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Abstract

Purpose — this paper examines the factors that positiadlgct the student-perceived quality, satisfaction along
with that their loyalty to the higher educationtingions in Latvia.

Design/methodology/approach— A survey was conducted among 2010 students fildfarent higher education
institutions in Latvia. The research hypothesesevtested by structural equation modelling.

Findings — the findings suggest that the student-percegueity correlates with such factors as acadenaitf, gtudy
content, readiness for labour market and acquikéid svhich consequently have an influence on thalent loyalty to the
higher education institution whereas other factsugh as facilities, library, administrative staffformation system, have
no significant influence on student perceived dyand loyalty.

Research limitations/implications— This study is limited to the one country undereistigation and to generalise the
study results the research should be extendedhé& obuntries.

Practical implications — the higher education institution managementdosk the results of the research to improve
the study process and to increase the studenfizsditn and loyalty.

Originality/value — The study presents a student-centred and lepmittomes-oriented study process evaluation as a
part of the perceived quality evaluation and th&dige of the evaluations to the student loyalty.

Keywords student loyalty, perceived service quality, satiibn, higher education institutions, university.

1. INTRODUCTION

The approach “higher education as a service” It ati issue of heated debates; however, along with
significant growth of private funding in the findng of higher education institutions they incregbjrface the
issues of attracting students, student satisfactiguality perceived by students and their loyalBgsides, the
topicality of the issue of quality in higher eduoatinstitutions is rising.

Services are intangible and a service represept®aess, consequently, the quality of a servicendase
difficult to perceive and it is more complicatedimtroduce the standards the service should meetcthuld be
used for measuring quality. In general, the peezkiguality is defined as the customer’'s judgeméoutan
entity’s overall excellence or superiority (Rowle}997). Parasuraman et al. (1991) support the mdtat
service quality is an overall evaluation similaratititude. Besides, the customer perception ofgtredity may
differ from the one described in the quality staddaor regulatory documents for the provision & $ervice. It
also relates to students. Many researchers stteubtomer assessments of continuously provideites may
depend on performance. A performance-based measayexplain more of the variance in an overall meas
of service quality (Oliver, 1989; Cronin & Tayldt992; Boulding et al., 1993). Based on the abovetimeed
considerations several customer-perceived quasisessment methods have been developed which hawe al
been adopted and used in higher education.

The purpose of this paper is to establish the factivat positively affect the student-perceivedlia
satisfaction and, along with that, the loyaltyte tnstitution of higher education.
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The paper is structured as follows: first, the atgdhanalyse the factors influencing the studenaltgyas
well as the methods for the assessment of custpereeived quality in a service industry and esplgcia
higher education. Subsequently presented are thetlgses, the research method description andsdiscuof
the study results. Finally, the conclusion and aggnial implications are provided.

2. FACTORS INFLUENCING STUDENT LOYALTY AND HYPOTHESES

Loyalty represents a very complex factor in thet@uer behaviour and, has respectively been stifdiea
various aspects in marketing literature. Consedyetitere is no unanimous definition of customeyaldy.
After summarizing various studies it can be conetidhat loyalty expressions have two dimensions:
behavioural and attitudinal. The behavioural dinnemEomprises such aspects as making repeatedgagsh
frequency of purchases and habit of changing proaiuservice providers. The attitudinal dimensionits turn,
explains the customer’s attitude, trust and williegs to recommend (Foscht, Schloffer, 2009). Instrgice
sector the explanation and definition of loyaltye a@ven more complicated due to the service features
particularly so because services themselves aedl@s the relations between a customer and sepvinader.
The specific feature of higher education is that trepeated purchase” is common just in the cadenva
graduate chooses to continue studies in the nert lar if a need arises for additional knowledgel/an a
scientific degree or qualification. Considering tthately higher education institutions have startadive
offering of further education courses, the issudogélty is becoming more and more topical. Thusf the
point of view of loyalty two aspects are importdior higher education institutions: the willingness
recommend and, if needed, the willingness to chtlesesame higher education institution or the saetgice
provider repeatedly.

Marketing research conducted before has provedtigibmer loyalty is affected by the customer-peszk
quality, satisfaction and overall image of the migation (Kotler and Fox, 1995; Zeithaml, 2000; gt=en,
2006).

Regarding the satisfaction the marketing literakoarcesdefine customer satisfactiaither as the effect
from the usage or communication (Oliver and Sw&89) or as “a person’s feeling or attitude in rielatto a
product after it has been acquired” (Solomon, 198%}he area of higher education Elliot and Heddwcribe
satisfaction as a short-term attitude that hasaréfter evaluating one’s acquired experience dutie use of
the higher education service (Elliot and Healy, DOMoreover, customer satisfaction should exeditpe
influence on loyalty (Athiyaman, 1997; Schertzed &thertzer, 2004; Marzo-Navarro et al., 2005).

There is also a lot of academic argument aboutntlieual correlation between the satisfaction and
organization image. Johnson et al. (2001) empbadbit image perception develops after the sehdsebeen
received. Barich and Kotler point out that thegm has a positive impact on sales volumes asawdtlyalty
(Barich and Kotler, 1991). Thus, Hegelsen (2006)emvstudying student loyalty, included the repatatf the
higher education institution in the model servirg) @ synonym to the image. In this research theoasith
included the values in the image evaluation that haen defined in the mission statement of the drigh
education institution.

As the authors indicated above, the customer-pardejuality and the customer idea about the indisat
characterizing quality can differ from the undemsliag of the service provider as well as from thmlidy
standards envisaged in the respective regulatotyrdents for the provision of the service. Thereehbgen
many discussions about the student-perceived guwald indicators influencing it. Walker believesttistudents
being incapable of assessing the higher educatiafitg as a whole more focus on the quality of emwvinent
and classes delivered by the academic staff (Wdlk&5). Tang and Zairi have discovered that théndrig
education employees, compared to other servicechesn possess more authority (Tang and Zairi, 1998xn
be explained with a bigger autonomy in contactiglents. This significant discovery still more pesvthe
need for the distinguishing of the “personnel gyaliin the factor of perceived quality. Consideyithe fact that
the higher education service is knowledge-intenaivé requires high involvement of human resourttesmost
significant factor is namely the human resourced te environment is subjected to the quality ofnhn
resources. However, there might also be otheofsaoivhich are important for the students and wtdoh
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correlated to the perceived quality. Further ththans analyse the factors of perceived quality thedespective
measurement methods.

3. PERCEIVED SERVICE QUALITY AND SATISFACTION ASSESSME NT METHODS

As Johnson et al. (2001) point out, the customecgieed quality can be composed by a multitude of
diverse factors. The previously created customergieed quality and satisfaction models containcesal
drawbacks and along with the change of times anit@mment as well as acquisition of new knowledgge t
models of perceived quality and satisfaction evidanamust be updated and adapted to the new conditi
So far for the customer-perceived service quabgseasment several methods have been developed:
« SERVQUAL — a multiple-item scale for measuring omsér perceptions of service quality
(Parasuraman et al.,1988)

e SERVPERF - a multiple-item scale for measuring aumst evaluation of a service
performance (Cronin & Taylor, 1992)

* EP - evaluated performance; a scale that measwagmp between perceived performance and
the ideal amount of a feature rather than the custs expectations (Teas, 1993a, b)

* HSQM - hierarchical service quality model (Bradyld@ronin, 2001).

The SERVQUAL method was developed in 1988 by a gmfuresearchers Parasuraman A., Zeithaml V.A.

and Berry L.L. This method recommends measuringptireeived service quality by the 22 items groujmed
five different dimensions as shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Perceived quality dimensions in service industry
Quality dimensions Explanation of quality dimension
Tangibles Physical facilities, equipment, and appeee of personnel
Reliability Ability to perform the promised servicependably
and accurately
Responsiveness Willingness to help customers amdda prompt
service
Assurance Knowledge and courtesy of employeestsid t
ability to inspire trust and confidence
Empathy Caring, individualized attention the firmopides to its
customers

Source: Parasuraman A., Zeithaml V.A. and Berry, 1988

The SERVQUAL method makes it clear that the custgpeeceived service quality is the comparison ef th
customer's prior expectations or desires to whattistomer actually received. The group of reseasctuggest
that this model can be used, for example, throwegular measurement of customer-perceived quality an
comparing it to competitors; moreover, the orgditra can evaluate each individual dimension, or the
perceived quality of the whole.

The SERVPERF method only deals with the perceiveality of service and the EP method (evaluated
performance) measures the difference between theeiped quality and customer-desired or ideal state
Empirical studies show that the SERVPERF methodchvis based solely on the actual service perfooman
evaluation, better explains the statistical religbof the data than the other methods. Similatihg subsequent
research showed that customer expectations dolapttipe decisive role in perceived quality measumeis
The SERVPERF method is based on the measuremérg eme dimension, which is used in the SERVQUAL
method; however, it excludes the customer expectatin respect to these indicators and measurely sbe
service performance.

Both the SERVQUAL and SERVPERF methods have alem laglapted to the higher education needs and
researcher Firdaus A. (2006 a) has combined botthedfe methods and developed the HEdJPERF method
comprising a set of 41 items. This instrument dmsonsider the academic components and aspettis tftal
service environment as experienced by the stud@i@etquality indicators are classified in five dirsgms:
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=

Non-academic aspectdems that are essential to enabling studentalfib their study obligations, and
relate to duties carried out by non-academic staff.

Academic aspectResponsibilities of academics.

Reputationimportance of higher learning institutions in @ajng a professional image.
Accesslncludes such issues as approachability, easentéct, availability and convenience.
Programme issues. Importance of offering wide ranging and reputablacademic
programmes/specializations with flexible structumed health services.

The SERVPERF and HEdAPERF scales were comparedhis t&f reliability and validity and confirmed the
superiority of the newly-proposed measurement uinsént (Firdaus, 2006b). Researcher Brochado A.9200
has also compared these methods in higher educatiorconcluded that both present the best measnteme
capability and it is impossible to identify whicheis the best.

The research by authors Sakthivel P.B. et al. (R®@%s in turn aimed at developing a TQM model of
academic excellence and empirically establisheclationship between TQM implementation and student
satisfaction with academic performance. The modepgsed by the authors for student-perceived qualit
assessment includes five dimensions, so called 5C:

« Commitment of top managemehbp management should ensure non-dilution of tdwed objectives.

» Course deliveryExpert knowledge must be matched with expert gkittansmit the knowledge.

« Campus facilities.The provision of infrastructure and physical fiigis in the campus for student

learning, co-curricular and extracurricular actast

» Courtesy.Courtesy — an emotive and positive attitude towastddents will lead to congenial learning

environment.

e Customer feedback and improveme@bnstant feedback from the students leading tdimoous

improvement in the process is the key to achieexagllence.

The authors suggest computing the total quality agament index (TQMI) with respect to each quality
variable. Education managers can keep these indeesference points at which improvement effosis be
targeted. “If the level of TQM implementation ispnoved through application of this model, the $atison of
students will substantially be increased.” (SalehR.B. et al., 2005)

Marketing studies have shown that the perceivedityua the customer is very closely related totonser
satisfaction and there are a variety of methodsl dise the measurement of customer satisfaction hvhie
similar to the perceived quality assessment methods

The study by Douglas J. et al. (2007) of studemtisfs&tion is based on Herzberg's two-factor theory
explaining job satisfaction: the factor group “mtiors” contributed to the rise of satisfaction ahd factor
group “hygiene factors” ensured the avoidance ofsatisfaction (Herzberg, 1959). Based on the ten
determinants of quality (SERVQUAL method, Paraswanet al., 1985), together with Johnston’'s (1995)
redefined list of determinants the group of redeawe divide the causes of student satisfaction and
dissatisfaction into four groups:

» factors that contribute to satisfaction
» critical factors — factors that contribute to théseence of satisfaction; the lack of these factangses
disaffection
» factors contributing to dissatisfaction
* neutral factors which have no impact either ors&attion or dissatisfaction.
The key findings of the research are:
» satisfaction with the learning process is mainiyel by the intangible dimensions of service
» factors that contribute to students' dissatisfacftbe lack of these factors causes dissatisfagtiute
their presence does not increase the level offaetiien) are attitude, responsiveness, tangible
dimension of service (e.g. facilities, technicaluipgent), working with others, availability of
university management and socializing opportunities
e communication and responsiveness are the key fadtorthe quality assessment because they
contribute to the satisfaction and the lack of ¢hieetors causes dissatisfaction
» usefulness is the key factor in the learning precedich contributes to satisfaction, but it does n
belong to the group of factors which contributeligsatisfaction

arLD
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Another approach for the assessment of customisfagzdion is the Customer Satisfaction Index mottel.
1989 at the University of Michigan the first custemsatisfaction measurement system was establiziede
national level — Swedish customer satisfaction inater (SCSB). SCSB was derived from the American
Customer Satisfaction Index Model (ACSI) and theamsion of the ACSI in 1998 resulted in the Europea
Customer Satisfaction Index Model (ECSI). Sincertfi@-1990s customer satisfaction index models (@8\)e
been recognized and used worldwide at both natemmalindividual company level (Johnson et al., 2001

There have been several attempts to adapt the G@8&Ino higher education. For example, the group o
researchers Martensen A., L. Gronholdt and Kriglenié. adapted ECSI model to higher education,tsmgithe
perceived quality factor into two parts: techniqahblity and staff attitude. The results showed thatstudent
satisfaction index model explained the studensfatiion very well. However, the findings also skeohthat in
higher education, compared with other industribsrd is a distinct correlation between the lateniables.
Satisfaction is affected significantly not only pgrceived quality, perceived value, but also byithage of
higher education institution. At the same time &xpectations were not statistically significant.affténsen
et.al., 1999).

At the Alesund University College, Norway the maetif CSI model proposed by Johnson et al. (2001) was
tested. @. Helgesen and E. Nesset found that sequiality has a significant impact on student fattion,
while the latent variable “commitment” was not ®i#tally significant. The authors suggest asceitgj in
more detail the quality parameters that are impoftar the student as a customer. Along with thatuniversity
management should pay more attention to imageihgildHelgesen and Nesset, 2007).

Quite often the service quality and customer sati&in evaluations include the indicators that abtarize
the process of the service itself, more seldoncatdrs refer to the result achieved by the service.

Brady and Cronin (2001) recommend using the hibieat service quality model (HSQM) for the
evaluation of perceived quality. Here the servicalify is seen as a multi-level construct, whicls lilaree
dimensions: interaction quality, environment qyabind outcome quality. Quality of interaction indhs the
service provider's attitude, behaviour and compmete@uality of the environment includes ambientditon,
design and social factors. Quality of the resultduides the waiting time, tangibles and serviceeal

In general, all the authors suggest evaluatingjttadity of the service process as such and onltingdy by
Brady and Cronin (2001) suggests including also @t&luation of the service result. In the case ighdr
education the result of the study process aredtaiged skills and readiness for the labour market.

The higher education reforms require introducing student-centred and study result-oriented ecdhrcati
Accordingly, when assessing the student-perceivedity the higher education institution managesodiave
to require the study result assessment. As a reftifte study process the student acquires thedadaleie —
new knowledge and skills that, in their turn, erdehis competitiveness in the labour market. Caouesetly,
by becoming aware of the gains from the servicer @t completion the student can evaluate theissdjuesult.

Based on previously made research assessing tbeiyat quality, the authors suggest dividing thality
factors into four parts:

« result “quality” — acquired knowledge and skills, readiness foldheur market and readiness for next

study level,

e process “quality”— study courses and teaching methods, e-courgesationalization, library;

« staff “quality” — the administrative and academic staff;

« environment “quality”— facilities, additional services.

The authors suggest evaluating each of the qualtiigators and their influence on student perceiyeaality
and , as the next step, the impact of the perceipeity on the student loyalty to the higher edigta
institution.

4. HYPOTHESES AND THE RESEARCH METHOD

Based on the above-mentioned studies and consa®ahe authors put forth a range of hypothesas th
concern the perceived quality as well as the satiiein and loyalty.
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H1: The dimensions characterizing quality (servesults— skills, readiness for the labour market, acade
staff quality, contents, administrative staff qtwali premises, library, -courses, information systen
internationaikzation) positively affect the studeperceived quality.

H2: Studentperceived quality has a positive effect on the ettidatisfactiol

H3: Student satisfaction has a positive effectlmniiage of the higher education institution. Hudent
satisfaction has a positive effect on the studsysdlty to the higher education instituti

H5: The image of the higher education instituti@s la positive effect on the student loyalty to higher
education institution.

The schematic depiction ofdthypotheses is provided in figure
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of the hypotheses pth fa the resear:
Source: designed by the authors

For the assessment of the stu-perceived quality and its impact on loyalty thehaus suggest using tl
structural equation modelling similarly as it idsn the CSI models mentioned above. For the foomaf the
structural model and its analysis the computer @gAMOS (Analysis of Moments Structures) will beed. It
is recommended that the data lseis is made in two steps by first developing theasurement model al
assessing its validity and then, on its basis,titrg@ahe structural equation model. (Anderson aretbi®g,
1988). The results will show which factors havengigant influence orthe studer- perceived quality and
which are not significant.

There are no similar studies published on studwyalty to any university in Latvia therefore no aedary
data are available. All data about the stu-perceived quality, satisfaction andyalty to a university are
usually available only for the university managetrteerefore this is a unique research in Lat
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For last 5 years 24 to 26 thousand students haee pgeaduating every year in Latvia. For testing the
hypotheses the authors made a purposive samplethvéthriteria “graduate of a higher education togtn”
and in year 2009 the graduates of the Universityatiia were asked to take part in the survey anthe
beginning of year 2012 the invitation to take piartthe survey was sent to marketing research coynpan
respondents which met the above-mentioned criteria.

For testing the hypotheses a special questionmaisedeveloped where each of the quality dimensias
described with a number of indicators (in totalit¥4ns) (see appendix 1). For the answers the Ldaate was
used in the range from 1 to 7, where 1 means “glyodisagree” and 7 means “completely agree”. The
guestionnaires were filled in by 2010 alumni fronifedent Latvian universities. The four sectors mos
represented in this sample of respondents are eocenf23%), natural sciences, mathematics andnivabon
technology (16%), education (14%) and humanitied arts (13%), followed by communication, politics,
psychology and other social sciences (10%), law){98agineering, manufacturing and construction (8%)
health care and social welfare (5%) and agricul{2?é).

5. THE RESEARCH RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The latent variables “E-courses” and “Internatitwation” were excluded from further data analysie do
the fact that the amount of missing responses esetissues exceeded 15%. Thus the tested structodal is
different from the initial conceptual model (Figuteand it is impossible to verify the hypothesigarding the
effect “E-courses” and “Internationalization” orettatent variable “Perceived quality”.

The standardized estimate loadings of the indisatothe measurement model are above 0.5 and thelrfib
indices meet the suggested values (see Table 2)se@Qaently, from the measurement model the stralctur
equation model is developed, which reveals thentateriable cross-correlations and the results inbth
approve or reject the hypotheses. The model ficaslof the structural equation model are good whieans
that the structural model is valid (see Table 2).

Table 2
Measurement model and Structural model goodness-dit-

Goodness-of-fit indices Measurement model Structutanodel Fitness
Chi-square 8137.717 8412.061 Not applicable
Degrees of freedom 968 1003 to this sample
Ratio of chi-square to degrees |of 8.407 8.387
freedom
Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.907 0.904 Good
Root mean square error of 0.061 0.061 Good
approximation (RMSEA)

Tucker-Lewis coefficient (TLI) 0.892 0.892 Good

To confirm or reject the hypothesis the AMOS prograses the t-test, where t is a value greater ¢inan
equal to 1.96 = 0.05). The non-standardized regression coeffisjestandart errors,calculated t levels and
significance levels of latent variables are showtable 3.

Table 3
Unstandardized regression coefficients, standart eors, calculated t levels
and significance levels of latent variables
Latent variables R\?vgerigizon Setﬁg:j' t - value P
Study conter <--- Academic stat 0.5¢ 0.03¢ 16.18: rrx
Study content <--- Facilities 0.08 0.020 3.8p2 *px
Studyconten <--- Library 0.1¢ 0.03( 5.32: kk
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Latent variables Regr_essmn Stand. t - value P
weights error

Study content <--- Information system 0.24 0.032 438. ik
Skills <--- Academic staff 0.23 0.034 6.680 i
Skills < Study content 0.48 0.030 16.109 o
Labour market <--- Study content 0.47 0.0B34 13.731  ***
Labour market <--- Study results 0.62 0.0B1 20.381  **
Labour market <on Academic staff -0.06 0.036 -151 0.131
Perceived quality <--- Study content 0.38 0.034  241. rrx
Perceived qualit <--- Skills 0.2¢ 0.03( 9.76: rrx
Perceived quality <--- Academic staff 0.16 0.0B5 509 ok
Perceived qualii <--- Administrative staf 0.00¢ 0.01¢ 0.25: | 0.801"
Perceived quality <--- Labour market 0.33 0.081  788. rrx
Perceived qualii <--- Library -0.0¢€ 0.02¢ -2.66¢ | 0.00¢"
Perceived quality <--- Information system -0.006 0B -0.234| 0.815
Perceived qualii <--- Facilities -0.00¢ 0.01¢ -0.15¢ | 0.874
Satisfaction <--- Perceived quality 0.95 0.015 86.9 bl
Image <--- Satisfactiol 0.8¢ 0.01¢ 45.80( rrx
Loyalty <--- Satisfaction 0.93 0.030 30.993 b
Loyalty <--- Image 0.1z 0.02¢ 4.91¢ ok

Entries *** in column P mean that p <0.001 or rgual to the value entered in the column.
** _ the latent variables are not statisticallyrsfgcant

The figures displayed in Table 3 show that the adstriative staff, library, university informatiorystems,
facilities have no statistically significant effem the student-perceived quality. The results idizate that the
academic staff competencies and attitudes havéatistially significant effect on the studentssessment of
their own readiness for the labour market.

Figure 2 helps to better understand the intermalatibetween the latent variables and their effdets.
example, it is clear that the programme contentthadstudy results (acquired skills and readinesshie labour
market) as well as academic staff assessment #ffestudent-perceived quality.

The unstandardized and standardized regressionhtseighown in tables 3 and 4 explain the
intercorrelations between the latent variablese-higher the regression coefficient, the more erogs factors
have an effect on the endogenous factor.

Table 3
Standardized factor loadings of the latent variable
Latent variables Stan(_iard|ze_d

regression weights
Study content <--- Academic staff 0.48
Study content <--- Facilities 0.08
Study content <--- Library 0.16
Study content <--- Information system 0.23
Skills <--- Academic staff 0.23
Skills <--- Study content 0.54
Labour market <--- Study content 0.45
Labour market <--- Skills 0.52
Perceived quality <--- Study content 0.36
Perceived quality <--- Skills 0.24
Perceived quality <--- Academic staff 0.13
Perceived quality <--- Labour market 0.33
Satisfaction <--- Perceived quality 0.97
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Standardized

Latent variables . .
regression weight

Image <--- Satisfaction 0.85
Loyalty <--- Satisfaction 0.85
Loyalty <--- Image 0.12

The unstandardized regression weights explain ¢éheeptage point deviation of the endogenous cartdfr
the value of the exogenous construct changes Gyhé.standardized regression weights, however, she
amount of the standard deviation of th«dogenous construct if that of the exogenous cocistiianges by
point. For example, if the latent variable “Studyntent” grows by 1 point, the evaluation of pereeivquality
will change by 0.38.

Schematic figure 2 provides for a better understy of the mutual effects of the various fact
influencing loyalty. Thus, for example, it is clBaseen that the education service process ancdedslts
influence the studergerceived quality as well as indirectly also thedtisfaction and loyalty. he perceived
guality has a direct effect on satisfaction, whichts turn, influences the image perception athfation of the
university loyalty. The image as well has a positffect on the formation of loyal

Table 2 shows the unstandardized standardized regression weights of the factorssd lneeights sugge
the significance of the factor correlati— the higher the regression weight, the more the exogs facto
facilitates the changes of the endogenous f

Table 2 makes the authoorclude that namely the factor “Contents” (unstadidead regression weig
0.38) has the biggest effect on the perceived tyualialuation. The respective indicators are “houcmthe
study process has facilitated the motivation talgtwr how interesing and exciting it has been to a studer
well as “the study course offer” and “interestirantent of study courses”, that is, how interesting useful thi
study programme content on the whole has beencto ticular student as a receiver ofservice.

Acguired
skills

Acad. staff

Study
content

Satisfaction

'
i .
moos i
S
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Information v
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Figure 2. Results of testing the hypoth
Source: designed by the authors

Besides, the factor “Contents” has a significarieafon the factor “Skills” (unstandardized regies:
weight 0.48) and factor “Readiness for Labour M#rkeegression weight 0.47). This can be explained b
argument that the more interesting and usefultildyprocess has seemed to a student as a custbmaighel
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the evaluation of the acquired service resultse-stills and readiness for labour market or if pnecess has
been interesting and useful the overall acquireditalso is useful and highly evaluated.

Besides, the effect of the factor “Skills” on treectior “Readiness for the Labour Market” also iseasial
and comparatively high — regression weight bei@ OT his means that students are aware of thefisignce of
the acquired skills in the labour market.

However, the evaluation of the study process reskills” and “Readiness for Labour Market” has a
statistically lower influence on the perceived dyahssessment — respectively the regression wei@d and
0.33. Moreover, the factor “Quality of Academic fBtdnas a statistically significant, but comparatiy low
effect on the perceived quality — regression wegjll.16. However, the factor “Quality of AcadenStaff” has
a relatively high effect on the factor “Contentsitiwthe regression weight 0.56. It can be explaibgdhe fact
that the skills of the academic staff to delivegitttourses in the way that is interesting for etud have a rather
significant effect on student evaluation of the lgyaf academic staff as well as the study proéessdf and the
delivery of courses.

The hypothesis on the effect of the arrangemethefstudy premises (or the influence of the surdm
environment) on the perceived quality was denibé @orrelation turned out to be statistically imsfigant).
However, as a result of the data analysis, it wasaled that the premises have a statisticallyaele although
comparatively small, effect on factor “Conteniggression weight — 0.08) which can be explaingthb fact
that premises represent a part of the study pramegscan influence the implementation of the stpidycess,
however the factor does not have a direct effe¢herstudent-perceived quality of a service ascha.su

From the above-mentioned models it can be conclutiad in the delivery of the study service and
evaluation of the student-perceived quality the angnce belongs to the study process itself andehathe
study courses and contents of the study coursd®istudy programme and how attractively thesesssuare
delivered and how much of useful information studeran acquire in these courses. One of the mypsifisant
factors in the study course evaluation is the “@ualf Academic Staff” or how much students appaseithe
knowledge and skills of the academic staff to delithe knowledge as well as how positively thewadg of the
academic staff to students has developed. Thieidelivery of the service that is knowledge-basestomers
focus on the contents of the service itself andifipeservice results and here the most importalg belongs to
the knowledge providers or key implementers of feevice. The service support elements or support
processes, such as the administrative staff, {jbsand information system, turned out to have aistiedlly
irrelevant effect on the customer-perceived qualttgloes not mean that these support elementotiprasent
any importance to the student, but rather that tighservice quality the student associates theentor the
key process itself, not the support processes. iltteresting that the factor “Skills” which is onéthe most
significant service results turned out to havetheralow regression weight that suggests a relgtsmall effect
on the perceived quality. This can be explainethieyfact that the factor “Skills” as the added eatti the study
process is not explained to students or they dounderstand it. The result-oriented study process been
relatively recently introduced in the Europed#tigher EducationArea therefore it is possible that the
communication about these changes (i.e. the stbdigsd on the learning outcome) in the study psobas not
yet reached the direct service beneficiaries (stisdeor the public. Studies as a service is ariggtrocess (for
several years) therefore in their evaluation sttgléatus more on the process itself than the resutas skills
are acquired gradually, it is more complicatedvialgate the acquisition of the result (skills) € 8tage between
the beginning and end of the process is long amihglthe process the students tend to forget Huthrtitial
expectations as well as the fact that before thdiest they did not have these skills or the skidse relatively
low developed.

The student satisfaction with the study proceshasyever, significantly and to a large extent iefiaed by
the factor of perceived quality — regression weig)96. Here we also see that student satisfacti@onnected
with the process implementation rather than thegsses supporting the key process. It is posdiliethe
support processes do not facilitate satisfactianyever if they were of inappropriate quality theyuld
facilitate student dissatisfaction. The authors €amthese conclusions guided by Herzberg's twinfabeory
stating that hygiene factors, in this case, suppartesses, do not facilitate satisfaction; howeheir absence
could facilitate dissatisfaction. As it was suggeshby the analysis of individual elements, studemistly were
very satisfied with the existing support proceseedn some cases they did not have information lon t
indicators (for example, e-courses and internalipsizon aspects) and the highest level of sattgfacwas
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suggested by the indicators that characterizedvidtk of the administrative staff, which represetis elements
of the support process. It is possible that if itldicators were dissatisfactory, the effect of Huninistrative
staff on satisfaction would be statistically sigeaht and with a negative regression weight. Howeivevould
be a task of another research where other reseatihods would have to be used and it does not teftdre
issues and tasks of this research.

The satisfaction factor has a statistically sigwifit as well as very high effect on the organizatinage
(regression weight 0.89). Here we must take intmant that the student has evaluated the orgaoivatiage
from his point of view. Consequently, the highell e the student satisfaction, the more his evalneof the
organization image will correspond to the imageltdoy the organization. In this research the autasked
respondents to evaluate the image in accordantetigtimage dimensions suggested by the organizéite
prestigious HE institution, generally good HE ingibn, innovative HE institution and the HE ingtibn that
contributes to economy and society).

The highest effect on loyalty belongs to the satisbn factor (regression weight 0.93). The imaffiece on
loyalty also is rather significant — regression giei0.13. In this case the combination of a positimage and
loyalty is very important as in this research ldyabas explained by two significant indicators: thidlingness
to recommend and willingness to choose the highecation institution repeatedly. In the case ofoaitjve
image (and in this case the student himself assdbseimage) there is a dual effect — the willirgméo
recommend popularizes the organization name wichis turn, can attract new students. Besidessthdent
himself, being confident of the organization prefesalism and quality, is ready to choose the sesvif this
organization repeatedly.

6. CONCLUSIONS

As the authors defined in the hypotheses put fahaathe beginning of the paper, the factors teé&trnine
loyalty are the perceived quality, satisfaction anghnization image. At the time when:

« the demand for undergraduate studies is decreakiegto the fall in the number of the leavers of

secondary schools,

e due to the unstable economic situation the persdms have completed their undergraduate studies
more carefully consider their decision on contiiguiheir studies at the next level as well as tluwiger
of the next education service,

« the issue of lifelong learning is becoming more pwn and popular among the public including also
further education and the most appropriate courséqers for further education are sought,

The providers of education services must more olye€onsider how to provide for the loyalty of the
existing students, i.e., their willingness to cleas particular higher education institution andlimginess to
recommend the organization to others.

Regarding the student-perceived quality the supaayly confirmed the hypothesis. It was not possiiol
measure the influence of such factors as “intesnatization” and “e-courses” because of missingadahe
factors “administrative staff”, “information systénflibrary” and “facilities” have no statisticallysignificant
influence on student perceived quality. All othgpbtheses were confirmed by the survey.

From the analysis made the authors would like tatpout the following key conclusions that shoule b
taken into account for the improvement of the stpycess:

e currently the most important elements in the prioviof the study process are the academic staff tha
pass over their knowledge, study content and tegchiiethods, acquired skills and readiness for the
labour market. If the evaluation of two factorses among students, there will also be a signifidae
in the perceived quality, satisfaction as well@slty.

e currently e-courses as a study process supporistaamhderemployed in the study process, conselyjent
it is impossible to evaluate the effect of thesmerses on the student-perceived quality and aatish
in the existing selection group that could alsadferred to the general cluster.

e Under the globalization internationalization remmts one of the integral elements in the
implementation of HE processes. At the moment stisdbave insufficient information (or it is not
searched) on the internationalization in HE (exdeanpportunities, availability of guest lecturers).
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Consequently, it is difficult to evaluate the irdhce of internationalization on the customer-peexbi
quality and satisfaction.

On the whole the model of student-perceived quaditgl loyalty in higher education can serve as a
barometer of the higher education quality and studatisfaction that will allow comparing studerrgeived
quality over various years at the higher educaitistitution, among different higher education ingtons and
possibly on the international level.
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Appendix 1
The factors and their indicators as presented in th questionnaire
Factors Indicators
Facilities The equipment of lecture rooms is appedp for studies

The equipment of seminar rooms is appropriatetiaties

The equipment of labs is appropriate for studies

Computers are freely available at my university

Wireless internet is freely available at my univgrs

Academic staff There are competent academic sw@fkiwg at my university

The attitude of the academic staff towards studerfesvourable

The consultations of academic staff are freelylalbée

Administrative staff The attitude of administratis&ff towards students is favourable

The academic staff support is helpful in the stptycess

| am satisfied with the working hours of the admsirative staff.

Library The study literature is freely availablenay university library

The databases subscribed to by our library are weeful in the study process

Study content and The study process favoured my motivation to study
planning

| am satisfied with the study courses availablthanstudy programme

The content of the study courses was interestidguaeful

The sequence of the study courses in the studygmoge was logical

| am satisfied with the lecture schedule
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E-courses | am satisfied with the e-course offegh@study programme

The available e-courses in the study program liggdethe study process

Information system The necessary information abiveistudy process was easy to find

The necessary information about the study processeasy to find in the
university webpage

| am satisfied with the options of the universitjormation system

Internationalization | am satisfied with the student international exa®@programmes offered by m
university

| am satisfied with the offer of international gukectures at my university

Readiness for labour The acquired knowledge and skills will raise my gaitiveness in the labour
market market

| have acquired the necessary professional skillsng my studies

During the studies | have developed the skillsttierapplication of the
theoretical knowledge in practice

Acquired skills | have acquired good theoretical knowledge in nuggtarea

| have developed the skills for finding a creatbadution for problems of various
level of difficulty

o

| have acquired the skills for working with infortien (to evaluate, to analyse, t
systematize it) during my studies

| have developed critical thinking during my stuglie

| have acquired the skills for making decisionsdobsn previously made
information analysis

| have improved my written communication skills

| have developed skills for public presentations

I have developed skills for public discussions prtification of my opinion

I have improved my team working skills

| have learned the terminology of the study fielé foreign language

| have acquired the skill to work with computer grams necessary in my study|
field

I have improved the skills for organizing my work

Satisfaction | am satisfied that | have chosenghisicular study program

| am satisfied with my experience at my university

Loyalty I will suggest this study program for otker

I will recommend studying at my university to athe
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In the light of my experience | would choose thiversity again

Perceived quality

The level of difficulty of thisusly program was suitable for me

The study program has prepared me for the laboukeha

The study program has prepared me for the nexy $éwe|

The studies at my university are qualitative

Image

My university is prestigious in Latvia

My university fosters the development of Latvia

My university offers an internationally recognizeducation

My university is an innovative and future-orienteaversity
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