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ABSTRACT 
 

Having a rapid expansion and huge investment in the higher education sector in Hong Kong in last 
ten years, especially the development of self-financed programmes, it becomes necessary to 
address the issue of the education quality, student satisfaction and reputation of institutions. In 
order to investigate the relationships of these issues, this study conducted a research by 
approaching four self-financed institutions in Hong Kong and 100 student respondents were 
randomly selected in each selected institution. Consequently, the questionnaire was distributed to 
320 students in these four higher education institutions. The questionnaire survey elicited a 
response from 297 students from four self-financed higher education institutions, which gave a 
response rate of 92.81%. This study found that teaching quality has a positive influence on student 
satisfaction whilst student satisfaction has a positive influence on the respective student loyalty and 
school image. However, there is no indication of a positive influence of the respective student 
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loyalty, school image and student satisfaction on school reputation. Maximizing student recruitment 
rate is one of the main goals of self-financed higher education institutions. In order to achieve this 
objective, the education institutions having a good reputation will have the privilege of admitting 
high quality students. This study contributes theoretically and practically in the area of self-financed 
higher education by verifying the relationships between teaching quality, student satisfaction, 
school image, student loyalty, and school reputation. 
 

 
Keywords: Teaching quality; student satisfaction; school image; student loyalty; school reputation. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Due to the rise of a knowledge-based economy 
and the influences of internationalization and 
diversification in Hong Kong’s higher education 
sector, Hong Kong has become a regional 
education hub [1]. Higher education institutions in 
Hong Kong need to develop management 
strategies that will lead them to success in               
this very competitive environment. School 
reputation is normally viewed as a valuable 
intangible asset that helps enhance 
competitiveness if it can be soundly managed [2]. 
To maintain a competitive edge, higher education 
institutions must handle reputation seriously in 
order to gain support from stakeholders [3-5]. 
Prior studies have revealed that there are 
different views regarding the influences of 
customer satisfaction, image, loyalty and service 
quality on corporate reputation [6-8]. The aim of 
this study was to determine the influences of 
teaching quality, student satisfaction, school 
image, and student loyalty on school reputation 
of self-financed higher education institutions in 
Hong Kong.  
 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND 

HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 
 
2.1 Teaching Quality 
 
Friedman [9] argued that an education institution 
wrestling successfully in a highly competitive 
market is reliant on its reputation for providing 
efficient educational services. Meanwhile, 
teaching quality is a most important tool in 
marketing educational institutions [10-17]. The 
recruitment of a ‘good’ teacher can add an 
important ingredient to a reputable higher 
education institution [18]. Research has shown 
that good teaching is strongly related to students’ 
perception of high teaching quality and that 
students’ evaluation of teaching staff plays a 
crucial role in the evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness in higher education institutions 
[19,20].   

2.2 Student Satisfaction 
 
Until the study undertaken by [21], customer 
satisfaction was defined as a post consumption 
evaluation judgment concerning a particular 
product or service acquired. [22] defined 
customer satisfaction as a consequence of an 
evaluative process that compares prepurchase 
expectations with perceptions of performance 
during and after the consumption experience, 
while [23] argued that customer satisfaction 
occurs in the course of a purchase and 
consumption, after a comparison of the 
organization’s past, present, and future 
cumulative performance with a customer’s 
expectations. 
 
In a keen competitive higher education 
environment where students have many choices 
available for them, school management must 
seriously evaluate any elements that help their 
education institution to attract and retain students 
[24]. Increasing student satisfaction with services 
provided is one of the most effective ways to 
attract and retain students, as well as upholding 
a positive relationship between students and the 
educational institution, which in turn improves the 
institution’s competitiveness in the market [25,26]. 
 
2.3 Student Loyalty 
 
Many studies describe customer loyalty as an 
attitude resulting from a commitment to 
repurchase a preferred product or service [27,28].   
[29] divided loyalty into two approaches: 
behavioural and attitudinal. The behavioural 
approach applies to an individual customer 
repeating purchase behaviour, but such 
purchasing patterns do not simply focus on 
consumer goods [28,30]. However, some 
researchers argued that the behavioural 
approach does not provide a comprehensive 
explanation of loyalty because the repeated 
purchases may be due to other reasons, for 
instance the low price, rather than loyalty [27,28]. 
Measuring behavioural and attitudinal loyalty is 
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crucial to evaluate customer loyalty [31].  
Behavioural attitude may occur with spurious or 
no loyalty even though the product or service 
provider has a negative image, whereas 
attitudinal purchasing behaviour normally 
happens with active loyalty by referring to 
positive word-of-mouth and recommendations 
[32]. Some studies on student loyalty such as 
[33-35] have employed repurchase intention and 
word-of mouth, which have been identified by 
[26], for examining study loyalty. [36] claimed 
that positive word-of-mouth communication, 
retention and repeat are the outcomes of student 
loyalty in higher education institutions. This study 
thus adapted three items from the study by [36] 
and [28] to measure student loyalty by asking 
questions related to the loyalty of students to 
their own education institution. 
 
2.4 School Image 
 
Boulding [37] raised the concept of an image and 
argued that it is the role of people who are in 
business activities and other fields and such 
image is a mental description based on the faith 
of people. [38] commented that an image is a 
combination of attitudes, opinions, beliefs and 
imagination, and it influences the formation of 
attitudes and thoughts of individuals. [39] argued 
that the development of an image is based on 
individuals’ thinking, knowledge, prejudice and 
feelings regarding the relevant topics. It can be 
argued that an image can be viewed as a 
personal subjective belief or idea, rather than the 
truth and fact. [40] argued that an image is a 
concept that forms in people’s minds after they 
have collected opinions. [41] also asserted that 
an image is where people have specific opinions 
of certain things they already know by describing, 
memorizing and imaging. In light of this it can be 
posited, therefore, that an image is a composition 
of opinions, beliefs, thoughts and experiences. 
 
2.5 School Reputation 
 
Reputation is a concept related to image, but 
refers more to value judgments among the public 
about an organization’s consistency, 
trustworthiness and reliability formed over a long 
period of time [42]; it consists of the history of 
users’ experiences with products and service 
providers [43]. Reputation is a collective 
evaluation of an organization’s desirability by 
external parties [44]. Reputation is viewed as a 
valuable intangible asset to the organization that 
helps enhance its competitiveness [2]. Thus, the 
organization will become successful if it manages 

its reputation soundly [45]. Customers tend to 
view brand reputation as a quality indicator, since 
it implies that the organization has high quality 
products and services that it is able to 
consistently deliver [46]. To maintain a 
competitive edge, organizations must take the 
handling of reputation seriously in order to garner 
support from external parties [3-5]. Corporate 
reputation is claimed to develop via interactions 
between product and service providers and 
external parties [47], and represents an 
assessment of a provider’s attributes by external 
and internal parties [48]. Thus, reputation is 
created as a valuable intangible asset by 
management and helps substantially in building 
sustainable competitiveness [49-52].   
 

2.6 Hypothesis Development 
 
2.6.1 Relationship between student 

satisfaction and quality of teaching staff  
 

In the management and relationship marketing 
literature, customer satisfaction has been arisen 
as the consequence of customer’s experience on 
a particular service provided and therefore 
service quality is viewed as an important element 
of customer satisfaction. A positive relationship 
between customer satisfaction and service 
quality has been established in previous studies 
[53-56]. The relationship between satisfaction 
and quality is also valid in the higher education 
sector [57]. Service quality is the difference 
between expected service and perceived service 
received by students through the evaluation 
process while they are enrolling in a particular 
education institution [58]. On the other hand, 
service in context is dynamic [59] and unique in 
nature due to its intangibility, inseparability, 
heterogeneity, perishability and lack of ownership 
[60]. It is therefore a challenge for higher 
education institutions to define and measure the 
quality of the service they offer [61,62].  
According to the SERVQUAL (service quality) 
gap model developed by [63,64], perceived 
service quality comprises five dimensions, 
namely: (i) tangibility, (ii) reliability, (iii) 
responsiveness, (iv) assurance, and (v) empathy.  
These five dimensions are broadly applied to 
measure service quality in different business 
sectors [63,65]. Notwithstanding, students 
normally assess the quality of education 
institution based on tangibility (teachers), 
reliability and responsiveness (methods of 
teaching), and the management of the institution 
has a direct impact on the level of satisfaction 
[66]. By applying marketing concepts that 
involved customer (students) satisfaction with 
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product/service (degree programmes and 
knowledge conveyed by the professors) provided 
by organizations (higher education institutions), 
[67] study found that teaching quality is strongly 
related to student satisfaction. As a similar 
connection is expected in the context of Hong 
Kong, this study hypothesized that: 
 

H1: Teaching quality positively affects student 
satisfaction in Hong Kong’s self-financed 
higher education institutions. 

 
2.6.2 Relationship between student 

satisfaction and student loyalty  
 

Enhancing customer satisfaction leads to 
customer loyalty. A study by [68] found that there 
is a linear relationship between satisfaction and 
loyalty when customers make a choice between 
products or between services [69,70]. Thus, 
customer satisfaction is not an assurance of 
customer loyalty [71]; on its own, it does not 
undoubtedly cause customer loyalty [72]. Only 
highly satisfied customers keep a long term 
relationship with an organization [73] which is the 
same in the higher education sector where 
student satisfaction affects the marketing 
strategy of self-financed high education 
programmes. This phenomenon is due to the 
positive relationship between student loyalty and 
their satisfaction levels [74,75]. [76,77] also 
supported the idea that there should be a 
positive relationship between student loyalty and 
student satisfaction if an educational institution 
wants to improve the source of funding and 
enhance its financial performance. Further, 
student satisfaction has been found to be an 
antecedent of student loyalty in Western 
countries [27,78]. Based on the findings of prior 
studies, a similar relationship is expected to 
occur in the Hong Kong context. It was 
hypothesized in this study that: 
 

H2: Student satisfaction positively affects 
student loyalty in Hong Kong’s self-
financed higher education institutions. 

 
2.6.3 Relationship between student 

satisfaction and school image  
 
According to prior studies, customer satisfaction 
is positively related to customer image [79,80].  
Based on his different customer satisfaction 
index model, [79] argued that corporate image is 
a consequence rather than an antecedent of 
customer satisfaction. He further claimed that the 
effect of satisfaction on image shows the extent 
of a customer’s purchasing patterns and 

experiences that improve organization’s image 
and customer loyalty over time. However, some 
argue that corporate image is a driver and has a 
strong impact on customer satisfaction [81]. On 
the other hand, [33] have validated a conceptual 
model in which student satisfaction has a 
significant influence on the image of college 
programmes. A study by [82] found that the 
construct of image of an institution has a direct 
and significant effect of 0.45 on the construct of 
student satisfaction in higher education. Based 
on the foregoing arguments found in the 
literature, it was hypothesized in this study that: 
 
H3: Student satisfaction positively affects school 

image in Hong Kong’s self-financed higher 
education institutions. 

 
2.6.4 Relationship between student loyalty 

and school reputation   
 
Corporate reputation has been known as one of 
the most important areas of marketing research 
because it plays a key role in establishing long-
term brand equity [83]. [84] commented that 
international students take school reputation as 
one of key factors when determining the right 
higher education institution to enrol in.  School 
reputation and image also strongly influence 
students’ retention decision [35,85] and positively 
relate to superior student loyalty [86]. [36] 
confirmed that the reputation of higher education 
institution has a positive impact on student 
loyalty through the mediator of student 
satisfaction. Based on the findings from previous 
studies regarding reputation and loyalty, it was 
expected that a positive relationship between 
student loyalty and school reputation would be 
found in the Hong Kong context. It was therefore 
hypothesized in this study that: 
 

H4: School reputation has direct and positive 
relationship with Student loyalty in Hong 
Kong’s self-financed higher education 
institutions. 

 
2.6.5 Relationship between school image and 

school reputation  
 
Image and reputation are entwined concepts.  
There are many debates in the literature 
regarding the relationship between image and 
reputation. [87] suggested that corporate image 
refers to outside stakeholders’ perceptions of an 
organization, while corporate reputation includes 
views of internal and external stakeholders. [88] 
suggested a similar distinction, in that image is
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Fig. 1. Research framework 
 
what organization’s members believe external 
stakeholders think about the organization, and 
reputation is what all (external and internal) 
stakeholders actually think. [89] argued that a 
customer can be influenced by corporate 
reputation of an organization when establishing a 
corporate image; this means that corporate 
reputation can be both a driver and an outcome 
of corporate image formation. Corporate 
reputation is evaluated by stakeholders with 
reference to the ability of the organization to fulfill 
pre-determined criteria [90]. Based on the 
arguments regarding image and reputation, the 
viewpoint of [91] was adopted in this study.  
Since the exact relationship between image and 
reputation is still unknown, this study examined 
the interactions between these two constructs. 
[92] argued that the significance of image and 
reputation found in prior studies can be applied 
to the higher education context and their findings 
support a significant correlation between school 
image and reputation (r = 0.47, p < 0.001).  
Based on discussions in the literature, a positive 
relationship between school image and school 
reputation was expected to exist in the Hong 
Kong context. It was therefore hypothesized in 
this study that: 
 

H5: School image positively affects school 
reputation in Hong Kong’s self-financed 
higher education institutions. 

 
2.6.6 Relationship between student 

satisfaction and school reputation  
 
Many studies reveal that corporate reputation is 
positively linked with customer satisfaction [3,8].  
While some studies have found corporate 
reputation to be an antecedent to customer 
satisfaction [93,94], others claim corporate 
reputation to be an outcome of customer 
satisfaction and argue that satisfaction is a key 

factor in long-term customer behaviour and the 
retention of customers [95]. The supporters of 
satisfaction determining reputation also contend 
that student satisfaction aids in measuring a 
school’s reputation [96,97]. 
 
The studies of [98,99] provide evidence that 
satisfaction drives reputation. Based on the 
findings of various studies in the satisfaction and 
reputation literature, the driver of student 
satisfaction on school reputation was expected to 
occur in the Hong Kong context, and so this 
study hypothesized that: 
 

H6: Student satisfaction positively affects 
school reputation in Hong Kong’s self-
financed higher education institutions. 

 
2.7 Research Framework 
 
The research framework of this study consists of 
five constructs and is shown in Fig. 1 above. 
 
3. METHODOLOGY 
 

3.1 Sample and Data Collection 
 
The selected target population was students 
enrolled in full-time accredited self-financed post-
secondary programmes, including associate 
degree, higher diploma and undergraduate 
degree programmes at higher education 
institutions in Hong Kong. According to the 
Government of the Hong Kong Special 
Administrative Region (HKSAR), in 2011 there 
were twenty-four approved self-financed higher 
education institutions in Hong Kong, including 
sub-degree institutions, with about 60,000 
students enrolled in their various programmes 
[100]. This population served the aim of this 
study, which was to investigate the influences of 
teaching quality, student satisfaction, and school 

Student 
Satisfaction 

Teaching 
Quality 

Student 
Loyalty 

School 
Reputation 

School 
Image 

H1 

H2 H4 

H3 
H5 

H6 
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image, student loyalty on the school reputation of 
self-financed higher education institutions in 
Hong Kong. Sample data was extracted from the 
database of three major public domain 
directories of higher education institutions in 
Hong Kong.  
 

A self-administered questionnaire survey was 
used to collect data for this study and students 
were invited to complete the questionnaire on the 
spot.  This ensured anonymity and confidentiality 
because participants could complete the 
questionnaire without disruption from the 
researcher and it also avoided interviewer bias. 
100 student respondents were randomly selected 
in each selected institution.  Consequently, the 
questionnaire was distributed to 320 students in 
four higher education institutions in Hong Kong.  
The questionnaire survey elicited a response 
from 297 students from four self-financed higher 
education institutions, which gave a response 
rate of 92.81%. 
 
3.2 Characteristics of Sample 
 
The profile of respondents in Table 1 shows that 
almost the same percentage of male (50.5%) 
and female (49.5%) students at Hong Kong’s 
self-financed higher educational institutes 
responded to the questionnaire. 
 
3.3 Questionnaire Design 
 
Five constructs were identified for this study, 
namely, quality of teaching staff, school 
reputation, student satisfaction, school image, 
and student loyalty. The purpose of this study 
was to investigate the relationships among these 
constructs. The questions for each construct are 
shown in Table 2. 
 

3.4 Data Analysis 
 
To test the hypotheses H1 to H6, Structural 
Equation Modelling (SEM) was used. SEM is a 
powerful tool [101-103] and is usually used to 
remodel a research framework as it verifies 
model fit. However for studies requiring testing of 
hypotheses, several SEM statistics as shown 
below were used to verify the confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) model for the present study.  
 

i. χ2, p – value > 0.05 indicating no 
significance, CFA model fit  

ii. CFI: 0 < CFI < 1, the closer CFI > 0.9, the 
better the fit 

iii. PCFI: closer PCFI > 0.9, the better the fit 
iv. GFI ≥ 0.9, shows better model fit 

v. AGFI ≥ 0.9, shows better model fit 
vi. RMSEA: 0.03 < RMSEA < 0.08 model fit 

 
(CFI: Comparative Fit Index; PCFI: Parsimony-
adjusted Comparative Fit Index; GFI: Goodness 
of Fit Index; AGFI: Adjusted Goodness of Fit 
Index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation) 

 
The regression weights of the relationships 
between constructs, variances and co-variances 
obtained from the analyses were used for the 
analyses [103,104]. At least four of the above 
listed statistics are adequate to rule the model fit 
or support the hypotheses [104]. 

 

Table 1. Demographic profile of respondents 
 
Demographics Frequency Percentage 

(%) 
Gender   

Male 150 50.5 
Female 147 49.5 

Age    
18-25 292 98.3 
>25 5 1.7 

Division of study    
Business 265 89.2 
Science and 
technology 

13 4.4 

Communication 
and social 
science 

13 4.4 

Others 6 2.0 
Level of study    

Associate 
degree 

144 48.5 

Higher diploma 5 1.7 
Undergraduate 
degree 

148 49.8 

 

3.5 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
 
Table 3 shows the results of EFA that the items 
of teaching quality (TQ), school image (IQ), 
student loyalty (LQ), student satisfaction (SQ) 
and school reputation (RQ) are loaded into 5 
components. One item in the component LQ with 
question “LQ2: I will maintain my relationship 
with my institution after I graduate” removed.  
One component of RQ with question “RQ3: My 
institution is better than other institutions” was 
removed, thus allowing convergent and 
determinant validity of items measuring the five 
constructs in the present research. 
 
3.6 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
 
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was further 
applied for confirmation of the measurement
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Table 2. Questions for each construct in this study  
 

Quality of teaching staff Questions (Constituent va riables) 
TQ1 The teaching staff of my institution has appropriate academic credentials.   
TQ2 The teaching staff of my institution is incorporating appropriate use of 

technology to teach.   
TQ3 The teaching staff of my institution conducts lectures effectively. 
TQ4 The teaching staff of my institution is aware of my learning needs and provides 

help to students.   
TQ5 The teaching staff of my institution treats students with respect and as mature 

individuals.   
TQ6 The teaching staff is sympathetic and supportive to the needs of students.   
Student satisfaction Questions (Constituent variabl es) 
SQ1 I am satisfied with my institution in general.   
SQ2 I am satisfied with my institution when compared with my initial expectations.   
SQ3 I am satisfied with my institution when compared with an institution that is 

considered ideal.   
Student loyalty Questions (Constituent variables) 
LQ1 I will recommend my institution to friends or acquaintances.  
LQ2 I will maintain a relationship with my institution after I graduate.   
LQ3 If I had the chance to enrol in an institution for study again, I would enrol in this 

institution.   
School image Questions (Constituent variables) 
IQ1 I have a good impression of my institution.   
IQ2 My institution has a good image in the minds of its students.   
IQ3 My institution is better than other institutions.   
IQ4 My institution has good course programmes when compared with other 

institutions.   
School reputation Questions (Constituent variables)  
RQ1 My institution fulfils the promises it makes to its students.  (honouring promise) 
RQ2 My institution has a good reputation.  (good reputation) 
RQ3 My institution is better than other institutions.  (better reputation than others) 

 
Table 3. Rotated component matrix 

 
Items Component 

TQ(1) IQ(2) LQ(3) SQ(4) RQ(5) 
Teaching staff effectively conduct lectures .796     
Teaching staff have appropriate academic credentials .754     
Teaching staff treat students with respect .731     
Teaching staff are aware of students' learning needs and 
provide helps 

.694     

Teaching staff are sympathetic and supportive .682     
Teaching staff appropriately use technology to teach .667     
Institution is better image than others  .822    
Institution has a good image in minds of students  .636    
Institution has good course programs than others  .612    
Students have a good impression of institution  .588    
Students will enrol in institution again if have chance to 
study again 

  .893   

Students recommend institution to friends   .872   
Students are satisfied with institution in general    .900  
Students are satisfied with institution as compared with 
initial expectation 

   .625  

Students are satisfied with institution as compared with 
ideal one 

   .613  

Institution has a good reputation     .743 
Institution fulfils the promises it makes to students     .603 

 
model of the inter-relationship of the five 
constructs hypothesised for the present research 
(the reduction in items representing the student 

loyalty and school reputation constructs 
increased the validity of the model). With CMIN = 
557.91, df = 110, and p-value = 0.0001 (p-value 
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= 0.05), there is an indication that the model 
might not adequate, however, with the value of 
CMIN/df less than 5 showing the model is fit 
[102,105], and CFI is 0.91 (> 0.9) which is 
satisfying for model fit; and PCFI = 0.72 (> 0.7) 
showing that the model is fit.  In addition, even 
though NFI = 0.87, PNFI is 0.71 (> 0.7) showing 
that the model fit. GFI is the most common 
statistics used as an indicator to recognise model 
fit [102,106].  In this case GFI = 0.8 (> 0.8), while 
AGFI = 0.9 (≥ 0.8) indicating model fit and with 
that, measurement validity is satisfied 
[102,105,107,108].  These indicators confirm the 
validity of the items used for measuring the 
relationship of the latent variables in this 
research. 
 
Table 4 shows [109] reliability test outcome 
where all five latent variables result in alpha (α) 
greater than 0.8.  This satisfies [110] reliability 
requirement for management research. 
 

Table 4. Cronbach’s alpha results for 
constructs 

 
Constructs Cronbach’s alpha 
Teaching quality (TQ) 0.921 
School reputation (RQ) 0.800 
School image (IQ) 0.854 
Student satisfaction (SQ) 0.878 
Student loyalty (LQ) 0.905 

 
4. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Hypotheses Testing 
 
The hypotheses (H1-H6) were tested using the 
structural model shown in Fig. 2. The teaching 
quality construct was measured using six items 
(TQ1 to TQ6), the school image construct was 
measured using four items (IQ1 to IQ4), the 
student satisfaction construct was measured by 
three items (SQ1 to SQ3). One item in student 
loyalty construct and the school reputation 
construct was removed respectively after 
reliability and validity tests, so these two 
constructs were measured by two items each 
(LQ1 to LQ2 and RQ1 to RQ2 respectively). The 
confirmation of direct relationships requires the 
common assumption of data normality. Though, 
the sample size (n = 297) for this study is large, 
SEM’s robustness in relation to the normality of 
data was taken into consideration before 
assessing the data in order to confirm the posited 
relationships [101,102,105]. Table 5 shows that 
the multivariate kurtosis = 182.47 as larger than 

1.96, indicating violation of the normality 
assumption.  
 
Following the violation of normality, the 
Mahalanobis distance test was run and 
confirmed in order to proceed with the analysis.  
The Mahalanobis distance observed for this 
study was calculated using an EXCEL function 
that describes the inverse of the right tail 
probability of the chi-squared (χ2) distribution, as 
in CHIINV (0.001, 17) = 40.8; with 17 items being 
assessed, the degree of freedom = 17 at a 0.001 
significance level.  With 32 observations showing 
Mahalanobis-d2 beyond this threshold value of 
40.8 as shown in Table 6, asymptotically 
distribution free (ADF) was used for assessing 
the structural model.  This model was then used 
to perform the necessary analysis to determine 
the direct relationships [102,103,107]. 
 
The ADF method assessed the structural model 
and produced the indices displayed in Table 7, 
which indicate a model fit. Although the Minimum 
of discrepancy function (CMIN) = 389.33, 
degrees of freedom (df) = 113, and p-value = 
0.0001 indicates an inadequate model fit, the 
CMIN/df = 3.45 indicates that the research model 
is an adequate fit. The model was taken to be a 
fit due to the inconsistent decision-making rule 
presented by several SEM proponents, where 
some researchers advocate CMIN/df < 2 as 
appropriate to decide on model fit, while others 
advise that CMIN/df > 3 is sufficient 
[105,106,110,111]. As well as the 
aforementioned decision rules, CMIN/df < 5 is 
also believed by some to be sufficient to decide 
on model fit [102,103,110,111]. Hence with 
reference to the output of indices in Table 7 for 
the structural model presented in Fig. 2, the 
model fit is confirmed. Four out of the five indices 
selected amongst GFI = 0.9, AGFI = 0.81, CFI = 
0.9, PCFI = 0.9 and RMSEA = 0.09 show indices 
that comply with a decision rule, thus the 
structural model was considered to be an 
adequate fit. 
 
Although the model is a confirmed fit, the testing 
of hypotheses and their respective outcomes 
were considered more important for this study 
since it is focused on verifying theories of 
relationships between constructs (teaching 
quality, student satisfaction, student loyalty, 
school image, and school reputation).  With the 
measurement assessment of the items used to 
measure the five constructs of this study satisfied, 
the structural model analysis produced 
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Fig. 2. Structural model 
 

Table 5. Assessment of normality 
 
Variable Min Max Skew c.r. Kurtosis c.r. 
RQ2 1.000 7.000 -.847 -5.960 .577 2.029 
RQ1 1.000 7.000 -.212 -1.494 .631 2.221 
IQ1 1.000 7.000 -.662 -4.661 .044 .155 
IQ2 2.000 7.000 -.412 -2.896 -.004 -.015 
IQ3 2.000 7.000 -.408 -2.869 .041 .145 
IQ4 1.000 7.000 -.972 -6.838 1.300 4.575 
LQ1 1.000 7.000 -.828 -5.825 .957 3.367 
LQ2 1.000 7.000 -.993 -6.988 1.566 5.509 
TQ1 2.000 7.000 -.321 -2.257 -.198 -.696 
TQ2 1.000 7.000 -.455 -3.199 .237 .834 
TQ3 2.000 7.000 -.179 -1.257 -.384 -1.352 
TQ4 1.000 7.000 -.335 -2.355 -.104 -.365 
TQ5 1.000 7.000 -.691 -4.862 .864 3.038 
TQ6 1.000 7.000 -.808 -5.687 .857 3.015 
SQ3 1.000 7.000 -.583 -4.102 .468 1.645 
SQ2 1.000 7.000 -.372 -2.616 .181 .636 
SQ1 1.000 7.000 -.679 -4.778 .957 3.368 
Multivariate      182.469 61.862 

 

regression weights for the relationships posited 
in the research framework shown in Table 8.  
The outcome for H1 shows a critical ratio (CR) of 
19.42 and a p-value of 0.0001. As the p-value < 
0.05, the hypothesis that teaching quality is 
positively related to student satisfaction is 
supported. The standardized regression weights 
in Table 9 shows that student satisfaction 
increases by 0.88 units for every unit of increase 
in teaching quality,  
 
H2 is supported with a critical value of 25.35 and 
a p-value of 0.0001. The p-value < 0.05 
demonstrates the positive influence of student 
satisfaction on student loyalty. The influence is 
very strong where the standardised regression 
weight of this relationship is 0.999, or when 
student satisfaction increases by one unit, 

student loyalty is expected to increase by one 
unit. 
 

The posited H3 reflects the positive relationship 
between student satisfaction and school image.  
The critical ratio of 22.08 and p-value of 0.0001 
shown in Table 8 means that the hypothesis is 
supported because the p-value < 0.05. Table 9 
demonstrates the importance of student 
satisfaction in affecting school image, as the 
standard regression weight of 0.97 shows that 
with every unit increase in student satisfaction, 
school image increases by 0.97 units. 
 

A comparison of regression weights shows that 
student satisfaction has the greatest direct effect 
on loyalty and image.  Furthermore, the effect of 
satisfaction on student loyalty is greater than 
school image. 
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Table 6. Observations of mahalanobis 
distance 

 

No. Observation 
number 

Mahalanobis  
d-squared 

p1 p2 

1 213 66.897 .000 .000 
2 53 66.671 .000 .000 
3 228 65.064 .000 .000 
4 221 63.154 .000 .000 
5 246 63.154 .000 .000 
6 51 62.674 .000 .000 
7 231 61.899 .000 .000 
8 226 54.971 .000 .000 
9 243 54.971 .000 .000 
10 225 53.801 .000 .000 
11 242 53.801 .000 .000 
12 175 53.209 .000 .000 
13 230 51.063 .000 .000 
14 261 49.740 .000 .000 
15 140 47.728 .000 .000 
16 109 47.626 .000 .000 
17 117 47.434 .000 .000 
18 172 46.599 .000 .000 
19 190 46.096 .000 .000 
20 222 45.693 .000 .000 
21 247 45.693 .000 .000 
22 258 45.240 .000 .000 
23 218 44.590 .000 .000 
24 250 44.590 .000 .000 
25 224 41.800 .001 .000 
26 241 41.800 .001 .000 
27 212 41.229 .001 .000 
28 223 41.229 .001 .000 
29 249 41.229 .001 .000 
30 184 41.207 .001 .000 
31 219 41.037 .001 .000 
32 244 41.037 .001 .000 

 

However, referring to Table 8, hypotheses H4, 
H5, and H6 are not supported. The direct 
relationship between reputation and loyalty 
shows CR = -0.03 and p-value = 0.978. With a p-
value > 0.05 the relationship between loyalty and 
reputation is not statistically significant and 
therefore H4 is not supported. Moreover, the 
standardised regression weight in Table 9 shows 
a large and negative value of -23.09. Therefore, 
student loyalty does not directly relate to school 
reputation.  
 

The positive relationship between school image 
and school reputation is not supported either, as 
the CR value in Table 8 shows CR = -1.57, with 
the p-value = 0.12; as the p-value is > 0.05, H5 is 
not supported. Further analysis using 
standardised regression weights recorded -1.18, 
indicating a negative and small effect of school 
image on school reputation. 
 
Likewise, the relationship between student 
satisfaction and school reputation is not 
statistically significant as the CR = 0.03 with a p-
value = 0.976 in Table 8. As the p-value is 
greater than 0.05, the hypothesis is not 
supported. Though positive and large, the 
standardised regression weights = 25.22 in Table 
9 demonstrate that H6 is not supported. This 
outcome, though theoretically important and its 
direct term shows an important contribution of 
student satisfaction to school reputation, this 
hypothesis is not supported might imply that 
there is  other variables to be significant. 
 

Table 7. Summary of indices of the structural model  
 

Model CMIN df P CMIN/df GFI AGFI CFI PCFI RMSEA 
Default model 389.331 113 .000 3.445 .886 .806 .886 .887 .090 
Saturated model .000 0 ---- ---- 1.000 ---- 1.000 .000 ---- 
Independence model 803.848 136 .000 5.911 .552 .496 .000 .000 .129 

 

Table 8. Regression weights (default model) 
 

Endogenous  Exogenous Estimate S.E. C.R. p-value Hy potheses 
Satisfaction <--- Teaching quality .852 .044 19.419 *** H1 
Loyalty <--- Satisfaction 1.310 .052 25.346 *** H2 
Image <--- Satisfaction 1.058 .048 22.077 *** H3 
Reputation <--- Loyalty -17.130 629.929 -.027 .978 H4 
Reputation <--- Image -1.047 .666 -1.573 .116 H5 
Reputation <--- Satisfaction 24.520 825.472 .030 .976 H6 

 

Table 9. Standardized regression weights (default m odel) 
 

Endogenous  Exogenous Estimate 
Satisfaction <--- Teaching quality .884 
Loyalty <--- Satisfaction .999 
Image <--- Satisfaction .967 
Reputation <--- Loyalty -23.087 
Reputation <--- Image -1.178 
Reputation <--- Satisfaction 25.222 
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5. DISCUSSION 
 
The result of H1 indicates a positive relationship 
between teaching quality and student satisfaction 
in Hong Kong’s self-financed higher education, 
which means that the higher the teaching quality, 
the higher the student satisfaction. This finding 
supports the findings from prior studies in the 
higher education setting that teaching quality is 
one of the main factors for assessing quality of 
educational institutions and has a strong direct 
impact on the level of student satisfaction [66,67].  
According to [112], the contribution of teaching 
quality to student satisfaction is commonly 
accepted. Students normally assess the quality 
of an education institution based on tangibility 
(teachers quality), reliability and responsiveness 
(methods of teaching), management of education 
institution as the direct impact on the level of 
satisfaction [66]. Students’ evaluations play a 
crucial role in the assessment of teaching 
effectiveness in higher education institutions 
[19,20]. According to the literature on teaching 
effectiveness, knowledge and organization, 
clarity, grading and evaluation, teaching methods 
and skills, lecturer personality, interaction with 
students and passion and enthusiasm are 
important factors to student satisfaction                
[113-116]. 
 
Therefore, academics should find ways to 
improve teaching quality, for example, by 
developing new pedagogies suitable for today’s 
students, becoming a specialist or expert in a 
particular area of study, or equipping themselves 
with further studies in a particular subject area.  
The management of education institutions should 
design a more appropriate compensation and 
reward system for recruiting appropriate teaching 
staff and maintaining good quality of teaching. 
 
The findings of H2 validate and support the direct 
relationship between satisfaction and loyalty 
[69,70,117]. In fact, there is an increasing 
awareness of the importance of student loyalty in 
the higher education sector [118,119].  
Management of self-financed education 
institutions should realize that student loyalty not 
only helps educational institutions attract 
potential candidates and retain existing students 
[119] but also maintain competitiveness in local 
and overseas educational markets [120].  
Therefore, higher education institutions must find 
ways to improve positive word-of-mouth and 
recommendations among stakeholders, such as 
good matriculation and employment rates, well-
structured programme curricula, and all-rounded 

facilities support.  Meanwhile, the result of H3 
validate [33] conceptual model showing 
significant influence of student satisfaction on the 
image of college programmes. The current study 
also supports the argument of [79] that school 
image is a consequence of student satisfaction, 
meaning that the higher the student satisfaction, 
the greater the school image is over time. 
 
On the other hand, the findings of H4 do not 
support prior studies regarding the findings of a 
positive correlation between corporate reputation 
and customer loyalty where reputation plays an 
important role in establishing customer loyalty 
[86,121]. In addition, the result of H5 do not 
support the findings of [92] regarding the 
significant correlation between school image and 
reputation whilst the findings from H6 also do not 
support prior studies showing corporate 
reputation as being an outcome of customer 
satisfaction [95]. According to evidence from H4, 
H5, and H6, it is not clear in the education 
context what direct influence student satisfaction, 
student loyalty, and school image have on school 
reputation. This implies that other constructs may 
have a significant impact on school reputation 
rather than student satisfaction, student loyalty 
and school image, although prior studies support 
the contribution of student satisfaction to school 
reputation. The results of this study do not 
support the similar research by [6] who found 
that both quality of teaching staff, school 
reputation, school image and student satisfaction 
are positively correlated to each other. 
 
This study provides a theoretical contribution to 
the reputation of self-financed higher education 
institutions by having developed a research 
model that illustrates and anticipates the effects 
of teaching quality, student satisfaction, student 
loyalty and school image on school reputation.  
With reference to existing relevant literature, this 
study investigated the complicated relationships 
among the constructs of teaching quality, student 
satisfaction, student loyalty, school image, and 
school reputation.  Several findings of the current 
study are different from the prior similar empirical 
studies.  First, though theoretically most of the 
relationships presented in this study exist, the 
positive correlation of student loyalty, school 
image and student satisfaction on school 
reputation may not be supported due to the 
analysis that views the entire model as one. 
 
These findings have theoretical and practical 
implications for policy setters and administrators 
of higher education in Hong Kong, especially the 
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self-financed higher education institutions.  
Before the beginning of the new millennium, the 
higher education industry was dominated by 
government-funded universities. The self-
financed higher education sector developed 
dramatically with annual student intake from 
9,000 in 2001/02 to over 70,000 students in 
2013/14 [122]. Under the competitive 
environment of the self-financed higher 
education sector, one of the methods for 
improving the recruitment rate of individual 
education institutions is by improving school 
reputation. Self-financed higher education 
institutions do their best to formulate strategic 
initiatives to improve student satisfaction in order 
to establish a unique and prestigious school 
reputation. High teaching quality enhances 
student satisfaction and in turn promotes a 
positive school reputation. The findings of the 
current study validate the positive and direct 
impact of teaching quality on student satisfaction.  
Therefore, self-financed higher education 
institutions are keen to attract potential 
candidates by highlighting their well-qualified 
teaching teams with well-articulated curricula and 
pastoral care in order to help students achieve 
their goals.  By delivering these messages, self-
financed higher education administrators intend 
to establish an outstanding reputation by 
analysing and matching potential students’ needs 
and wants to the corresponding programme 
development, various resource support, and 
learning environment. 
 
6. LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDA-

TIONS 
 
Firstly, as there were only 320 respondents from 
twenty-four approved self-financed higher 
education institutions in Hong Kong, the size of 
the sample may not be sufficient for 
generalization and as the sample came solely 
from self-financed programmes, the results may 
not apply to other programmes. Further, the 
expectations may vary between private and 
public schools, among primary, secondary and 
universities, and between schools with 
geographical and/or educational jurisdiction 
differences. Such differences could be 
addressed with different hypotheses in future 
studies. Second, the study focused on 
investigating student satisfaction on a cross-
sectional basis, restricting the generalizability of 
the statistical findings over time. A longitudinal 
similar study is advised for providing a clear 
causal relationship between the constructs. Third, 
although this study examined the relationship 

between school reputation and student 
satisfaction, the study relied on the students’ 
perception of school reputation, which some may 
consider too subjective. As reputation is a 
complicated asset to measure, it is suggested to 
use other objective factors for measuring school 
reputation. 
 
Based on the findings of this study, 
recommendations are made for further similar 
research. As this study collected data by using a 
cross-sectional approach, other models such as 
a longitudinal study with measurements over a 
longer period of time could provide a clear 
picture of the causal relationships between 
quality of teaching staff, student satisfaction, 
student loyalty, school reputation and image.  
The findings would help the management of self-
financed higher education institutions define 
appropriate strategies and allocate resources for 
promoting reputation, identifying students’ needs 
and wants, and in turn, enhancing students’ 
satisfaction and recruitment rate. 
 
7. CONCLUSION 
 
Findings of the study show that teaching quality 
has a direct influence on student satisfaction and 
that student satisfaction has a direct influence on 
student loyalty and school image. Nevertheless, 
the evidences of the study indicates that student 
loyalty, school image and student satisfaction 
does not have a direct influence on school 
reputation. In order to achieve a high recruitment 
rate, attract high quality students, and enhance 
competitiveness in the international self-financed 
higher education market, higher education 
institutions need to play an active role in building 
their own reputation. To achieve this goal, self-
financed higher education institutions need to 
ensure high teaching quality, which enhances 
student satisfaction and unique school image 
and turns satisfied students into loyal students 
[35,112].   
 
COMPETING INTERESTS 
 
Authors have declared that no competing 
interests exist. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
1. Tse C. Hong Kong as a regional education 

hub.  Hong Kong: Education Bureau; 2013. 
2. Sridhar K. The relationship between the 

adoption of triple bottom line and 
enhanced corporate reputation and 



 
 
 
 

Woo et al.; BJESBS, 15(1): 1-18, 2016; Article no.BJESBS.22958 
 
 

 
13 

 

legitimacy. Corporate Reputation Review. 
2012;15:69-87.  
DOI:10.1057/crr.2012.4 

3. Jeng S. Effects of corporate reputations, 
relationships and competing suppliers' 
marketing programmes on customers' 
cross-buying intentions. Service Industries 
Journal. 2008;28(1):15-26. 
DOI:10.1080/02642060701725370 

4. Balmer J, Greyser S. Revealing the 
corporation: Perspectives on identity, 
image, reputation, corporate branding and 
corporate-level marketing. London: 
Routledge; 2003. 

5. Nakra P. Corporate reputation 
management: CRM with a strategic twist. 
Journal of Kurgu. 2001;18:401-416.  

6. Wong JWY, Tong C, Wong A. The 
mediating effects of school reputation and 
school image on the relationship between 
quality of teaching staff and student 
satisfaction in higher education in Hong 
Kong. British Journal of Education, Society 
& Behavioural Science. 2014;4(11):1557-
1582.  
DOI: 10.9734/BJESBS/2014/11312 

7. MacMillan K, Money K, Downing S, 
Hillenbrand C. Reputation in relationships: 
Measuring experiences, emotions and 
behaviors. Corporate Reputation Review. 
2005;8(2):214-232.  
DOI: 10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.201 

8. Fombrun C, Van Riel C. Fame & fortune: 
How successful companies build winning 
reputations. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice Hall; 2003. 

9. Friedman M. Capitalism and freedom. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press;1962. 

10. Tsolidis G. University fodder: 
Understanding the place of select entry 
and high performing government schools. 
Australian Universities Review. 
2009;51(2):4-8.  

11. Pop M, Bacila M, Moisescu O, Tirca A. The 
impact of educational experience on 
students’ satisfaction in the Romanian 
higher education system. International 
Journal of Business Research. 2008;8(4): 
31-137.  

12. Stevens R, McConkey C, Coles H, Clow K. 
College image: A strategic marketing 
dilemma. Services Marketing Quarterly. 
2008;29(3):99-113. 
DOI:10.1080/15332960802126005 

13. Parker R, Cook S, Pettijohn C. School 
choice attributes: Positioning a private 

school. Services Marketing Quarterly. 
2007;28(4):21-33. 
DOI:10.1300/J396v28n04_02 

14. Novak J. Choice matters: What needs to 
change to make schools competitive? 
Policy. 2006;22(1):23-28.  

15. Srikantanyoo N, Gnoth J. Quality 
dimensions in international tertiary 
education: A Thai prospective students’ 
perspective. The Quality Management 
Journal. 2005;12(1):30-40.  

16. Davis K. The financial side of choosing a 
college. Kiplinger’s Financing College. 
2003;1:187-207.  

17. Elliott K, Shin D. Student Satisfaction: An 
alternative approach to assessing this 
important concept. Journal of Higher 
Education Policy and Management. 
2002;24(2):199-209. 
DOI:10.1080/1360080022000013518 

18. Holmstrom B. Managerial incentive 
problems: A dynamic perspective. Review 
of Economic Studies. 1999;66(1):169-182. 
DOI: 10.1111/1467-937X.00083.  

19. Gursoy D, Umbreit W. Exploring students' 
evaluation of teaching effectiveness: What 
factors are important? Journal of 
Hospitality & Tourism Research. 2005; 
29(1):91-109.  
DOI: 10.1177/1096348004268197 

20. Elnicki D, Kolarik R, Bardella I. Third-year 
medical students' perceptions of effective 
teaching behaviors in a multidisciplinary 
ambulatory clerkship. Academic Medicine. 
2003;78(8):815-819.  

21. Gundersen M, Heide M, Olsson U. Hotel 
guest satisfaction among business 
travellers: What are the important factors? 
The Cornell Hotel and Restaurant 
Administration Quarterly. 1996;37(2):72-81. 
DOI:10.1016/0010-8804(96)83104-1 

22. Oliver R. A cognitive model of the 
antecedents and consequences of 
satisfaction decisions. Journal of Marketing 
Research. 1980;17(4):460-469.  
DOI: 10.2307/3150499 

23. Fornell C. A national customer satisfaction 
barometer: The Swedish experience. 
Journal of Marketing. 1992;56(1):6-21.  
DOI: 10.2307/1252129. 

24. Ilias A, Hasan H, Rahman R, Yasoa M. 
Student satisfaction and service quality: 
Any differences in demographic factors? 
International Business Research. 
2008;1(4):131-143.  
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v1n4p131 



 
 
 
 

Woo et al.; BJESBS, 15(1): 1-18, 2016; Article no.BJESBS.22958 
 
 

 
14 

 

25. Abel R. Achieving success in internet-
supported learning in higher education: 
Case studies illuminate success factors 
challenges and future directions. 2005;1-
59. 
Available:http://www.msmc.la.edu/include/l
earning_resources/online_course_environ
ment/A-HEC_IsL0205.pdf 

26. Parasuraman A, Zeithaml V, Berry L. The 
behavioral consequences of service quality. 
Journal of Marketing. 1996;60(2):31-46. 
DOI: 10.2307/1251929. 

27. Oliver R. Whence consumer loyalty. 
Journal of Marketing. 1999;63(Special): 
33-44.  
DOI: 10.2307/1252099 

28. Dick A, Basu K. Customer loyalty: Towards 
an integrated conceptual framework. 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science. 1994;22:99-113.  
DOI: 10.1177/0092070394222001 

29. Bowen J, Chen S. The relationship 
between customer loyalty and customer 
satisfaction. International Journal of 
Contemporary Hospitality Management. 
2001;13(5):213-217. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/095961
10110395893 

30. Gremler D, Brown S. Service quality: It's 
nature, importance and implications 
Advancing service quality: A global 
perspectiv. New York: ISQA. 1996:171-180. 

31. Han H, Kimb Y, Kima E. Cognitive, 
affective, conative and action loyalty: 
Testing the impact of inertia. International 
Journal of Hospitality Management. 2011; 
30(1):1108-1119. 
DOI:10.1016/j.ijhm.2011.03.006 

32. Martinez P, del Bosque R. CSR and 
customer loyalty: The roles of trust, 
customer identification with the company 
and satisfaction. International Journal of 
Hospitality Management. 2013;35:89-99. 
DOI:10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.05.009 

33. Helgesen O, Nesset E. Images, 
satisfaction and anteceents: Drivers of 
student loyalty? A case study of a 
Norwegian university college. Corporate 
Reputation Review. 2007;10(1):38-59. 
DOI:10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550037 

34. Rowley J. Retention: Rhetoric or realistic 
agendas for the future of higher education. 
The International Journal of Educational 
Management. 2003;17(6):248-253. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/095135
40310487578 

35. Nguyen N, LeBlanc G. Image and 
reputation of higher education institutions 
in students' retention decisions. 
International Journal of Educational 
Management. 2001;15(6):303-311. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EUM00
00000005909 

36. Thomas S. What drives student loyalty in 
universities: An empirical model from India. 
International Business Research. 
2011;4(2):183-192.  
DOI:http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v4n2p183 

37. Boulding K. The image: Knowledge in life 
and society. MI: University of Michigan 
Press; 1956. 

38. Merril I. The image of the United States in 
ten Mexican dailies. Journalism Quarterly. 
1962;39:203-212.  
DOI: 10.1177/107769906203900208 

39. Lawson F, Baud-Bovy M. Tourism and 
recreational development. London: 
Architectural Press; 1997. 

40. Dichter E. What's in an image? The 
Journal of Consumer Marketing. 
1985;2(3):75-81. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/eb0388
24 

41. Dowling G. Managing your corporate 
image. Industrial Marketing Management. 
1986;15:109-115.  
DOI:10.1016/0019-8501(86)90051-9 

42. Bennett R, Rentschler R. Foreword by the 
guest editors. Corporate Reputation 
Review. 2003;6(3):207-210.  

43. Fombrun C. Reputation: Realizing value 
from the corporate image. Boston: Harvard 
Business School Press; 1996. 

44. Standifird S. Reputation among peer 
academic institutions: An investigation of 
the US news and world report's rankings. 
Corporate Reputation Review. 
2005;8(3):233-244. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrav
e.crr.1540252 

45. Standifird S. Reputation and e-commerce: 
eBay auctions and the asymmetrical 
impact of positive and negative rations. 
Journal of Management. 2001;27:279-295. 
DOI:10.1177/014920630102700304. 

46. Bruwer J, Johnson R. Place-based 
marketing and regional branding strategy 
perspectives in the California wine industry. 
Journal of Consumer Marketing. 2010; 
27(1):5-16. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/073637
61011012903 



 
 
 
 

Woo et al.; BJESBS, 15(1): 1-18, 2016; Article no.BJESBS.22958 
 
 

 
15 

 

47. Vergin R, Qoronfleh M. Corporate 
reputation and the stock market. Business 
Horizon. 1998;19-26.  
DOI:10.1016/S0007-6813(98)90060-X 

48. Mahon J, Wartick S. Dealing with 
stakeholders: How reputation, credibility 
and framing influence the game. Corporate 
Reputation Review. 2005;6(1):19-35. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrav
e.crr.1540187 

49. Flatt S, Kowalczyk S. Do corporate 
reputations partly reflect external 
perceptions of organizational culture. 
Corporate Reputation Review. 
2000;3(4):351-357. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrav
e.crr.1540125 

50. Petrick J, Scherer R, Brodzinski J, Quinn J, 
Fall A. Global leadership skills and 
reputational capital: Intangible resources 
for sustainable competitive advantage. The 
Academy of Management Executive. 
1999;13(1):58-69.  
DOI: 10.5465/AME.1999.1567322 

51. Michalisin M, Smith R, Kline D. In search 
of strategic assets. International  Journal of 
Organizational Analysis. 1997;5(4):360-
387.  
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/eb0288
74 

52. Budworth D. Intangible assets of 
companies. London: Science Support 
Group; 1989.  

53. Gera R. A path analysis study of 
relationship of perceived service quality, 
customer satisfaction and perceived value 
with behavioural intentions in Indian retail 
banking services. International Journal of 
Financial Services Management. 
2011;5(1):85-105.  

54. Bedi M. An integrated framework for 
service quality, customer satisfaction and 
behavioral responses in Indian banking 
industry: A comparison of public and 
private sector banks. Journal of Services 
Research. 2010;10(1):157-172.  

55. Kumar M, Kee F, Charles V. Comparative 
evaluation of critical factors in delivering 
service quality of banks: An application of 
dominance analysis in modified 
SERVQUAL model. International Journal 
of Quality & Reliability Management. 
2010;27(3):351-377. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/026567
11011023320. 

56. Balaji M. Customer satisfaction with Indian 
mobile service. IUP Journal of 
Management Research. 2009;8(10):52-62. 

57. Incesu G, Asikgil B. An evaluation of the 
relationship between service quality in 
primary education and parent satisfaction. 
International  Journal of Business and 
Management. 2012;7(18):92-98. 
DOI:10.5539/ijbm.v7n18p92. 

58. Gronroos C. A service quality model and its 
marketing implications. European Journal 
of Marketing. 1984;18(4):36-44. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EUM00
00000004784 

59. Boulter L, Bendell A. Service quality: Mind 
the gap! Paper presented at the 13th 
QMOD conference on quality and service 
science, Cottbus, Germany; 2010. 

60. Zeithaml V, Parasuraman A, Berry L. 
Problems and strategies in services 
marketing. Journal of Marketing. 
1985;49(1):33-46.  
DOI: 10.2307/1251563. 

61. Cronin J, Taylor S. Measuring service 
quality: A re-exmination and extension. 
Journal of Marketing. 1992;56(3):64-73. 
DOI:10.2307/1252296. 

62. Bolton R, Drew J. A multistage model of 
customers' assessments of service quality 
and value. Journal of Consumer Research. 
1991;17(4):375-384.  

63. Parasuraman A, Zeithaml V, Berry L. 
Servqual: A multiple-items scale for 
measuring consumer perceptions of 
service quality. Journal of Retailing. 1998; 
64(1):12-40.  

64. Parasuraman A, Berry L, Zeihaml V. 
Refinement and reassessment of the 
SERVQUAL scale. Journal of Retailing. 
1991;67(4):420-450.  

65. Zeithaml V, Parasuraman A, Berry L. 
Delivering quality service: Balancing 
customer perceptions and expectations. 
New York: The Free Press;1990. 

66. Navarro M, Iglesias M, Torres P. A new 
management element of universities: 
Satisfaction with the courses offered. 
International  Journal of Educational 
Management. 2005;19(6):505-526. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/095135
40510617454 

67. Guolla M. Assessing the teaching quality to 
student satisfaction relationship: Applied 
customer satisfaction research in the 
classroom. Journal of Marketing Theory 
and Practice. 1999;7(3):87-97.  



 
 
 
 

Woo et al.; BJESBS, 15(1): 1-18, 2016; Article no.BJESBS.22958 
 
 

 
16 

 

68. Jones T, Sasser W. Why satisfied 
customers defect? Harvard Business 
Review. 1995;73(6):88-99. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)
0742-597X(1996)12:6(11.2) 

69. Kursunluoglu E. Shopping centre customer 
service: Creating customer satisfaction and 
loyalty. Marketing Intelligence & Planning. 
2014;32(4):528-548. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MIP-11-
2012-0134 

70. Tam L. Themoderating role of perceived 
risk in loyalty intentions: An investigation in 
a service context. Marketing Intelligence 
and Planning. 2012;30(1):33-52. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/026345
01211193903 

71. Mohsan F, Nawaz M, Khan M, Shaukat Z, 
Aslam N. Impact of customer satisfaction 
on customer loyalty and intentions to 
switch: Evidence from banking sector of 
Pakistan. International  Journal of 
Business and Social Science. 
2011;2(16):263-270.  

72. Bloemer J, Kasper J. The complex 
relationship between consumer satisfaction 
and brand loyalty. Journal of Economic 
Psychology. 1995;16:(311-329). 
DOI:10.1016/0167-4870(95)00007-B 

73. Berman B, Evans J. Retail management 
(6th ed.). New Jersey: Prentice Hall; 1995. 

74. Helgesen O. Are loyal customers profitable? 
Customer satisfaction, customer (action) 
loyalty and customer profitability at the 
individual level. Journal of Marketing 
Management. 2006;22(3/4):245-266. 
DOI:10.1362/026725706776861226 

75. Zeithaml V, Bitner M. Service marketing: 
Integrating customer focus across the firm 
(2nd ed.). USA: McGraw-Hill Companies 
Inc; 2000. 

76. Marzo-Navarro M, Pedraja-Iglesias M, 
Rivera-Torres P. A new management 
element for universities: Satisfaction with 
the offered courses. International Journal 
of Educational Management. 
2005b;19(6):505-526. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/095135
40510617454 

77. Schertzer C, Schertzer S. Student 
satisfaction and retention: A conceptual 
model. Journal of Marketing for Higher 
Education. 2004;14(1):79-91. 
DOI:10.1300/J050v14n01_05 

78. Rust R, Zahorik A. Customer satisfaction, 
customer retention and market share. 

Journal of Retailing. 1993;69(2):193-215. 
DOI: 10.1016/0022-4359(93)90003-2 

79. Johnson M, Gustafsson A, Andreassen T, 
Lervik L, Cha J. The evolution and future of 
national customer satisfaction index 
models. Journal of Economic Psychology. 
2001;22:217-245.  
DOI: 10.1016/S0167-4870(01)00030-7 

80. Anderson E, Fornell C, Lehmann D.  
Customer satisfaction, market share, and 
profitability: Findings from Sweden. Journal 
of Marketing. 1994;58(3):53-66.  
DOI: 10.2307/1252310. 

81. Lim K, Benbasat I, Ward L. The role of 
multimedia in changing first impression 
bias. Information Systems Research. 
2000;11(2):115-136. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.11.2
.115.11776 

82. Alves H, Raposo M. The influence of 
university image in student's expectations, 
satisfaction and loyalty. Paper presented at 
the 29th Annual EAIR Forum: In search of 
identity: Dilemmas in higher education, 
Innsbruck, Austria; 2007. 

83. Keller K, Lehmann D. How do brands 
create value? Marketing Management. 
2003;12(3):26-31.  

84. Pereda M, Airey D, Bennett M. Service 
quality in higher education: The experience 
of overseas students. Journal of Hospitality, 
Leisure, Sport & Tourism Education. 
2007;6(2):55-67.  

85. Bloemer J, de Ruyter K. On the 
relationship between store image, store 
satisfaction and store loyalty. European 
Journal of Marketing. 1998;32(5/6):499-
513. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/030905
69810216118 

86. Caruana A, Ewing M. How corporate 
reputation, quality and value influence 
online loyalty. Journal of Business 
Research. 2010;63(9/10):1103-1110. 
DOI:10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.04.030 

87. Chun R. Corporate reputation: Meaning 
and measurement. International Journal of 
Management Review. 2005;7(2):91-109. 
DOI: 10.1111/j.1468-2370.2005.00109.x 

88. Brown T, Dacin P, Pratt M, Whetten D. 
Identity, intended image, construed image, 
and reputation: An interdisciplinary 
framework and suggested terminology. 
Journal of Academy of Marketing Science. 
2006;34(2):99-106.  
DOI: 10.1177/0092070305284969 



 
 
 
 

Woo et al.; BJESBS, 15(1): 1-18, 2016; Article no.BJESBS.22958 
 
 

 
17 

 

89. Wilkins S, Huisman J. Student evaluation 
of university image attractiveness and its 
impact on student attachment to 
international branch campuses. Journal of 
Studies in International Education. 
2013;17(5):607-623.  
DOI: 10.1177/1028315312472984 

90. Bick G, Jacobson M, Abratt, R. The 
corporate identity management process 
revisited. Journal of Marketing 
Management. 2003;19(7/8):835-855. 
DOI:10.1080/0267257X.2003.9728239 

91. Fombrun C, Van Riel C. The reputational 
landscape. Corporate Reputation Review. 
1997;1(1/2):5-13.  

92. Sung M, Yang S. Toward the model of 
university image: The influence of brand 
personality, external prestige, and 
reputation. Journal of Public Relations 
Research. 2008;20(4):357-376. 
DOI:10.1080/10627260802153207 

93. Walsh G, Beatty S. Customer-based 
corporate reputation of a service firm: 
Scale development and validation. Journal 
of the Academy of Marketing Science. 
2007;35:127-143.  

94. Helm S. Exploring the impact of corporate 
reputation on consumer satisfaction and 
loyalty. Journal of Customer Behaviour. 
2006;5(1):59-80. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1362/147539
206777036968 

95. Carmeli A, Tishler A. Perceived 
organizational reputation and 
organizational performance: An empirical 
investigation of industrial enterprises. 
Corporate Reputation Review. 2005; 
8(1):13-30.  
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrav
e.crr.1540236 

96. Ferris G, Berkson H, Harris M. The 
recruitment interview process: Persuasion 
and organization reputation promotion in 
competitive labor markets. Human 
Resource Management Reivew. 
2002;12:359-375.  
DOI:10.1016/S1053-4822(02)00065-7 

97. Vidaver-Cohen D. Reputation beyond the 
rankings: A conceptual framework for 
business school research. Corporate 
Reputation Review. 2007;10(4):278-304. 
DOI:10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550055 

98. Walsh G, Beatty S, Shiu E. The customer-
based corporate reputation scale: 
Replication and short form. Journal of 
Business Research. 2009;62(10):924-930. 
DOI:10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.11.018 

99. Walsh G, Mitchell V, Jackson P, Beatty S. 
Examining the antecedents and 
consequences of corporate reputation: A 
customer perspective. British Journal of 
Management. 2005;20(2):187-703.  
DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-8551.2007.00557.x 

100. IPASS. Information portal for accredited 
self-financing post-secondary programmes. 
Retrieved 23 Nov 2011, from 
Available:http://www.ipass.gov.hk/edb/inde
x.php/en/home 

101. Hair J, Black W, Babin B, Anderson R. 
Multivariate data analysis: A global 
perspective (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, 
NJ: Prentice Hall; 2010. 

102. Kline R. Principles and practice of 
structural equation modeling (3rd ed.). 
London: The Guilford Press; 2011. 

103. Byrne B. Structural equation modeling with 
AMOS: Basic concepts, applications and 
programming. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum; 2001. 

104. Kline R. Principles and practice of 
structural equation modeling (2nd ed.). 
London: The Guilford Press; 2005. 

105. Hooper D, Coughlan J, Mullen M. 
Structural equation modelling: Guidelines 
for determining model fit. The Electronic 
Journal of Business Research Methods. 
2008;6(1):53-60.  

106. Batista-Foguet J, Coenders G, Saris W, 
Bisbe J. Simultaneous estimation of 
indirect and interaction effects using 
structural equation models. Metodološki 
Zvezki. 2004;1(1):163-184.  

107. Weston R, Gore Jr, P. A brief guide to 
structural equation modeling. The 
Counselling Psychologist. 2006;34(5):719-
751.  
DOI: 10.1177/0011000006286345 

108. Cronbach L. Coefficient alpha and the 
internal structure of tests. Psychometrika. 
1951;16:297-334. 

109. Nunnally J. Psychometric theory (2nd ed.). 
New York: McGraw-Hill; 1978.  

110. MacCallum R, Austin J. Application of 
structural equation modeling in 
psychological research. Annual Reviews 
Psychology. 2000;51:201-226.  

111. Schumacker R, Lomax R. A beginner's 
guide to structural equation modeling (2nd 
ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum; 2004. 

112. Shamuganathan G, Tong C. The mediating 
influence of brand associations in 
determining purchase intention in a private 
higher education (PHEI) in Malaysia. 
Journal of the World Universities, Forum. 
2010;3(1):157-174.  



 
 
 
 

Woo et al.; BJESBS, 15(1): 1-18, 2016; Article no.BJESBS.22958 
 
 

 
18 

 

113. Bett H, Makhanu E. Factors students in 
Strathmore University consider in 
evaluating teaching effectiveness: Lessons 
for higher education management. 
International Journal of Research In Social 
Sciences. 2013;2(4):19-28.  

114. Dodeen H. College students' evaluation of 
effective teaching: Developing an 
instrument and assessing its psychometric 
properties. Research in Higher Education 
Journal. 2013;21:1-12.  

115. Gurney P. Five factors for effective 
teaching. New Zealand Journal of 
Teachers' work. 2007;4(2):89-98. 

116. Bulger S, Mohr D, Walls R. Stack the deck 
in favor of your students by using the four 
aces of effective teaching. The Journal of 
Effective Teaching. 2002;5(2). 
Available:http://uncw.edu/cte/et/articles/bul
ger/ 

117. Hartmann P, Ibanez V. Managing customer 
loyalty in liberalized residential energy 
markets: the impact of energy branding. 
Energy Policy. 2011;35(4):2661-2672. 
DOI:10.1016/j.enpol.2006.09.016 

118. Marzo-Navarro M, Pedraja-Iglesias M,  
Rivera-Torres P. Measuring customer 
satisfaction in summer courses. Quality 
Assurance in Education. 2005a;13(1):53-
65. 
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/096848
80510578650 

119. Hennig-Thurau T, Langer M, Hansen U. 
Modeling and managing student loyalty. 
Journal of Services Research. 
2001;3(4):331-344.  
DOI: 10.1177/109467050134006 

120. Elliot K, Healy M. Key factors influencing 
student satisfaction related to recruitment 
and retention. Journal of Marketing for 
Higher Education. 2001;10(4):1-11.  

121. Roberts P, Dowling G. Corporate 
reputation and sustained superior financial 
performance. Strategic Management 
Journal. 2002;23(12):1077-1093.  
DOI: 10.1002/smj.274 

122. IPASS. Information portal for accredited 
self-financing post-secondary programmes. 
Available:http://www.ipass.gov.hk/edb/inde
x.php/en/home 
(Retrieved 13 Aug 2014) 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
© 2016 Woo et al.; This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited. 
 
 

 
 

Peer-review history: 
The peer review history for this paper can be accessed here: 

http://sciencedomain.org/review-history/13552 


