
Journal of Governance and Regulation / Volume 13, Issue 4, 2024 

 
63 

QUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 
AND STUDENTS’ RESILIENCE: 

A UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE STUDY 
 

Alimatus Sahrah *, Purnaning Dhyah Guritno **, Rani P. Rengganis **, 
Ros Patriani Dewi **, Roselina Ahmad Saufi *** 

 
* Corresponding author, Universitas Mercu Buana Yogyakarta, Yogyakarta, Indonesia 
Contact details: Universitas Mercu Buana Yogyakarta, 55283 Yogyakarta, Indonesia 

** Universitas Mercu Buana Yogyakarta, Yogyakarta, Indonesia 
*** Universitas Mercu Buana Yogyakarta, Yogyakarta, Indonesia; Universiti Malaysia Kelantan, Kelantan, Malaysia 

 

 

 
 

Abstract 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Due to the shift in the learning format, students must enhance 
their resilience during the pandemic. The purpose is to examine 
how the subjective well-being of students influences the connection 
between the quality of educational services and students’ resilience. 
The research was carried out at two institutions: Universiti Malaysia 
Kelantan in Malaysia and Universitas Mercu Buana Yogyakarta in 
Indonesia. The research subjects are 517 students (212 Malaysians 
and 305 Indonesians) aged 20–30 years old who actively participated 
in learning during the pandemic. Data collection was conducted by 
an online survey measuring resilience, subjective well-being, and 
service quality. Data were analyzed using path analysis and 
structural equation modelling (SEM) with the SmartPLS software. 
The findings indicate that the quality of service has a direct and 
positive impact on students’ resilience and students’ subjective 
well-being. Moreover, students’ subjective well-being has a direct 
and positive impact on their resilience. Lastly, the findings showed 
that subjective well-being acts as a mediator between service 
quality and students’ resilience. The research highlights 
the significance of subjective well-being in enhancing the impact of 
higher education service quality on students’ resilience. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Resilience is an important psychological capacity 
that helps humans overcome the difficulties they 
face throughout their lifespan (Feder et al., 2019). 
Thus, accordingly, education must go beyond 
the advancement of academic skills. It is 
the responsibility of educational institutions to prepare 

individuals capable of achieving their ambitions and 
aspirations while being fully functional and resilient 
(Ngui & Lay, 2020). The pandemic has become 
a downturn that must be overcome by students 
because it has disrupted normal learning patterns. 
This condition challenges the resilience of students 
to be able to achieve their learning goals. To increase 
their resilience, a supportive environment is 
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an important factor. Nonetheless, a pleasant 
environment and adaptable personal qualities can 
reinforce each other (Zhu et al., 2021). 

The quality of university services includes 
the reliability of real academic and non-academic 
staff, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy that 
are expected to create a supportive environment 
(Yusof et al., 2022). On the other hand, how students 
perceive these services influences the effectiveness 
of the support. Therefore, learning needs to include 
students’ personal characteristics. Many studies 
have explored subjective well-being as a consequence 
(Zubair et al., 2018; Yıldırım & Tanrıverdi, 2021), 
while it can also be a predictor. Therefore, this study 
investigated the involvement of students’ subjective 
well-being in the impact of service quality on their 
resilience. 

Subjective well-being is defined as the entirety 
of an individual’s emotional and cognitive evaluations 
of their life. This evaluation takes into account both 
emotional responses to events and assessments of 
contentment and happiness based on cognition 
(Diener et al., 2001). The cognitive and affective 
aspects of subjective well-being are highlighted in 
this concept. General life satisfaction, satisfaction 
with important domains (like work), having many 
happy feelings and moods (positive affect), and 
having few negative emotions and moods (low levels 
of negative affect) are all components of subjective 
well-being (Diener, 2000). The findings of a review 
conducted by Larsen and Eid (2008) indicated that 
happy individuals tend to experience success across 
various life domains, partly attributable to their 
happiness. Happy people exhibit greater sociability, 
altruism, activity levels, self-esteem, and positive 
regard toward themselves and others. Additionally, 
they tend to possess stronger bodies and immune 
systems, improved conflict resolution skills, and 
enhanced creativity compared to individuals who are 
not as happy (Yıldırım & Arslan, 2022). 

Subjective well-being of students is the best 
predictor of prosocial behaviour in an academic 
setting, according to a study, with academic 
satisfaction, psychological health issues, and school 
accomplishment coming in second and third, 
respectively (Liu et al., 2021). According to studies, 
higher academic achievement is correlated with 
increased subjective well-being. It has been stated 
that well-being is a predictor and contributing 
element to positive life outcomes, such as scholastic 
success and fulfilling relationships, rather than only 
the outcome of these conditions (Kim & Choe, 2022). 
Resilience and quality of life are significantly 
positively correlated, according to a study on 
the well-being of postsecondary students in five 
different countries. However, the scope of this 
investigation was restricted to determining how 
these two factors correlated. It is still unclear if 
subjective well-being influences how people perceive 
the level of care they receive in academic settings. 
The reason this question needs to be answered is 
that if students’ subjective well-being and other 
factors affect how good they think their higher 
education institution’s services are, then those 
services may not provide the desired outcomes 
(Mohtar, 2020; Schoeps et al., 2020). 

The purpose of this study is to examine how 
the subjective well-being of students influences 
the connection between the quality of educational 

services and the resilience of students. The research 
was carried out at two institutions: Universiti 
Malaysia Kelantan in Malaysia and Universitas Mercu 
Buana Yogyakarta in Indonesia. 

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 is 
a literature review, where past research and studies 
related to the topic are discussed, in addition to 
identifying hypotheses in the literature. Section 3 is 
a research methodology that discusses the research 
design, sampling techniques, data collection 
instruments, and analytical methods employed in 
the study. Section 4 is a presentation of the results 
and their interpretation, and Section 5 is a discussion 
of the findings in light of the research questions 
and objectives of the study. Finally, Section 6 is 
a conclusion that summarizes the paper, its 
significance, and implications for future studies in 
the field. 
 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
According to Luthar et al. (2000), resilience is 
generally described as a dynamic process or 
a collection of constructive adaptations or growth 
patterns that take place in the face of considerable 
adversity. It refers to a person’s ability to overcome 
difficulties, gain experience, and bounce back when 
faced with challenges (Smith-Osborne & Whitehill Bolton, 
2013). Resilience hinges on two crucial elements, 
namely: 1) experiencing significant threats or 
hardships, and 2) being able to adapt positively 
despite major challenges during the developmental 
process. Youth who show resilience display good 
outcomes despite serious threats to adaptation or 
development. Although resilience is perceived as 
either absolute or relative and is subject to change 
over time, it is better understood as a process of 
development or a dynamic ability rather than as 
a fixed result or quality (Luthar et al., 2000). 

Researchers have discovered a number of 
components of resilience, seven of which are readily 
teachable. These elements cover a variety of abilities 
and mindsets that are essential for overcoming 
obstacles in life (Chu et al., 2023). First and 
foremost, emotional awareness and control are key 
components of resilience. Resilient people have 
a firm grasp of their own emotions and are at ease 
sharing them with people they can trust. Secondly, 
impulse control is essential; resilient individuals 
demonstrate the ability to resist acting on every 
impulse they experience. Realistic optimism is 
another key component, characterized by viewing 
oneself and situations as optimistically as possible 
while remaining grounded in reality. Flexible 
thinking is crucial, as it involves generating multiple 
solutions to problems, increasing the likelihood of 
finding effective resolutions. Self-efficacy plays 
a vital role, as resilient individuals believe in 
their ability to navigate challenges, leveraging their 
strengths to overcome obstacles. Empathy also 
contributes to resilience by fostering strong social 
connections, while reaching out signifies a willingness 
to explore new opportunities and take risks, leading 
to personal growth and fulfillment. These components 
collectively form a foundation for resilience, 
empowering individuals to thrive in the face of 
adversity (Rapuano, 2019; Hossan et al., 2021). 

Resilience is an important psychological construct 
because it is needed across the human lifespan, 



Journal of Governance and Regulation / Volume 13, Issue 4, 2024 

 
65 

from early childhood to senior adulthood, as 
adversities might arise at any time during people’s 
lives. Studies reveal that individual resilience 
positively impacts and predicts individual success 
and entrepreneurial success (Walsh & McCollum, 
2020; Emueje et al., 2020; Moreno, 2021; Fernández-
Díaz et al., 2021). Researchers have discovered many 
individual as well as environmental qualities that 
can promote resilience. Emotional competence, self-
regulation, problem-solving and decision-making 
skills, social awareness, social competence, self-
efficacy, optimism, a sense of purpose, self-
confidence, and belonging are among the personal 
traits mentioned in the literature on resilience 
(Gillham et al., 2013). Resilience in the academic 
setting is characterized by students’ capacity to 
manage stress, study pressure, and academic 
disappointments (Martin & Marsh, 2006). Students’ 
learning habits must be drastically altered during 
a pandemic, which could lead to stress and pressure 
to study. Students’ resilience will aid them in 
handling pressure in this way. 

Customers compare their expectations of what 
service providers should provide with their opinions 
of the firms’ performance to determine the quality 
of the services they receive. Services are viewed as 
high-quality and ideal when perceived service quality 
is similar to or greater than expected service quality 
(Parasuraman et al., 1988). These researchers 
distinguished five aspects of high-quality services. 
Firstly, the tangible dimension consists of actual 
buildings, furnishings, and staff appearance. 
Secondly, the capacity to deliver the promised 
service precisely and consistently is referred to as 
reliability. Thirdly, responsiveness entails being 
ready to help clients and offer timely assistance. 
Fourthly, assurance has to do with staff members’ 
expertise, politeness, and capacity to instil trust. 
Finally, empathy includes the considerate and 
customized service that the company offers to its 
clients. Customers’ opinions of the quality and 
satisfaction of the services they receive are 
influenced by these factors taken together (Arslan & 
Coşkun, 2020; Donald & Jackson, 2022). 

In an educational environment, service quality 
plays a crucial role in enhancing student satisfaction, 
leading to increased loyalty (Martínez-Argüelles & 
Batalla-Busquet, 2016; Chandra et al., 2018; Pham et al., 
2019; Lee & Seong, 2020; de la Cruz Del Río-Rama 
et al., 2021; Ali et al., 2022). Better service quality 
also correlates with improved student retention, 
commitment, academic engagement, and performance 
(Azam, 2018; Bakrie et al., 2019). Qualities found in 
families, communities, and schools can also help 
adolescents develop resilience. Several environmental 
elements, such as supportive connections, safety, 
prosocial norms, high expectations, structure and 
guidance, and opportunities to contribute, have been 
highlighted by Gillham et al. (2013) as factors that 
promote resilience. According to this analysis, 
adolescents who have close relationships with their 
families and schools are less likely to experience 
melancholy or participate in risky behaviours like 
substance abuse or violence. This result is in line 
with Zubair et al. (2018), which showed that 
resilience is more likely when one has a network of 
friends and teachers who are supportive. Meanwhile, 
Yıldırım and Tanrıverdi (2021) reported that social 
support significantly predicts college students’ 
resilience and satisfaction with life. 

The current research assumes that in addition 
to caring relationships and social support, 
the overall university service quality, including 
tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and 
empathy, is a promotive environmental factor 
which predicts students’ resilience. This is possible 
because during the pandemic, the learning programs 
were fully conducted online, so tangible services 
such as the university online learning system have 
certain impacts on students’ learning process. 
On the other hand, how students perceive 
the quality of services provided by an academic 
institution might vary because of personal differences, 
including subjective well-being. The results of 
the literature review that led to the proposed 
hypothesis are depicted in Figure 1 and can be 
stated as follows: 

H1: Service quality positively and directly 
influences students’ resilience. 

H2: Service quality positively and directly 
influences students’ subjective well-being. 

H3: Subjective well-being positively and directly 
influences students’ resilience. 

H4: Subjective well-being mediates the effect of 
service quality on students’ resilience. 
 

Figure 1. Research framework 
 

 
Note: SQ — Service quality, SSWB — Student subjective well-being, 
RES — Resilience. 
 
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1. Research variables and measurements 
 
Student resilience is commonly assessed using 
the Connor-Davidson resilience scale (CD-RISC), 
which comprises ten items. The SERVQUAL scale 
developed by Parasuraman et al. (1988) is used to 
determine service quality levels. Three more items 
are added, and the scale is modified to fit the needs 
of educational institutions. The tangible dimension 
includes websites, online learning tools, online 
academic information systems, and online libraries. 
The qualities of certainty, empathy, responsiveness, 
and reliability apply to both academic and non-
academic workers. Respondents’ subjective well-
being is measured using the student subjective well-
being questionnaire. 
 
3.2. Method 
 
Undergraduate and graduate students at Universitas 
Mercu Buana Yogyakarta, Indonesia, and Universiti 
Malaysia Kelantan, Malaysia, were surveyed for this 
study. Three assessment scales were combined to 

H2 

SSWB 

H3 

RES 

H4 

H1 
SQ 
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create a questionnaire that was emailed to students 
from different majors. A total of 517 responses were 
gathered, which is more than the required minimum 
sample size (348) for a population of 22,000 university 
students. SmartPLS 3.0 was used to perform validity 
and reliability tests on the measurement. The outer 
loading factor of each construct should be at 
least 0.7, and the average variance extracted (AVE) 
should be at least 0.5, according to the conventional 
standards for evaluating convergent validity. 
 

4. RESEARCH RESULTS 
 
Table 1 displays the distribution of research subjects 
by gender and university origin. The result presents 
the distribution of research subjects by gender and 
country. In Malaysia, 151 males and 61 females 
participated, while in Indonesia, 123 males and 
182 females were surveyed. The total sample size across 
both countries was 517 participants. Males comprised 
52.99% of the total, with females making up 47.00%. 

Table 1. Research subjects 
 

Characteristics Malaysia Indonesia Amount Percentage (%) 
Male 151 123 274 52.99 
Female 61 182 243 47.00 
Total 212 305 517 100.00 

 
The results of these tests show that all 

constructs meet the standard, with loading factors 
ranging from 0.708 to 0.884 (see Table 2), and items 
with the highest outer loading factor for each 
variable can be seen in Table 3. Meanwhile, all 
measurements meet the Fornell–Larcker and cross-
loading discriminant validity criteria, which can be 
seen in Table 4, and the AVE values range from 0.589 
to 0.688. Composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s 
alpha were applied to test the reliability of 
the instrument. The CR value is above the minimum 
standard of 0.7, ranging from 0.886 to 0.929. 
Cronbach’s alpha for students’ resilience (RES), 
service quality (SQ), and student subjective well-
being (SSWB) values are, respectively, 0.940, 0.900, 
and 0.886, as shown in Table 5, while collinearity 
statistics show a variance inflation factor (VIF) value 
below 5, ranging from 1.000 to 2.873. 
 

Table 2. Outer loadings 
 

Items RES SQ SSWB 
R1 0.777   

R2 0.726   

R4 0.712   

R5 0.828   

R6 0.789   

R7 0.728   

R8 0.819   

R9 0.752   

S1  0.736  

S2  0.852  

S3  0.828  

S4  0.884  

S5  0.840  

W1   0.748 
W2   0.709 
W5   0.769 
W6   0.743 
W7   0.759 
W8   0.799 
W9   0.731 
W11   0.785 
W12   0.774 
W13   0.742 
W14   0.705 
W15   0.730 

 
Table 3. The highest indicator 

 

Variable 
Item 
code 

Coeff. Scale items 

RES R5 0.799 
I can get back up after an illness 
or difficulty. 

SQ S4 0.884 
Academic staff is swift in 
responding to students who 
need information. 

SSWB W8 0.828 I studied well in college. 

Table 4. Reliability and average variance extracted 
 

Variables α rho_A CR AVE 
RES 0.900 0.903 0.920 0.589 
WE 0.886 0.890 0.917 0.688 
SSWB 0.929 0.930 0.939 0.563 

Note: WE — Work engagement. 
 

Table 5. Fornell–Larcker criterion 
 

Variables RES WE SSWB 
RES 0.768   
WE 0.552 0.830  
SSWB 0.714 0.622 0.750 

 
Partial least squares structural equation 

modelling (PLS-SEM) is used to test the hypotheses. 
The model is fit, according to the proposed model 
evaluation shown in Table 6, since the normed fit 
index (NFI) is 0.85, which is less than 0.9, yet 
the standardized root mean square (SRMR) is less 
than 0.10. 
 

Table 6. Model fit summary 
 

Indices Saturated form Expected model 
SRMR 0.059 0.059 
d_ULS 1.150 1.150 
d_G 0.410 0.410 
Chi-square 1.219.603 1.219.603 
NFI 0.853 0.853 

Note: d_ULS — the squared Euclidean distance, d_G — the geodesic 
distance. 
 

The results of structural equation modelling 
(SEM) are presented in Figure 2. As hypothesized (H1), 
SQ provided by the institution has a direct positive 
effect on RES. The results also support H2, indicating 
that SQ positively and directly influences SSWB, as 
well as H3, which states that SSWB positively and 
directly influences RES. Meanwhile, the data analysis 
indicates that SSWB mediates the effect of SQ on 
RES, in line with H4. 
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Figure 2. Structural equation model 
 

 
 

The coefficients and significance of each path 
analysis can be seen in Table 7. This analysis shows 
that SQ significantly influences RES but has only 
a weak impact. However, it has a moderate effect on 
SSWB as well as the influence of SSWB on RES. While 
SQ only has a weak impact on RES, further analysis 
shows that SSWB plays a mediating role in 
the relationship between SQ and RES. This mediating 
role supports H4, but SSWB only partially mediates 
the above relationship. 
 

Table 7. Hypotheses testing 
 

Hypothesis 
Original 
sample 

Mean 
Std. 
dev. 

t-stat. p-value 

SQ → RES 0.175 0.178 0.047 3.702 0.000 
SQ → SSWB 0.622 0.623 0.028 22.211 0.000 
SSWB → RES 0.605 0.603 0.040 15.178 0.000 
SQ → SSWB → RES 0.376 0.377 0.029 13.063 0.000 

 
Table 8 explains that shared SQ and SSWB 

account for 52.8% of effective RES factors. SQ explains 
38.7% of the variables that affect SSWB. 
 

Table 8. R-square 
 

Variable R-square Adjusted R-square 
RES 0.528 0.526 
SSWB 0.387 0.386 

 
5. DISCUSSION 
 
In the first hypothesis H1, it can be concluded that 
the research data shows a direct positive effect 
between service quality and student resilience, with 
a correlation coefficient of 0.175. As with previous 
research, social support (in this study represented 
by responsiveness, reliability, assurance, and empathy 
of academic and non-academic staff) affects student 
resilience (Alva, 1991; Yıldırım & Tanrıverdi, 2021). 
However, the real dimensions of service quality 
also affect their resilience, as expected, because 
the pandemic situation has made students rely on 
online learning facilities. It’s just that the correlation 

coefficient of 0.175 indicates that the relationship 
between service quality and student resilience is 
quite weak but still statistically significant. 

The second hypothesis (H2), which posits that 
service quality significantly and favourably influences 
students’ subjective well-being, has been supported 
by research by Trisela and Hermanto (2020). 
The estimated correlation coefficient of 0.622 suggests 
a robust association between the subjective well-being 
of students and the quality of services provided. 
That is, pupils’ subjective well-being increases with 
the level of services they receive. Subjective well-
being among students encompasses a range of 
factors, including mental health, life satisfaction, 
and happiness. According to Chandra et al. (2019), 
these findings have significant ramifications for 
educational institutions, as they highlight the need 
to prioritize service quality as a means of enhancing 
students’ subjective well-being. 

The third hypothesis (H3) is proven, showing 
a positive and direct relationship between subjective 
well-being and student resilience, as indicated by 
a large correlation coefficient of 0.605. This finding 
has important implications for practitioners and 
related parties in developing programs and services 
that can improve students’ subjective well-being, 
thereby increasing their resilience. For example, 
counselling services, emotional support, social skills 
development programs, or mental health programs 
can help students improve their subjective well-being, 
assisting them in coping with stress, challenges, and 
obstacles in their lives (Keyes et al., 2010; Lai et al., 
2022). The results confirm Yıldırım and Tanrıverdi 
(2021), who reported that social support has 
an impact on the subjective well-being of students. 
The current research provides a new understanding 
that subjective well-being predicts resilience and 
mediates the effect of service quality on student 
resilience. These findings imply that academic 
institutions need to improve the quality of their 
services, both tangible and intangible, to foster 
student resilience and subjective well-being. 
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The fourth hypothesis (H4) states that 
subjective well-being mediates the effect of service 
quality on student resilience. This hypothesis can be 
confirmed because the direct relationship between 
service quality and resilience (r = 0.175) is smaller 
than the indirect relationship between service 
quality and resilience mediated by subjective well-
being (r = 0.605). In other words, good service 
quality directly and positively affects the subjective 
well-being of students, which in turn affects their 
resilience. This finding is consistent with previous 
research showing that subjective well-being mediates 
the relationship between other factors, such as social 
support, work environment, organizational policies, 
and resilience. This indicates that subjective well-
being plays an important role in maintaining mental 
health and helping a person deal with stress and 
challenges in life (Diener et al., 1999; Folkman & 
Moskowitz, 2000). 
 
6. CONCLUSION 
 
The research results show a significant relationship 
between service quality and student resilience. 
The correlation analysis results indicate that the higher 
the quality of service, the higher the resilience of 
students. This demonstrates that although the effect 
of service quality on student resilience may not be 
the strongest factor, its influence can still be 
measured significantly. However, it should be noted 

that correlation does not always imply a causal 
relationship. In this context, while service quality 
positively influences student resilience, there are 
other factors that can also affect student resilience, 
such as social support, independence, and other 
personal factors. 

Therefore, further research can be conducted 
to examine the effect of other factors on student 
resilience, as well as to investigate whether there is 
an interaction between these factors. While the results 
as a whole indicate that service quality plays 
an important role in increasing student resilience, it 
becomes important to explore whether there is 
a mediating factor of subjective well-being in these 
relationships. In this context, the quality of services 
provided includes various aspects, such as the quality 
of lecturers, facilities, learning programs, and other 
supporting services. Thus, the results suggest that 
the best service quality will have a positive impact 
on the subjective well-being of students. 

This study has several limitations. Firstly, 
the number of subjects is not equal between 
Indonesia and Malaysia. It is hoped that future 
research will obtain an equal number of respondents 
between the two research sites to ensure consistent 
interpretation. Secondly, the scale uses two different 
languages, with dissemination to students in Indonesia 
using Indonesian and dissemination to students in 
Malaysia using English. This may result in different 
translations for the two sets of respondents. 
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