
 
Volume 18, 2019 

 
Accepting Editor Man Fung (Kelvin) LO │Received: August 14, 2019│ Revised: September 29, October 16, 
October 24, November 1, November 10, 2019 │ Accepted: November 12, 2019.  
Cite as: Kakada, P., Deshpande, Y., & Bisen, S. (2019). Technology support, social support, academic support, 
service support, and student satisfaction. Journal of  Information Technology Education: Research, 18, 549-570. 
https://doi.org/10.28945/4461  

(CC BY-NC 4.0) This article is licensed to you under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International 
License. When you copy and redistribute this paper in full or in part, you need to provide proper attribution to it to ensure 
that others can later locate this work (and to ensure that others do not accuse you of plagiarism). You may (and we encour-
age you to) adapt, remix, transform, and build upon the material for any non-commercial purposes. This license does not 
permit you to use this material for commercial purposes. 

TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT, SOCIAL SUPPORT,  
ACADEMIC SUPPORT, SERVICE SUPPORT,  

AND STUDENT SATISFACTION 
Praveen Kakada*  Visvesvaraya National Institute 

of  Technology, Nagpur, India 
praveenkakada@gmail.com 

Yogesh Deshpande  Visvesvaraya National Institute 
of  Technology, Nagpur, India  

drymdeshpande@gmail.com 

ShilpaBisen Visvesvaraya National Institute 
of  Technology, Nagpur, India 

Shilpabisen777@gmail.com 

* Corresponding author 
ABSTRACT 
Aim/Purpose The study aimed to investigate the influence of  technology support, social 

support, academic support, and service support on student satisfaction and 
their relationships in private and state universities. 

Background Coherent support between students, teachers, and management is usually ex-
tended beyond classroom scheduling and space. This support has a positive 
significant influence on student satisfaction, which may influence students’ 
academic, behavioral, emotional and social development. This support is as-
sisted via technology, social, academic, and instant service support, which may 
have an impact on its nature.  

Methodology In the current study, a cross-sectional survey was used to collect the research 
data. Convenience sampling was used to select the participants for the study. 
It targeted a population sampled from engineering students from both private 
and state universities of  central India (n=240). In quantitative data analysis, 
descriptive and inferential statistics were used. The collected data were ana-
lyzed with SPSS. 

Contribution The present study expands the growing body of  knowledge about student 
satisfaction via technology, social, academic, and service support. We identify 
the unique aspects of  factors that are positively related to student satisfaction, 
which shed light on student satisfaction. Findings from this study may assist 
educators (while in training and/or professional development programs) to 
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reflect upon their educational strategies to enhance the level of  satisfaction 
among the students and to check how their students can benefit from the 
support system in the institution. 

Findings The results indicated that the institutional support dimensions –technology 
support, academic support, social support, and service support –are positively 
significantly related to student satisfaction in both state and private universi-
ties. 

Recommendations 
for Practitioners 

As a result of  the study, it is recommended to university policymakers and 
administrations to provide and emphasize the importance of  institutional 
support. In addition, it is recommended to provide students with knowledge 
that focuses on technology, academic, social, and other related service sup-
port. Doing so can provide valuable insight into students’ level of  satisfaction 
enhancement with institutional support. 

Recommendations  
for Researchers  

Researchers need to start factoring in how institutional support and services 
influence student satisfaction. Findings will further enrich the literature on 
student satisfaction in higher educational institutions. This study should be 
simulated to more populations and other geographical areas, to validate its 
findings. 

Impact on Society Improvement in our understanding of  technology, social, academic, and other 
services helps to improve the quality of  instruction, which provides a net gain 
for society. If  this support system is to be carried out properly, the students, – 
who are the future citizens – will learn how to behave appropriately in the 
digital age. 

Future Research This paper is a broad overview using a survey, so future research should focus 
on a more detailed analysis of  the consequence of  student satisfaction, possi-
bly using controlled experiments. In addition, qualitative exploration is advis-
able, as it may shed more light on the unique aspects of  factors that are relat-
ed to student satisfaction. 

Keywords technology support, academic support, social support, service support, stu-
dent satisfaction 

INTRODUCTION 
Higher education institutions are progressively recognizing more that higher education is a service 
industry and are placing greater importance on meeting the expectations and requirements of  their 
participating customers, that is, the students. The rapid increase of  universities and colleges, changes 
in social and demographic trends, globalization, and competitive advantage market motivate the top-
level authority to think about the sustainability of  educational institutions. To run the educational 
institutions long-term in this competitive and demanding environment, satisfying the major stake-
holder (students) is very essential (Kotler & Fox, 1995). The students’ expectations and the demands 
of  the education community are changing radically over the last few decades. Previous studies specify 
that satisfied students will be more productive and successful (Cotton, Dollard, &De Jonge, 2002).  

In addition to this, there is another study that suggested that students who are satisfied with their 
undergraduate education are more successful in their future endeavor (Ostergaard & Kristensen, 
2005). Large-scale European studies show that satisfied students are more capable of  entering and 
competing in the global workplace. Therefore, student satisfaction matters before and after gradua-
tion and affects the current and future quality of  life (Vaatstra & De Vries, 2007). So today’s educa-
tional institutes are striving to build a distinct image to maintain their competitiveness in the market 
(Aroury, Daou, & Khoury, 2014). Student satisfaction has been recognized as a central concept of  all 
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academic activities. Satisfaction can serve as an indicator of  the success of  many educational insti-
tutes, both in the past and in present, which is an indicator of  future accomplishment. High-quality 
service to students is a prerequisite for maintaining competitiveness in the market for higher educa-
tion.  

Moreover, earlier studies(Alzamel, 2014;Priya, Bhadouria, & Charu, 2013) concluded that quality of  
education, cost of  education, nature of  the learning environment, the reputation of  the institute, 
facilities, staff  assessment and delivery of  service, and recognition of  the institution have an influ-
ence on student satisfaction. On the other hand, other authors have stated that socio-economic fac-
tors, parent’s educational background income (Astin & Oseguera, 2005), financial problems (Astin & 
Oseguera, 2005; Yorke &Thomas, 2003), and social life (Roberts & Styron, 2010) are contributing to 
student satisfaction. In educational institutions, academic support plays a significant role in student 
satisfaction because satisfaction positively influences student decision-making, motivation, and aca-
demic performance. Positive word of  mouth will attract prospective students as well.  

Successful educational institutions identified the factors that enhance student satisfaction and realized 
that it is better to invest at the onset to retain their students (Elliott & Shin, 2002). Elliott and Shin 
(2002) identified some dimensions which determine student satisfaction, such as quality of  classroom 
interactions, relationship with faculty, positive feelings about their classroom and social interactions, 
and a sense of  fitting in with the campus culture. A significant relationship exists between student 
satisfaction, retention, and institutional goals (Schertzer & Schertzer, 2004). Several research studies 
emphasized that departmental culture and climate have significantly determined student learning and 
satisfaction (Umbach & Porter, 2002). 

As students attempt to reach higher levels of  education, institutional support becomes increasingly 
important to satisfy their academic and individual needs. Therefore, it is important to investigate 
higher education students’ perceptions towards institutional support and satisfaction and to find out 
the relationship between them. As such, this research study attempts to understand the correlation 
between institutional support and student satisfaction. This study will look into how institutional 
support contributes to the academic development of  both the student and the educational institu-
tion. 

There are three research questions to be answered in this study.  

1. What are the factors that are contributing to institutional support and its influence on 
students?  

2. Which variable occupies more importance in explaining student satisfaction in state and 
private university?  

3. Is there a relationship between institutional support and student satisfaction? 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
A model proposed by Astin (1991), the Input – Environment – Output model, explained that a stu-
dent’s dimensions, such as individual attributes, experience, and family background, affect the stu-
dent’s intentions, goals, and commitments to the institution (Yorke & Thomas, 2003). It is under-
standable that the reason why contact with the teaching faculty seems to play an important role. El-
liot’s (2002) argument proved that the quality of  education was one of  the important factors in ex-
plaining student satisfaction with education institutions. 

ACADEMIC SUPPORT 
Academic support enhances personal confidence and status, which helps the students to succeed and 
to retain stable knowledge in their future life. Sufficient physical facilities, which include textbooks, 
libraries, teaching materials, and learning, are one of  the factors that facilitate students toward aca-
demic success (Harmon &Wales, 1999). The research found that there is a clear relationship present 
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between satisfaction with the quality of  teaching and academic support (Elliot, 2002; Kara & 
DeShields, 2004). The authors highlighted the role of  faculty accessibility in increasing student satis-
faction and positive feelings about the university. Lipka, Forkosh, and Meer (2019) studied post-
secondary school students with learning disabilities; results indicated that academic support enhances 
the learning ability, which in turn leads to student satisfaction. Effective coaching appears to be posi-
tive, particularly for coaches or mentors who regularly contact students to provide academic support 
(Bettinger & Rachel, 2014). 

Rittschof  and Chambers (2011) found that modern measurement information graphs are useful to 
understand and identify accuracy and confidence in the relative differences among students’ perfor-
mance. Academic support shows a positive relationship with student satisfaction, which leads to 
build up a trust towards the educational institutions (Chen, & Macredie, 2004). Martirosyan, Saxon, 
and Wanjohi (2014) emphasize a strong positive significant relationship between student satisfaction 
and academic support. As a part of  academic support, such as co-curricular related activities and 
foreign language courses offerings on the campus, have a significant influence on student satisfaction 
(Ozudogru & Hismanoglu, 2016). Roberts and Styron (2010) found that those students who did not 
return to university had statistically significant lower perceptions of  faculty approachability than 
those that remained in their course. 

H1: Academic support positively and significantly affects student satisfaction in both state and pri-
vate universities. 

SOCIAL SUPPORT 
Social support is one of  the important and essential focuses of  transitional studies these days. Social 
support is an essential element  which regularly is used in a great deal of  socio-psychological and so-
cio-educational research (Awang, 2012; Demaray, Malecki, Davidson, Hodgson, & Rebus, 2005). Lin 
(2010) defined it as an involvement with other people that brought students insight, positive learning 
experiences. Demaray et al. (2005) conceptualize ‘social support’ as “transpiring from multiple 
sources teachers, parents, close friends, classmates, and multiple types informational, appraisal, emo-
tional which enhance student satisfaction. 

Bean (2005) views that social support from close friends and associates of  educational institutions 
builds social integration. Social support enhances interpersonal and inter-group interactions (Topping 
& Foggie, 2010). The student experience was positively associated with their academic success, and 
specifically, there was a positive relationship found between social support and student satisfaction 
(Saenz Marcoulides, Junn, & Young, 1999). Social support from peers or family members, and well-
being, are positively related to student satisfaction (Awang, Kutty, & Ahmad, 2014; Pluut, Curşeu, 
&Ilies, 2015). Ozben (2013) noted that students reported higher levels of  satisfaction when a campus 
environment has a strong social life. The quality of  life improves when students are integrated into 
the social atmosphere on the campus. Further, Denson and Zhang (2010) believe that engaging stu-
dents in various social activities contributes to the development of  student positive attitude. A lack 
of  social skills can have a significant impact on multiple aspects of  an individual’s life by increasing 
the complexity intrinsic in advocating for oneself, managing expectations of  autonomy and self-
reliance, and building and continuing friendships. Therefore, a university must play an important role 
in providing students with the opportunity to develop their social life and to practice social integra-
tion as they learn and grow. 

H2: Social support positively and significantly affects student satisfaction in both state and private 
universities. 
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TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT 
Nowadays, digital technology plays an important role in higher education. Student and faculty mem-
bers have an opportunity to use digital technologies widely, potentially due to advancements in tech-
nology and competitiveness in higher education. The use of  technology as a teaching and learning 
environment in education enables academic staff  to be innovative in integrating technology in their 
research activities and teaching, although over usage of  technology may lead to disruption in study 
routines and academic grading (Bisen & Deshpande, 2018). Educational institutions libraries must be 
equipped with new teaching technologies and new electronic information sources including data-
bases, journals, up-to-date textbooks, periodicals advanced multimedia resources, liquid crystal dis-
play projectors computer labs, high-speed Internet access, visual and audio equipment to facilitate 
student learning which in turn leads to satisfaction (Heyneman, 2001).  

Engaging the students in digital learning is becoming a priority for many educational institutions and 
has created a number of  approaches: flipped classroom (McLaughlin et al., 2014), student-centered 
learning (Baeten, Kyndt, Struyven, & Dochy, 2010), and learning mediated by technology (Price & 
Kirkwood, 2011). Technology-driven instruments and apparatus have a strong influence on student 
satisfaction (Gilboy, Heinerichs, & Pazzaglia, 2015). Further, using technology-based measurement 
and applications, which encouraged student engagement in return, enhances the level of  satisfaction 
(Hepplestone, Holden, Irwin, Parkin, & Thorpe, 2011). Reliable facilities and equipment must be ac-
cessible to students; otherwise, it can affect their learning environment (Belanger & Jordan, 2000). 
Technology support and special learning needs are now meeting the student’s goals more quickly due 
to this technology integration. Technology support and special learning needs are now meeting the 
student’s goals more quickly and enhance their level of  satisfaction (Courduff, 2011).  

H3: Technology support positively and significantly affects student satisfaction in both state and pri-
vate universities. 

SERVICE SUPPORT 
Service support has received an immense deal of  attention in current educational literature because 
of  its multidimensional approach, nature and its eventual influence on individual satisfaction, behav-
ioral loyalty, and ultimately, educational institution success (Paul& Pradhan, 2019). Grönroos (1984) 
believed that service quality is made up of  three dimensions “the technical quality of  the outcome”, 
“the functional quality of  the encounter” and “the company corporate image.” He argued that in 
investigating the dimensions of  quality, it is essential to distinguish between quality related to the 
process of  service, delivery, and quality associated with the outcome of  service support, judged by 
the consumer after the service is performed.  

Smith and Ennews’ (2001) study outlined specific supportive items known as university facilities, 
such as cafeterias, residential accommodation, washroom hygienic, canteen and health clubs, which 
directly and indirectly have a significant impact on the evaluation of  the university. Several studies 
have shown that providing text, email, and phone call reminders to parents about their children’s 
progress in academics boosts both parental engagement and student academic success (Kraft & 
Dougherty, 2013). Standardized quality services provided by the higher educational institutions in-
crease the level of  student satisfaction (Wilkins, Stephens, & Huisman, 2012). Service support posi-
tively and significantly relates to student satisfaction (Oldfield &Baron, 2000). Better service support 
determines the success in student e learning, where the role of  institutional support has greater im-
portance in explaining satisfaction (Ayuni & Mulyana, 2019). This study supports the notion that 
those educational institutions providing higher education can achieve a competitive advantage by fo-
cusing on service support.  

H4: Service support positively and significantly affects student satisfaction in both state and private 
universities. 
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STUDENT SATISFACTION 
Satisfaction covers issues of  students’ perceptions and experiences during the university years (Carey, 
Cambiano, & De Vore, 2002). O’Neill and Palmer (2004) define student satisfaction as the difference 
between students’ expectations of  what they will get from a higher education institution and their 
realized expectations. Researchers are facing a problem of  creating a standard definition for student 
satisfaction, thus providing a need for customer satisfaction theory to be selected and personalized so 
that it can elucidate the meaning of  student satisfaction (Hom, 2002). Even though it is difficult to 
view a student as a customer, given the current atmosphere of  the higher education marketplace, 
students have become customers (Bunce, Baird, & Jones,2017); therefore as fee payers, they realisti-
cally demand that their views be heard and acted upon (William, 2002). 

Most of  the student satisfaction studies focus on the perspective of  the customer. A study, which 
took place in a university campus environment, revealed that evaluation of  service quality and facili-
ties leads to student satisfaction. There was no evidence to support the opposite relationship Ekinci 
(2003). Satisfaction of  customers is regarded as a strong tool for the attainment of  competitive ad-
vantage in any business atmosphere (Alzamel, 2014). Satisfied students are more productive, confi-
dent, and resourceful in their academic and life endeavour (Rode et al., 2005). Institutional support 
and academic activities determine student satisfaction (Loveland & Bland, 2013). According to 
DeShields, Kara, and Kaynak(2005) skills developed such as critical thinking and moral awareness 
along with preparation for the future are important factors influencing student satisfaction. 

There are some factors which significantly contribute student satisfaction, such as faculty support 
(Umbach & Porter, 2002), assessment and feedback, cost of  education, social life (Alzamel, 2014; 
Wilkins et al., 2012), student learning (DeShields, Kara, &Kaynak, 2005), canteen (Priya, Bhadouria & 
Charu Shri, 2013), computer laboratory and class schedules (Loveland & Bland, 2013), the reputation 
of  a university (Alzamel, 2014), and Co-curriculum (Bergmark & Westman, 2016). Increasing student 
satisfaction enhances students’ motivation, as well as their attendance (Navarro, Iglesias, & Torres, 
2005; Schertzer & Schertzer, 2004). Administrative staff  also plays a significant role in the process of  
meeting students’ demands (Nyer, 2000). Active learning methods are related to greater student satis-
faction (Gulley & Jackson, 2016; Roach, 2014). 

The original proposed model for the current study is illustrated in Figure 1. The proposed model for 
this current study focuses on how the influence of  academic support, social support, technology 
support, and service support enhances the level of  student satisfaction. The proposed model for the 
present study is congruent with the previous study done by Kakada & Deshapande (2019) where 
they extended the theoretical understanding of  supervisor support and work environment, which 
enhance the faculty job satisfaction. 

 

Figure 1: Proposed model for the study 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1477388018300367#bib0030
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METHODS 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
Accordingly, a survey research approach was adopted here as the most effective means of  meeting 
the present research objective. The survey research design is defined as “acquiring information about 
one or more groups of  people - perhaps about their characteristics, opinions, attitudes, or previous 
experiences by asking them questions and tabulating their answers” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001, p.183). 
Surveys were considered as the most effective element for collecting the research data, based on the 
principle that they can assist researchers to focus on estimating variables with greater accuracy (Saun-
ders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). Furthermore, a questionnaire approach was adopted to identify un-
dergraduate students’ perceptions of  the validity of  the research components, using a research ques-
tionnaire adapted from earlier studies. 

SAMPLING 
The present study was conducted on engineering students from both private and state universities of  
central India. Engineering students were taken as the sampling frame for this study. Based on the 
government’s database, total state and private university students in central India was approximately 
102,223 students. With the assumption that 51 percent (Ministry of  Human Resource Development 
[MHRD], 2018) of  these engineering students, the size of  the target, the population was predicted to 
be about 52,000. With a 5 percent margin of  error, the sample size for this study should be at least 
190 (Denscombe, 2010). Therefore, the sample size in this study (240) satisfied the minimum re-
quirement for valid statistical analysis. 

To select the participants for the current study a convenience sampling technique was used. Accord-
ing to Muijs (2011), this method is one of  the most accepted sampling approaches even though it has 
some limitations because of  its subjective nature, convenience sampling assists researchers in choos-
ing respondents according to their accessibility (Tarhini, Hone, & Liu, 2015), and readiness to partic-
ipate (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016). In addition, it is helpful to the researchers when they have 
inadequate resources, time, and the population is quite large. Overall, the research sample comprised 
240 engineering students, from state and private university who were aware of  institutional support 
and services. In total, the response rate was approximately 81.6%, as the questionnaire was distribut-
ed to around 310 university undergraduates. Out of  those responded questionnaires, 240 question-
naires were valid for study. The specialization of  the participants was from different departments, 
such as electrical, mechanical, civil, applied mechanic, and information technology.  

MEASURES 
The student satisfaction survey scale was developed by Pareek and Purohit (2018) with Cronbach’s 
alpha (0.961). Example items: ‘My academic advisor helps me to set goals’ and ‘I feel a sense of  pride 
about my campus’. The Institutional support scale was developed by the researcher for a clear under-
standing of  research constructs. This questionnaire was designed based on constructs defined in the 
current literature and previous studies (Bolliger, 2004; Sahin & Shelley, 2008). The instrument was 
piloted before the data collection phase and had an internal reliability coefficient of  (0.924). It con-
sisted of  21 items measuring four dimensions. 

First variable academic support with 6 items, example item: ‘My Institute provides financial 
support/sponsor for attending workshops, national and international conference and aca-
demic events’ and ‘My Institute provides industrial visit/guest lecturer for practical exposure 
and industrial training’ with Cronbach’s alpha 0.891. 

Second variable technology support with 6 items, for example, item: ‘My institute has its dy-
namic website to view/share academic notifications, news updates and announcements’ and 
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‘My institute provides free access to online journals on campus to study’ with Cronbach’s al-
pha 0.841. 

Third variable social support with 3 items, example item: ‘High inter-departmental collabora-
tion exists in our university’ and ‘Institute encourage us by giving rewards, recognition and 
meritorious scholarship for excellence in academics’ with Cronbach’s alpha 0.786.  

Fourth variable service support with 3 items, example item: ‘Institute provides placement re-
lated soft skill programs to enhance our technology and personnel skills’ and ‘Institute offers 
a course to learn a foreign language’ with Cronbach’s alpha 0.798. 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is the most frequently used technique for ensuring the reliability of  a 
questionnaire (Pallant, 2013). A Cronbach’s alpha value of  more than 0.70 indicates the better relia-
bility of  the construct (Bryman, 2008). Based on this threshold, the research questionnaire constructs 
in this current study attained an acceptable level of  reliability, with alphas ranging from 0.78 to 0.96 
for both the questionnaire. A 5-point Likert scale was used to evaluate the answers for both scales 
ranging from 5 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree) for all the items. Data entry, processing, and 
analysis were undertaken in SPSS 20. This questionnaire is presented in the appendix. 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 
After identifying and selecting the participants, the questionnaire was distributed in a paper-based 
form. Researchers choose paper-based form rather than online form because according to Nulty 
(2008), “online surveys are much less likely to achieve response rates as high as surveys administered 
on paper” (p. 302). Respondents were informed about the purpose of  conducting this study and as-
sured anonymity. Purposely, they were informed that individual responses would not be shared with 
anyone in the Institute; the data would be used solely for research purposes. Questionnaires were 
distributed by the researcher to the students directly, were given time to complete the surveys, and 
were asked to return the filled questionnaire to the researcher. In general, each respondent took ap-
proximately 20 minutes to complete the questionnaire. Finally, all the data were collected and pre-
pared for quantitative data analysis.  

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
Table1: Demographic variables 

Category Frequency Percentage 
University 
State 120 50 
Private 120 50 
Gender 
Male 156 65 
Female 84 35 
Qualification 
Engineering students 240 100 

Table 1 shows the demographic statistics for the research subjects. All respondents were undergradu-
ate students from a state university and private university of  central India. Out of  240 respondents, 
120 students were from the state university and 120 students from the private university. Gender dif-
ferences from the total participants were 65% (156 respondents) male and 35% (84 respondents) 
female.  
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Table 2: Mean, standard deviation and correlation 

Variables Category Mean SD TES ACS SOS SES 
TES State University 3.17 0.74     

Private University 2.99 0.65     
ACS State University 3.52 0.79 102**    

Private University 2.97 0.62 .505**    
SOS State University 2.72 0.97 .176** .382*   

Private University 2.45 1.01 .324** .396**   
SES State University 3.28 0.72 .775** .129** .283**  

Private University 2.77 0.76 .150** .332** .256**  
STS State University 3.05 0.46 .548** .690** .745** .514** 

Private University 2.81 0.71 .685** .812** .712** .589** 
**.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) TES=Technology Support; ACS= Academic Support; 
SOS= Social Support; SES= Service Support; STS= Student Satisfaction. 

The coefficient of  correlation measures the relative strength of  a linear relationship between two 
numerical variables and the existence of  a strong correlation does not imply a causation effect. It 
only indicates the tendencies present in the data. To check the causation effect the hypotheses were 
tested using a multiple regression analysis, which can be used to analyze the relationship between a 
single dependent (criterion) variable and several independent (predictor) variables at one time. In this 
analysis, a set of  independent variables are weighted to form the regression variate (regression equa-
tion or model) that may be used to explain their relative contributions to one dependent variable 
(Berenson, Levine, Szabat, & Krehbiel, 2012). The data in Table2 shows that technology support has 
a positive correlation with student satisfaction in both universities of  state (r = 0.55) and private (r = 
0.69). Academic support has a positive correlation with student satisfaction in both universities of  
state (r = 0.69) and private (r = 0.81). Social support has a positive correlation with student satisfac-
tion in both universities of  state (r = 0.75) and private (r = 0.72). Service support has a positive cor-
relation with student satisfaction in both universities of  state (r = 0.55) and private (r = 0.59). All the 
dimensions have strong correlation with student satisfaction; out of  those, academic support in pri-
vate university has shown a slightly strong correlation with student satisfaction whereas in-state uni-
versity social support has shown a slightly stronger correlation with student satisfaction compared to 
other dimensions. 

Table 3: Independent Samples t-test 

 Levene’s Test for 
Equality of  Variances t-test for Equality of  Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
TES Equal variances assumed 0.047 .669 2.041 238 .035 

Equal variances not assumed   2.003 233.045 .032 
ACS Equal variances assumed 0.016 .849 2.031 238 .027 

Equal variances not assumed   2.003 231.045 .021 
SOS 
 

Equal variances assumed 0.032 .518 3.819 238 .002 
Equal variances not assumed   3.833 233.520 .001 

SES Equal variances assumed 0.067 .428 3.739 238 .043 
Equal variances not assumed   3.853 234.520 .020 

 

The null hypothesis in Levene’s test is that the variances of  the two populations are equal. Since p-
values are greater than 0.05 (α), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, equal variances as-
sumed are taken for the t-test (Table 3). Therefore, results have shown a significant difference in in-
stitutional support between the state university and private university. By observing, the mean score 
of  the institutional support variables from a state university is greater than the mean score of  the 
institutional support variables from a private university. In-state university it can also observe that the 
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mean score of  academic support (M = 3.52, SD = 0.79) has scored higher compared to other varia-
bles of  institutional support. In private university, it can also observe that the mean score of  technol-
ogy support (M = 2.99, SD = 0.65) has scored higher compared to other variables of  institutional 
support. 

Table 4: The factor loading for Institutional support items 

 
      Variables 

Eigen 
Value 

% of  Vari-
ance Ex-
plained 

              Factor Loadings Cronbach’s 
Alpha Value 

      1   2    3    4 

Academic support        
Financial assistance   

 
8.38 

 
 

24.54% 

0.668     
 
 
 

0.891 

Foreign language 0.637    
Campus placements 0.636    
Industrial visits 0.533    
Coaching classes  0.596    
Communication with 
parents  

0.531    

      Technology support        
Virtual classroom   

 
6.55 

 
 

15.25% 

 0.691    
 
 
 

0.841 

Online journals   0.639   
Dynamic website   0.635   
Biometric machine   0.509   
Soft skills program  0.588   
Advanced laboratories   0.562   
Social support        

Extracurricular activities  
5.67 

 
13.67% 

  0.733   
 

0.786 
Meritorious scholarship   0.679  
Team spirit    0.558  
    Service support        

Hygienic sanitary utilities   
3.22 

 
7.20% 

   0.652  
 

0.798 
Hygienic canteen food    0.573 
ATM /Gym    0.552 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

Exploratory factor analysis was used. The major function of  this technique is to summarize the data 
collected in a large number of  original items into a compact set of  new factors (Hair, Black, Babin, & 
Anderson, 2014, p.94). Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of  Sampling Adequacy .834 is significant, Bart-
lett’s test of  sphericity was also significant (p<.001). All the items with factor score more than 0.50 
loaded clearly on different factors (See Table5).The factor scores less than 0.50 were suppressed and 
varimax rotation was performed to get a clearer view of  the factors. Specifically, all individual item 
factor loading for their respective components were above the value of  0.5 (Bagozzi & Baumgartner, 
1994; Clark & Watson, 1995), which range from, 0.531 to 0.733 in Table 4. The factors converged in 
six iterations. Eigen values for ACS, TES, SOS, and SES were 8.38, 6.55, 5.67, and 3.22 respectively 
and the total % variance explained was 24.54, 15.25, 13.67, and 7.20 respectively. The constructs were 
found to be reasonably distinct from each other. Pearson correlation coefficients among the study 
variables were calculated using SPSS and were found to be significant. The reliability coefficients – 
Cronbach’s alpha values for each scale were also more than 0.70, which shows the questionnaire had 
internal consistency (Muijs, 2011). 
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Table 5: KMO and Bartlett’s Test 

KMO and Bartlett’s Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of  Sampling Adequacy .834 

Bartlett’s Test of  Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 7663.211 

df 276 

Sig. .000 

 

The purpose of  regression analysis is to relate the dependent variable to a set of  independent varia-
bles. In the correlation, the relationship between two variables is computed; these variables could be 
independent or dependent. Correlation does not take into account the effect of  the other variables, 
which may be contributing to this relationship. However, regression analysis partials out the effect of  
other variables and only a significant relationship of  the independent variable with the dependent 
variable emerge. The collinearity statistics include the tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) 
that depicts the degree of  interrelation among independent variables and the inflation of  variances in 
the regression coefficients due to interrelation among independent variables respectively. The toler-
ance index should be greater than .2, and the VIF index should be less than 10 (Field, 2009). The 
tolerance index is .346, and the VIF index is .461, which reveals the absence of  multicollinearity 
among the items. 

Table 6: Multiple regression analysis for state university students 

Dependent 
Variable 

Independent  
Variable 

Standardized 
Coefficients 
       (Beta) 

 
t 

 
Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Toler-
ance 

VIF 

 
Student  
Satisfaction 

Academic support 
Technology support     
Social support       
Service support 

0.374 
0.231 
0.188 
0.275 

4.524 
3.063 
2.621 
3.458 

0.032** 
0.041** 
0.000** 
0.021** 

0.346 
0.349 
0.325 
0.268 

0.461 
0.480 
0.463 
0.403 

   R Square 
Adjusted R2 
Sig. F Change 

0.607 
0.572 
0.000** 

** Significant at .05 level 

It is seen from Table 6 that the regression coefficient for technology, social, academic and service 
supportare all statistically significant. Additionally, we find that academic support has the greatest 
impact on student satisfaction (β = 0.374). The data also indicates that service support is the second 
most important element in predicting student satisfaction levels (β = 0.275). Whereas, technology 
support and social support show less impact on student satisfaction compared with academic and 
service support. Since all the p-values are less than (0.05), it shows a statistically significant impact 
between the variables at a 95% confidence level. The regression model achieves a good degree of  fit, 
as reflected by (Adj. R2 = 0.57), which asserted that 57% of  the variation in overall student satisfac-
tion was explained by the state university students.  
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Table 7: Multiple regression analysis for private university students 
Dependent 
Variable 

Independent  
Variable 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

(Beta) 

 
t 

 
Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Toler-
ance 

VIF 

 
Student  
Satisfaction 

Academic support 
Technology support     
Social support 
Service support 

0.328 
0.411 
0.181 
0.193 

4.430 
5.740 
2.570 
3.257 

0.037** 
0.000** 
0.011** 
0.001** 

0.351 
0.369 
0.384 
0.275 

0.481 
0.457 
0.483 
0.459 

   R Square 
Adjusted  R2 
Sig. F Change 

0.480 
0.467 
0.000** 

** Significant at .05 level 

It is seen from Table 7 that the regression coefficient for technology, social, academic and service 
support are all statistically significant. Additionally, we find that technology support has the greatest 
impact on student satisfaction (β = 0.411). The data also indicates that academic support is the sec-
ond most important element in predicting student satisfaction levels (β = 0.328). Whereas, social 
support and service support show less impact on student satisfaction compared with academic and 
technology support. Since all the p-value is less than (0.05), it shows a statistically significant impact 
between the variables at a 95% confidence level. The regression model achieves a good degree of  fit, 
as reflected by (Adj. R2 = 0.47), which asserted that 47% of  the variation in overall student satisfac-
tion was explained by the private university students.  

Thus, our hypotheses technology support, social support, academic support, and service support are 
positively and significantly related to student satisfaction were supported.  

DISCUSSION 
The purpose of  this study was to investigate the relationship between various facets of  institutional 
support with student satisfaction in both state and private universities. The results indicated that the 
institutional support dimensions – technology support, academic support, social support, and service 
support –are statistically positively related to student satisfaction in both state and private universities.  

H1 has proved that academic support variable positively and significantly affects student satisfaction 
in both state and private universities. This hypothesis was supported in our findings. In state universi-
ties, the result indicated that the mean score of  academic support was higher than other variables of  
institutional support. This result clearly shows that state university students have high academic sup-
port, which indicates a high level of  motivation and skills to enhance academic output, which in turn 
increases student satisfaction. The study supports the work by Smayling and Millers (2012) that aca-
demic support leads to enhanced skills, ability, and academic output andfound a positive relationship 
with student satisfaction. Chambel and Curral (2005) found that the level of  satisfaction has a direct 
impact on student performance, which increases through satisfaction and mediates the relationship 
between academic work and performance. Having financial assistance for students to attend national 
and international conferences, workshops, courses to learn foreign language, campus placement ac-
tivities and industrial visit /guest lecturers for practical exposure and industrial training develops trust 
in students that leads to higher student satisfaction. Foreign language courses offering on the campus 
have a significant influence on student satisfaction (Ozudogru & Hismanoglu, 2016).  

The investigation of  H2 has evidenced that technology support variable positively and significantly 
affects student satisfaction in both state and private universities. This hypothesis was supported in 
our findings. In private universities, results indicated that the mean score of  technology support was 
scored higher compared to other variables of  institutional support. These findings are in line with 
Suleimen (2019) that information and communication technology has a positive effect on student 
learning and should be included in classroom instruction. Using technology enables people to inter-
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act with each other and exchange ideas, research independently, adapt to new situations and take 
ownership of  their learning (Miller, 2003). The current research finding supports the results of  Al-
Azawei (2019) quality and experience antecedents on technology use and learner satisfaction and as-
sociation between technology use and learner satisfaction. These results clearly show that private uni-
versity students have high technology support, which indicates they are more satisfied in digital affili-
ation, e-classrooms and learning which in turn increase student satisfaction. 

H3 has established that social support variable positively and significantly affects student satisfaction 
in both state and private universities. This hypothesis was supported in our findings. Students from 
both the universities scored social support lower compared to other variables. This shows that stu-
dents are not satisfied with the social support provided by both state and private universities. From 
the above results, we can say that educational institute management has to pay sincere attention and 
focus to provide cohesive social support, which has a significant impact on student satisfaction. This 
statement, supported by Awang, Kutty, & Ahmad (2014), perceived social support and well-being are 
related to student satisfaction. Duru’s (2007) findings revealed that the level of  individual life satisfac-
tion is positively affected by social support. Social support, from either peers or family members, is 
related to increased well-being and academic performance (Hirsch & Barton, 2011; Pluut, Curşeu, 
&Ilies, 2015). This indicates that social support plays a vital role in explaining not only the level of  
satisfaction but also its impact on the life satisfaction of  students in both state and private university. 
These lines are in support of  Ozben (2013) that higher levels of  satisfaction among students exist 
when a campus environment has a strong social life. To support students in their new campus envi-
ronment, higher educational institutions must come forward to implement useful strategies and pro-
grams that promote social support among the students.  

H4 has confirmed that the service support variable positively and significantly affects student satis-
faction in both state and private universities. This hypothesis was supported in our findings. Previous 
studies have shown that student perception towards institutional support has a positive significant 
effect on student satisfaction (Clemes, Gan, Kao, & Choong, 2008). Thus, it can be explained that 
the university providing clean and hygienic washrooms, sanitary utilities, and other related service 
support makes a student more comfortable and happy with the campus environment. Consequently, 
canteen food and facilities like dispensary center, ATM and gym on campus developed a sense of  
belongingness towards one’s institution that led to higher student satisfaction. 

Thus, student satisfaction increases when there is an increase in institutional support. State universi-
ties with their legacy of  more than six decades have senior faculty, active participation, intervention 
with the government policymakers and education accreditation agencies, and positive bilateral dia-
logue with the industry interface which enriches the academic environment of  state universities in 
success. Private universities scored significantly higher in technology support compared to state uni-
versities is due to their state-of-the-art facilities, advanced technological labs, free Wi-Fi, and access to 
technological tools and instruments add as a unique selling point. 

Technical advancements, faculty interactions, soft skills training, placement related activities and 
management support build confidence and a sense of  belongingness about the university which in 
turn develops greater satisfaction in students. Digitalization, foreign language courses, hygienic envi-
ronment, academic recognition, and financial assistance for academic excellence to attend interna-
tional and national conferences leads to enhance the student satisfaction. These factors enable stu-
dents to bond more with the campus environment and develop trust towards university, which auto-
matically widens the level of  satisfaction. Hence, there is a positive relationship exists between insti-
tutional support and student satisfaction in both state and private university students, but compara-
tively state university students are more satisfied with institutional support than private university 
students. 

As such, universities need to keep an eye out for students who may otherwise fall through the 
cracks of  the higher education system, so that they may help them navigate the process of  gaining 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11469-018-9972-y#CR32


Technology Support, Social Support, Academic Support, Service Support, and Student Satisfaction 

562 

access to any institutional support they may need to achieve their potential in higher education. 
The above findings make it clear that many higher education students with institutional support 
would benefit from additional support from their institutions of  higher education in academic, 
social, technology, and service domains. Such support could go a long way in helping students to 
become fully integrated into their campus environment and succeed while enrolled in higher edu-
cation. Additional data collection efforts to increase the sample size and different geographical 
samples are needed to improve the interpretation of  these findings and are currently in progress. 
Moreover, the perspectives of  parents, stakeholders, and policymakers both within and outside the 
higher education settings present important areas in need of  further exploration. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 
The findings of  the study have contributed to the body of  knowledge that might help to realize the 
current condition of  university higher education and to understand the challenges that academicprac-
titionersare facing to satisfy students’ needs. This knowledge has some implications for the policy-
makers and administrators, and stakeholders in the university. In addition, the limitation of  the cur-
rent study in some respects does not allow generalizing the findings to the whole population of  In-
dia, although the results of  the study may apply to all state and private universities in India. The 
changing social and demographic drift of  higher education institutions also increases the competitive 
demand and needs of  student in the sphere of  Indian higher education institutions. These changes 
can be accomplished through understanding the expectations of  students and their significance 
placed by them on campus. The present study acknowledged that student perception about the cam-
pus environment regarding institutional support is a key antecedent to student satisfaction, which 
conveys that institutional support is an important component. 

Secondly, stakeholders can use this finding for designing and developing a support system for stu-
dents in their formative and summative assessments and select the best feedback strategies for their 
enhancement of  satisfaction level. In addition, the results of  the current study indicate that to satisfy 
talented and skilled students, educational institutions need to use institutional support factors to en-
hance the level of  satisfaction. Therefore, higher educational institutions management may consider 
how these essential factors can influence the institutional support in enhancing student satisfaction. 
The major contribution of  the current study to the student satisfaction literature is that the outcome 
suggests the differential effects of  institutional support dimensions on student satisfaction. The find-
ings of  this study are important in both the theory and methodology of  measuring student satisfac-
tion. The current study presents a most recent effort and useful insights on the multifaceted nature 
of  the institutional support in students in universities. 

LIMITATION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
Although this study has provided some interesting findings for universities about how student per-
ception of  their campus environment leads to their enhancement of  satisfaction, there are still some 
limitations of  this research. Primary, this research is conducted in only two universities with the same 
geographic area so the findings may differ if  the sample is altered. Subsequent, this study was con-
ducted at a single point of  time so the findings also may change if  the study was conducted at some 
other point in time. Further, the fact that the study is cross-sectional may suffer from some assump-
tions, which can be overcome in a longitudinal study. Due to the limitation of  this research, we rec-
ommend conducting further research in terms of  a longitudinal study with different geographic areas 
and samples. Therefore, this research also recommends exploring other potential variables, which 
affect student satisfaction.   

CONCLUSION 
The purpose of  the study was to investigate the influence of  technology support, social support, 
academic support, and service support on student satisfaction in private and state universities. The 
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findings of  this research identified a significant relationship between institutional support dimensions 
and student satisfaction in state and private university in central India. This could imply that institu-
tional support can increase the level of  satisfaction in contemporary higher education. Therefore, 
these factors should be pursued to offer more practical and interesting educational services. Second, 
this research indicates that stakeholders such as administrators, faculty members, and support per-
sonnel should be careful to include institutional support factors that are the determinants of  student 
satisfaction and benefits for university growth and development. The significant influence of  the 
dimensions investigated here could help shape strategies and approaches to enhancing student satis-
faction implementation in educational institutions. 
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APPENDIX: THE RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Sr. 
No. 

 
STATEMENT 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Unde-
cided 

Disa-
gree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1.  My Institute provides free access to Online jour-
nals on campus to study. 

     

2.  My Institute has a virtual classroom for broad-
casting academic innovative documentaries 

     

3.  My Institute has a dynamic website to view/ 
share academic events, Notifications, news up-
dates, and announcements. 

     

4.  I feel a biometric machine is essential for main-
taining students’ attendance. 

     

5.  My Institute provides financial assistance for 
students to attend national and international 
conferences, workshops, and academic events. 

     

6.  My Institute offers a course to learn a foreign 
language. 

     

7.  Students are encouraged to take initiative in 
sports, technical and other extracurricular activi-
ties. 

     

8.  My Institute encourages students by giving re-
wards, recognition, and meritorious scholarship 
for excellence in academics. 

     

9.  My Institute provides a placement related /soft 
skills training program to enhance technical and 
personnel skills. 

     

10.  Campus placement activities are well planned 
here. 
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Sr. 
No. 

 
STATEMENT 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Unde-
cided 

Disa-
gree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

11.  My institute provides local industrial visit /guest 
lecturers for practical exposure and industrial 
training. 

     

12.  The laboratories are well equipped and main-
tained in my college. 

     

13.  My college has a high degree of team spirit 
among the students. 

     

14.  There is high interdepartmental collaboration in 
my institution. 

     

15.  My institute provides GATE coaching classes for 
higher studies. 

     

16.  I feel college washrooms and sanitary utilities are 
clean and hygienic 

     

17.  The canteen food is good and hygienic.      

18.  I feel happy to send or recommend my siblings 
or relatives to this college to study. 

     

19.  My college communicates regularly with my par-
ents related to academic performance & personal 
well-being. 

     

20.  My institute has facilities like (Dispensary cen-
ter/ATM /Gym).  

     

21.  Overall, my experience is satisfactory in this col-
lege. 
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