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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to examine the factors that influence
students’ loyalty in the private higher education (PHE) institutions. The survey
is conducted on 225 respondents who are based from 27 PHE in Bandung City,
Indonesia. The results reveal that the image of higher education institution
does not affect students’ satisfaction, but it affects the trust and loyalty of
students. It is then discovered that the image of higher education institution and
students’ satisfaction indirectly affects students’ loyalty through students’ trust.
Therefore, students’ trust is a good mediator for higher education institution’s
image and students’ satisfaction to students’ loyalty. Based on the findings,
this study also provides a strategy for managers in private higher education
institutions in building students’ loyalty. The implications of the study raise a
number of opportunities for future research by both public and private higher
education institutions on attracting and retaining students.
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1 Introduction

Based on the sources of funding, there are two groups of universities in Indonesia which
are state higher education (SHE) and private higher education (PHE). Although there is
no dichotomy between SHE and PHE, the quality still shows that some PHE quality is
under SHE. The Ministry of Research, Technology and Higher Education of the Republic
of Indonesia has categorised universities in Indonesia based on its accreditation, i.e.:

a  superior
b good

¢ sufficient.

Generally, prospective students will choose a higher education institution based on its
quality. Due to the fact that most SHE has superior quality compared to PHE, most of the
prospective students will choose SHE. However, the capacity of SHE is very limited.
This makes some students who are not accommodated in SHE will eventually choose
PHE as an option. However, it must be noted that all PHE’s students are those who fail in
the SHE. In fact, some students are accepted in top PHE, e.g., Telkom University,
Parahyangan Catholic University and several private universities in other major cities.
However, there are also PHE that possesses low quality, thus lacking students.

Based on the above paragraph, it can be implied that PHE requires effective
marketing strategies to attract qualified prospective students and meet the university’s
existing capacity. Fulfilments of students capacity in PHE is important, because if the
number of students is not met with the capacity that exists, PHE may not be able to
continue its business since their funding source mostly comes from the students (Tobari,
2015).

This effort is made by PHE to attract many prospective students can be considered
through the use of customer-oriented marketing strategies. According to Kotler and
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Armstrong (2016), customer-oriented marketing strategies should be able to identify
which customers will be served and how to serve them. To do this, the company must be
able to develop programs and marketing plans that can deliver appropriate value to
customers. Well-maintained customers will be well served. Therefore, the companies will
not lose them (Kotler and Armstrong, 2016). Customers in higher education institutions
are students. Thus, higher education institutions should be able to pay attention in order
to provide excellent educational services to their students. This is one of the efforts to
keep their students loyal to the institution.

Customer loyalty plays a vital role in the fierce competition and low market growth
and keeping loyal customers is very important for the company’s business continuity
(Hurriyati, 2015; Peter and Olson, 2010) as well as to improve financial performance
(Hurriyati, 2015). Students as customers could contribute and play an essential role to
higher education institutions in creating value for PHE. Therefore, PHE needs to build a
good relationship with students to maintain the business continuity. The primary goal of
building customer relationships is to build strong customer loyalty (Gunarto, 2013b;
Gunarto et al., 2016b). In higher education, building customer loyalty means building
students loyalty.

Students’ loyalty is an essential measure of the success in higher education
institutions which aims to keep students until they graduate and then draw them back as
alumnae (Rojas-Méndez et al., 2009). Graduate students have a unique position and
bargaining value, because they have experiences and active engagement with higher
education institution, although they did not participate actively in the learning process.
Their experience and engagement can be beneficial to the development of PHE.

Students’ loyalty is also shown by the role of students as good advocates; in
recommending the institution to others; and it shall be noted that graduate students are
increasingly returning to higher education institutions for further study (Thomas, 2011).
However, it is not easy to maintain students’ loyalty, because their behaviour is
significantly different from the primary and secondary education. Low loyalty in PHE
encourages universities to adopt various strategies and tactical steps to attract new
students and retain them. Therefore, the efforts to build students’ loyalty are essential to
be undertaken at higher education institutions (Helgesen and Nesset, 2007a, 2007b; Heo
and Lee, 2016), particularly in PHE.

The research field of HE marketing is still at a relatively early stage with much
research needs to be done on the identification of problems and strategic aspects
(Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka, 2006). Research on students’ loyalty models has been
done, but students’ loyalty model cannot be used in general. Research on students’
loyalty model is different one another. Therefore, it is necessary for further research in
obtaining student loyalty model which can be applied in PHE. This model can be used to
face the intense competition among higher education in increasing or maintaining the
number of students.

2 Literature review

2.1 Students’ loyalty

Loyalty is a manifestation of the fundamental human need for having, supporting, gaining
of security and building attachment and creating emotional attachment (Alma, 1992;
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Hurriyati, 2015). Customer behaviour and loyalty are usually expressed by actual
repurchase, intention to repurchase and giving recommendations to others and have a
good relationship with the service provider (Eliwa, 2006). Dick and Basu (1994) view
customer loyalty as the relative strength of relationships between individual attitudes and
repeat purchases mediated by social norms and situational factors. Particularly in higher
education, loyalty is a positive commitment of the students to the educational services
that they experience during their study in the higher education institution (Wahyuningsih,
2007).

Student loyalty is a combination of the willingness of students to give positive
word-of-mouth about the organisation and recommendations on educational institutions
for family, friends, people in business and organisations. It contains a component of
attitudes and behavioural components (Helgesen and Nesset, 2007b; Hennig-Thurau
et al., 2001; Kunanusorn and Puttawong, 2015; Pham and Lai, 2016; Verhoef et al., 2002)
as well as the function of student commitment to institutions (Tinto, 1988). Students’
loyalty is a focus on students’ intention to recommend to others, retention and repurchase
(Chen, 2016; Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 2006; Yu and Kim, 2008). Students’ loyalty
is devotion to the students’ alma mater that is characterised by the desire or intention of
students to share good reviews to others, to a positive attitude towards higher education
institutions and committed to repurchase, help and pay attention to the alma mater as a
graduate student.

2.2 Students’ trust

Trust is the foundation of business (Rofig, 2007). Business transactions between two or
more parties will occur if there is a sense of trust amongst them. Trust will increase the
positive effect of purchasing (Kim et al., 2008). Students who trust in a higher education
institution will have a positive impact on enrolment, retention, quality perception and
sharing positive things through word-of-mouth, involved as alumnae with PHE and can
reduce the sensitivity to tuition increase (Ghosh et al., 2001). Trust is one of the factors
affecting the university’s commitment (Helen and Ho, 2011; Rojas-Méndez et al., 2009).
Trust is an important consideration. People are often confronted with uncertainty.
Consumers often pass the standardised learning hierarchy in the thinking process, where
there are two factors, i.e., uncertainty and the complex nature of the situation (Moriuchi
and Takahashi, 2016).

Students’ trust is first proposed by Ghosh et al. (2001). They argue that students’
confidence is a long-term solution that higher educations have gained in highly
competitive situations. According to Ghosh et al. (2001), students’ trusts is the extent to
which students are willing to rely on or confidence in higher education by taking
appropriate and profitable steps and helping them achieve learning and careers. The
factors that make up trust are comprised of three dimensions, i.e., ability, virtue and
integrity (McKnight et al., 2002; Schoorman et al., 2007). Good public trust can increase
loyalty (Aritonang, 2014; Aygoren and Yilmaz, 2013; Brennan and Hennenberg, 2008;
Kim et al., 2008; Taecharungroj, 2014).
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2.3 Student satisfaction

Satisfaction in the context of higher education institutions is not a stand-alone concept
(Jahanshahi et al., 2011). Several factors that determine the quality of higher education
are accessibility, attention, availability and communication (Douglas et al., 2014). The
concept of students’ satisfaction is complex and multidimensional in the context of higher
education. Recent research confirms that there are students who can attract new students
to provide testimonials through word-of-mouth to acquaintances and friends and even
return to their institutions for further study (Helgesen and Nesset, 2007a).

Students’ satisfaction is a good feeling that a person experiences after comparing the
performance of a product or service with their expectations. These expectations are made
up of past experiences and suggestions from friends or colleagues through promises
provided by the marketers along with the competitors (Kotler and Armstrong, 2016;
Kotler and Keller, 2012). Students are partners in college. Thus, students need to be
served in a valuable and satisfying way. Classroom management is a valuable issue
for students. Therefore, the characteristics of lecturers tend to be the main determinants
of students satisfaction in higher education (Gruber et al., 2012). High student
satisfaction experienced by a student can increase the loyalty (Alves and Raposo, 2007;
de Macedo Bergamo et al., 2012; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007a) and affects the students’
confidence (Aritonang, 2014; Rojas-Méndez et al., 2009).

2.4 Higher education image

Perception is a process whereby the individuals choose, organise and interpret stimuli
into something meaningful (Schiffman et al., 2012). Several studies have found that the
image and reputation of higher education institutions significantly influence retention and
loyalty (Helgesen and Nesset, 2007a; Hemsley-Brown et al., 2016; Nguyen and LeBlanc,
2001). The image always appears as one of the variables that directly affect satisfaction
and also has a significant influence on loyalty. Higher education institutions must
maintain or develop a different image to create competitive advantage in an increasingly
competitive market (Alves and Raposo, 2010; Gunarto et al., 2016b). A review of the
literature found that the image of the university had a direct and positive impact on
students’ loyalty (Brown and Mazzarol, 2006). It is also known that the effect of
students’ satisfaction significantly mediates the relationship between university image
and students loyalty (Douglas et al., 2014). The image of higher education is the overall
evaluation of universities as measured by four indicators, i.e., the overall opinion of the
higher education, the opinion of the higher education’s contribution to society, the
preference for the higher education as a whole and the higher education reputation.

Some scholars say that a good higher education image has a major influence on
student loyalty (Andreassen and Lindestad, 1998); can increase student satisfaction
(Aritonang, 2014; Brown and Mazzarol, 2006; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007a;
Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka, 2006); and affect student confidence (Fianto et al., 2014).

2.5 Conceptual framework

The conceptual framework of this study is shown in Figure 1.
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2.6 Research hypothesis

The hypotheses of this research are:

Hypothesis 1  Students’ trust has a positive effect on students’ loyalty.

Hypothesis 2 Students’ satisfaction has a positive effect on students’ loyalty.
Hypothesis 3  Students’ satisfaction has a positive effect on students trust.

Hypothesis 4 The image of higher education has a positive effect on students’ loyalty.

Hypothesis 5 The image of higher education has a positive effect on students’
satisfaction.

Hypothesis 6 The image of higher education has a positive effect on students’ trust.

Figure 1 Conceptual framework (see online version for colours)

Satisfaction

3 Research methodology

The design of this study is descriptive which is designed to explain the variables studied
and explanative to prove the influence between variables through testing the research
hypothesis. The survey method used with the research instrument is a questionnaire. The
total population of PHE in Bandung is 112 PHE consisting in various forms. There are
28 academies, two institutes, 11 polytechnics, 50 high schools and 21 universities. The
sample of this study is 27 PHE with cluster random sampling technique that can represent
all forms of PHE. Each PHE samples are then taken by ten students each and given a
questionnaire, but only 225 respondents could be processed in this study, of which
45 questionnaires’ are not considered as these are incompletely filled.

The research instrument that contains the variables of higher education, students’
confidence, students’ satisfaction and students’ loyalty is adapted from Giner and Rillo
(2016). Respondents are asked to indicate the level of agreement on statements related to
observed variables on a seven-point Likert scale (i.e., from a scale of one ‘strongly
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disagree’ to seven ‘strongly agree’). The process of data analysis to prove the influence
between variables using the structural equation modelling (SEM) approach, which is a
combination of factor analysis, regression analysis and path analysis (Gunarto, 2013a;
Hair et al., 2014). The data processing tool is AMOS version 22.0.

4 Findings and discussions

4.1 Descriptive analysis

Descriptively, the perceptions answer of 225 respondents on each variable looks like in
Figure 2.

Figure 2 Respondents’ perceptions on student loyalty (see online version for colours)
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Figure 3 Respondents’ perceptions on students trust (see online version for colours)
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Figure 2 shows the average level of respondents’ perceptions of the students’ loyalty
variable that reaches 53.43%. This means that the perception of respondents to students’
loyalty to PHE is still relatively moderate. The lowest score occurs in return for higher
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education indicator (LO3) and willing to sponsor (LO4). This condition occurs because

most of the PHE is not their first choice.

Figure 3 shows the respondents’ perceptions of the level of students’ trust that
reaches 73.03%. That value indicates the respondent’s trust to the PHE is considerably
high. This occurs since the Indonesian Government regulation and supervision standard
to the higher education system is noticeably tight, making the level of students’ trust to

PHE is relatively high.

Figure 4 shows the respondents’ perceptions of students’ satisfaction that reaches
52.80%. This value indicates that the satisfaction of respondents to PHE is still
low. Although students have the valuable experience during studying at PHE, the

characteristics of lecturers in PHE are still considered less satisfactory.

Figure 4 Respondents’ perceptions on students’ satisfaction (see online version for colours)
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Figure 5 Respondents’ perceptions of the image of higher education institution (see online
version for colours)
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Figure 5 shows the perception of respondents to high education image which is around
35.40%. This value shows the image of respondents to PHE is substantially low. This
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perception is in accordance with the condition of the field study that the students have a
better image to the public higher education than to the PHE. Students feel very proud if
they can study at the public higher education than they in PHE. Hence, it can be inferred
that most of the students in the PHE are students who are failed to enter the public higher
education. To improve the image of higher education, it is necessary to take various
strategic steps such as improving rank according to university’s standard (Gunarto et al.,
2016a) and to improve various achievements and promotions which can produce a good
image in the community.

4.2 Measurement model

Data analysis technique is done by SEM with AMOS 22.0 software. There are two stages
of analysis performed, i.e., the measurement model and the structural model (Gunarto,
2013a; Hair et al.,, 2014). The measurement model is done by confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) to test the validity and reliability of indicators in each variable. The
results of the model testing measures are shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6 Measurement model estimation results (see online version for colours)
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Figure 6 shows the four latent variables with their indicators. All indicators are valid
because each has a loading factor of more than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2014). The validity and
reliability of each latent variable are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 shows that all indicators have a loading factor greater than 0.5, meaning, all
indicators are valid and can form variables (Hair et al., 2014; Malhotra, 2010). The
four variables formed from each indicator are also reliable because they have CR > 0.7
and AVE > 0.5 (Gunarto, 2013a). AVE value indicates how much latent variable can
explain the variation of data. That is to say, the higher AVE value, the better is the
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variable in explaining the variation of existing data. Based on the value of CR and AVE,
it can be concluded that all indicators on each variable are valid and reliable, meaning it
can measure the variable in accordance with what will be well.

Table 1 Values of loading factor, construct reliability and variance extraction on each latent
variable

Indicator Loyalty Trust Satisfaction Image Conclusion
Word-of-mouth (LO1) 0.815 Valid
Recommend to friends and family (LO2) 0.865 Valid
Intend to continue study at alma mater (LO3)  0.795 Valid
Willing to become a sponsor (LO4) 0.875 Valid
Integrity staff of PHE (TR1) 0.624 Valid
PHE attention to students (TR2) 0.867 Valid
The quality of PHE education (TR3) 0.700 Valid
PHE services meet the expectations of 0.685 Valid
students (TR4)
Happy with the services offered by PHE 0.710 Valid
(SAT1)
Service of PHE meet my expectations (SAT2) 0.720 Valid
Glad to be a student at PHE (SAT3) 0.701 Valid
Satisfied compared with other PHE (SAT4) 0.671 Valid
Satisfied with all the services of PHE (SATS) 0.567 Valid
My PHE have a good image in the minds of 0.755 Valid
students (IM1)
My PHE is better than other institutions 0.779 Valid
(IM2)
My PHE have a good teaching program (IM3) 0.823 Valid
My PHE have a good reputation (IM4) 0.757 Valid
Construct reliability (CR) 0.904 0.813 0.807 0.860  Reliable
Average variance extract (AVE) 0.702 0.525 0.570 0.608

The measurement model corresponds to the values shown in the goodness of fit (GOF)
statistics in Table 2.

Table 2 Values of statistics GOF measurement model.
No. Criteria GOF Value limit Result Conclusion
1 p-value of X* = 132,709 df = 113 >0.05 0.099 Fit
2 GFI >0.90 0.938 Fit
3 AGFI >0.90 0.917 Fit
4 CFI >0.90 0.988 Fit
5 RMSEA <0.08 0.028 Fit

Test results on the measurement model show that all criteria pertaining to the GOF are
fulfilled. This means the measurement model that is formed from each indicator has been
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in accordance with the existing data. According to Malhotra (2010), it is needed at least
one good measure (GFI, AGFI), a measure of absolute bad [chi-square, root means
squared error of approximation (RMSEA)] and a comparative measure (CFI). The
criterion of GOF is not sole, meaning that any criterion which fit can be stated that the fit
model is obtained (Gunarto, 2013a; Hair et al., 2014). Further, the RMSEA criterion is
more widely used to see the suitability of a model (Hoyle, 2012). Based on the results in
Table 2, it can be inferred that the model is fit and can form a structural model.

4.3 Structural model

After the measurement model has been obtained, the second step in data analysis is to
create a structural model used to test the hypothesis in this study. The structural model is
formed based on a measurement model that has statistically fulfilled the fit model test and
obtained the structural modelling results with the AMOS program as can be seen in
Figure 7.

Figure 7 Estimation of structural model results (see online version for colours)
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In Figure 7, it can be inferred that there are three sub-structures of the model, i.e.,
sub-model of satisfaction (coefficient of determination (R?) = 0.016), sub-structure of
trust model (coefficient of determination (R?) = 0.085) and sub-loyalty model structure
(coefficient of determination (R*) = 0.237). This result denotes that the strength of the
model is still relatively low; hence, the model cannot be used as a prediction model.

The results of hypothesis testing in each structural relationship are shown in Table 3.

Table 3 shows that four hypotheses are found to be significant. The first hypothesis
(H1) has regression coefficient value of 0.360 (standardised regression = 0.327) with
standard error 0.089 and p-value 0.000 < 0.05. This indicates that students’ confidence
has a positive and significant effect on students’ loyalty. Thus, H1 is accepted.
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Table 3 Results of testing the structural models
Hypothesis Model (1) Estimate SE CR  P-value  Information
H1 Loyalty « Trust 0.360 0.089 4.063 ok Significant
H2 Loyalty <« Satisfaction 0.092 0.062 1.480 0.139  Not significant
H3 Trust « Satisfaction 0.139 0.062 2.248  0.025 Significant
H4 Satisfaction «—  Image 0.128 0.082 1.567 0.117  Not significant
H5 Loyalty <«  Image 0.211 0.063 3.349 ok Significant
Ho6 Trust «—  Image 0.162 0.062 2.590 0.010 Significant

Notes: SE (standard error); CR (critical ratio = t-statistic); ***mean that the p-value is
less than 0.001.

The second hypothesis (H2) has regression coefficient value of 0.092 (standardised
regression = 0.109) with standard error 0.062 and p-value 0.139 > 0.05. This score
particularly indicates that students’ satisfaction has no significant effect on students’
loyalty; therefore H2 is not accepted.

The third hypothesis (H3) obtains regression coefficient value of 0.139 (standardised
regression = (0.182) with standard error 0.062 and p-value 0.025 < 0.05. This indicates
that students’ satisfaction has a positive and significant effect on students’ belief.
Therefore, H3 is accepted.

Fourth hypothesis (H4) denotes regression coefficient value of 0.128 (standardised
regression = 0.166) with standard error 0.082 and p-value 0.117 > 0.05. This indicates
that the image of higher education has no significant effect on students’ satisfaction.
Therefore, H4 is not accepted.

The fifth hypothesis (H5) shows regression coefficient value of 0.211 (standardised
regression = 0.245) with a standard error of 0.063 and p-value 0.000 < 0.05. This
indicates that high image has a positive and significant effect on students’ loyalty;
accordingly, H5 is accepted.

Hypothesis sixth (H6) shows that the regression coefficient value of 0.162
(standardised regression = 0207) with standard error 0.062 and p-value 0.010 < 0.05
indicates that the image of higher education has a positive and significant effect on
students’ beliefs. Therefore, H6 is accepted.

Table 4 Results of standardised direct and indirect effects

. Standardised direct effects Standardised indirect effects
Variable

Image Satisfaction Trust Image Satisfaction

Satisfaction 0.126ns
Trust 0.207%%*) 0.182%) 0.023
Loyalty 0.245%%*) 0.109ns 0.327%%) 0.089 0.060

Note: **Significant < 0.001, *significant < 0.05 and ns = not significant.

The role of mediating variable is described in Table 4. It can be inferred from Table 4
that higher education image has no effect on students’ satisfaction, but has direct
influence on students’ trust and loyalty according to previous research (Akbar, 2013;
Aritonang, 2014; Brown and Mazzarol, 2006; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007; Hemsley-
Brown and Oplatka, 2006; Taecharungroj, 2014). Students’ satisfaction, separately,
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affects students’ trust which is in line with the previous findings (Rojas-Méndez et al.,
2009). Students’ satisfaction, however, does not affect students’ loyalty; this result is
slightly different with the findings from Aritonang (2014).

It can also be concluded that students’ beliefs influence the loyalty of the students.
This result is in line with several studies that have been done (Aritonang, 2014; Aygoren
and Yilmaz, 2013; Brennan and Hennenberg; 2008; Kim et al., 2008; Taecharungroj,
2014).

The magnitude of the direct influence of the university’s image on the students’ belief
is 0.207, while the main influence is not directly the image of the higher education
toward the students’ trust through students’ satisfaction 0.023, which is smaller than the
direct influence (Table 4). These results indicate that student satisfaction is not a good
intervening variable for the higher education image of students’ belief. The magnitude of
the direct influence of higher education image on loyalty is 0.245, but the magnitude of
the direct influence of university image on loyalty through students’ trust is 0.089 (less
than the direct influence). This means students’ belief is not a good intervening variable
for the image of student loyalty.

Student satisfaction does not affect the loyalty, but the direct influence on the trust
and confidence of students affect the loyalty of students, which makes trust a good
intervening variable for satisfaction with students’ loyalty. This shows that in order to
build students’ loyalty, not only improving the image of higher education and students’
satisfaction are improved, but the students’ belief also becomes an essential aspect which
mediates the satisfaction of loyalty. The most dominant factor affecting student loyalty is
found to be students’ confidence. This is in line with previous findings carried out by
Ghosh et al. (2001) which denoted that students’ beliefs are the long-term solution that
higher education institutions must obtain in highly competitive situations.

Students’ confidence in PHE becomes very important and can be built by improving
the image of the higher education institution. This is primarily because positive image has
a significant effect on students’ trust (Fianto et al., 2014; Taecharungroj, 2014). Higher
educational institutions that have a good image also have a positive and significant
impact on students’ loyalty. That is to say, the growing PHE image in the community will
increase students’ loyalty. These results are consistent with those examined by
Andreassen and Lindestad (1998), Aritonang (2014), Brown and Mazzarol (2006),
Gunarto et al. (2016b); Helgesen and Nesset (2007a), Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka
(2006) and Taecharungroj (2014).

The finding of this research model is shown in Figure 8.

Managerial implications to confront an increasingly competitive higher education,
leveraging the quality of education and the level of trust in the community. Increasing
trust in PHE institution can be made by fulfilling students’ satisfaction through providing
excellent service and fulfilling various existing regulations. Improving the image of
higher education can be done through gaining a variety of achievements and reputation at
both regional and global level.

It can also be seen from Figure § that the students’ loyalty model is higher than trust
and image of the higher education institution. In this study, it is found that the image of
the higher education institution can build trust and loyalty, but not students’ satisfaction.
The increase in students’ loyalty will benefit PHE in obtaining prospective students since
it is likely that students or alumni will share and invite others to join and study at their
former university.
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Figure 8 Findings of research models (see online version for colours)

5 Conclusions and suggestions

Perception of respondents to the trust of PHE students is relatively high. However, the
satisfaction and loyalty of students’ perceived are relatively moderate and PHE image is
perceived very low. The image of the higher education institution influences both directly
and indirectly on students’ loyalty through students’ belief. Students’ satisfaction only
has an indirect effect on students’ loyalty to students’ trust. The most dominant factor
affecting students’ loyalty is the students’ belief, whereas the students’ trust is also a
variable which mediates students’ satisfaction. The strategy of building students’ loyalty
becomes very important in facing the intense competition of PHE by improving the PHE
image or reputation as well as the students’ satisfaction.

This study is limited due to the small data gathered, i.e., the survey took place solely
in Bandung area and only the form of university, where PHE characteristics in Indonesia,
especially outside Java has not been accommodated. Future research can attempt to
analyse broader characteristics of data that can reflect the Indonesian’s PHE in general.
Future research is also suggested to include various factors that can build students’
loyalty in PHE.
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