student
happiness in private universities (Jereb et al., 2018).
Factors like program concerns and faculty assistance
influence student satisfaction (Caruso et al., 2014).
Enhancing both teaching and non-teaching aspects,
including responsiveness, is crucial for universities
to improve satisfaction and reputation (Raut et al.,
2022).
student-instructor interaction contribute to overall

Positive staff-student relationships and
satisfaction and value for money (Haverila &
Haverila, 2021; Rowan & Grootenboer, 2016).
University social responsibility positively influences
student loyalty through its impact on service quality
and satisfaction (Latif et al, 2021). However, the
relationship between loyalty and satisfaction is
complex and influenced by cognitive and emotional
factors (Kok Keong et al., 2018). Nonacademic staff
behavior directly affects student satisfaction levels
(Sivalingam, 2015). Sustainability initiatives and
learning environments also shape student happiness
(Arambewela & Hall, 2013; Enache, 2011).
Classroom amenities and faculty qualifications are
crucial for student satisfaction in Saudi Arabian

universities (Alashwal, 2020). Responsive conduct,
UniversePG | www.universepg.com

including quality instruction and support services,
enhances student satisfaction and retention (Carter,
2014; Najib et al., 2011). Variables like a classroom
setting, resource availability, and student-faculty
rapport impact student satisfaction (Benjamin,
2019). Satisfaction with academic success and
service quality predicts overall student satisfaction
(Pseiridis et al., 2017; Sanjay & Govender, 2018).
Improving the learning process and non-teaching
assistance can elevate satisfaction levels (Bawam-
enewi et al., 2022). Overall, responsiveness and
service quality significantly student
satisfaction and institutional reputation (Hwang &
Choi, 2019; Wang & Liu, 2022). Therefore, from the
existing literature, it can be hypothesized that,

influence

H3: Responsiveness has a positive and significant
relationship with student satisfaction.

Assurance

Assurance, characterized by employee skills and
expertise, is crucial for student satisfaction in higher
education (Rachuonyo & Kiriri, 2018). It signifi-
cantly impacts word of mouth and service quality
perceptions, influencing student happiness and
loyalty (Widikusyanto, 2022). Students' perception
of trust and security in educational services is vital
for their satisfaction (Mashenene, 2019). A positive
view of assurance leads to higher satisfaction levels,
while its absence may result in discontent (Rouf et
al., 2016). Assurance, along with other service
quality factors, determines overall student satisfac-
tion and affects various aspects, including dormitory
living and academic services during crises like
COVID-19 (Krishnan & Hoo, 2021; Susanti et al.,
2019). Strengthening assurance and overall service
quality is essential for improving student satisfaction
in higher education (Tamnge, 2016). Therefore,
from the existing literature, it can be hypothesized
that,

H4: Assurance has a positive and significant
relationship with student satisfaction.

Empathy
Empathy, crucial for understanding and prioritizing
customer needs, is strongly correlated with student
satisfaction and well-being in universities (Commey
et al., 2020; Munoz et al., 2022; Santos et al., 2023).
It positively impacts student start-ups, adjustment to
university life, and academic service quality
(Kashapov et al, 2022; Park, 2022; Ross et al,
2022). Universities fostering empathy enhance
43
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student satisfaction, engagement, and retention,
thereby boosting competitiveness (Elsharnouby,
2015; Tubulingane & Baporikar, 2020). Factors such
as faculty competence, educational resources, and
institutional support significantly influence student
happiness and academic success (Khairusy &
Febriani, 2023; Lai et al., 2015; Sinclaire & K.,
2014).  Additionally, self-compassion among
students correlates with higher life satisfaction and
better resilience to challenges (Diaconu & Dinescu,
2012; Terry et al., 2012). Prioritizing student satis-
faction through empathetic actions and effective

Tangibles

Reliability

Responsiveness

Assurance

Empathy

resource management enhances teaching and lear-
ning processes, contributing to overall institutional
success (Hamed et al., 2022; Hendricks et al., 2020;
Kasalak & Dagyar, 2020). Therefore, from the
existing literature, it can be hypothesized that,

HS5: Empathy has a positive and significant relation-
ship with student satisfaction.

Conceptual Model and Hypotheses Development
The conceptual model derived from the literature
above is as follows:

Student
Satisfaction

Fig. 1: Conceptual Model of SERVQUAL and Student Satisfaction

METHODOLOGY:

For this study, a quantitative method is implemented
to statistically evaluate the relationship between
service quality and student satisfaction using the
SERVQUAL Model. Different statistical data and
their traits such as reliability, regression analysis,
correlation, and ANOVA test, and their results will
be analyzed to investigate the hypothesis. This study
is focused on approximately 15000 students
studying in different public universities of Khulna,
Bangladesh according to the information collected
from the university website. According to Hair et
al. (2012) there is a technique to determine adequate
sample size (Ainur, 2017). It suggests that every
parameter should take 5 observations. This study
has a total of 24 items. Following this technique,
the adequate sample size for this study is 24x5=120.
However, 125 samples were used to conduct this
study because increasing sample size leads to better
statistical results (Choi et al., 2021). A convenient
sampling technique was implemented for sampling.
Google form was used to collect required data from
students. Data was collected from students from 3
public universities in Khulna. They are Khulna
University, Khulna University of Engineering and
Technology, and Khulna Agriculture University.
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Help from representatives in different universities
was acquired for data collection. The five-point
Likert scale has been used in the questionnaire. The
purpose of the study was clarified to the respondents
with other ethical issues. The survey data was
collected using a questionnaire. The questionnaire
was developed with the influence and help of
previously done studies that are relative to this
study. The questions or statements were adapted
from (Parasuraman, 1988; Meesala and Paul, 2018).
The questionnaire had 24 items and it was separated
into 6 portions. Each portion contained variables
and related statements. Each statement was closed-
ended and had a 5-point Likert Scale for answering
them. Where the points denote like this 1 = Strongly
Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Disagree, 5 =
Strongly Disagree. Among the independent vari-
ables, Tangibles had 4 statements, Reliability had 4
statements, Responsiveness had 4 statements, Assu-
rance had 3 statements, Empathy had 2 statements
and Student Satisfaction as a Dependent variable
had 7 statements in the questionnaire. Respondent’s
demographic information was not collected through
the questionnaire. The construct of the questionnaire
the number of items and the sources are described
below:
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Table 1: Item Table.

Construct Number of items Source
Tangibles 4
Reliability 4
Responsiveness 4 (Parasuraman, 1988)

Assurance 3 (Meesala & Paul, 2018)
Empathy 2
Student Satisfaction 7
Total 24

To analyze the collected data, descriptive analysis
will be used which includes a Reliability test,
Student Satisfaction scenario (Mean, Mode), Corre-

lation analysis, Regression Analysis, ANOVA Test,
and finally Coefficient interpretation will be done to
test the hypotheses.

RESULTS:
Reliability Analysis
Table 2: Reliability.
SL. Variable N. of items Cronbach Alpha
1 Tangibles 4 0.806
2 Reliability 4 0.761
3 Responsiveness 4 0.778
4 Assurance 3 0.751
5 Empathy 2 0.738
6 Student Satisfaction 7 0.889
Overall 24 0.787

Source: Presented by the researcher using SPSS v27 Outputs.

The high value of Cronbach’s Alpha means the
better reliability of the instrument and its intention
to measure. The above table showcases that Cron-
bach’s Alpha (o) value for all variables is higher
than 0.71 which indicates that they have good
statistics and are acceptable (Cronbach, 1951). The
value of the reliability of the overall data set is 0.787
which is statistically a good number according to
scholars. So, it can be said that the data used for this

study to measure dependent and independent vari-
ables are quite accurate and reliable.

Univariate Analysis

Univariate analysis is the simplest and easiest form
of analyzing statistical data and it is a descriptive
analysis (Pacheco Salles et al., 2020). Univariate
data includes central tendencies such as median,
mode, mean, and dispersion such as range, standard

deviation, variance, quartiles, maximum, etc.
(Zaman et al., 2023).
Table 3: Scenario of Student Satisfaction.
Variable Mean Mode
Tangibles 4.1320 4.50
Reliability 4.1320 4.50
Responsiveness 4.1780 4.50
Assurance 4.1200 433
Empathy 4.1600 4.00
Student Satisfaction 4.2103 4.71

Source: Presented by the researcher using SPSS v27 Outputs.

Here, the mean value portrays the average response
collected from the respondents/participants. Accor-
ding to the above table, the mean values of indepen-
dent variables (Tangibles, Reliability, Responsive-
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ness, Assurance, and Empathy) are 4.1320, 4.1320,
4.1780, 4.1200, and 4.1600. This level of value
indicates a high level of satisfaction among students.
The mode value represents the most commonly
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observed responses from the respondents. According
to the above table, it can be said that most of the
students are highly satisfied with the tangibles,
reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy
traits of their respective universities. Here, the table

Correlation Analysis
Table 4: Correlations.

shows that the overall student satisfaction mode
value is 4.71 which mean most respondents are
highly satisfied with the service quality of the
universities they study.

- ) @ =
&= & & < = ” 3

Tangibles Pearson 1

Correlation

Sig. 2 tailed
Reliability Pearson .855 1

Correlation

Sig. 2 tailed .000
Responsiveness Pearson 794 873 1

Correlation

Sig. 2 tailed .000 .000
Assurance Pearson 769 .796 761 1

Correlation

Sig. 2 tailed .000 .000 .000
Empathy Pearson 770 763 744 750 1

Correlation

Sig. 2 tailed .000 .000 .000 .000
Student Pearson 871 .884 .862 .862 .849 1
Satisfaction Correlation

Sig. 2 tailed .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Source: Presented by the researcher using SPSS v27 Outputs.

In these results, the correlation between Tangibles
and Student satisfaction is 0.871. It indicates that
there is a highly favorable relationship between
variables. The p-value of the correlation between
Tangibles and Student Satisfaction is significant at
0.000, this is less than 0.001 which interprets that
the correlation coefficient is statistically significant.
In these above results, the correlation between
Reliability and Student Satisfaction is 0.884 which
is the highest among all other variables. This indi-
cates a strong positive relationship between the
dependent and independent variables. The p-value
of the correlation between Reliability and Student
Satisfaction is significant at 0.000, which is less
than 0.001 which indicates that the correlation
coefficient is statistically significant. In these acqui-
red results, the correlation between Responsiveness
and Student Satisfaction is 0.862. This indicates a
very strong relationship between variables. The p-
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value of the correlation between Responsiveness
and Student Satisfaction is significant at 0.000, this
is less than 0.001 which indicates that the corre-
lation coefficient is statistically significant. In these
results, the correlation between Assurance and
Student Satisfaction is also 0.862, which indicates a
high level of strong connection between variables.
The p value of the correlation between Assurance
and Student Satisfaction is significant at 0.000, this
less than 0.001 which indicates that the
correlation coefficient is statistically significant. In
these results, the correlation between Empathy and
Student Satisfaction produces a value of 0.849
which describes a strong positive relationship bet-
ween variables. The p-value of the correlation

is

between Empathy and Student Satisfaction is
significant at 0.000, which is less than 0.001 which
indicate that the correlation coefficient is statis-
tically significant (Aktar MS., 2021).
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Regression Analysis

Table 5: Model Summary.
Model R R Square Adjusted R square | Std. Error of the Estimate
1 9517 904 .900 17556

Predictors: (Constant), Empathy, Assurance, Reliability, Tangibles, Responsiveness

Dependent Variable: Student Satisfaction

Source: Presented by the researcher using SPSS v27 Outputs.

By interpreting the above table, it can be said that
the value of R is 0.951 which is an indicator of
highly strong positive correlation between depen-
dent and independent variables. Here, the value of
R” is 0.904 which assess how much available
variability of the dependent variable (Student Satis-
faction) is caused for by independent variables

Table 6: ANOVA.

(Tangibles, Reliability, Responsiveness, Assurance,
and Empathy). Adjusted R* gives an idea of how
good the model fits. In the above table, an R? value
of 0.900 suggests that independent variables (Tangi-
bles, Reliability, Responsiveness, Assurance, and
Empathy) can explain 90% of the impact on student
satisfaction.

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 34.642 5 6.928 224.791 .000°
Residual 3.668 119 .031
Total 36.007 124

a. Dependent Variable: Student Satisfaction

b. Predictors: (Constant), Empathy, Assurance, Reliability, Tangibility, Responsiveness

Source: Presented by the researcher using SPSS v27 Outputs.

The significance value in the above table suggests
how good the model is or the quality of the model.
The significance value is 0.000 (p<0.05), which

Table 7: Coefficients.

means the model used for this study matches the
data because the lower significance value interprets
that the model is well fit.

Model Unstandardized Coefficient Standardized Coefficient t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta (p-value)

(Constant) 297 119 .2493 .014
Tangibles .186 .054 .206 3.467 .000
Reliability .145 .066 157 2.194 .030
Responsiveness 179 .058 .189 3.100 .002
Assurance 224 .045 257 4.976 .000
Empathy 210 .044 237 4.774 .000

Source: Presented by the researcher using SPSS v27 Outputs.

It is obvious from the accompanying table that the
model's p-value is 0.014 which falls below 0.05. It
implies that the hypothesis is supported by the
model. It reveals a significant association between
the independent variable (Tangibles, Reliability,
Responsiveness, Assurance, and Empathy) and the
dependable variable (Student Satisfaction). The
other independent variables' P values are 0.014,
0.030, 0.002, 0.000, and 0.000, respectively. These
values reveal that there is a positive and strong
correlation between student satisfaction and tangi-
bles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and
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empathy. It suggests that there is a positive and
strong correlation between every independent
variable and the dependable variable. Regarding
Tangibles, the dependent variable, student satis-
faction, and the independent variable, Tangibles,
have a significant and positive connection (p-value
of 0.000<0.05) with a beta value of.206. The
statistical significance of the difference between the
impacts of Biological Hazard and the constant is
demonstrated by the value of t statistics being above
+2, particularly 3.467. The first hypothesis (H1) is
accepted based on the findings. It suggests that there
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is a high association between student satisfaction
and tangibles. Furthermore, in the reliability
example, the dependent variable (student satis-
faction) and the independent variable (reliability)
show a positive and significant connection (p-value
=.030<0.05). The beta value is 157. T statistics has a
value of 2.194, which is more than +2. This suggests
that there is statistical significance in the relative
impact of the constant and dependability. Thus, it is
determined to accept the second hypothesis (H2).
The outcome reveals that student satisfaction is
greatly impacted by reliability. The association
between responsiveness (the independent variable)
and student satisfaction (the dependent variable) is
positive and significant, as demonstrated by the
responsiveness beta value of 0.189 and the p-value
of .002<0.05. T statistics have a value of 3.100,
which is likewise more than +2. This demonstrates
that a statistically significant link between respon-
siveness and student satisfaction exists. It follows
that the third hypothesis (H3) is true and accepted.
The outcome reveals that responsiveness has a large
favorable influence on student satisfaction. Addi-

Table 8: Hypothesis.

tionally, the dependent variable, student satisfaction,
and the independent variable, assurance, have a
positive and significant correlation, as evidenced by
the beta value of 0.257 and the p-value of
0.000<0.05 for assurance. T statistics has a value of
4.976, which is more than +2. This suggests that
there is a statistically significant association bet-
ween Assurance and student satisfaction. The fourth
hypothesis (H4) is accepted in light of this
observation. As a result, the data that is given,
reveals that assurance has a statistically significant
effect on student satisfaction. Lastly, for Empathy,
the independent variable and student satisfaction
indicate a positive and significant relationship (beta
value of.237 and p-value 0f.000<0.05, respectively).
T statistics has a value of 4.774, which is higher
than 2. It implies that there is a substantial and
positive relationship between empathy and student
satisfaction. The conclusion in this case adds sup-
port to the fifth theory. Consequently, the fifth
hypothesis (HS) is accepted. As a result, the findings
reveal that empathy greatly affects student satis-
faction.

Hypothesis Beta Value t value p-value Result
H1 206 3.467 .000 Accepted
H2 157 2.194 .030 Accepted
H3 .189 3.100 .002 Accepted
H4 257 4.976 .000 Accepted
H5 237 4.774 .000 Accepted
DISCUSSION: Solinas et al., 2012; Wardi ef al., 2018). On a similar

With the aim of investigating the effects of higher
education service quality on student satisfaction, the
study found that service quality indeed has a
profound impact on the satisfaction of university
students (Chandra et al., 2019). On account of the
determinants of the SERVQUAL model, the study
confirms that the factors namely, Tangibles, Reli-
ability, Responsiveness, Assurance, and Empathy-
all have positive and significant effects on Student
Satisfaction. This aligns with the findings from the
majority of the previous studies. The study found
that the Tangibles, such as the physical facilities and
the amenities have a positive and significant effect
on student satisfaction. This aligns perfectly and
confirms the findings by (Agus, 2017; AlBalushi and
Kamareddine, 2019; Khairusy and Febriani, 2023;
Mizintseva et al., 2016; Ningsih et al, 2020;
Shahdadnejad and Vakil Alroaia, 2013; Skea, 2017,
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note, Reliability, a key dimension representing the
university’s ability to deliver the services consis-
tently and as promised, was also found to positively
and significantly affect student satisfaction. This
aligns perfectly with the findings of (Ali, 2014;
Hrnciar and Madzik, 2015; Janky et al, 2022;
Nurrahmawati et al, 2019; Torres et al., 2014).
Responsiveness, indicating the promptness and
effectiveness of a university’s service delivery, also
had a positive and significant effect on student
satisfaction. This was in tune with the findings of
(Alashwal, 2020; Arambewela and Hall, 2013;
Banahene et al, 2018; Bawamenewi et al., 2022;
Biswas et al., 2022; Carter, 2014; Caruso et al.,
2014; Dhawan, 2022; Ghansah et al., 2019; Harangi-
Rakos et al., 2022; Haverila and Haverila, 2021;
Hwang and Choi, 2019; Jereb et al, 2018; Kok
Keong et al., 2018; Latif et al., 2021; Najib et al.,
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2011; Pseiridis et al., 2017; Sanjay and Govender,
2018; Sivalingam; 2015). The study also concludes
that Assurance, indicating the employee's skills and
expertise, has a positive and significant effect on
student satisfaction. This too aligns perfectly with
the findings of (Krishnan and Hoo, 2021;
Mashenene, 2019; Rachuonyo and Kiriri, 2018;
Rouf et al, 2016; Susanti et al., 2019; Tamnge,
2016; Widikusyanto, 2022; Yusof et al., 2022).
Finally, the study concludes that Empathy, very
crucial for understanding and prioritizing student
needs, was found to have a positive and significant
effect on student satisfaction. This aligns with the
findings of (Commey et al., 2020; Santos et al.,
2023; Munoz et al., 2022; Park, 2022; Kashapov et
al., 2022; Ross et al., 2022; Tubulingane and
Baporikar, 2020; Elsharnouby, 2015; Khairusy and
Febriani, 2023; Sinclaire and K., 2014; Lai et al,
2015; Diaconu and Dinescu, 2012; Terry et al,
2012; Kasalak and Dagyar, 2020; Hamed et al.,
2022; and Hendricks ef al., 2020).

CONCLUSION:

This study was aimed to understand the relation-ship
between service quality of universities and student
satisfaction. The SERVQUAL model and its dimen-
sions that are related to student satisfaction were put
under statistical test to prove the proposed hypo-
thesis. All the dimensions (Tangibles, Reliability,
Responsiveness, and Assurance) of the SERVQUAL
model have a significant and positive relationship
with Student Satisfaction. Previously conducted
studies had mediating and moderating factors for
which the impact of dimensions of the SERVQUAL
model couldn’t be evaluated with Student Satis-
faction directly. However, this result suggests that it
has a significant direct relationship with the depend-
able variable. The result of this study also focuses
on that the students are exposed to Tangible proof of
the institution. Reliability can strongly boost Student
Satisfaction. Furthermore, Responsive-ness can also
have a strong positive impact on the satisfaction of
students. Assurance is another positive trait that is
very helpful for enhancing student satisfaction.
Empathy showed a great impact on student satis-
faction. This study can help to understand how
student satisfaction can be increased among
students. As this study was done in the confinement
of the Khulna region, the findings of this study may
not apply to different geographic or demographic
backgrounds. The education industry is one of the
UniversePG | www.universepg.com

most crucial service-providing industries in the
society. Higher education institutions contribute to
the betterment of society by providing quality
services. Student Satisfaction can improve one’s
personal and societal performance. When students
are satisfied it can enhance the brand value and
reputation of universities which is very crucial for
this competitive world in the current scenario.
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