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SERVICE QUALITY, PRICE AND STUDENT SATISFACTION IN MODIBBO
ADAMA UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY, YOLA. ADAMAWA STATE NIGERIA

ABSTRACT

Satisfying students is an important factor towagislity university education because
students are the major customers of universitiéss $tudy analysed service quality, price
and student satisfaction in Modibbo Adama Uniugrsif Technology, Yola . The major
objective is to assess the relationship betweericgequality, price and student satisfaction.
The study used a sample size of 215 students fiieraht departments and schools in the
university. The study analysed data using regrassémova and independent t-test. The
study found that tangibles, assurance and price wgnificantly associated with student
satisfaction while reliability, responsiveness ardpathy were not significantly related to
student satisfaction. The study recommends thatgement of public universities in Nigeria
should engage qualified lecturers, universitiesughencourage departments to open student
support services and management should considénaerwith the current pricing.

KEYWORDS: Service Quality, Price, Student Satisfaction, NigetJniversity

INTRODUCTION

University education is continuously being soughéraby many individuals across
the world. The desire for qualitative universityuedtion by individuals has drawn attention
of scholars to examine the relationship betweemicerquality and student satisfaction in
universities (Ginsberg, 1991; Pereda, Airey andreén2007; and Uka, 2014). Therefore,
any undertaking to measure the quality of serwic@igher education could be diverse and
complex. In attempting to measure perception ofiserquality by students, universities are
confronted by numerous measurement techniques. owéhe major challenge is in the
identification and implementation of the most shikamethod for measuring service quality
taking into cognisance the procedures and costvad. In a typical higher institution of
learning, there are different stakeholders. Thaskide students, teaching and non-teaching
staff, employers, government and its funding/suisery agencies, auditors, and assessors,

among others (Harvey and Burrows, 1992). Consetyjemaich stakeholder has its own
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perspective on quality, which is in turn influendeyl its own interest and goals. Of all the
stakeholders, it is believed that the most sigaiftacustomers of universities are students and
their parents (Pereda, Airey and Bennet, 2007).

The quality of service in universities is of immenmportance due to increase in the
competition for applicants between the universiti€onroos (1984) argued that the
universities were increasingly engaging themseltesmeasure service quality in a
professional way just like business organisationwelved in services marketing. Increased
competition and rapid changes in the educationaire@mment coupled with numerous
challenges have made universities to recognis@ntpertance of student satisfaction to their
survival. Hence, paying more attention on studaisfaction prepare universities to satisfy
student needs and also enable them to developiensysr evaluating how effectively they
meet or exceed such needs (O'Neill, 2003).

The Nigerian university system has gone througltaof transformation since the
establishment of the first university in 1948. Wsmsities are now being established by the
federal government, various state governmentd-taased organisations as well as private
individuals all over the country. However, the Niga university system is besieged with
numerous problems. These include; financial crigtgr infrastructure, brain-drain, erosion
of university autonomy, graduate unemployment, tlelaand militant students’ unionism,
activities of secret cults, examination malpracti@nd sexual harassment (Ekundayo &
Ajayi, 2009). Also, Kazeem & Ige (2010) contenddthtt one major issue that has
conseqguences on service quality in Nigerian unitressis the inadequate number and quality
of teachers. Analysing the problems from the persype of universities of technology,
Adesoji & Abiodun (2010) found that poor fundingadequate and poor facilities, shortage
of adequate and qualified academic staff, disprtopuate class size and very little financial

support to students in universities of technologyNigeria, constituted major problems.
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These problems, coupled with the persistent riskeimand for university education led to the
deregulation of the university system and the thidion of private universities. The main
reason for licensing private universities in Niged to among other things, increase access to
university education, address the problem of scadiecational resources, raise alternative
ways of funding university, improve the quality wfiversity education, enhance efficiency,
align with practice in other parts of the world aatbress the problem of irregular academic
calendar (Utulu, 2001; Oyebade 2005; and, Ajayi Kuiidayo, 2008). It was expected that
the deregulation of university education, whichuies] in the licensing of new private
universities will help address the myriad of prabsebeing faced by the Nigerian university
system. But it was soon discovered that dereguiatiso has its own resultant problems. For
instance, private universities account for less th& of enrolment in Nigerian universities
due to high tuition fees being charged by them (BanmR2015). Other problems include:
profit-making motive, widening of social gap ancascing of quality for profits (Ajayi &
Ekundayo, 2008). Given these challenges facingitheersity system in Nigeria, this study
sets out to examine service quality and studemsfaation in Nigerian public universities
using the Modibbo Adama University of TechnologyAMTECH), Yola, Adamawa State,
Northeast Nigeria as a case study. Other authkesAjayi & Ekundayo (2008), and Adesoji
& Abiodun (2010), have all carried out studies arality in the Nigerian university system
but none has focused on the combined effects @icgequality and price in determining
student satisfaction. Also, there has been no stbdy focuses exclusively on Adamawa
state, Northeast Nigeria. Consequently, this stwdy also attempt to investigate the
combined effects of both service quality and pgoim student satisfaction.

Objectives of the study:

1. To asses’ relationship between service quality student satisfaction of university

education.
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2. To asses relationship between price and studistaction of university education
3. To reveal the gender difference in satisfacéiorong students.

Statement of Hypotheses:

The study will test the following hypotheses:

Ho:  Tangibles and student satisfaction of universitycadion is not significantly related.

Ho2:  There is no significant relationship betweenatelity and student satisfaction of
university education.

Hos:  There is no significant relationship between cesgiveness and student satisfaction of
university education.

Hos:  Assurance and student satisfaction of univeesitycation are not significantly
related.

Hos: Empathy and student satisfaction of tertiary adioo are not significantly related.

Hos: There is no significant relationship betweeiogand student satisfaction of university
education.

Ho7z  There is no significant difference in the levékatisfaction among gender.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Service quality could be defined as a reflectiontlod customer’s perception of
specific dimensions of services being provided hyoaganisation. (Zeithaml and Bitner,
2003). According to Parasuraman, Zeithaml and B¢t§888), service quality has been
defined as a consumer attitude showing his pemeptif the overall superiority and
excellence of a service provider. Abdullah, (20@@)ued thatewis and Booms (1983) were
perhaps the first to define service quality as asuee of how well the level of service being
delivered meets the expectations of the customieereTlis a distinction between expected
quality and perceived quality. In the context obtmumer satisfaction, perceived quality is
always given a considerable thougAccording to Abu Hasan (2008, p. 165), perceived

quality is defined as “the consumer’s judgment &leu entity’s overall experience or
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superiority”. Thus, perceived quality is the cuseri® interpretation of the quality of service
being received. Service quality could also be messbdfrom past experiences. Sultan and
Wong (2012, p. 759) state that “past experienceiges a brief cognitive standard and helps
in evaluating the standard of service quality @&sent and/or future service encounters”.
Satisfaction has also been defined from variouspestives. For exampl&ptler and

Clarke (1985) define satisfaction as a state fgltabperson who has experienced the
performance of duty or a result that meets his etgbens. Oliver (1997, p.13) defines
satisfaction as “the consumer’s fulfilment response a judgment that a product or service
feature, or the product or service itself, provided is providing) a pleasurable level of
consumption-related fulfilment, including levels wfder- or over fulfilment”. This implies
that satisfaction could be negative or positivevd3agayamet. al (2013, p. 3) state that
“satisfaction is an ongoing, dynamic process”. Thustomer satisfaction can be achieved

during the process of the consumption of the senaad not only after it has been consumed.

Service Quality and Student Satisfaction

Student satisfaction is a very important issue & universities and their
managements since it is used to measure qualitweMer, many quality experts believe that
thee measurement of student satisfaction at higthecation institution is arguably one of the
biggest challenges facing managers (Cloutier & &idh, 1994). The university is an
educational and a service providing entity, wheedervice is often produced and consumed
at the same time. Therefore, university managemants consider how the quality of their
services is being perceived by students and hovetred of satisfaction of students is being
enhanced by these services. In educational itistis like other service providing
organisations, service quality has an impact omoower satisfaction (Ekinci, 2004). In some

cases, the dissemination of the right or the wrimrigrmation affects the expectations of
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quality. If what is communicated to the customeresi not match the experience, the result
will be a negative perception of quality (Solom&f96).

Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1988) introduckd SERVQUAL scale.
SERVQUAL stands for service quality. SERVQUAL isskd on the assumption that there is
a gap between expectations of the customer anepigsos of performance of the service. It
has two parts with 22 items divided into five dirmeEms namely reliability, responsiveness,
assurance, empathy and tangibles.

The SERVQUAL scale has been utilised by some sehah carrying out studies on
student’s satisfaction with varying results. Acdéogdto Uka (2014), social and physical
factors of an institution’s services could sigraintly influence the degree of attractiveness
and the students’ overall satisfaction. Social detconsist of student-faculty members’
relationships, student-administration members’ ti@hships and student-student
relationships. The physical factors represent thescsize and the environment, technology
used during the lectures, library and computer riaooy, wi-fi connections in the campus,
cafeteria and all student related service facditie

Pereda, et al (2007), carried out a study on sergiglity and student satisfaction.
The study focused on full-fee-paying postgraduatelents from non-EU countries at one
institution in the UK. Using Lehtinen and Lehtiner991 framework, a Q-sort and factor
analysis were undertaken. Results of the studyatedethat four factors of service quality:
recognition; quality of instruction and interactiwith faculty; sufficiency of resources; and
aspects of physical quality play significant rolesstudent satisfaction. Students were also
found to have attached much importance to theiitit®n’s reputation.

Hanaysha, et al (2011) conducted a study on sequiabty and students in Malaysian

universities. The findings generally indicate ttre majority of students are satisfied with the



158

159

160

161

162

163

164

165

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

facilities provided by universities and there wasteong correlation between all the five
dimensions of service quality and student satigfact

Ali & Abdirisag (2014) carried out a study on stateatisfaction in three universities
in Mogadishu using both purposive and stratifiethgling techniques. The result showed
that there is a positive significant relationshiptvileen SERVQUAL dimensions and
students’ satisfaction. It was also found that eimpaecorded a significant relationship with
student’s satisfaction.

Kontic (2014) investigated the potential to apgig SERVPERF scale for assessing
service quality in Serbia. The response of the esitgl revealed that the most important
dimensions were Assurance and Reliability, follovsgdResponsiveness and Empathy.

Price and Student Satisfaction

Price is any amount exchanged for the consumpfi@mammmaodity. Zeithaml (1988)
stated that the customer’s perceived price candresidered to be what is given up or
sacrificed to get a product or service. Kotler gstrong (2010) defined price as the
amount of money exchanged for a product or sergicéhe sum of the values that customers
exchange for the benefits of acquiring the prodarcservice. The price of the service can
have a significant influence on customer’s peragtiof quality and satisfaction.

Some scholars have carried out studies on thamesdtip between price and student
satisfaction. For instance, Alderman, et al, (208jlied school quality, school cost, and the
public/private school choices of low-income houddbhan Pakistan and the result showed
that even the poorest households use private sshedensively, and that patronage of
private schools increases with increase in incdtegnelt & Marcotte (2011), using data on
all U.S. public 4-year colleges and universitiesnfr 1991 to 2006, found that a $100
increase in tuition and fees would lead to a dedimenrolment of about 0.25 percent. They

also found little evidence that large tuition irecses result in disproportionate enrolment



183

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

199

200

201

202

203

204

205

206

responses. Akinyemi, et al (2012) carried out alystaf education financing reforms in
Nigeria the results indicated that the householdatel for university education is inelastic

meaning increase in tuition fees/other charges doesignificantly affect enrolments.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The relationship between service quality and custorsatisfaction in higher
educational institutes has attracted some schdldka, 2014, Pereda, et al, 2007 and
Abdullah, 2006). However, the framework of thisdstwvas based on modified SERVQUAL.
Parasuraman, et al, (1988) introduced the SERVQUWédle. SERVQUAL has two parts
with 22 items divided into five dimensions namefngibles, reliability, responsiveness,
assurance and empathy. SERVQUAL defines five dimasdor service quality as follows:
(1) Reliability is the level to which the knowleglgskills learned and services are offered
accurately and timely.
(2) Assurance encompasses the knowledge and cpwoitesnployees and their ability to
convey trust and confidence to customers.
(3) Responsiveness is the willingness to assidbmers and provide prompt service. In
difficult situations, it could be regarded as thdity to respond effectively.
(4) Empathy refers to the attention and care tmafristitution may offer to customers as
well as convenient operating hours.
(5) Tangibles symbolises the appearance of buisdiaguipment, and staff.
(6) Price is introduced into the modified SERVQUAdr this study.
SERVQUAL scale has been extensively used in maagwervice quality in higher
education, for example, (O’Neil and Wright, 2002y)dullah, 2006; Yeo, 2008 and Ali &

Abdirisaqg, 2014). However, as stated earlier, shigly utilises the modified SERVQUAL in
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which a new variable (Price) is introduced into thedel. Consequently, the framework of

this study is illustrated as follows:

Independent Variable Dependent Variable

Service Quality and Price

Tangibles

Reliability —
| > Student Satisfaction

Responsiveness

Assurance
Empathy

Price

Source: Modified from Parasuraman et al (1988)

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The research design is confirmatory research thrdugotheses testing. The study
attempt to confirm the theoretical relationshipwesn the independent and the dependent
variable of the study, this study adopt survey métand cross-sectional data was obtained.
The study utilized regression, Anova and independigest to analyse the result.

This study adopts the survey method of researcigmle€ros-sectional primary data
were obtained through the administration of quesizire to students of Modibbo Adama
University of Technology Yola. The research instamnwas designed using components of
the SERVQUAL. Respondents were required to tickreyppate answers designed on a five-
point Likert scale. Ranging from “STRONGLY AGREES tSTRONGLY DISAGREE".

Normality, collinearity, linearity and homoscedagti were checked and found to be within
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the range to run regression.The model for the reBewas developed using regression

analysis.

Regression model:
Where;
ST = Satisfaction
TG = Tangible
RE = Reliability
RP = Responsiveness
AS = Assurance
EP = Empathy
PR = Pricing
The regression equation is expressed as:

B1, B2, B3, Pa, Ps, Pe, B7 are coefficients to estimate and e is the ernon.te

SAMPLE SIZE AND SAMPLE TECHNIQUE

The researcher distributed 250 questionnaires 8Ada&re returned of out of which 15 was
substantially unfilled, so the used 215 respondefit®e study used stratified random

sampling techniques, the basis for strata was tiepat and level of students

Sour ce of data

The study used primary source of data. Data wetairtdd through the administration of
questionnaire to students of Modibbo Adama Univgrsf Technology, Yola. The research
instrument was partly adopted from Parasuramaal, @988) the SERVQUAL and adjusted
to fit the area of the study and pricing aspect wWesvn based on in-depth analysis of
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available literature. Respondent were requireddio appropriate scale designed on a five
point Likert scale.

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS, RESULTSAND DISCUSSION.

Table 1: Reliability Valuesfor Service quality, price and satisfaction

Construct Reliability
TG 0.786
RE 0.731
RP 0.698
AS 0.778
EP 0.822
PR 0.759
ST 0.737

Source: Field Survey, 2015.

Table 1 shows the reliability of independent anpeselent variables. Many scholars have
argued what constitute a strong and weak relighiidues, this study will adopt the views of
Guilford (1965) that 0.70 cronbachs value indicatésgh level of reliability and 0.35
indicates a low value.

Table2 Correlations

ST TG RE RP AS EP PR
ST 1

TG 0.396°

RE 0.464 0.448

RP 0.457 0.455  0.561

AS 0.516° 0.372° 0587  0.609

EP 0.421 0.353°  0.457 0.529**  0.538

11



PR 0.233 0.153° 0.178
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.025 0.009
N 215 215 215

0.104
0.128

215

0.217"
0.001

215

0.078
0.257

215

215

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levekl@iled).

267  Source: Field Survey, 2014

268

12
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Analysis of Combined Effect

Table 3: Model Summary® and ANOVAP Statistics

Model 1 R R Square Adjusted R Square Sum of Squares
Summary .602? 0.363 0.344
7a

Regression 59.503
Residual

104.620
Total

214

Mean Square

9.917

0503

19.717

Sig.

0.000

a. Predictors: (Constant), PL, PR, PM, PE, PD AP,

b. Dependent Variable: ST
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Table 4: Standard coefficient result of the combined effect of variables

Model Unstandardized Coefficien| Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 0.566 0.276 2.051 0.042
TG 0.170 0.076 0.145 2.227 0.027,
RE 0.142 0.082 0.130 1.737 0.084
1 RP 0.105 0.083 0.099 1.267 0.207,
AS 0.266 0.090 0.234 2.967 0.003
EP 0.120 0.068 0.123 1.762 0.079
PR 0.108 0.053 0.117 2.052 0.041

a. Dependent Variable: ST

From the above data as indicated in table 4 of @oedbeffect of regression, tangible,

assurance and pricing have significant relationshifh student satisfaction in Nigerian

public education as shown with values of TG with27F, 0.003 and pricing with 0.041 which

are all below 0.05 significant level. Hypothesestland 6 null hypotheses rejected while
alternated accept. Hypotheses 2, 3, and 5 null thgses are accepted with value of Re
0.084, Rp with 0.207 and EP with 0.079 which atehaher than the significant level of

0.05.

This result is partly in line with the findings éfanaysha et al (2011) of student being
satisfied with tangibles in university educatiorowver, this result is not in full conformity
with the result of Ali and Abdirisaq (2014) thaudénts are satisfied with service quality
dimension in university education. The satisfactifrine student with tangibles is no doubt
an obvious phenomenon considering high interverityppiNigerian government in university
education. Also pricing in Nigerian public universs especially to citizen are not exorbitant
considering is not up to 10% of what private unsitees are charging as tuition fees. So,
student being satisfied with pricing is the refieatof the low tuition fees and other charges.
None satisfaction of students on other serviceityudimension may be due to decades of
strikes and crises in Nigerian university whichde=rahe mutual relationship between students
and lecturers. And also, it may be due to shoriaggiality and quantity of academic staff.

Table 5: Group Statistics

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Male 113 3.3805 .76408 .07188
ST

Female 102 3.2990 .98694 .09772

14
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Table 6: Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of

t-test for Equality of Means

Variances
F Sig. t Df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference Difference Difference
Lower Upper
Equal variances assumed 7.638 .006 .681 213 497 .08151 11976 -.15455 .31757
Equal variances not
.672| 189.760 .502 .08151 12131 -.15778 .32080
assumed

15
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The study also found that there is no significaeamdifference between male and female
students with satisfaction with university educatids indicated with values of 0.497 and
0.502 which are > 0.05, this can be seen in tafleedefore, in hypothesis 7, the null
hypothesis is maintained.

Conclusion.

Service quality in Nigeria universities has becamserious issue considering the complaint
of stake holders on poor quality of graduate bgirmfduced by Nigerian public universities
despite enormous high investment by governmenhentértiary institution. This study has
analysed the satisfaction derived by customersdésiis) in terms of quality of services
rendered by this institution through modified SERWAL which included price. The study
drew some implications for management to form bé&sispolicy and strategy in order to
improve the quality of services rendered in Nigemdaversities

Management implication and of the study.

Management of the university should ensure morepoorants of tangible are enhanced even
though the relationship between tangible and stustisfaction is significant, the correlation
iS not strong.

Management of Modibbo Adama University of technglogeds to establish a strong base
for students to feel services rendered to thermuawmers are reliable. As the result showed
reliability and student satisfaction relationshgpniot significant, more needs to be done in
places like having qualified lecturers, adheringutoversity calendar and insisting in error

free record.

Management should ensure that lecturers are witbnigelp students, lecturers should never
be too busy to respond to students and lecturaysldgtalways stick to their lecture time
tables.

Assurance showed significant relationship with snidsatisfaction. Therefore university
management should try more to maintain componehtaissurance to keep satisfying
students.

The university should encourage departments toiapptudent support officers in order to
hasten friendly relationship between students &l 3 he university authorities should also
create more convenient operating hours for student.

Finally, the result indicated that students ares8ad with pricing in the university. Therefore
management should maintain the present trend ampri
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Limitations and suggestions for further research

This study was conducted in only one public unikgrg herefore there is a need to broaden
the population to involve students of many othaversities.

The study has not looked at the differences inati@amm among students in different levels and
age, so future studies can analyse that.
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