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In an increasingly competitive higher education (HE) environment,
fostering student loyalty is critical for institutional success. This study
examines the effect of student engagement (SE) on student loyalty (SL),
with student satisfaction (SS) as a mediator, in public and private
universities in Pakistan. Grounded in Expectation Confirmation Theory
(ECT) and the Stimulus—Organism—Response (S-O-R) model, the study
addresses an empirical gap by investigating how engagement translates
into loyalty through satisfaction. A quantitative, cross-sectional survey
was conducted among final-year undergraduate and postgraduate
students from multiple universities. Structural equation modeling was
employed to test four hypotheses assessing direct and mediated
relationships among SE, SS, and SL. The findings indicate that SE does
not directly influence SL but exerts a significant indirect effect through
SS, confirming satisfaction as a critical explanatory mechanism. These
results underscore the importance of aligning engagement initiatives
with student expectations to enhance satisfaction and foster loyalty. The
study’s limitations include its cross-sectional design and the use of
multistage sampling—random selection of universities followed by
convenience  sampling of respondents—which may limit
generalizability. Additionally, focusing on final-year students may not
capture engagement and satisfaction dynamics across the full academic
lifecycle. Future research should adopt longitudinal designs, include
broader student cohorts, and conduct cross-cultural comparisons.
Overall, this study contributes to theory and practice by integrating ECT
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and the S-O-R model and by providing empirical evidence from an
emerging HE context.

Introduction

In today’s increasingly competitive and student-centered higher education (HE)
landscape, fostering student loyalty (SL) has become a strategic imperative, especially for
universities in developing countries. SL—reflected in continued enrollment, positive word-of-
mouth, and post-graduation engagement—contributes to institutional sustainability, funding,
and reputation (Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Oplatka & Hemsley-Brown, 2021). As global
ranking frameworks increasingly emphasize student-centered indicators such as engagement
and satisfaction, higher education institutions (HEIs) must understand the antecedents of SL to
ensure long-term success (Kahu, 2013).

Among the key drivers of SL, student engagement (SE) and student satisfaction (SS) have been
widely recognized (Elliott & Shin, 2002; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004). SE, a
multidimensional construct encompassing students’ academic and co-curricular involvement,
enhances learning outcomes and institutional attachment (Kuh, 2003; Trowler, 2010). SS, in
contrast, emerges from students’ evaluation of their academic experience, including teaching
quality, faculty interaction, infrastructure, and support services. It plays a critical role in shaping
students’ future loyalty behaviors (Alves & Raposo, 2007; Thomas & Galambos, 2004).
Several international studies have affirmed the positive associations among SE, SS, and SL
(Carmen-Herrera, Villanueva-Quispe, & Millones-Liza, 2025; Webber, Krylow, & Zhang,
2013). However, these studies often examine SE and SS as independent predictors of SL,
overlooking their potential interrelationships.

In developing nations like Pakistan, research on student-centered outcomes remains fragmented
and underexplored. Pakistan’s HE sector comprises 262 universities serving over 1.9 million
students (HEC, 2025). The sector faces multiple challenges including limited quality culture,
inconsistent implementation of accreditation and quality management system (QMS) standards,
resource constraints, and outdated pedagogical practices (M. Ali, Amir, & Ahmed, 2024; Igbal,
2024; Jabeen, Hassan, & Akmal, 2023). Within this context, promoting SL is critical for
institutional resilience. Challenges such as overcrowded classrooms, insufficient faculty
support, inadequate student services, and weak alumni engagement further complicate retention
and institutional reputation (Butt & Rehman, 2010; Ikram & Kenayathulla, 2023; Igbal, Azlan,
Allumi, & Abbas, 2025).

Existing research in Pakistan has primarily focused on service quality and overall satisfaction
(Khan & Matlay, 2009; Saleem, Moosa, Imam, & Khan, 2017), with limited attention to SE as
a multidimensional construct and SL as a distinct behavioral outcome. Moreover, limited
research has explored whether SS serves as a mediating factor in the relationship between SE
and SL, despite increasing evidence supporting its potential role in fostering loyalty (Nguyen,
Vu, Saleem, & Yaseen, 2024). Given the persistent challenges in academic and co-curricular
environments—such as limited student-faculty interaction and insufficient campus engagement
opportunities—there is a need to investigate how engagement translates into loyalty through
satisfaction (Zafar & Nausheen, 2022; Zulfqar, Hussain, & Tufail, 2024).

This study seeks to bridge existing empirical and contextual gaps by testing a mediation model
wherein SS mediates the association between SE and SL. This study is theoretically
underpinned by “Expectation Confirmation Theory” (ECT) and the “Stimulus-Organism-
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Response” (S-O-R) model, which jointly offer a comprehensive lens for examining the
psychological and behavioral processes that connect SE, SS, and SL. Additionally, the study
provides actionable insights for university administrators seeking to enrich student experiences,
strengthen retention strategies, and cultivate sustained institutional loyalty. Accordingly, three
research questions (RQs) have been formulated, as outlined below:

RQ1: What is the effect of student engagement on student satisfaction and student loyalty?
RQ2: How does student satisfaction affect student loyalty?

RQ3: Does student satisfaction explain the link between student engagement and student
loyalty?

The rest of the article presents a review of pertinent studies on SE, SS, and SL, followed by
research design, including sampling and analytical procedures. Next, the statistical findings are
reported, with a focus on mediation analysis. The results are then interpreted with prior research
and the Pakistani HE context. Finally, the article concludes by summarizing key contributions,
acknowledging limitations, and proposing directions for future research.

Literature Review

Student Loyalty

Loyalty, a well-established concept in marketing and service literature, reflects
favorable attitudes and behavioral intentions, typically expressed through repeat patronage and
positive word-of-mouth (Oliver, 1999). In HE, SL refers to a sustained emotional and
behavioral commitment to an institution, demonstrated through continued enrollment,
advocacy, and alumni involvement (Helgesen & Nesset, 2007). It is increasingly viewed as a
strategic indicator of institutional success, particularly amid rising competition, funding
constraints, and student mobility (Alves & Raposo, 2007; Helgesen & Nesset, 2007). Loyal
students often support alumni initiatives, contribute philanthropically, and enhance institutional
reputation (Hennig-Thurau, Langer, & Hansen, 2001). In Pakistan’s HE context—marked by
quality disparities and structural diversity—SL is essential for student retention and long-term
sustainability (M. Ali et al., 2024; Rahman, Manzoor, Yasmin, Yaqub, & Ali, 2024). Prior
studies have identified SS, SE, perceived service quality, and institutional image as key
predictors of SL (Alves & Raposo, 2010; Annamdevula & Bellamkonda, 2016; Tariq, Khan,
Hussainy, & Tariq, 2020). Evidence shows that students who are both satisfied and engaged
tend to demonstrate greater loyalty and actively endorse their institutions (Carmen-Herrera et
al., 2025; Nguyen et al., 2024). However, research in Pakistan has primarily focused on SS and
service quality, with limited emphasis on SL as a distinct outcome (Khan & Matlay, 2009).
Notably, the mediating role of SS between SE and SL is still not well studied. This study
examines how SE indirectly affects SL through SS in Pakistan.

Student Satisfaction

SS is a multifaceted construct shaped by institutional context, academic discipline, and
student expectations (Elliott & Shin, 2002). In HE, it reflects the extent to which academic and
social needs are fulfilled through educational experiences. As a key performance indicator, SS
1s associated with improved learning outcomes, higher retention, positive word-of-mouth, and
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long-term SL (Alves & Raposo, 2007; Elliott & Shin, 2002). It also represents perceived value
and influences re-enrollment, engagement, and advocacy behaviors. In increasingly market-
driven HE systems—especially in developing countries—SS has become central to institutional
quality and student-focused strategies (Douglas, McClelland, & Davies, 2008). In Pakistan,
where HE expansion has outpaced quality improvement, achieving SS remains challenging.
Persistent issues include overcrowded classrooms, outdated curricula, limited faculty
interaction, inadequate infrastructure, weak QA mechanisms, poor quality culture, and
substandard academic and support services (Albaroudi & Igbal, 2025; Butt & Rehman, 2010;
Igbal, Taib, & Razalli, 2023). Despite greater access to HE, disparities between public and
private institutions remain significant. Studies confirm that students in Pakistan frequently
report low SS due to insufficient academic support and limited SE (Ikram & Kenayathulla,
2023). While existing literature has addressed service quality and general satisfaction, few
studies have conceptualized SS as a mediator linking SE to SL. For example, factors like
infrastructure and faculty competence are often explored, but limited focus has been given to
how restricted student involvement in institutional decision-making weakens this mediating
mechanism (Saleem et al., 2017). This study aims to fill the gap by investigating the effect of
SE on SL, with SS serving as a mediating variable.

Student Engagement

SE is a key determinant of academic success, institutional performance, and SL in HE.
It encompasses students’ cognitive, emotional, and behavioral investment in academic and co-
curricular activities, such as classroom participation, assignment completion, faculty
interaction, and campus involvement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Kuh, 2003). While “involvement”
denotes participation, SE reflects a deeper psychological and moral commitment (Berhanu &
Sewagegn, 2024). SE is widely recognized as a multidimensional construct encompassing
“behavioral, emotional, and cognitive” dimensions (Fredricks, Reschly, & Christenson, 2019).
Consistently, Astin (1984) describes SE as the investment of both “physical and psychological”
energy in learning activities. Engaged students tend to display motivation, curiosity, and
initiative, contributing to improved SS and long-term SL (Trowler, 2010; Wong & Liem, 2022).
In this study, SE includes both academic and co-curricular dimensions. Academic SE involves
active learning, class attendance, and timely submission of tasks, while co-curricular SE entails
participation in student organizations, peer-led initiatives, and institutional events (Zulfqar et
al., 2024). Globally, SE is linked to student development and institutional competitiveness, but
it remains underutilized in developing systems. In Pakistan, emphasis on access and
infrastructure has overshadowed efforts to enhance SE. Didactic pedagogy, overcrowded
classrooms, limited faculty interaction, and few extracurricular offerings reduce SE (Jabeen et
al., 2023; Zafar & Nausheen, 2022). Although international research highlights strong links
among SE, SS, and SL (Kahu, 2013; Webber et al., 2013), these relationships are underexplored
in Pakistan. This study addresses the gap by investigating how SE affects SL through the
mediating role of SS in both public and private universities.

Development of Hypotheses

Student Engagement and Student Loyalty

SE is recognized as a key factor influencing SL, with evidence suggesting that active
participation in learning and campus life fosters long-term emotional and behavioral attachment
to the institution. However, empirical evidence on the SE-SL relationship is limited, with only
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one study reporting a significant effect (Kankhuni, Ngwira, Sepula, & Kapute, 2023). Most
research has focused on other predictors—such as service quality, campus image, teaching,
support systems, and academic facilities—without explicitly including SE, often in limited
regional contexts (Ahmad et al., 2021; Chandra, Hafni, Chandra, Purwati, & Chandra, 2019,
Fakhrudin, 2023; Fatima & Khero, 2019). A recent review further highlighted the need for
studies examining SE—SL linkages across diverse institutional settings (Tahir & Fatima, 2023).
Based on these gaps, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: SE has a significant positive effect on SL.

Student Engagement and Student Satisfaction

SE, encompassing students’ active participation in academic and extracurricular
activities, is widely recognized as a key determinant of SS in HE. Engaged students tend to
exhibit higher motivation, enthusiasm, and commitment, leading to more meaningful and
fulfilling academic experiences. Prior studies examining the relationship between SE and SS in
educational contexts report mixed findings. While some research identifies a positive
association between SE and SS in HE (Howson & Matos, 2021; Muzammil, Sutawijaya, &
Harsasi, 2020; Satuti, Sunaryanto, & Nuris, 2020), others find no significant relationship
(Kankhuni et al., 2023). Additionally, several studies on SS have omitted SE as a predictive
factor, instead emphasizing determinants such as service quality and institutional image,
thereby revealing a conceptual gap in the literature (Chandra et al., 2019). In Pakistan, research
has primarily emphasized institutional and instructional aspects. Butt and Rehman (2010)
identified teacher expertise, course offerings, classroom facilities, and the learning environment
as major contributors to SS, but excluded SE. Similarly, Ikram and Kenayathulla (2023)
concentrated on instructional inputs and institutional support in private universities, yet their
study did not consider the contribution of SE. These omissions highlight a research gap
regarding the influence of SE on SS in the Pakistani HE context. Considering the sector’s
expansion and the increasing emphasis on student-centered practices, this study seeks to
examine how SE impacts SS. To address this gap, the following hypothesis is formulated:

H2: SE has a significant positive effect on SS.

Student Satisfaction and Student Loyalty

SS is widely recognized as a key determinant of post-enrollment behaviors such as SL,
advocacy, and continued institutional affiliation. It reflects a cumulative evaluation of academic
and non-academic experiences, including teaching quality, learning resources, administrative
support, and campus services. From a student-centered perspective, higher SS often leads to
stronger emotional attachment, increased willingness to recommend the institution, and greater
long-term engagement (Alves & Raposo, 2007; Douglas et al., 2008). In Pakistan, where HE is
rapidly expanding amid quality and resource constraints, understanding the SS—SL link is
increasingly important. A recent study revealed that SS fully mediates the connection between
brand image and SL in public universities (Rahman et al., 2024). In Bangladesh, SS
significantly influenced SL, with contributing factors including SE and institutional image
(Osman, Joarder, Hoque, & Jakowan, 2024). Likewise, research in Riau Province, Indonesia,
showed that service quality and university image positively impacted both SS and SL (Chandra
et al., 2019). However, these studies largely treated SS and SL as outcomes of institutional
factors, with limited exploration of SS as a direct antecedent of SL. This gap is particularly
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relevant in Pakistan’s context. To fill this gap, the present research explores the direct and
indirect influences of SS on SL. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is advanced:

H3: SS has a significant positive effect on SL.

Student Satisfaction as a Mediator

SS has been widely examined as a mediating variable in HE. However, limited empirical
work has explored its mediating role between SE and SL. For instance, a study in Vietnam
found that service quality significantly influenced sustainability practices, SS, and SL, with SS
mediating the service quality—SL link (Doan, 2021). Similarly, research in Malaysian private
universities showed that SS fully mediated the effect of academic facilities and partially
mediated the effect of support systems on SL (Ahmad et al., 2021). Both studies emphasized
institutional factors and excluded SE, limiting their generalizability to the Pakistani context.
Studies in Yemen and Indonesia supported SS as a mediator between service quality and SL
but did not consider SE (Fakhrudin, 2023; Qasem & Bahafi, 2024). In Australia, SS and trust
mediated effects in relation to perceived service quality and brand performance, but SL was not
examined as an outcome (Sultan & Wong, 2019). In Bangladesh, SS predicted institutional
image, but mediation was not supported (Kalam & Hossain, 2023). In Pakistan, SS has been
studied in relation to brand image and SL, with minimal attention to SE as a predictor (Rahman
et al., 2024; Saleem et al., 2017). To bridge this gap, the ensuing hypothesis is formulated:

H4: SS significantly mediates the relationship between SE and SL.

Theoretical Framework

This study examines the impact of SE on SL, considering SS as a mediating factor,
within the context of Pakistan’s HE sector. It is grounded in two theoretical perspectives:
“Expectation Confirmation Theory” (ECT) and the “Stimulus—Organism—Response” (S-O-R)
framework. According to ECT (Oliver, 1980), individuals develop expectations prior to
engaging in a service and subsequently assess actual performance against these expectations.
Satisfaction is achieved when perceived performance aligns with or surpasses expectations,
whereas dissatisfaction occurs when it falls below them (Greeshma, Vijay, & Kumar, 2025;
Oliver, 1980). Within HE, ECT provides a cognitive lens to understand how alignment between
students’ expectations and academic experiences influences SS, which may subsequently affect
SL. Complementing this, the S-O-R model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) explains how
environmental stimuli (S) triggers internal affective and cognitive states (O), leading to
behavioral responses (R). In this framework, SE functions as the external stimulus influencing
students’ internal evaluations (SS), which in turn shape their behavioral intentions (SL). This
model has been widely applied in education to explore how engagement-related factors impact
student outcomes (Hochreiter, Benedetto, & Loesch, 2023). By integrating ECT and the S-O-
R model, this study captures both cognitive evaluations and emotional-behavioral processes to
explain the SE-SS—SL relationship. While previous studies have emphasized service quality or
institutional image, few have positioned SE as a primary antecedent of both SS and SL. This
study addresses that gap by conceptualizing SE as the key driver of SS and, in turn, SL. The
conceptual model (see Figure 1) identifies SE as the predictor, SS as the mediator, and SL as
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the outcome variable, enabling the assessment of both direct and indirect effects.

Student Satisfaction
(SS)

Student Engagement
(SE)

Student Loyalty
(SL)

Direct Effect ——» Indirect Effect - - ---- b

Figure 1. Conceptual Model
Methodology

Procedure and Participants.

This study adopted a survey-based, cross-sectional design to gather data efficiently from
geographically dispersed respondents in a cost-effective way (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). As of
February 2025, Pakistan hosted 262 universities and approximately 1.94 million students across
four provinces and three administrative units (HEC, 2025). The target population comprised
final-year undergraduate and postgraduate students. A multistage sampling approach combined
stratified random sampling at the institutional level with convenience sampling at the
respondent level. Although convenience sampling may limit generalizability due to non-
random individual selection, it is commonly used in HE research when complete sampling
frames are unavailable (Arnab, 2017; Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). External validity was partly
mitigated through random selection of public and private universities across provinces,
ensuring institutional and geographic diversity. Consistent with methodological guidance,
findings are most appropriately generalized to similar contexts rather than the entire student
population (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2022). Of 550 questionnaires distributed via Google
Forms, 415 were returned. After excluding 20 straight-lined responses, 395 valid responses
remained, reflecting a 71.8% response rate. G*Power analysis confirmed the sample size
exceeded the minimum requirement of 119 participants (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang,
2009).

Measures

A structured questionnaire comprising 28 items across two sections was utilized.
Responses were captured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree™) to 5
(“strongly agree”), with 3 representing a “neutral” stance. The first section collected
demographic data through six items, while the second included 22 items derived from validated
instruments in earlier research. Fourteen items measured SE (Berhanu & Sewagegn, 2024), five
assessed SS, and three captured SL (Ali, Zhou, Hussain, Nair, & Ragavan, 2016). To enhance
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clarity and contextual fit, the instrument was reviewed by five subject matter experts—three
university professors and two quality assurance directors from Pakistani universities. Their
suggestions led to modifications in wording to improve understanding and relevance to the local
context.

Demographic Profile

Table 1 displays the demographic information of the 395 participants. Respondents
were nearly evenly distributed between public (53.7%) and private (46.3%) universities, with
the highest provincial representation from Punjab (19.7%) and Sindh (19.2%). Gender
distribution was balanced, with 51.4% male and 48.6% female students. Most respondents were
aged 2630 (35.4%) and held a BS (46.3%) or MS/MPhil (42.5%) qualification. The majority
were enrolled in Social Sciences (31.6%) or Management Sciences (32.2%). Representation
across universities was fairly even, with each contributing between 7.6% and 10.4% of the
sample.

Table 1. Demographic Profile

Items N) %
University
AJK 32 8.1
BLO-1 34 8.6
BLO-2 40 10.1
GB 30 7.6
ISB 34 8.6
KPK-1 36 9.1
KPK-2 35 8.9
PUN-1 41 10.4
PUN-2 37 9.4
SIN-1 39 9.9
SIN-2 37 9.4
Sector
Public Sector 212 53.7
Private Sector 183 46.3
Province/ Admin. Areas
Azad Jammu Kashmir 32 8.1
Balochistan 74 18.7
Gilgit Baltistan 30 7.6
Islamabad 34 8.6
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 71 18.0
Punjab 78 19.7
Sindh 76 19.2
Gender
Male 203 51.4
Female 192 48.6
Age
25 Years or Less 125 31.6
26 - 30 Years 140 354
31-35 79 20.0
36-40 28 7.1
41 and More 23 5.8
Qualification
BS 183 46.3
0
Participatory Educational Research (PER)
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MS/M.Phil 168 42.5

PhD. 44 11.1
Department

Social Sciences 125 31.6

Management Sciences 127 322

Computer Sciences 107 27.1

Natural Sciences 36 9.1

Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 outlines the descriptive statistics for the variables examined in the study. The
mean score for SE was 3.81 (SD = 0.44), indicating a considerable level of engagement with
minimal variation among responses. SS also had a mean of 3.81 (SD =0.63), while SL followed
closely with a mean of 3.74 (SD = 0.63). The minimum and maximum scores across all
variables suggest that responses spanned nearly the entire Likert scale. These results indicate
that, on average, students reported favorable perceptions of engagement, satisfaction, and
loyalty, with satisfaction and loyalty displaying slightly more variability.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation (SD)
SE 395 2.57 4.64 3.8090 0.44396
SS 395 2.00 4.80 3.8147 0.63140
SL 395 2.00 5.00 3.7359 0.63214

Abbreviations: SE, student engagement; SS, student satisfaction; SL, student loyalty.

Analysis and Findings

The data were analyzed in two stages: preliminary and advanced. The preliminary
analysis, performed using SPSS version 25, involved assessing normality, demographic
characteristics, and descriptive statistics. The Kolmogorov—Smirnov test demonstrated a
deviation from normality in the data distribution. For the advanced analysis, Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) was conducted using SmartPLS version 4.
PLS-SEM is appropriate for small sample sizes and non-normally distributed data. Compared
to covariance-based SEM, it provides greater flexibility for complex models and is recognized
for its predictive accuracy, capability to estimate latent variable scores, and minimal
dependence on multivariate normality (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt, & Ringle, 2019). Before
conducting the analysis, common method bias (CMB) was evaluated, following
recommendations for data collected from a single source or at one time point (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Harman’s single-factor test revealed that one factor
explained only 23.51% of the variance, well under the 50% threshold. Moreover, full
collinearity diagnostics indicated all “variance inflation factors” (VIFs) were below the 3.3
cutoff (Kock, 2015), suggesting that CMB does not pose a significant threat to the study’s
validity.

Measurement Model

The measurement model (see Figure 2) was evaluated by examining indicator
reliability, internal consistency, as well as convergent and discriminant validity (Hair et al.,
2019). As student engagement (SE) was conceptualized as a reflective-reflective second-order
construct comprising two dimensions—cocurricular engagement (CE) and academic
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engagement (AE)—the evaluation was conducted at both the lower-order (LO) and higher-
order (HO) levels. At the lower-order level, reliability and convergent validity were first
evaluated. Two items (CE1 and CE2) were removed from the CE dimension due to low
contribution to convergent validity, as the AVE value of CE was initially below the threshold
of 0.50. After removal, the AVE value improved to an acceptable level.

881 552 583 554 555

T

ngop 0753 0794 0745 ;o7

su

AE \ / 0810
0.17 > 0531 » N 0774 sL2
CE
0792,

SE ss sL S0

Figure 2. Measurement Model

All retained items demonstrated indicator loadings above the recommended threshold
of 0.70 (see Table 3). Cronbach’s alpha values ranged from 0.703 to 0.846, while composite
reliability values varied between 0.835 and 0.904. Additionally, all average variance extracted
(AVE) values surpassed the 0.50 benchmark, supporting the convergent validity of the
constructs (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2017).

Table 3. Reliability and Convergent Validity

Constructs Item Loading CA CR AVE
Student Engagement (SE) CE 0.887 0.790 0.904 0.825
AE 0.928
Student Satisfaction (SS) SS1 0.802 0.846 0.890 0.618
SS2 0.753
SS3 0.794
SS4 0.745
SS5 0.834
Student Loyalty (SL) SL1 0.810 0.703 0.835 0.627
SL2 0.774
SL6 0.792

Abbreviations: AVE, average variance extracted; CR, composite reliability.

Next, discriminant validity was evaluated using both the Fornell-Larcker criterion and
the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ratio. As presented in Table 4, the square roots of the AVE
values (diagonal elements) exceeded the corresponding inter-construct correlations (off-
diagonal elements), fulfilling the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Furthermore, all HTMT values were below the suggested cutoff of 0.85, providing additional
evidence of discriminant validity (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015).

Table 4. Discriminant Validity

SE SS SL
Fornell-Larcker criterion
SE 0.908
SS 0.175 0.786
SL 0.065 0.535 0.792
Heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) criterion
SE
SS 0.209
SL 0.087 0.683

Abbreviations: SE, student engagement; SS, student satisfaction; SL, student loyalty.
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Structural Model

The structural model was assessed through key indicators reflecting its explanatory and
predictive capabilities. These included multicollinearity diagnostics, coefficient of
determination (R?), effect size (?), predictive relevance (Q?), and out-of-sample predictive
accuracy. The results (see Table 5) indicate an acceptable model fit. Multicollinearity was
assessed via VIF values, all below 3—well under the recommended threshold of 5—indicating
no multicollinearity concerns (Hair et al., 2021). The R? value for SL was 0.286, indicating
moderate explanatory power, whereas SS exhibited a lower R? of 0.031. Although the explained
variance for SS is modest, this finding aligns with prior HE and behavioral research that
conceptualizes satisfaction as a multidimensional outcome shaped by a wide range of academic,
institutional, and contextual factors. Accordingly, modest R? values are common in studies
examining perceptual and attitudinal constructs, particularly within exploratory or theory-
integrative models (Chin, 1998; Hair et al., 2022). In line with the principle of parsimony, the
present model was deliberately specified to position SE as the primary stimulus within the ECT
and S-O-R frameworks, relying on a limited set of theoretically grounded constructs (Sekaran
& Bougie, 2016). Effect sizes (f?) were examined to assess the contribution of exogenous
variables. According to Cohen's (1988) guidelines, the effect of SE on SS is small (f* = 0.032),
whereas the effect of SS on SL is large (2= 0.400), suggesting that while engagement modestly
affects satisfaction, satisfaction plays a substantial role in driving loyalty. These findings
provide empirical support for the mediating influence of SS in the structural model (Hair et al.,
2017). Predictive relevance, assessed via the blindfolding procedure, yielded Q? values above
zero for SS (0.017) and SL (0.176), confirming predictive capability (Hair et al., 2019).
PLSpredict results showed weak but acceptable predictive power for SS (Q*predict = 0.025)
and limited predictive accuracy for SL (Q?*predict = —0.003). RMSE and MAE values for SS
and SL were close in magnitude, indicating reasonable in-sample performance (Shmueli, Ray,
Estrada, & Chatla, 2016). Overall, the model demonstrates satisfactory explanatory and
predictive validity, underscoring SS as a mediator between SE and SL.

Table 5. Model’s Performance

Construct R? 2 (SE —) 2 (SS —) Q’ RMSE MAE
SE — — — 0.000 — —

SS 0.031 0.032 — 0.017 0.994 0.790
SL 0.286 — 0.400 0.176 1.007 0.801

Abbreviations: SE, student engagement; SS, student satisfaction; SL, student loyalty.

Hypotheses Testing

This study examined four hypotheses: three direct effects (HI-H3) and one indirect
(H4), to explore the relationships among SE, SS, and SL (see Table 6). Hypothesis testing
employed path coefficients, t-values, confidence intervals (Cls), and p-values, using a
bootstrapping approach with 5,000 subsamples. The analysis focused on whether SS mediates
the effect of SE on SL from students' perspectives. Results from the PLS-SEM analysis
supported all proposed hypotheses. The direct effect of SE on SL was not significant (f = —
0.030, = 0.685, p = 0.247; 95% CI includes zero). However, significant paths were observed
from SE to SS (B =0.175, t=3.714, p <0.001) and from SS to SL (B = 0.540, ¢ = 15.805, p <
0.001). Mediation analysis confirmed a significant indirect effect of SE on SL via SS (B =0.095,
»<0.001; 95% CI=10.052, 0.135]), while the total effect remained non-significant (B = 0.065,
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p = 0.106; 95% CI = [-0.025, 0.146]), indicating full mediation. These results reinforce the
significance of SS as the pathway by which SE contributes to loyalty.

Table 6. Hypotheses Testing

Hypotheses Path B t-value p-value 95% CI Result
(LL, UL)
Direct Effects
H1 SE — SL -0.030 0.685 0.247 [-0.101, 0.042] Not Supported
H2 SE — SS 0.175 3.714 0.000 [0.094, 0.249] Supported
H3 SS — SL 0.540 15.805 0.000 [0.479,0.592] Supported
Specific Indirect Effects
H4 SE - SS— SL 0.095 3.716 0.000 [0.052,0.135] Supported
Total Indirect and Total Effects (for SE — SL)
Total Indirect SE — SL 0.095 3.716 0.000 [0.052,0.135] —
Total Effect  SE — SL 0.065 1.247 0.106 [-0.025, 0.146] Full Mediation

Abbreviations: SE = student engagement; SS = student satisfaction; SL = student loyalty.
Discussion and Conclusion

Discussion

This study examined the effect of SE on SL, with SS as a mediator, in Pakistani
universities. Three of the four hypothesized relationships (H2—H4) were supported, thereby
affirming the framework grounded in ECT and the S-O-R model. However, the direct effect of
SE on SL (H1) was not supported, indicating that engagement alone does not foster loyalty in
the absence of enhanced SS. This finding is consistent with prior empirical evidence reporting
a non-significant direct relationship between SE and SL (Kankhuni et al., 2023; Osman et al.,
2024). Although prior research has conceptually linked SE to SL, empirical studies have often
overlooked engagement as a direct predictor, instead emphasizing factors such as service
quality, institutional image, or support systems (Ahmad et al., 2021; Chandra, Ng, Chandra, &
Priyono, 2018; Fakhrudin, 2023). By addressing this gap, the present study demonstrates that
SE influences SL indirectly through SS.

The positive impact of SE on SS (H2) reinforces that engagement enhances satisfaction when
students perceive their academic and co-curricular experiences as meeting expectations.
Previous research prioritized service quality or institutional branding as key drivers of SS (Butt
& Rehman, 2010; Ikram & Kenayathulla, 2023), but this study highlights SE as a crucial, yet
underexplored, antecedent. The significant SS—SL relationship (H3) supports satisfaction as a
strong precursor to loyalty, consistent with both ECT and S-O-R. SS reflects an internal
evaluation shaping students’ attitudes and behavioral intentions toward their institutions,
aligning with findings from South Asia (Osman et al., 2024; Rahman et al., 2024).

Finally, the mediating role of SS (H4) confirms its pivotal function in translating SE into SL.
SE (stimulus) influences SS (organism), which then drives SL (response), per the S-O-R
framework. Simultaneously, ECT explains that loyalty emerges from satisfaction derived from
confirmed expectations. This mediated pathway deepens understanding of the SE-SL link,
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extending prior research focused primarily on institutional factors over student-driven
dynamics (Ahmad et al., 2021; Doan, 2021).

Conclusion

This study examined the effect of SE on SL, mediated by SS, within Pakistani public
and private universities. Grounded in ECT and the S-O-R model, four hypotheses were tested,
with three (H2—-H4) supported. Findings confirm that SE influences SL indirectly through SS,
while the direct SE-SL link (H1) was unsupported, indicating that engagement alone does not
foster loyalty. For university leaders and policymakers, these results underscore the importance
of prioritizing SS as the mechanism through which engagement translates into loyalty.
Institutions should implement initiatives—such as interactive pedagogy, co-curricular
activities, and tailored academic support—that align with student expectations and monitor
outcomes through continuous feedback. By positioning SE as a strategic input and SS as a
measurable outcome, universities can enhance student retention, strengthen alumni
commitment, and improve institutional reputation. A student-centered approach grounded in
engagement and expectation confirmation is therefore essential for sustained success in
Pakistan’s competitive HE sector.

Implications, Limitations, and Future Research

Theoretical Implications

This study advances theoretical insights into SL in HE by validating the mediating effect
of SS in the SE-SL link, thus extending the relevance of ECT in this domain. The findings
demonstrate that students’ post-engagement evaluations, aligned with initial expectations,
critically shape SS and, subsequently, SL. Additionally, integrating the S-O-R model offers a
complementary perspective by conceptualizing SE as the external stimulus, SS as the internal
organismic state, and SL as the behavioral response. This dual-theoretical approach advances
knowledge by showing how cognitive appraisals (ECT) and affective-behavioral processes (S-
O-R) jointly govern the SE-SS—SL pathway. Furthermore, this study fills a gap in empirical
research from developing countries, particularly Pakistan, by validating these frameworks
across public and private universities. These results support the model’s robustness and
applicability beyond the immediate context, highlighting the centrality of SE and SS in
enhancing SL.

Practical Implications

The results provide practical guidance for university leaders and HE policymakers in
Pakistan. As SE does not directly lead to SL, institutions must focus on enhancing SS as the
key mediating mechanism. Engagement initiatives—such as interactive pedagogy, co-
curricular activities, and tailored academic support—should align with student expectations to
drive SS, which subsequently fosters SL. This is particularly critical in Pakistan’s competitive
HE landscape, where student retention and institutional reputation are pressing concerns. The
results also underscore the importance of implementing continuous feedback systems to
monitor whether student expectations are met. Both public and private institutions are
encouraged to implement quality enhancement initiatives centered on SS, recognizing it as a
key driver of enduring outcomes such as alumni commitment and reputational advocacy. By
positioning SE as a strategic input and SS as a measurable outcome, universities can more
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effectively cultivate SL. A student-centered approach grounded in meaningful engagement and
expectation confirmation is essential for sustained institutional success.

Limitations and Future Research

This study provides insights into the contributions of SE and SS to SL, while
acknowledging certain limitations. First, the cross-sectional design limits causal inferences;
future research could adopt longitudinal or experimental approaches to examine how SE and
SS develop and influence SL over time. Second, convenience sampling at the respondent level,
while practical for a dispersed population, limits generalizability; however, the initial random
selection of universities across provinces partially mitigates this limitation (Arnab, 2017; Hair
et al., 2022; Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Future studies could employ probability sampling or
include more diverse samples across university types, regions, and disciplines. Third, focusing
on final-year students provides a targeted perspective, but including earlier cohorts could reveal
changes in SE and SS across academic stages. Finally, comparative studies in different cultural
or institutional contexts would enhance the global applicability of the findings.

Declarations

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the School of Technology Management and
Logistics (STML), Universiti Utara Malaysia, for providing a supportive academic
environment and professional guidance during the study period. The authors also extend
sincere gratitude to the student participants whose responses made this study possible.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Ethics Statements: This study did not require formal ethics committee approval, as it involved
minimal-risk survey research without experimentation or the collection of sensitive personal
data. The research was conducted in accordance with established ethical principles for studies
involving human participants, including the Declaration of Helsinki. Measures were taken to
ensure respondent anonymity, confidentiality, and data protection throughout the study.

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest related to this study.

Informed Consent: Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to the survey.
Participants were required to review the study information and provide consent by selecting a
confirmation checkbox before proceeding. Participation was voluntary, and only individuals
aged 18 years or older were eligible to participate.

Data availability: All relevant data for this article are available from the corresponding author
upon reasonable request.

References

Ahmad, A., Mahayuddin, N., Fatimah, W. N., Nawi, W. M., Saad, M., & Ong, M. H. A. (2021).
The Impact of University Entities on Students’ Loyalty: The Mediating Role of Student
Satisfaction. International Journal of Economics, Management and Accounting, 29(1),
45-69. https://doi.org/10.31436/ijema.v29i1.807

Albaroudi, H. B., & Igbal, S. (2025). Role of leadership styles in connecting quality culture and
university performance: a higher education perspective from Saudi Arabia. The TOM
Journal, 37(6), 1643—-1665. https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-02-2024-0072

g"v‘ «-mi.\,"‘l
Participatory Educational Research (PER) ‘@

‘Mu‘/
-115-



The Satisfaction Bridge: How Student Engagement Drives Student Loyalty...S.1gbal, M.Abbas, S.M.U.Saleem, M.J.1gbal

Ali, F., Zhou, Y., Hussain, K., Nair, P. K., & Ragavan, N. A. (2016). Does higher education
service quality effect student satisfaction, image and loyalty? A study of international
students in Malaysian public universities. Quality Assurance in Education, 24(1), 70-94.
https://doi.org/10.1108/QAE-02-2014-0008

Ali, M., Amir, H., & Ahmed, M. (2024). The role of university switching costs, perceived
service quality, perceived university image and student satisfaction in shaping student
loyalty. Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, 34(1), 201-222.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08841241.2021.1975184

Alves, H., & Raposo, M. (2007). Conceptual model of student satisfaction in higher education.
Total  Quality Management and  Business  Excellence, 18(5), 571-588.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783360601074315

Alves, H., & Raposo, M. (2010). The influence of university image on student behaviour.
International  Journal of  Educational — Management, 24(1), 73-85.
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513541011013060

Annamdevula, S., & Bellamkonda, R. S. (2016). Effect of student perceived service quality on
student satisfaction, loyalty and motivation in Indian universities: Development of
HiEduQual. Journal of Modelling in  Management, 11(2), 488-517.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JM2-01-2014-0010

Arnab, R. (2017). Survey Sampling: Theory and Applications. London, UK: Elsevier Ltd.

Astin, A. W. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 25, 297-308.

Berhanu, K. L., & Sewagegn, A. A. (2024). The role of perceived campus climate in students’
academic achievements as mediated by students’ engagement in higher education
institutions. Cogent Education, 11(1), 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2024.2377839

Butt, B. Z., & Rehman, K. u. (2010). A study examining the students satisfaction in higher
education. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2(2), 5446-5450.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.888

Carmen-Herrera, A. A., Villanueva-Quispe, W., & Millones-Liza, D. Y. (2025). Impact of
Perceived Value Factors on Student Loyalty: The Moderating Role of Student Trust.
Journal of  Educational and Social ~ Research, 15(1), 322-335.
https://doi.org/10.36941/jesr-2025-0025

Chandra, T., Hafni, L., Chandra, S., Purwati, A. A., & Chandra, J. (2019). The influence of
service quality, university image on student satisfaction and student loyalty.
Benchmarking, 26(5), 1533—1549. https://doi.org/10.1108/B1J-07-2018-0212

Chandra, T., Ng, M., Chandra, S., & Priyono. (2018). The effect of service quality on student
satisfaction and student loyalty: An empirical study. Journal of Social Studies Education
Research, 9(3), 109-131. https://doi.org/10.17499/jsser.12590

Chin, W. W. (1998). The Partial Least Squares Approach for Structural Equation Modeling. In
Modern Methods for Business Research (pp. 295-336). Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (Second). New York:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587

Doan, T. T. T. (2021). The Effect of Service Quality on Student Loyalty and Student
Satisfaction: An Empirical Study of Universities in Vietnam. Journal of Asian Finance,
Economics and Business, 8(8), 251-258.
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2021.vol8.n08.0251

Douglas, J., McClelland, R., & Davies, J. (2008). The development of a conceptual model of
student satisfaction with their experience in higher education. Quality Assurance in

i"‘ ;mni.,h“
L :
@ Participatory Educational Research (PER)

‘%M”

-116-



Participatory Educational Research (PER), 13(2); 102-120, 1 March 2026

Education, 16(1), 19-35. https://doi.org/10.1108/09684880810848396

Elliott, K. M., & Shin, D. (2002). Student Satisfaction: An alternative approach to assessing
this important concept. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 24(2), 197—
2009. https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080022000013518

Fakhrudin, A. (2023). Analysis of the impact of campus image on student loyalty with student
satisfaction as intervening variables. Journal of Economics and Public Health, 2(4), 123—
134. https://doi.org/10.37287/jeph.v2i4.2376

Fatima, M., & Khero, M. (2019). Factors Impacting the Student’s Loyalty: An Empirical
Investigation of Higher Education Sector in Pakistan. [International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Research, 1(2), 1-7. https://doi.org/10.31580/ijer.v1i2.475

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods,
41(4), 1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable
Variables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39-50.

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School Engagement: Potential of the
Concept, State of the Evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59-109.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059

Fredricks, J. A., Reschly, A. L., & Christenson, S. L. (2019). Interventions for student
engagement: Overview and state of the field. In Handbook of Student Engagement
Interventions: Working with Disengaged Students (pp. 1-11). Elsevier Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813413-9.00001-2

Greeshma, P., Vijay, J., & Kumar, P. M. (2025). The expectation confirmation theory: A service
perspective. GAP  BODHI TARU, 8(1), 10-18. Retrieved from
https://www.gapbodhitaru.org/res/articles/(10-18) THE EXPECTATION
CONFIRMATION THEORY A SERVICE PERSPECTIVE.pdf

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). 4 Primer on Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) (Second). Los Angeles: SAGE
Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727x.2015.1005806

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2022). 4 Primer on Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) (Third). Los Angeles: SAGE
Publications, Inc.

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., Danks, N. P., & Ray, S. (2021). Partial
Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) Using R. Cham: Springer Nature
Switzerland AG. https://doi.org/978-3-030-80519-7

Hair, J. F., Risher, J. J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019). When to use and how to report
the results of PLS-SEM. European  Business  Review, 31(1), 2-24.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203

HEC. (2025). HEIs Statistics. Retrieved February 5, 2025, from Available Online website:
https://www.hec.gov.pk/english/universities/hes/Pages/HEDR-Statistics.aspx

Helgesen, @., & Nesset, E. (2007). What accounts for students’ loyalty? Some field study
evidence. [International Journal of Educational Management, 21(2), 126—143.
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513540710729926

Hennig-Thurau, T., Langer, M. F., & Hansen, U. (2001). Modeling and Managing Student
Loyalty: An Approach Based on the Concept of Relationship Quality. Journal of Service
Research, 3(4), 331-344. https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050134006

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 43(1), 115—135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

Hochreiter, V., Benedetto, C., & Loesch, M. (2023). The Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-

g"v‘ «-mi.\,"‘l
Participatory Educational Research (PER) ‘@

‘Mu‘/
-117-



The Satisfaction Bridge: How Student Engagement Drives Student Loyalty...S.1gbal, M.Abbas, S.M.U.Saleem, M.J.1gbal

R) Paradigm as a Guiding Principle in Environmental Psychology: Comparison of its
Usage in Consumer Behavior and Organizational Culture and Leadership Theory. Journal
of Entrepreneurship and Business Development, 3(1), 7-16.
https://doi.org/10.18775/;ebd.31.5001

Howson, C. K., & Matos, F. (2021). Student surveys: Measuring the relationship between
satisfaction and engagement. Education Sciences, 11(6), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil 1060297

Ikram, M., & Kenayathulla, H. B. (2023). Education quality and student satisfaction nexus
using instructional material, support, classroom facilities, equipment and growth: Higher
education perspective of Pakistan. Frontiers in Education, &8(March), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2023.1140971

Igbal, S. (2024). ISO 9001 as a catalyst: linking staff training to university performance. TOM
Journal, ahead-of-print (ahead-of-print). https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-06-2024-0216

Igbal, S., Azlan, C. A. B., Allumi, N. A., & Abbas, M. (2025). Quality-Driven Education:
Analyzing the Effects of ISO 9001 Quality Management Principles on University
Performance. Journal of Cultural Analysis and Social Change, 10(4), 1146-1159.
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.64753/jcasc.v10i4.2994

Igbal, S., Taib, C. A. B., & Razalli, M. R. (2023). Examining the Effect of Accreditation on
Higher Education Performance through Motivation as a Mediator. Participatory
Educational Research, 10(3), 89—105. https://doi.org/10.17275/per.23.46.10.3

Jabeen, S., Hassan, K. H., & Akmal, F. (2023). Exploring the Role of Well-being for Improving
Students’ Performance at Secondary Level in Pakistan. VFAST Transactions on Education
and Social Sciences, 11(1), 61-69. https://doi.org/10.21015/vtess.v11i1.1418

Kahu, E. R. (2013). Framing student engagement in higher education. Studies in Higher
Education, 38(5), 758-773. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.598505

Kalam, A., & Hossain, M. A. (2023). Effects of Quality of Higher Education on Student
Satisfaction and the Institutional Image. International Journal of Business Innovation and
Research, 31(4), 471-492. https://doi.org/10.1504/1jbir.2021.10049614

Kankhuni, Z., Ngwira, C., Sepula, M. B., & Kapute, F. (2023). Modelling the relationship
between higher education service quality, student engagement, attachment, satisfaction,
and loyalty: a case of a Malawian public university. Journal of Teaching in Travel &
Tourism, 23(2), 229-252. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1080/15313220.2022.2128983

Khan, H., & Matlay, H. (2009). Implementing service excellence in higher education.
Education and Training, 51(8), 769—780. https://doi.org/10.1108/00400910911005299

Kock, N. (2015). Common method bias in PLS-SEM: A Full Collinearity Assessment
Approach. International ~ Journal  of  E-Collaboration, 11(4), 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.4018/ijec.2015100101

Kuh, G. D. (2003). What We’re Learning About Student Engagement From NSSE:
Benchmarks for Effective Educational Practices. Change: The Magazine of Higher
Learning, 35(2), 24-32. https://doi.org/10.1080/00091380309604090

Mehrabian, A., & Russell, J. A. (1974). An approach to environmental psychology. Cambridge,
MA: Cambridge : M.I.T. Press.

Muzammil, M., Sutawijaya, A., & Harsasi, M. (2020). Investigating Student Satisfaction in
Online Learning: The Role of Student Interaction and Engagement in Distance Learning
University. Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education-TOJDE, (Special), 88-96.
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.17718/tojde.770928

Nguyen, H. V., Vu, T. D., Saleem, M., & Yaseen, A. (2024). The influence of service quality
on student satisfaction and student loyalty in Vietnam: the moderating role of the
university image. Journal of Trade Science, 12(1), 37-59. https://doi.org/10.1108/jts-12-

f“" (Mﬁw"‘
'@ Participatory Educational Research (PER)

‘%u’,
-118-



Participatory Educational Research (PER), 13(2); 102-120, 1 March 2026

2023-0032

Oliver, R. L. (1980). A Cognitive Model of the Antecedents and Consequences of Satisfaction
Decisions.  Journal  of  Marketing  Research,  17(November), 460-469.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378001700405

Oliver, R. L. (1999). Whence Consumer Loyalty? Journal of Marketing, 63(4, Suppl 1), 33—
44. https://doi.org/10.1177/00222429990634s105

Oplatka, 1., & Hemsley-Brown, J. (2021). A Systematic and Updated Review of the Literature
on Higher Education Marketing 2005-2019. In Handbook ofOperations Research and
Management Science in Higher Education (Vol. 309, pp. 35-80). Cham, Switzerland:
Springer Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-74051-1 2

Osman, A. R., Joarder, M. H. R., Hoque, M. K., & Jakowan. (2024). Student engagement, brand
image and loyalty relationships: The mediating role of student satisfaction. Journal of
Education and E-Learning Research, 11(2), 311-321.
https://doi.org/10.20448/jeelr.v11i2.5553

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common Method
Biases in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and Recommended
Remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879—903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.88.5.879

Qasem, A., & Bahafi, S. (2024). The Impact of Service Quality on Student’s Loyalty: The
Mediating Role of Satisfaction. Journal of Social Studies, 30(4), 68-101.
https://doi.org/10.20428/jss.v30i4.2567

Rahman, A. U., Manzoor, W., Yasmin, N., Yaqub, R. M. S., & Ali, M. S. (2024). From Service
Quality to Brand Loyalty: The Mediating Effect of Student Satisfaction in Public Sector
Universities. Pakistan Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences, 12(2), 1225-1240.
https://doi.org/10.52131/pjhss.2024.v12i2.2215

Saleem, S. S., Moosa, K., Imam, A., & Khan, R. A. (2017). Service Quality and Student
Satisfaction: The Moderating Role of University Culture, Reputation and Price in
Education Sector of Pakistan. lranian Journal of Management Studies, 10(1), 237-258.
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijms.2017.217335.672304

Satuti, J. R., Sunaryanto, & Nuris, D. M. (2020). Does Student Satisfaction Mediate the
Correlation between E-Learning Service Quality, Academic Engagement and Academic
Achievement? Journal of Accounting and Business Education, 5(1), 38—53. Retrieved
from http://dx.doi.org/10.26675/jabe.v511.12699

Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2016). Research Methods for Business: A Skill-Building Approach
(Seventh). Chichester, West Sussex, United Kingdom: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781107415324.004

Shmueli, G., Ray, S., Estrada, J. M. ., & Chatla, S. B. (2016). The elephant in the room:
Predictive performance of PLS models. Journal of Business Research, 69(10), 4552—-4564.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.03.049

Sultan, P., & Wong, H. Y. (2019). How service quality affects university brand performance,
university brand image and behavioural intention: the mediating effects of satisfaction and
trust and moderating roles of gender and study mode. Journal of Brand Management,
26(3), 332-347. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41262-018-0131-3

Tahir, 1., & Fatima, N. (2023). The impact of student engagement, quality of student faculty
relationship and student loyalty on quality of higher education: A systematic literature
review. World Journal of Advanced Research and Reviews, 20(2), 741-755.
https://doi.org/10.30574/wjarr.2023.20.2.2314

Tariq, J., Khan, K., Hussainy, S. K., & Tariq, S. (2020). Antecedents and Consequences of
Student Loyalty in Higher Education. JISR Management and Social Sciences &
Economics, 18(2), 25-44. https://doi.org/10.31384/jisrmsse/2020.18.2.3

g"v‘ «-mi.\,"‘l
Participatory Educational Research (PER) ‘@

-119-



The Satisfaction Bridge: How Student Engagement Drives Student Loyalty...S.1gbal, M.Abbas, S.M.U.Saleem, M.J.1gbal

Thomas, E. H., & Galambos, N. (2004). What satisfies students? Mining student-opinion data
with regression and decision tree analysis. Research in Higher Education, 45(3), 251-269.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:RIHE.0000019589.79439.6¢

Trowler, V. (2010). Student engagement literature review. York, UK. Retrieved from
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-
manager/documents/hea/private/studentengagementliteraturereview 1 1568037028.pdf

Webber, K. L., Krylow, R. B., & Zhang, Q. (2013). Does involvement really matter? Indicators
of college student success and satisfaction. Journal of College Student Development,
54(6), 591-611. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2013.0090

Wong, Z. Y., & Liem, G. A. D. (2022). Student Engagement: Current State of the Construct,
Conceptual Refinement, and Future Research Directions. In Educational Psychology
Review (Vol. 34). Educational Psychology Review. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-
09628-3

Zafar, S., & Nausheen, M. (2022). Influence of Student Engagement on Academic Challenges:
Does Engagement Matter? Global Educational Studies Review, VII(II), 306-313.
https://doi.org/10.31703/gesr.2022(vii-i1).29

Zulfqar, A., Hussain, B., & Tufail, M. S. (2024). From Global Insights to Local Applications:
Analyzing Student Engagement Strategies for Pakistani Higher Education. Journal of
Education Research & Social Sciences Review, 4(2), 34-47. Retrieved from
https://ojs.jerssr.org.pk/index.php/jersst/article/view/267/147

P tll‘%’
£ PRI
@ Participatory Educational Research (PER)

-120-



