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Measuring and Evaluating Business Students Satisfaction
Perceptions at Public and Private Universities in Jordan*

A M. Basheer Al-Alak
Department of Marketing, Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences,
Al-Zaytoonah Private University of Jordan, P.O. Box 130,
Amman 11733, Jordan

Abstract: This study assessed overall business students satisfaction perceptions
from the higher education institutions in Jordan and investigated the differences in
satisfaction perceptions of business students from three public and three private
universities. The results of this study show that business colleges at private
universities are really competing well and even well ahead of business colleges at
government universities in delivering services and other related outputs. Business
students at private umversities perceive higher quality services than their
counterparts at public uriversities and are much more satisfied with such services
compared to business students at public universities. Tt is quite evident that
business colleges at private universities are differentiating themselves by delivering
consistently higher quality services than business colleges at public umversities.

Key words: Quality of service, higher education, satisfaction, SERVQUAL, Jordan

INTRODUCTION

No country can achieve sustainable economic development without sustainable
investment in human capital. During the twentieth century, education, skills and the
acquisition of knowledge have become crucial determinants of a persons and a nations
productivity. One can even call the twentieth century the Age of Human Capital in the sense
that the primary determimant of a countrys standard of living 1s how well it succeeds in
developing and utilizing the skills and knowledge and furthering the health and educating
the majority of its population. Investment in human capital can have little impact on growth
unless people can use education in competitive and open markets. This is so because
education is turning into a commedity. Many of the world’s public and private universities
and colleges have made significant contributions to economic development efforts. These
successful institutions have the desire to do so and have been able to discover their
strengths and assets that can be leveraged to benefit their organizations and geographical
areas n which they can have an impact. Besides, these institutions have a vision of what
they would like to achieve, as well as implementable strategic plans. Tn these instances,
emphasis has been made on the quality of education, which is regarded as the key factor
mn invisible competittion among nations (Feigenbaum, 1994). Higher educations worldwide
have attempted to enhance their customers perceptions of quality through adoption of Total
Quality Management (TQM) systems to bolster competitive positions (Albrecht, 1991;
Coffey et al., 1991). Some universities have attempted to get ISO-9000-type quality process
designations to attract students for particular degree program (Ford et al., 1999).

*Qriginally Published in Asian Journal of Marketing, 2009
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The current research begins with a review of the relevant literature and previous
empirical research, which lead to the research objectives, followed by a brief description
of the research methodology. Subsequently, results are presented and discussed,
followed by research conclusion. Fally, himitations and directions for future research are
provided.

Practitioners and writers in the popular press tend to use the terms satisfaction and
quality interchangeably, but researchers have attempted to be more precise about the
meanings and measurement of the two concepts, resulting in considerable debate
(Parasuraman et al., 1994; Dabholkar et al, 2000, Cromn et al., 2000). Consensus is
growing that the two concepts are fundamentally different in terms of their underlying
causes and outcomes (Brady and Cronin, 2001). Although they have certain things in
common, satisfaction is generally viewed as a broader concept, whereas service quality
assessment focuses specifically on dimensions of service. Based on this view, perceived
service quality is a component of customer satisfaction. Service quality is a focused
evaluation that reflects the customer’s perception of elements of service such as mteraction
quality, physical environment quality and outcome quality (Brady and Cromn, 2001). These
elements are m turn evaluated based on specific service quality dimensions: rehability,
assurance, responsiveness, empathy and tangibles (Parasuraman, et af., 1988). Satisfaction,
on the other hand, 1s more mclusive: It 13 influenced by perceptions of service quality,
product quality and price as well as situational factors and personal factors. For example,
service quality of an educational organization, like a university, is judged on attributes such
as whether equipment is available and in working order when needed, how responsive the
administration is to student needs, how competent and cooperative the lectures are and
whether the facilities are well-maintained. Customer satisfaction with the university is a
broader concept that will certainly be influenced by perceptions of service quality but that
will also include perceptions of the service product quality (such as the quality of course
content or syllabus, friendly service, pace of providing feedback), university fees, personal
factors such as the student’s emotional state and even uncontrollable situational factors
such as economic conditions and legislations.

Different authors and researchers have given different definitions of service quality.
Zeitham! and Bitner (2003), Bitner and Hubbert (1993) defined service quality as a comparison
of what customers feel a service provider should offer (i.e., their expectations) with how the
provider actually performs. Others (Oliver, 1994; Bitner, 1995) define service quality as
perceived by customers as the degree and directions of discrepancy between customers
service perceptions and expectations. It 18 also defined as difference between techmical
quality (what is delivered) and functional quality (how it is delivered)and as process quality
(judged during the service) and output quality (judged after the service) (Gronroos, 1983;
Lehtinen, 1983). Ghobadian et al. (1994) argue that quality in a service business is a measure
of the extent to which the service delivered meets the customers’ expectations. The nature
of most service 1s such that the customer 1s present i the delivery process, which means that
the conception of quality 1s influenced not only by the service outcome but also by the
service process. The perceived quality lies along a continuum. Unacceptable quality lies at
one end of this continuum, while 1deal quality lies at the other end.

Indeed, the service area has turmed out to be the leading element of the economy.
Ghobadian ez al. (1994) state that service quality is a requirement for success and survival
in todays competitive environment and that the interest in service quality has increased
noticeably. In order to remain competitive and financially successful, Presbury et al. (2005)
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confirm that the most important concern is the provision of quality service to meet customer
expectations. According to Antony et al. (2004), service quality includes the concept of
meeting and exceeding the expectations of the customer and unless these expectations are
exceeded, customers will regard the service as mere ordinary or inferior. Customers hold
service expectations based on many criteria, such as past experiences, word of mouth and
advertising (Kotler and Keller, 2006). In general, customers compare the perceived service
with the expected service (Grewal ef al., 1998). Ingram (1996) stated that service quality has
received a lot of attention in the wider business community due to its practical implications
for customer satisfaction and a positive word of mouth.

Harvey (1998) argued that service quality is so intangible that objective
measurement is impossible. The challenge lies mostly in managing appearances and
perceptions. Berry et al. (1985, 1988) regard service quality as a significant differentiator
and the most powerful competitive weapon, which all the service organizations want to
possess.

In the tough competitive milieu, measurement of service quality has increasingly created
an interest among service providers and scholars alike. It is so because service quality is
being used to position their respective products in the market place. The different service
quality models that have been developed to measure the quality of services in chronological
order are as follows:

¢+  The SERVQUAIL model A

¢+ The SERVQUAL model B

*»  The SERVPERF model

s The human-societal element model

Parasuraman et al. (1988, 1994) were the first to coin the concept of measuring service
quality, popularly referred to as SERVQUAL Model. They started the unending journey of
conceptualizing the measurement of service quality m 1985 with ten service quality
dimensions. Later on the customer’s perception and expectation regarding the service was
filtered and refined to five major quality dimensions, namely: tangibles, reliability,
responsiveness, assurance and empathy. Again the five major service quality dimensions
were refined further and fine tuned by changing the statements to get more reliable and valid
results, but the same criteria were used to check the psychometric properties of the
SERVQUAL scale. Despite its usefulness in several types of service settings, such as
hospitals, credit card companies, banks, university libraries, nternational airline, information
systems, hospitality industry, a series of criticisms of the SERVQUAL Model have been
raised which focus on the following:

* The potential inappropriateness of the five dimensions (tangibles, rehability,
responsiveness, assurance and empathy) of choice criteria used by SERVQUAL
{Cromn and Taylor, 1992)

*  The mability of expectations to remain constant over time (Corman, 1990)

*  The lack of prior knowledge and experience with umversity education and the unrealistic
expectations of incoming university students (Chapman, 1979)

¢ The inability of SERVQUAL to provide management with sufficient information for
strategy implementation and resource allocation aimed at enhancing customer
satisfaction (Hemmasi et al., 1997)
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The strong critics of SERVQUAT model had developed a new model in 1992, which was
popularly called SER VPERF model (Cronin and Taylor, 1992). They developed their model
based on Performance Model Satisfaction over the Disconfirmation Paradigm used by the
SERVQUAL scale. They reduced the number of items to be measured, but they used the
same service quality dimensions of SERVQUAL viz., tangibles, reliability, responsiveness,
assurance and empathy. However, this model has been criticized for being preoccupied with
psychometric and methodological soundness of scales. It 13 used and tested only in
developed nations (Mostafa, 2006).

The Human-Societal Element Model (Sureshchandar et al., 2001) was developed with
a view to overcoming the drawbacks of SERVQUAL scale, as the SERVQUATL Instrument
does not address certain important constituents of service quality, like service product or
core service and systematization/standardization of service delivery. This model
conceptualizes customer perceived service quality based on the following dimensions: core
service or service product, human element of service delivery, systematization of service
delivery, tangibles of service and social responsibility.

Satisfaction refers to the buyers state of bemng adequately rewarded mn a buying
situation for the sacrifice he/she has made. Adequacy of a satisfaction is a result of matching
actual past purchase and consumption experience with the expected reward from the brand
in terms of its anticipated potential to satisfy the customers motives (Loudon et al., 1993).
Oliver (1997) defines satisfaction as the customers fulfillment response. Tt is a judgment that
a product or service feature, or the product or service itself, provides a pleasurable level of
consumption-related fulfillment. Zeithaml and Bitner (2003) translate Olivers definition of
satisfaction to mean that satisfaction is the customers evaluation of a product or service
in terms of whether that product or service has met their needs and expectations. Failure to
meet needs and expectations is assumed to result in dissatisfaction with the product or
service.

It 1s also important to recognize that satisfaction is a dynamic, moving target that may
evolve over tume, influenced by a variety of factors (Fourmer and Mick, 1999). Customer
satisfaction 15 influenced by specific product or service features and by perceptions of
quality. It 15 also influenced by customers emotional responses, their attributions and their
perceptions of equity (Zeithaml and Bitner, 2003).

Because satisfaction is basically a psychological state (Fournier and Mick, 1999), care
should be taken in the effort of quantitative measurement, although, a large quantity of
research in this area has been developed. Work done by Berry and Brodeur, between 1990
and 1998 defines ten Quality Values, which influence satisfaction. These ten domains of
satisfaction include: Quality, Value, Timeliness, Efficiency, Ease of Access, Environment,
Inter-departmental Teamwork, Front Line Service Behaviors, Commitment to the Customer
and Innovation. These factors are emphasized for contimuous improvement and
organizational change measurement and are most often utilized to develop the architecture
for satisfaction measurement as an integrated model. Work done by Parasuraman, Zeithaml
and Berry between 1985 and 198R provides the basis for the measurement of customer
satisfaction with a service by using the gap between the customers’ expectation of
performance and their perceived experience of performance. This provides the measurement
with a satisfaction gap which is objective and quantitative in nature. Work done by Cronin
and Taylor (1992) proposes the confirmation/disconfirmation theory of combining the gap
described by Parasuraman (1988, 1994) and Zeithaml and Berry (2003) as two different
measures (perception and expectation of performance) into a single measurement of
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performance according to expectation. The usual measures of customer satisfaction involve
a survey with a set of statements using a Likert Technique or scale. The customer 1s asked
to evaluate each statement and in1 term of the perception and expectation of performance of
the organization being measured.

Ostrom and lacobuceci (1995) conducted a study on MBA students m the USA. A
conjoint analysis was used to examine the subjects’ utilities for service alternatives that differ
i terms of price, level of quality, friendlmess of the service persommel and the degree of
customization of the service. The results indicated that all service attributes were important
to students and that their importance varied with mediating factors. Researchers investigated
the quality of services offered to students in an institutional computer center in New Delhi,
India and measured tangible and intangible aspects of service quality, customer satisfaction
and post-visit intentions. The study indicated that service performance generally lags behind
users expectations. Improvement in the quality of services enhanced the level of satisfaction
of the user. Satisfied users intended to revisit the computer center and advised others to visit
it. Yet, these studies failed to measure the quality of educational services offered by the
teaching staff and as such were regarded as inadequate 1 terms of explaiming the extent of
overall satisfaction with the education service. Furthermore, no factor analysis or reliability
test were conducted on the data.

Mostafa (2006) used Importance-Performance (I-P) analysis, to provide some msights
into the factors associated with service quality in higher education within an Arab,
non-Western context. The study reveals that the more is known of how students perceive
service quality in higher education, the more quickly and efficiently quality can be enhanced,
thereby allowing universities to capitalize on opportunities that will emerge as private
education markets open in Egypt.

LeBlanc and Nguyen (1997) examined the concept of service quality in business
education with data collected from 338 students using a 38-item mstrument based on
SERVQUAL. The researchers identified seven factors, which influence student evaluations
of service quality. In descending order of importance these factors are: reputation,
admimstrative persormel, faculty, curriculum, responsiveness, physical evidence and access
to facilities. However, the data presented in these studies are cross-sectional mn nature.
Quality 15 not found to improve unless it 1s regularly measured (Reichheld and Sasser, 1990).
Thus, the implementation of I-P analysis should include a formal timetable for application on
a regular basis to produce updated action grids.

Ruby (1998) used SERVQUAL to study student satisfaction with four areas of support
services related to emrolment management, namely academic records, admissions, career
services and financial aid The sample included 748 students enrolled in general education
courses at ten different private institutions within a four state region in the United States.
The greatest gaps for academic records, admissions and financial aid occurred in the item
mvolving error free records. For career services, the lack of convenient office hours appears
to be the area of greatest concern. When evaluated according to overall dimensions of
service quality, the largest gap for both academic records and financial aid occurred on the
dimension of reliability. The largest gap for admissions offices was the dimension of
responsiveness. Students were least satisfied with the dimension of empathy in career
services.

Smith (2004) investigated students’ perception of the quality of off-campus support in
distance learning in New Zealand. Forty-nine students responded to a questionnaire
designed to gather data about the types of off-campus support considered mnportant by
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students, the types of support actually utilized by these students, their perceptions of what
constitutes quality off-campus support and their perceptions of the lecturer skills and
behaviors required to deliver the support effectively. The data gathered were used in the
development of a model of quality off-campus support mn the context of advanced level,
distance-learning programs.

Sauer and Donnell (2006) examined the mpact of new major offerings on student
retention and found that the launch of new courses and new majors by colleges and
universities had the potential of reducing student attrition. This was perceived by students
as the most unportant service attribute and as such were very satisfied with it, However, the
generalizability of the results of the reported study was limited by the fact that the university
at which the study was conducted was of a particular type (liberal arts college )and located
in a remote geographic area of the USA.

The above literature review and previous empirical studies show how difficult it is to
measure service quality and to arrive at customer satisfaction in service industries. The
outcomes are found to be divergent based on different contexts. It can also be understood
that there seems to be no clear-cut consensus among the authors in measuring service
quality and customer satisfaction in service industries.

Reflecting the prior discussion and responding to previous researchers call, the current
research strives to bring to light some of the critical determinants of service quality that have
been overlooked and to present a 22-items instrument based on a variety of customer
satisfaction measures that are closely related to higher education sector m Jordan. The
research aims to realize the following objectives:

¢ Toassess overall students” satisfaction from the higher education institutions in Jordan

+  To investigate the differences in satisfaction levels of students from public and private
urnversities

+  Tosuggest proper measures to fill gaps in serving students to their satisfaction level

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Data Source and Scale

This study is a descriptive research designed to collect data and to conduct further
analysis. The data were collected from three public universities and three private managed
universities mn Jordan. For confidentiality reasons, the names of these universities are not
revealed here. Public or government funded universities are identified as GFU-1, GFU-2 and
GFU-3 and private universities as PU-1, PU-2 and PU-3.

The field study was conducted in the cities of Amman and Irbid during the period
15V9\2008 -2244\2009,

The study made use of primary and secondary data. The secondary data were collected
through resources such as journals, magazines, textbooks and other periodicals and
presented as literature review in this study. The primary data were collected through survey.
The survey instrument 1s a questionnaire. The questionnaire was pre-tested and implemented
through a carefully chosen group of research assistants who volunteered to administer the
questionnaire. Fifty five questionnaires were distributed for the purpose of pre-testing the
questionnaire contents. Based on the comments collected during the pre-testing period, a
complete questionnaire was developed.
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The questionnaire was intended to collect data from at least 130 respondents from each
university. However, after thorough editing of unusable questionnaires, the usable sample
number from each university came out as follows: GFU-1: 105, GFU-2: 110, GFU-3: 112, PU-1:
108, PU-2: 115, PU-3: 112. Student questionnaires were distributed during classes and
collected from participants immediately upon completion. Distribution of these surveys
resulted 1n a convemence sample of 665 usable responses, meaning that a response rate of
82.7% was returned. Thus total was used for analysis.

Questions asked respondents to rate their degree of agreement using a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The collected data were
analyzed by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences, known shortly as (SPSS)
(Malhotra, 2002).

The survey approach was chosen as it is by far the most common method of primary
data collection in marketing research. Tt has the advantages of ease, reliability and simplicity.
Tt also simplifies coding, analysis and interpretation of data (Malhotra, 2002).

The analysis includes descriptive and inferential statistical analysis. Overall, statistical
methods such as factor analysis, reliability analysis and chi-squared analysis were
conducted on the data to draw conclusions. The chi-squared test was implemented in
particular as it 13 one of the most widely used theoretical distributions in inferential statistics
(Malhotra, 2002, Mostafa, 2006; Alak, 2006; Choi and Chu, 2001).

Chi-squared test is also useful because, under reasonable assumptions, easily calculated
quantities can be proven to have distributions that approximate to the chi-square distribution
if the mull hypothesis is true.

The best-known situations in which the chi-square distribution 1s used are the common
chi-square tests for goodness of fit of an observed distribution to a theoretical one and of
the independence of two criteria of classification of qualitative data. Many other statistical
tests also lead to a use of this distribution, like Friedmans analysis of variance by ranks.

Inferential statistics are used in the cwrrent study. The findings of the analysis are
presented and discussed.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Sample Profile

The data obtained from the survey were analyzed for frequency analysis. Among
respondents, male was 45.5% (303) and female was 54.5 (362). Almost 79% of respondents
were between the age of 18 and 23 (523). Older students (24 years and more) constituted only
21% of total respondents. As far as the nationality of respondents was concerned, 86.6%
was Jordanian (575) compared to 13.4% non-Jordanian (89). Tt is interesting to note that the
three surveyed private universities had twice the number of non-Jordaman respondents (60)
compared to government universities (29) (Table 3).

Sample Educational Information

It can be observed from Table 4 that 96% of respondents were undergraduates and
graduates. Only a small (4%) of the students were at the postgraduate level.

Ninteen percent of total respondents (126) were studying marketing, 33.5% were
studying accounting (224), 23.5% were studying management information systems (MIS)
(156) and 24% were studying business administration (159). The majority (69%) of the
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respondents had been with their respective universities for more than a vear, whereas 31%
of the respondents had been studying for a period exceeding 2 years (207). This fact renders
the information realistic.

Comparative Analysis of Students Satisfaction Between Public Universities and Private
Universities

A list of variables that may mfluence students satisfaction and may be affected by it was
developed. These variables were carefully selected m the light of previous empirical studies
on the subject matter, with slight adaptation by the researcher of this study in order to
express more clearly the umqueness of the higher education sector as service providers.
Students satisfaction was studied under four broad areas for each of the participating
universities. These areas were: (1) Service product, (2) admimistration of the university,
(3) lectures of the university and (4) facilities.

Under each broad area, there were certain questions, which were answered by the
respondent. All the questions under each category were summed up and averages were
taken to interpret the information for a particular area. This approach was practiced and
recommended by many researchers of the service mdustry (Taylor, 1992; Shamesh, 1996,
Bitner, 1995; Alak, 2006). However, before arriving at the summed average, an internal
consistency analysis was performed to assess the reliability aspect of the instrument.
Reliability refers to the mstruments ability to provide consistent results in repeated uses
(Gatewood and Field, 1990). Coefficient (Cronbachs) alpha is the basic measure for reliability
(Green et al., 2000). The results are shown mn Table 1 and 2, respectively. It should be stated
that the use of KMO statistic and Bartletts test statistic (through SPSS version-2) found that
data was suitable for this analysis.

Coefficient alpha value was found to be more than the cut-off value of 0.6
(Hair et al., 1995). Since, all the ¢ values were in between 0.68 and 0.93 and all above 0.6, this
suggested that our scale had adequate measurement properties.

Two types of statistical analysis were used in the above-mentioned four broad areas to
understand students satisfaction. The first statistical test was mean values. Mean values
were arrived at by adding up the responses to the sub questions in each broad category. The
second statistical test was the mferential statistical test, Chi-squared test, which was found
to be suitable for drawing conclusions (Chei and Chu, 2001).

Table 1: Reliability analysis

Public university Private university
University No. Question Alpha value Question Alpha value
1 4 0.832 4 0.698
5 0.716 5 0.912
6 0.681 6 0.722
7 0.901 7 0.771
2 4 0.835 4 0.823
5 0.911 5 0.716
6 0.678 6 0.688
7 0.728 7 0.909
3 4 0.794 4 0.893
5 0.893 5 0.717
6 0.901 6 0.703
7 0.822 7 0.939
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Table 2: Factor analysis

Factor Factor Factor Factor
University Question 4 loading Question 5 loading Question 6 loading Question 7 loading
Public university
1 4a 0.883 S5a 0.900 6a 0.313 Ta 0.742
4b 0.880 5b 0911 6b 0.256 7b 0.878
4c 0.864 Sc 0.918 oc 0.179 Tc 0.401
4d 0.768 5d 0.806 6d 0.223 7d 0.878
de 0.382 oe 0.229 Te 0.408
6f 0.209
g 0.302
6h 0.270
2 4a 0.990 5a 0.771 6a 0.630 Ta 0.663
4b 0.911 5b 0.800 6h 0.393 Th 0.444
4c 0.784 5S¢ 0.897 6c 0.492 Tc 0.523
4d 0.622 5d 0.857 6d 0.422 7d 0.631
de 0.511 oe 0.370 Te 0.500
of 0.341
g 0.408
6h 0.409
3 4a 0.861 S5a 0.781 6a 0.560 Ta 0.677
4b 0.913 5b 0.830 6h 0.421 Th 0.424
4c 0.793 5S¢ 0.901 6c 0.433 Tc 0.561
4d 0.679 5d 0.892 6d 0.391 Td 0.603
de 0.601 6e 0.376 Te
6f 0.444
g 0.426
6h 0.501
Private university
1 4a 0.728 5a 0.826 6a 0.257 Ta 0.765
4b 0.805 5b 0.820 6h 0.374 Th 0.820
4c 0.775 5S¢ 0.780 6c 0.260 Tc 0.692
4d 0.821 5d 0.782 6d 0.261 Td 0.742
de 0.538 oe 0.372 Te 0.893
of 0.333
6g 0.359
6h 0.340
2 4a 0.785 S5a 0.825 6a 0.637 Ta 0.550
4b 0.838 5b 0.856 6b 0.876 7b 0.574
4c 0.932 5S¢ 0.912 6c 0.930 Tc 0.800
4d 0.905 5d 0.889 6d 0.580 Td 0.554
de 0.504 6e 0.705 Te 0.430
6f 0.624
g 0.653
6h 0.810
3 4a 0.778 5a 0.923 6a 0.483 Ta 0.503
4b 0.891 5b 0.838 6h 0.336 Th 0.550
4c 0.820 Sc 0.961 oc 0.523 Tc 0.683
4d 0.628 5d 0.900 6d 0.577 7d 0.477
de 0.596 oe 0.491 Te 0.499
of 0.324
g 0.501
6h 0.531
MEAN VALUE ANALYSIS

Service Product

Service product was measured by five indicators: friendly services (4a), politeness (4b),
pace of service (4c), providing feedback (4d) and quality of course content (4e). The majority
of respondents agreed that politeness was important, with a mean of (5.63) (Table 3). Friendly
service was another indicator, with a mean of) 5.41 (followed by pace of service (5.35), quality
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Table 3: Sample demographic profile

GFU-1 GFU-2 GFU-3 PU-1 PU-2 PU-3 Total
Characteristic No. %o No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %% No. %
Gender 45 14.8 38 125 49 161 67 222 69 22.8 35 11.6 303 100
Male “42.8) (34.5) “43.7) (62) (59 (31) {45.5)
Female 60 166 72 199 463 174 41 11.3 48 13.3 78 21.5 362 100
(57.1) (65.5) (56.3) (38) {4 (65) (54.5)
Total 105 158 110 145 112 168 108 162 117 17.6 113 171 665 100
(100) (100) {100) (100} {100) (100) {100)
AGE (years) 28 173 31 19.1 35 21.6 27 167 21 13 20 12.3 162 100
18- 20 (26.7) (28.1) (31 (25) (18 (7.7 (24.4)
21-23 51 141 60 166 48 133 59 163 70 19.4 73 20.2 361 100
(48.6) (54.5) 43 (54.6) (60) (64.6) (54.3)
24 and above 26 183 19 13.4 29 204 22 155 26 18.3 20 14.1 142 100
(247 (174) (26) {20.4) (22.0) (7.7 (21.3)
Total 105 158 110 145 112 168 108 162 117 17.6 113 17.0 665  (100)
(100) (100) {100) (100} {100)
Nationality 97 168 95 16.5 106 184 83 144 96 16.7 99 17.2 576 100
JTordanian (92.4) (86:4) (94.6) (76.8) (82 (87.6) (86.6)
Non-Jordanian 8 9.0 15 170 & 6.7 25 2.8 21 236 14 15.7 89 100
(7.6) (13.6) (5.4) (32.2) (18 (12.4) {(13.4)
Total 105 158 110 146 112 168 108 162 117 176 113 17.0 665 100
(100) (100) {100) {100} {100) (100) {100)
Table 4: Sample educational information
GFU-1 GFU-2 GFU-3 PU-1 PU-2 PU-3 Total
Characteristic No. % No. % No. %% No. % No. % No. %% No. %
Currenttypursuing 100 156 107 167 99 155 107 16.7 115 18 111 175 639 100
Education (95.2) (97.2) (88.4) (99) (98.3) (98.3) (96.0)
Under graduation
Post graduation 5 193 3 11.5 13 50 1 3.8 2 7.7 2 7.7 26 100
4.8) 2.8) (11.6) [4)] (1.7 (1.7 4.0)
Total 105 158 110 165 112 163 108 162 117 17.6 113 17.0 665 100
(100) {100) (100) {100) {100) (100) {100)
Major area of study
Marketing 25 19.8 31 246 19 151 12 a5 17 135 22 17.5 126 100
(23.8) (28.2) an (11.1) (14.5) (19.5) (19.5)
Accounting 40 17.8 37 165 46 20.5 31 138 40 178 30 13.6 224 100
(38.1) (33.6) (“1.1) (28.7) (34.3) (26.5) (33.5)
MIS 28 18 20 128 34 21.8 26 167 18 11.5 30 19.2 156 100
(26.7) (18.2) (30.3) (24.1) (15.4) (26.5) (23.5)
Business 12 7.5 22 13.8 13 8.3 39 245 42 204 31 19.5 159 100
Administration (11.4) (20) (11.6) (36.1) (35.8) (27.5) (24.0)
Total 105 158 110 165 112 168 108 163 117 17.6 113 17.0 665 100
(100) {100) (100) {100) {100) (100) {100)
Period of study
<1 vear 31 15.0 27 133 57 27.6 30 145 39 189 22 10.7 206 100
(29.5) (24.6) (50.9) (27.8) (33.3) (19.5) (31.0)
1-2 Years 44 17.5 38 230 21 83 41 163 36 143 52 20.6 252 100
(42.0) (52.7) (18.7) (37.9) (30.8) (46.0) (38.0)
>2year 30 145 25 121 34 164 37 179 42 203 39 188 207 100
(28.5) (22.7) (30.4) (34.3) (35.9) (34.5) (31.0)
Total 105 158 110 165 112 168 108 163 117 17.6 113 17.0 665 100
(100) {100) (100) {100) {100) (100) {100)

of course content (5.35) and providing feedback (4.68). PU-2 respondents rated services
offered to them as superior, with the highest mean of (6.36), followed by PU-1 (6.10) and PTJ-3
(5.84). Tt is interesting to note that the respondents at private universities were more satisfied
with the services offered compared to government umversities, as evident from the mean

values shown in Table 5.
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Administration

Administration was measured by four indicators: promises (5a), problem solving (5b),
service at first time (5¢) and willingness to help (5d). It can be observed from Table 4 that
PU-1, PU-2 and PU-3 respondents agreed that the admimstration of their umversities was
superior with mean values of (6.02), (6.58) and (6.67) respectively. PU-3 respondents were the
most satisfied with the administration among all respondents. However, GFU-2 respondents
were the least satisfied, with a mean value of (3.90). In fact, respondents at the three
government universities felt that the admumstration should be mmproved in their respective
universities. The data revealed that private university students were more satisfied with the
administration of their universities compared to government universities, whose students
had some reservations regarding the performance of the admimstration of their umversities.

Lecturers

This variable was measured by eight indicators: prompt service (6a), willingness to help
(6b), knowledge to answer questions (6¢), availability (6d), marks promptly (6¢), punctuality
n class (6f), course outline (6g) and teaching aids (6h). Table 5 shows that the majority of
respondents agreed that their lecturers had very good record in terms of punctuality in class,
with the highest mean of (6.00), followed by prompt service (5.87), course outline (5.85),
willingness to help (5.72), marks promptly (5.46), knowledge to answer questions (5.45),
availability (5.44) and teaching aids (5.36). However, private universities had the upper edge
regarding lecturers in this respect compared to government universities. Tt is quite evident
that the highest satisfaction level was registered by the students of private universities,
where the mean values stood at (6.50), (6.56), (6.73) for PU-1, PU-2 and PU-3, respectively.
This can be attributed to the ratio of lecturer to students where public umversities have a
very high ratio compared to private universities. Therefore, private university teaching could
be classified as more personalized and customized.

Facilities

This variable was measured by five indicators: equipment (7a), physical center (7b),
credit facilities (7¢), teaching methods (7d) and boolks/Tournal availability (7e). Table & shows
that student respondents at government universities were more satisfied with the credit

Table 5: Service product.

Mean score
University features GFU-1 GFU-2 GFU-3 PU-1 PU-2 PU-3 Total
Friendly services (4a) 4.34 4.51 4.71 a4 6.53 5.94 541
Politeness (4b) 5.06 4.94 5.13 6.81 6.93 5.49 5.63
Pace of service (4¢) 4.67 4.33 507 5.97 6.14 5.83 535
Providing feedback (4d) 3.61 3.45 3.49 4.96 6.67 5.93 4.68
Quality of course content (de)  4.22 4.68 4.79 6.32 6.07 6.01 5.35
Total mean score 4.38 4.38 4.64 6.10 6.36 5.84 4.88
Table 6: Administration

Mean score
University featuires GFU-1 GFU-2 GFU-3 PU-1 PuU-2 PU-3 Total
Promises (5a) 4.73 3.91 417 5.96 6.03 6.21 517
Problem solving (5b) 4.29 3.78 4.20 6.06 6.72 6.80 531
Service at first time (5¢) 5.01 3.94 4.32 5.94 6.66 6.81 545
Willingness to help (5d) 4.40 3.97 4.60 6.12 6.91 6.87 548
Total mean score 4.60 3.90 4.32 6.02 6.58 6.67 5.35
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facilities/scholarships offered by their universities, compared to student respondents at
private universities. This is attributed to the fact that government regulations encourage
public umversities to offer financial assistance and scholarships to their students, whereas
private umiversities are not covered by such regulations. Besides, private universities are
only allowed to grant limited number of scholarships to their students under the pretext that
private umiversity students are well off compared to public umiversity students. However, it
1s evident that private university students were more satisfied with their university facilities
compared to their counterparts at public universities. PU-3 respondents were the most
satisfied (6.38), whereas GFU-3 respondents were the least satisfied (5.15) with the facilities
offered by their university. With the exception of credit facilities / scholarships, private
university students covered by the swvey expressed much more satisfaction with the
facilities offered by their universities compared to public university students. Tt is widely
acknowledged in Jordan that private universities invest heavily in facilities compared to
public universities, especially in the acquisition of books / Tournals, teaching methods and
equipment.

In a nutshell, it 15 quite evident that private university respondents were more satisfied
with service product, administration, lecturers and facilities of their umversities compared to
public umversity respondents. The results obtained so far show quite clearly that private
universities in Jordan strive to score some competitive advantages over public umversities.
Regulations issued by the Higher Education Council have actually enhanced the
performance of private universities. Regulations are issued for licensing and accreditation
with criteria-so specific as the proper student/faculty ratio, the minimum (80%)
proportion of full time academic staff, the maximum teaching load for each academic rank,
the student/book-Journal ratio, the maximum number of students in each class
(not exceeding 32) and the maximum number of credit hours a student may take per semester.
Public umversities, on the other hand, are not subject to the Councils accreditation or review
procedures and many start new programs, build new buildings, place as many students in
a class as possible and allocate few lecturers to huge number of students without Council
or other government approvals. It 1s not surprising, therefore that respondents at private
universities were more satisfied compared to respondents at public universities.

CHI-SQUARED ANALYSIS

The Chi-square statistic (%*) was used to test the statistical significance of the observed
assocliation 1in a cross tabulation. Here, the test was conducted based on <4 (dissatisfied)
and >4 (satisfied). The questions set with a mean value of 4 were excluded from the test and
analysis, because respondents were neutral in their opinion. They were neither satisfied not
dissatisfied. Four hypotheses were formulated to address the four broad areas (variables) of
the current study namely: service product, admimstration, lecturers and facilities. These
hypotheses are presented and tested below.

Service Product Analysis
Ho: There is no difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to service
products of private and government universities

Ha: There is difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to service
products of private and government universities
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Inference

Calculated Chi-squared value was (39.57), which was greater than table value of (3.841)
at one degree of freedom and 1 percent significance level. Hence, Ho was rejected and the
altemative hypothesis (Ha) was accepted (Table 7). It can be inferred that there was
difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to service products of
private and government universities. Similar results came from the mean values as private
umiversities had a mean of (6.1) compared to (4.47) by the government universities (Table 3)
with respect to the satisfaction from service product (Table 8).

Administration Analysis

Ho: There 1s no difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to
administration of private and government universities

Ha: There is difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to
administration of private and government universities

Inference

Calculated Chi-squared value was (45.61), which was greater than table value of (3.841)
at one degree of freedom and 1% significance level Hence, Ho was rejected and the
altemative hypothesis (Ha) was accepted (Table 9). It can be inferred that there was
difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to administration of private
and government universities.

Table 6 mndicates that private umversities had the mean satisfaction value of (6.42)
compared to (4.27) by the government universities. This result supports the Chi-squared test

Table 7: Lecturers

Mean score
University features GFU-1 GFU-2 GFU-3 PU-1 PU-2 PU-3 Total
Prompt service (6a) 4.97 4.86 5.03 6.76 6.80 6.81 5.87
Willingness to help (6b) 4.82 3.97 5.11 6.75 6.81 6.86 5.72
Knowledge to answer 532 4.17 4.86 5.96 6.07 6.32 5.45
Questions (6c)
Availability (6d) 4.88 4.61 4.70 6.05 6.11 6.28 5.44
Marks promptly (6e) 4.18 4.11 4.32 6.60 6.72 6.81 5.46
Punctuality in class (6f) 5.06 4.98 5.23 6.80 6.81 6.92 6.00
Course outline (6g) 522 5.26 541 6.14 6.21 6.88 5.85
Teaching aids (6h) 3.81 3.66 3.92 6.90 6.93 6.93 5.36
Total mean score 4.78 4.45 4.82 6.50 6.56 6.73 5.64
Table 8: Service product analysis
Satisfaction with service product Public universities frequency Private universities frequency Total
<4 61 11 72
=4 226 306 532
Total 287 317 604

Calculated Chi-squared value = 39.57. Table value at one degree of freedom and 196 significance level is: 3.841

Table 9: Administration analysis

Satistaction with administration Public universities firequency Private universities frequency Tatal
<4 74 03 77
=4 202 304 506
Total 276 307 583

Calculated Chi-squared value = 45.61. Table value at one degree of freedom and 196 significance level is: 3.841
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where there appeared to be a difference in the satisfaction level of the students with respect
to administration. Tt is evident that private university students were more satisfied with the
admimstration setup of their umiversities compared to their counterparts at govermment
universities,

Lecturers Analysis

Ho: There is no difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to lecturers
of private and government universities

Ha: There is difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to lecturers of
private and government universities

Inference

Caleulated Chi-squared value was (29.33), which was greater than table value of (3.841)
at one degree of freedom and 1 percent significance level Hence, Ho was rejected and the
altemative hypothesis (Ha) was accepted (Table 10). It can be mferred that there was
difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to lecturers of private and
government universities.

Table 5 shows that private umversities had the mean satisfaction value of (6.60)
compared to (4.68) by the government umversities. This result supports the Chi-squared test
where there was a good evidence to suggest that there was a difference in the satisfaction
level of the students with respect to lecturers. This shows that respondents at private
universities were more satisfied with thewr lecturers compared to respondents at public
universities,

Facilities Analysis

Ho: There is no difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to facilities
of private and public universities

Ha: There is difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to facilities of
private and government universities

Inference

Calculated Chi-squared value was (51.43), which was greater than table value of (3.841)
at one degree of freedom and 1% significance level. Hence, Ho was rejected and the
alternative hypothesis (Ha) was accepted (Table 12). It can be inferred that there was
difference in the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to facilities of private and
government universities.

As can be seen from Table 11, private umversities had the mean satisfaction value of
(6.23) compared to (5.31) by the government universities, thus supporting the Clu-squared
test where there appeared to be a difference in the satisfaction level of students with respect
to facilities. This indicates that private universities’ respondents were more satisfied with the

Table 10: Lecturers analysis

Satistaction with administration Public universities frequency Private universities firequency Tatal
<4 78 01 79
=4 198 316 514
Total 276 317 593

Calculated Chi-squared value = 29.33, Table value at one degree of freedom and 196 significance level is: 3.841
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Mean score

GFU-1 GFU-2 GFU-3 PU-1 PU-2 PU-3 Total
Equipment (7a) 5.60 5.45 5.61 6.38 6.40 6.90 6.06
Physical center (7b) 5.73 5.50 5.23 6.07 6.22 6.89 5.94
Credit facilities/scholarship (7¢)  6.23 6.41 6.06 4.80 4.77 4.30 543
Teaching methods (7d) 4.70 4.69 4.32 6.70 6.62 6.93 5.66
Booksfjournals availability (7e)  4.85 4.68 4.51 6.74 6.84 6.91 5.75
Total mean score 542 5.35 5.15 6.14 6.17 6.38 577
Table 12: Facilities analysis
Satistaction with administration Public universities frequency Private universities firequency Tatal
<4 51 6 57
>4 235 310 545
Total 286 316 602

Calculated Chi-squared value = 51.45. Table value at one degree of freedom and 196 significance level is: 3.841

facilities provided by their umversities compared to respendents at public umversities,
despite the fact that public umversities” respondents were more satisfied with credit
facilities/scholarships offered by public umiversities, than their counterparts at private
universities.

Tt is interesting to note that the results of the current study contradict with those
conducted by other researchers (Mostafa, 2006; Willis, 2006) where public universities in
Egypt and China were found to be more superior in terms of performance and student
satisfaction compared to private universities. This is attributed to two main reasons:

*  Public universities in Egypt and China were better equipped to handle educational
matters and better financed to support students compared to private umversities

* Public umversities m Jordan are not subject to the Higher Education Council
accreditation or review procedures, whereas private universities are subject to the
strictest review procedures. Indeed, private umuversities are no longer restricted to the
existing tradition in curriculum and delivery; they are reaching out for mmovation and
creativity-a step which may enable private universities to cross the threshold into a new
importance in Jordanian higher education

CONCLUSIONS

This study has assessed overall students satisfaction from the higher education
mstitutions n Jordan and mvestigated the differences mn satisfaction levels of the students
from public and private universities. It 13 a welcoming outcome that private universities are
really competing well and even well ahead of government unmversities in delivering services
and other related outputs. Students at private universities perceive higher quality services
than their counterparts at public umversities and are more satisfied with such services
compared to students at public universities. It 1s quite evident that private universities are
differentiating themselves by delivering consistently higher quality services than the public
universities. It is also interesting to note that the significant power exercised by the Higher
Education Council over private universities, especially regarding the unprecedented and
strict review procedures and accreditation criteria, has actually enabled private universities
not to settle for merely good service; they aim for 100% defect-free service in order to be up
to the challenge and provide superior services unmatched by public universities.
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Public universities, on the other hand, are not subject to the Councils accreditation or
review procedures and seem to have escaped scrutiny in spite of a certain amount of
admimistrative and fiscal recklessness. Yet, this exemption seems to have worked against the
mterests of students at public umversities, who are less satisfied with the received education
service compared to their counterparts at private universities.

Tt can easily be deducted from the findings of this study that students at the swrveyed
private universities were by far more satisfied with 21 out of the 22 items contained in the
questionnaire than ther counterparts at public umversities. The only item which
received the highest score by students at public universities was that related to credit
facilities/scholarships. Student respondents at public universities were more satisfied with
the credit facilities offered by their universities, compared to their counterparts at private
universities. Yet, this finding does not necessarily imply that public umversities were more
superior in terms of education service than private universities. Neither private universities
nor their students receive financial support from the government. Besides, the Ministry of
Higher Education and Scientific Research encourages public universities to offer credit
facilities / scholarships to thewr students at the expense of thewr counterparts at private
universities, under the pretext that private university students could easily support
themselves as long as they were able to pay the high tuition fees charged by private
umversities. Scholarships offered by private universities are also restricted by the Mimstry’s
strict regulations, although some private universities have managed to overcome this
obstacle and sent a limited number of students to further their studies abroad.

The noticeable difference in the satisfaction levels between private and public
universities, 1n favor of private umversities, suggests that the quality of private hugher
education m Jordan has witnessed improvement and consequently privatization can be
considered to be the right mover globally and particularly in Jordan.

In recent years, private universities have become active in efforts to support and nurture
economic development efforts throughout Jordan. In some cases, these umversities have
supported the countrys economy through the development of technology based programs
and training courses, contributed in-kind economic development services, improved their
service product, administration, lecturers and facilities and helped produce a well educated
workforce. Many private universities have adopted TOM measures and programs m an
endeavor to upgrade the quality of education services and to differentiate themselves as the
providers of truly superior education services. These universities claim that they are
student-driven institutions, in the sense that they strive to meet the expectations of students
and their families and even exceed such expectations.

The success stories of the private higher education sector in Jordan have led public and
private organizations to call upon the government to professionalize the Higher Education
Council, add private university representation, improve the management autonomy of both
private and public institutions, establish an accreditation body for all higher education and
ease the unfair restrictions imposed on the freedom of private universities, particularly in
such areas as setting admissions criteria, introducing new types of studies and fields of
specialization at various levels, setting academic and administrative standards and
mtroducing a system of rewards and incentives suitable for their own requirements and
peculiarities.

Limitations and Directions for Further Research

This study was subject to several himitations that affected the mterpretation of the
results. Like any statistical procedure, factor analysis i1s subject to measurement and
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sampling error (Chaterjee et al., 1991). Darden and Dorsch (1988) have noted that principal
components are sample specific and may, in part, be the result of sampling variation.
Therefore future studies with large samples and application are two of the greatest
necessities for the reliable identification of factors underlining service quality in higher
education. Tt should also be noted that the outcomes of this study may not have represented
the entire population, due to the detail that a non-probability sampling method was used to
select the data. This method was chosen because 1t relies on the personal judgment of the
researcher, rather than chance, in selecting sample elements. The researcher selected the
sample arbitrarily based on convenience.

Furthermore, the sample was confined to management students only at private and
public umiversities. To be able to take a broader view on this specific student university
section, a study that would include more private and public universities in a range of regional
settings and more varied specializations could be performed Future research should be
carried out with more variables and a larger sample.

Another important limitation is that although quality is found to be measured most
accurately through the eyes of the customer (Tones and Sasser, 1995), some might argue that
students are not the only group to swvey in assessing quality in private and public
universities, since they are in the process of acquiring their education and, for the most, may
have little knowledge of what should be expected of umversities along key quality
dimensions. Consequently, future studies should focus on other stakeholders who depend
on private and public universities’ service performance and whose satisfaction may be
measured. Additional research is needed to measure the satisfaction levels of stakeholders
such as alumni, employers, postgraduate students and faculty.
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