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Global, political, economic, cultural and social developments have enforced changes in higher 

education which inevitably lead to changing expectations of students entering higher education. 

Student satisfaction is an important measure of service quality in institutes. The assessment of 

service quality provides an important feedback for the institutes to assess and improve its service 

to students pursuing higher education. The aim of this study is to compare student satisfaction in 

Autonomous and Non- Autonomous Institutes. A self designed questionnaire to measure the 

service quality of Autonomous and Non- Autonomous Institutes was used with the sample size of 

100 students. The present study provides insights to the researchers and academicians who wish 

to study student satisfaction along with service quality of Institutes. This paper suggests ongoing 

developments in academic institutes and their provision in order to improve student satisfaction 

and service quality in educational institutes.   
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Knowledge is the driving force in the rapidly changing globalised economy and society. Quantity 

and quality of highly specialized human resources determine their competence in the global 

market. Institutions for  higher education are increasingly realizing that they are part of the 

service industry and are putting greater emphasis on student satisfaction as they face many 

competitive pressures. Number of higher education institutions and the number of students 

enrolled have tremendously increased which is growing many folds, as the benefits of earning a 

college degree become more evident, especially in the business and high tech sectors. Higher 

learning institutions are also considering this as a business like service industry where objective 

is to satisfy customers in order to retain and increase profit. Likewise satisfying admitted 

students are important for the institutions existence, trying to meet the needs of this ever-

increasing number of students as well as the quality they are demanding at this level of education 

(DeShields et al., 2005).  

 

The sustainability and the success of these institutions are highly dependent on the student 

satisfaction and this satisfaction helps the institutions to find out their strengths and the areas 

where they need improvement. Student satisfaction is not merely dependent on the teaching 

assessments, but a deep analysis should be there to find out all the factors that contribute to the 

student satisfaction. The rapid expansion of colleges and universities, significant increases in 

college education costs combined with demographic shifts in the population may force colleges 

to think differently about the role of student satisfaction for their survival (Kotler and Fox, 

1995).  

 

Even though the successful completion and enhancement of students’ education are the reasons 

for the existence of higher educational institutions, college administrators tend to focus 

disproportionately more time on programs for attracting and admitting students rather than 

enrolment management. Similar to the importance of satisfying customers to retain them for 

profit-making institutions, satisfying the admitted students is also important for retention. On the 

one hand, student satisfaction has been related to recruitment and retention and academic success 

(Athiyaman, 1997; Elliott and Healy, 2001; DeShields et al., 2005; and Helgesen andNesset, 
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2007) which has led university administrators to pay great attention to those factors that help 

them to more effectively attract students and create a supportive learning environment. 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

Autonomy has also been defined as a capacity or behaviour, as learner responsibility or learner 

control, as a psychological phenomenon or political notion, and as a developmental skill that 

depends on teacher autonomy (Benson, 2001). Most researchers agree, however, that 

autonomous learners know the purpose for their learning, accept responsibility for it, set their 

own goals, initiate their learning activities, and are involved in the on-going revision and 

evaluation of their work (Holec, 1981 and Little, 1991). Holistically, learner autonomy can be 

viewed as a combination of cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and social dimensions of 

language learning that are in constant interaction with one another (Little, 2001; Benson, 2001; 

and La Ganza, 2001, 2004). 

 

Kotler et.al (1995) revealed that the most students are satisfied with their academic programs but 

less satisfied with support services such as academic advising and career counselling. Athiyaman 

(1997) noted that negative disconfirmation of a student’s expectations produces short-term 

dissatisfaction focused on a specific transaction or experience (e.g., a bad class, an unpleasant 

exchange with a staff member or a classmate), and that dissatisfaction leads to attitudes and 

behaviours that are different from those derived from satisfaction. Bernstein et al., (1979) 

suggested that product service failures will generally be attributed to external causes, i.e., the 

student might blame the professor, the university or the fellow student, while positive 

disconfirmations have a higher likelihood to be attributed to the self (i.e., I worked harder, I 

made a smart choice, or I am able to take it to the next level). On the one hand, positive 

satisfaction is expected to be associated with self confidence in the short-term and only with 

perceived quality if positive satisfaction is prolonged, pervasive, and sustained.  

 

Aldridge et al., (1998) revealed that dissatisfaction with one incident leads to dissonance and to 

complaints, while dissatisfaction with repeated incidents leads to disconfirmation (change of 

expectations and perceived quality), to disaffection and to withdrawal. Ratelle et al., (2007) 
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investigated students' profiles regarding autonomous, controlled, and a motivated regulation and 

tested whether profile groups differed on some academic adjustment outcomes. Studies revealed 

3 profiles: (a) students with high levels of both controlled motivation and amotivation but low 

levels of autonomous motivation, (b) students with high levels of both controlled and 

autonomous motivation but low levels of amotivation, and (c) students with moderate levels of 

both autonomous and controlled motivations but low levels of amotivation. The study also 

revealed that students in the high autonomous/high controlled group reported the highest degree 

of academic adjustment. Third study performed on college students revealed 3 profiles: (a) 

students with high levels of autonomous motivations but low levels of controlled motivation and 

a motivation, (b) students with high levels of both autonomous and controlled motivation but low 

levels of a motivation, and (c) students with low to moderate levels of the various motivational 

components. 

 

OBJECTIVE 

 To compare the student satisfaction of autonomous institutions and non-autonomous 

institutions. 

 

HYPOTHESIS 

 

Following hypotheses have been framed for the purpose of the study 

H0: There is no significant difference between the satisfaction level of autonomous institute 

students and non-autonomous institute students. 

H1: There is significant difference between the satisfaction level of autonomous institute students 

and non-autonomous institute students. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

The Study: The present study is an exploratory study and is based on primary data.  

 

The Sample: In the present study, convenience sampling method has been used. The 

questionnaire has been distributed to 100 respondents (students) of autonomous and non-

autonomous institute. 
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Tools for Data Collection: A self designed structured questionnaire has been used to measure 

satisfaction level among students of autonomous institutes and non-autonomous institute in 

Indore city. The questionnaire was on 5-point Likert Scale, where 1 indicated high level of 

dissatisfaction and 5 indicated high level of satisfaction, consisting of 23 items has been used.  

 

Tools for Data Analysis: Z-test and mean has been used to compare the satisfaction level 

between students of autonomous and non-autonomous institutes. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

Z-test has been applied to check whether there is significant difference between the student 

satisfaction of autonomous and non-autonomous institute. Table-1 and Table-2 reveal result of 

Z- test. 

 

The calculated value of Z is 2.0054 which is greater than the standard value i.e. 1.96 at 5percent 

level of significance. It shows that there is a significant difference between the student 

satisfaction in autonomous and non-autonomous institutes. 

 

Z cal (2.0054) > Z std (1.96) 

 

Thus, H0 is rejected, and it indicates that students of autonomous institutes are more satisfied as 

compared to non-autonomous institutes. The reason could be the timely examination conducted, 

evaluation process adopted and overall system followed by the Autonomous Institutes. 

 

CONCLUSION  

 

From the mean scores of autonomous and non-autonomous institutes, it can be said that student 

of autonomous institutes are more satisfied as compared to non-autonomous institutes. The 

reason could be that autonomous institutions are rated and recognized with respect to faculty, 

facilities, curricula and academic program, and administrative system. The autonomy used to 

control examinations, admission process and deciding fee structure also leads to difference in 

satisfaction level of students among these institutes. In autonomous institutes, students are 

assured of good education and training due to availability of competent people, program and 
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process. Autonomous institutes have a greater responsibility and hence, the institutions always 

remain sensitive and alert to take care of the needs of students. They also offer flexibility in 

academic curricula and hence, there lies a scope to effect quick changes in teaching methodology 

and training students to the latest developments. In autonomous institutions, a continuous 

evaluation system promotes effective learning as the students remain generally more focused on 

their academics on a regular basis. In autonomous institutions, a lot of focus is given to 

continuous commitment to institutional image building in order to improve student placement. 
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Table-1 

Institute Mean 

Autonomous 85.65 

Non-Autonomous  79.99 

 

Table-2 

S Value 14.0974 

Z Value 2.0054 

 


