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Abstract: This study investigates the impact of the ongoing technological transformation on student experience 

and service quality in higher education. Against the backdrop of institutions rapidly integrating digital tools like 

Artificial Intelligence (AI), Learning Management Systems (LMS), and Virtual Reality (VR) to enhance teaching, 

learning, and administrative efficiency, this research examines whether these innovations deliver equitable 

benefits. Conducted across South India, the study employed a quantitative descriptive design, collecting data from 

350 randomly selected undergraduate and postgraduate students. The analysis revealed that a significant majority 

(53.7%) of students self-identify as beginners in digital proficiency, indicating a substantial readiness gap that 

could hinder the adoption of advanced technologies. While no significant difference was found based on gender, 

a stark disparity was identified between institutional types. Private institutions reported significantly higher levels 

of satisfaction and integration across all measured factors - LMS usability, VR engagement, and overall service 

quality - compared to government-aided and university institutions. The findings underscore that the potential 

benefits of technologies like predictive analytics and automated systems are not equitably distributed and are 

heavily contingent on institutional resources and agility. The study concludes that beyond mere implementation, 

targeted investments in digital infrastructure, comprehensive digital literacy programs, and policy reforms are 

essential to bridge this divide and ensure technology fulfills its promise as an enhancer of educational equity and 

service quality. 

Keywords: Technological Transformation, Student Experience, Service Quality, Digital Divide, Learning 

Management Systems (LMS). 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Higher education is undergoing a profound transformation driven by rapid advancements in technology. 

Institutions worldwide are integrating digital tools such as Artificial Intelligence (AI), Learning Management 

Systems (LMS), virtual and augmented reality (VR/AR), and data analytics to enhance teaching, learning, and 

administrative efficiency. These innovations are reshaping the student experience, offering personalized learning 

pathways, interactive content, and seamless access to academic resources[1]. At the same time, technology is 

revolutionizing service quality in higher education by streamlining admissions, improving communication, and 

enabling real-time student support through chatbots and automated systems. 

Students today benefit from immersive learning experiences, such as virtual labs, AI-powered tutoring, and 

collaborative online platforms, which foster engagement and academic success. Additionally, institutions 
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leveraging cloud computing and big data can better track student performance, predict challenges, and provide 

timely interventions. However, the successful adoption of these technologies depends on their alignment with 

student needs and institutional goals. This article explores how technological transformation influences student 

experience and service quality in higher education, analyzing key innovations, their benefits, and the challenges 

institutions must address to maximize their impact. 

Higher education stands at a pivotal juncture, characterized by a seismic shift from traditional pedagogical models 

to dynamic, technology-infused learning environments. This transformation is not merely an institutional upgrade 

but a fundamental reimagining of the educational paradigm, driven by the dual imperatives of enhancing student 

success and optimizing operational excellence. The initial integration of digital tools has evolved into a 

comprehensive digital ecosystem, where technologies such as Artificial Intelligence (AI), machine learning, 

immersive simulations, and predictive analytics are becoming deeply embedded in the academic fabric[2]. This 

evolution promises to dismantle long-standing barriers to education, offering unprecedented scalability, 

personalization, and access. However, it also introduces complex new challenges related to equity, digital literacy, 

and the very nature of the student-institution relationship. 

The initial wave of digital adoption focused on digitizing existing processes—replacing paper-based systems with 

online portals and physical libraries with digital repositories. The current phase, however, is defined by 

intelligence and immersion. AI is moving beyond administrative automation to become a core pedagogical agent, 

capable of offering real-time, adaptive tutoring and generating actionable insights from vast datasets on student 

behavior. Concurrently, immersive technologies like Virtual and Augmented Reality (VR/AR) are transcending 

their novelty status to become vital tools for experiential learning, allowing students in disciplines like medicine 

and engineering to practice complex procedures in risk-free simulated environments[3]. This shift positions 

technology not as a peripheral tool, but as a central, intelligent partner in the educational journey. 

Technology Transformation in Education 

 
Fig 1 – Technology Transformation 

 

Phase 1: The Analog Foundation (Pre-1980s) 

The initial phase of educational technology was defined by entirely analog tools that established a standardized, 

teacher-centric model. The classroom dynamic was a "one-to-many" broadcast, where the instructor, armed with 

a chalkboard and a single textbook, served as the primary source of all knowledge. Students were passive 

recipients of this information, and learning was a uniform experience for everyone, confined within the physical 

and temporal walls of the school and library. This era successfully created a structured system for mass education 

but offered little room for individual pacing, interaction, or accessibility outside the classroom. 
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Phase 2: The Digital Introduction (1980s - Early 2000s) 

The arrival of the personal computer marked a significant shift, introducing digital tools as supplements to the 

traditional classroom. This period was less about changing teaching methodology and more about achieving 

digital literacy and enhancing productivity. Schools set up computer labs where students learned to use word 

processors and presentation software, replacing typewriters and poster boards. Interactive CD-ROMs brought 

subjects to life in new ways, and the nascent internet began its role as a vast digital library, slowly eclipsing the 

card catalog for research. 

Phase 3: The Connectivity Revolution (Mid-2000s - 2010s) 

The proliferation of high-speed internet catalyzed a true transformation, moving technology from the lab directly 

into the fabric of the classroom. Interactive whiteboards replaced chalkboards, enabling rich multimedia lessons. 

Critically, the rise of Learning Management Systems (LMS) like Moodle created virtual classrooms, allowing 

students to access materials, submit work, and communicate online, thereby erasing the boundary between school 

and home. The collaborative nature of Web 2.0—through blogs, wikis, and cloud-based documents—empowered 

students to become creators and collaborators rather than just consumers of information. This phase redefined 

technology from a supplemental tool to an essential, integrated platform for interaction and learning. 

Phase 4: The Personalized & Mobile Era (2010s - Present) 

Driven by ubiquitous mobile devices and cloud computing, this era placed the student at the center of the learning 

experience, enabling personalization and flexibility. The adoption of 1:1 device programs meant each student had 

a constant window to their education. Cloud platforms ensured seamless access to work from anywhere, while 

adaptive learning software used algorithms to tailor content to each student's pace and understanding, providing 

customized support and challenges. Furthermore, video conferencing and MOOCs enabled hybrid and flipped 

classroom models, making quality education accessible anytime and anywhere. The focus shifted decisively from 

standardized teaching to personalized learning. 

Phase 5: The AI & Immersive Future (Emerging Now) 

We are now entering an era defined by predictive and experiential learning powered by Artificial Intelligence (AI) 

and immersive technology. AI acts as a personal tutor, offering real-time feedback and automating administrative 

tasks like grading, which frees educators to mentor. It also analyzes data to identify learning gaps and predict 

student needs before they fall behind. Meanwhile, Virtual and Augmented Reality (VR/AR) are creating profound 

experiential learning opportunities, allowing students to explore historical sites or manipulate complex 3D models 

as if they were physically present[4]. 

1.1.1 Key Technologies Transforming Higher Education 

Several advanced technologies are driving change in higher education: 

• Learning Management Systems (LMS): Platforms like Moodle, Blackboard, and Canvas provide 

centralized access to course materials, assignments, and communication tools, improving accessibility and 

organization. 

• Artificial Intelligence (AI) & Chatbots: AI-powered tutoring systems (Socratic by Google) and chatbots 

assist students with instant academic support, reducing response times for administrative queries. 

• Virtual & Augmented Reality (VR/AR): Immersive technologies enable virtual labs, 3D simulations, and 

interactive lectures, enhancing engagement in fields like medicine, engineering, and architecture. 

• Big Data & Analytics: Institutions use predictive analytics to track student performance, identify at-risk 

learners, and personalize academic interventions. 

• Cloud Computing & Mobile Learning: Cloud-based tools (Google Workspace, Microsoft Teams) facilitate 

collaboration, while mobile apps allow students to learn anytime, anywhere. 
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1.1.2 Enhancing Student Experience Through Technology 

Modern technologies provide students with a more engaging and flexible learning environment: 

• Personalized Learning: Adaptive learning platforms (Khan Academy, Coursera) use AI to tailor content 

based on individual progress, improving comprehension and retention. 

• Interactive & Collaborative Learning: Tools like Zoom, Slack, and Padlet enable real-time discussions, 

group projects, and peer-to-peer interactions, fostering a sense of community. 

• On-Demand Access to Resources: Digital libraries (JSTOR, Google Scholar), recorded lectures, and e-

books ensure students can study at their own pace. 

• Gamification & Engagement: Platforms like Kahoot! and Duolingo incorporate game-like elements to 

make learning more interactive and motivating[5]. 

1.1.3 Improving Service Quality in Higher Education 

Technology has significantly elevated institutional service quality by: 

• Automating Administrative Processes: Online enrollment systems, digital payment gateways, and AI-

driven chatbots reduce paperwork and wait times for student services. 

• Enhancing Student Support: Predictive analytics help advisors identify struggling students early, allowing 

timely academic or counseling interventions. 

• Improving Communication: Universities use CRM systems (Salesforce) and messaging apps to keep 

students informed about deadlines, events, and policy changes. 

• Ensuring Accessibility & Inclusivity: Assistive technologies (screen readers, speech-to-text software) 

support students with disabilities, promoting equitable education. 

1.1.4 Challenges & Future Trends 

While the digital transformation of education offers significant advantages, its implementation is not without 

persistent hurdles. Key challenges include the enduring digital divide that limits equitable access, growing 

concerns over data privacy and cybersecurity, and a natural resistance to altering established pedagogical methods. 

Despite these obstacles, the trajectory of education continues to evolve toward a more intelligent and student-

centric future. This is evidenced by emerging innovations such as blockchain technology for secure and verifiable 

credentialing, artificial intelligence powering personalized career pathways and academic support, and the 

refinement of hybrid learning models that blend the best of physical and digital instruction[6]. 

1.2 Objectives 

1. To measure the correlation between the adoption of Learning Management Systems (LMS) and student 

satisfaction levels in higher education institutions. 

2. To evaluate the relationship between virtual reality (VR) usage in classrooms and student academic 

performance. 

1.3 Statement Of The Problem 

Higher education is rapidly integrating advanced technologies like AI, LMS, and VR to enhance learning and 

administration. However, a significant problem exists in understanding whether this technological transformation 

equitably improves the student experience and service quality across diverse institutional and demographic 

contexts[7]. There is a lack of empirical evidence on how factors like gender, type of institution, and students' 

digital proficiency influence the effectiveness of these digital initiatives. This study investigates these disparities 

to identify potential gaps and challenges, ensuring that technological adoption truly benefits all students without 

exacerbating existing inequalities. 
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1.4 Significance Of The Study 

This research holds significant value for higher education stakeholders by providing data-driven insights into the 

real-world impact of digital tools. The findings are crucial for university administrators and policymakers to make 

informed decisions on technology investments, tailoring implementation strategies to different institutional 

types[8]. For educators, it highlights the need for targeted training to bridge the digital skill gap observed among 

students. Ultimately, the study contributes to the broader goal of enhancing educational equity, service quality, 

and student success in an increasingly digital academic landscape. 

1.5 Scope And Limitations 

The scope of this study encompasses evaluating key technological factors - LMS, VR, and service quality - across 

various higher education institutions in South India. However, its findings are limited by a geographical focus on 

one region, which may affect the generalizability of results to other cultural or national contexts. The reliance on 

self-reported data from students introduces the potential for response bias[9]. Furthermore, the study captures a 

snapshot in time and may not account for the long-term evolution of technology adoption and its sustained impact 

on the educational experience. 

1.6 Research Gap 

A gap exists in understanding the holistic student lived experience and well-being within an integrated, yet often 

overwhelming, digital ecosystem. There is insufficient research on how technological adoption exacerbates digital 

inequity and creates a stratified experience for vulnerable student populations[10]. Current quantitative metrics 

fail to capture the nuanced human elements of service quality, creating a need for new frameworks to evaluate 

digital empathy and support. 

 

2 Literature Reviews 

(Means et al., 2013) Technological integration in higher education enhances student engagement and satisfaction. 

Studies show that LMS platforms improve accessibility and interaction, leading to better learning outcomes. 

Universities adopting digital tools report higher student retention rates due to personalized learning 

experiences[11]. 

(Almarashdeh, I., 2016) Technological advancements, particularly LMS platforms, enhance student engagement 

and satisfaction. A study by Almarashdeh (2016) found that LMS usability directly impacts academic 

performance. Institutions using Moodle or Blackboard reported higher student interaction. However, technical 

challenges can hinder effectiveness. Proper training is essential for maximizing benefits (Journal of Information 

Technology)[12]. 

(Udhayakumar K et al., 2025) This study evaluates students' perceptions of library service quality in arts and 

science colleges in Western Tamil Nadu. Using a questionnaire with a five-point Likert scale, data was analyzed 

through simple percentage and Chi-square methods. Findings indicate the libraries provide high-quality service, 

defined by helping users meet information needs and ensuring positive interactions. The research concludes that 

user-centric programs are essential for complete quality service. It offers suggestions for libraries to enhance user 

satisfaction and service improvement[13]. 

(Forid, Md Shak et al., 2022) This study examines how service quality dimensions and digital transformation 

impact student satisfaction and retention in Bangladeshi private universities. Data from 200 students at top 

institutions were analyzed using a conceptual SERVQUAL-based model. Results indicate that most service 

quality dimensions and digital transformation significantly enhance student satisfaction, which in turn positively 

affects retention. The research underscores digital transformation's critical role in higher education 
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competitiveness. This pioneering Bangladeshi study contributes to understanding service quality and 

digitalization in private university sustainability[14]. 

(Gürbüzer et al., 2025) This study examines how service quality and technological innovation influence student 

satisfaction and loyalty in Northern Cypriot universities. Using a structural model tested with data from 448 

students, it finds service quality directly boosts innovation, satisfaction, and loyalty. While technological 

innovation weakly enhances loyalty, student satisfaction is its strongest predictor. The research concludes that 

integrating high-quality service with digital innovation is crucial for fostering long-term student commitment [15]. 

(Douifi et al., 2025) This study investigates digital transformation's impact on educational service quality in 

Algerian universities. Through a mixed-methods approach, it combines theoretical frameworks with an applied 

survey of 500 professors. Data analysis using SPSS and regression techniques revealed a significant positive 

relationship. The findings conclude that digital transformation is responsible for 66.1% of the observed 

improvement in service quality, attributing the remainder to external variables [16]. 

(Espinosa-Vélez et al., 2022) This research analyzes the digital transformation at Universidad Técnica Particular 

de Loja (UTPL) to enhance market leadership and student-centric service quality. It examines the institution's 

strategic shift from traditional structures towards a digital culture, focusing on new academic-administrative 

communication channels. The study aims to determine the changes resulting from this adaptation, particularly the 

optimization of resources and response times. It utilizes data on student channel usage to evaluate this transition. 

Furthermore, it investigates how the COVID-19 pandemic accelerated the repowering of these digital relationship 

media[17]. 

 

3. Materials And Methods 

This study employed a quantitative descriptive research design to investigate how technological transformation 

influences student experience and service quality in higher education institutions across South India[18]. The 

research was conducted among 350 randomly selected undergraduate and postgraduate students from colleges 

actively implementing digital learning technologies, using simple random sampling to ensure unbiased participant 

selection. Data collection occurred over a three-month period in 2025 through structured questionnaires containing 

two main sections: five demographic questions capturing participants' age, gender, academic level, institution 

type, and prior technology exposure, followed by ten carefully designed questions assessing various aspects of 

digital transformation experience including LMS usability, AI-based support satisfaction, VR/AR engagement 

levels, mobile learning accessibility, and perceived service quality improvements. For data analysis, researchers 

utilized JAMOVI 2.7.6.0 to perform advanced statistical computations including descriptive statistics, correlation 

analyses, and regression tests, while Microsoft Excel 2019 supported preliminary data organization and 

visualization. The study adhered to strict ethical guidelines, obtaining informed consent from all participants while 

ensuring complete anonymity and confidentiality of responses, with proper institutional approvals secured prior 

to commencement[19].  

 

4. Analysis And Interpretation 

4.1 Table: Simple Percentage Analysis 

S No Particulars Categories Values Frequencies Mean SD 

1 Gender Male 160 45.7% 
1.54 0.499 

  Female 190 54.3% 

2 Age Below 20 110 31.4% 1.93 0.742 



 

Anusandhanvallari 

Vol 2025, No.1 

November 2025 

ISSN 2229-3388 

 

 

 

Available online at https://psvmkendra.com                                                                 1643 

  21 – 25 156 44.6% 

  Above 26 84 24% 

3 Type of Degree UG 241 68.9% 
1.31 0.464 

  PG 109 31.1% 

4 Level of Degree 3 Year 184 52.6% 

1.65 0.760   2 Year 105 30% 

  1 Year 61 17.4% 

5 Type of College Private 189 54% 

1.61 0.729   Aided / Government 110 31.4% 

  University 51 14.6% 

6 Digital Tools Beginner 188 53.7% 

1.52 0.599   Intermediate 143 40.9% 

  Advanced 19 5.4% 

Interpretation for table 4.1: 

While providing valuable insights, the research acknowledges certain limitations including its geographical 

restriction to South India which may affect generalizability, and potential response biases inherent in self-reported 

data collection methods of the 350 college students surveyed, the demographic profile reveals a slightly higher 

proportion of females (54.3%) compared to males (45.7%). The student body is predominantly young, with the 

largest cohort (44.6%) falling within the 21 to 25 age bracket. A significant majority of respondents (31.4%) are 

under 20 years old, while those above 26 years constitute a smaller segment (24%) of the population. In terms of 

academic background, undergraduate students form the overwhelming majority at 68.9%, with postgraduate 

students making up the remaining 31.1%. The data on the level of degree shows a diverse spread, with over half 

(52.6%) enrolled in 3-year programs, followed by 2-year (30%) and 1-year (17.4%) programs. Regarding 

institutional affiliation, more than half of the respondents (54%) attend private colleges, while 31.4% are from 

aided or government institutions, and a smaller proportion (14.6%) are enrolled directly in universities. A key 

finding relates to the students' self-assessed proficiency with digital tools. A majority (53.7%) identify as 

beginners, a substantial portion (40.9%) consider themselves intermediate users, and only a small minority (5.4%) 

rate their skills as advanced. This indicates a student population that is still developing its digital competencies, 

with a significant need for foundational support in this area. 

Interpretation for the table 4.1: Statistical Analysis 

➢ Level of Degree (Mean=1.65): This is the highest mean, showing that, on average, students are enrolled in 

longer-duration programs (closer to the 2-year and 3-year categories). 

➢ Type of Degree (Mean=1.31): This is the lowest mean, confirming that most students are undergraduates (the 

first category). 

➢ Gender (SD=0.499) and Type of Degree (SD=0.464): These have the lowest SD values. This means the 

answers were very consistent and clustered tightly around just one or two categories (almost only 

Male/Female or UG/PG). 

➢ Level of Degree (SD=0.760) and Type of College (SD=0.729): These have the highest SD values. This means 

there was a lot of variety in the responses, with students spread more evenly across the different available 

categories (1-year, 2-year, 3-year programs). 

TABLE 4.2 T-TEST ANALYSIS 

Hypothesis I 

Null Hypothesis: There is no significant difference between Gender with respect to Factors of Technology 

Transformation. 
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Table 4.2 T-test for significant difference between Male Gender with respect to Factors of Technology 

Transformation. 

Table 4.2 t-test for significant difference between Gender with respect to Factors of Technology 

Transformation. 

Factors of Technology Transformation 

Gender 
T 

Value 

P 

Value 
Male Female 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Learning Management Systems 10.4 .27 10.5 3.31 -0.16 0.873 

Virtual Reality in Education 11.3 3.62 11.3 3.59 0.05 0.959 

Service Quality & Digital Transformation 15.1 4.69 14.9 4.93 0.45 0.654 

Overall Technology Transformation 36.9 11.09 36.7 11.44 0.16 0.871 

Interpretation for table 4.2: 

Based on the independent samples t-test results, there is no statistically significant difference between male and 

female perceptions across all measured factors of technology transformation. The high p-values (all > 0.05), 

notably for the overall transformation score (p = 0.871), indicate that the observed mean differences in Learning 

Management Systems, Virtual Reality in Education, service quality, and the total score are likely due to random 

chance rather than a genuine gender-based effect. The very low t-values, which are close to zero, further confirm 

that the group means are remarkably similar. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no difference between genders is 

accepted for all factors. This consistent lack of significance suggests that gender is not a differentiating variable 

in perceptions of educational technology adoption within the studied population. 

TABLE 4.3 One-Way ANOVA (Welch’s) ANALYSIS 

Hypothesis II 

Null Hypothesis: There is no significant difference Among Type of Institution with respect to Factors of 

Technology Transformation 

Factors of Technology 

Transformation 

Type of Institution 

F 

Value 
P Value Private 

Aided / 

Government 
University 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Learning Management 

Systems 
11.38 2.81 9.25 3.56 9.75 3.32 16.62 <0.001 

Virtual Reality in 

Education 
12.08 2.94 10.43 4.08 10.16 4.04 10.28 <0.001 

Service Quality & Digital 

Transformation 
16.07 3.98 13.77 5.52 13.76 5.18 9.91 <0.001 

Overall Technology 

Transformation 
39.53 9.43 33.45 12.44 33.67 12.31 12.62 <0.001 

Interpretation for the table 4.3: 

The one-way ANOVA results indicate statistically significant differences (p < 0.001) in the perception of 

technology transformation factors among private, aided/government, and university institutions. The consistently 

high F-values across all categories, including Learning Management Systems, Virtual Reality, Service Quality, 
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and the overall score, strongly reject the null hypothesis that the group means are equal. This significant rejection 

is primarily due to the notably higher mean scores reported by private institutions compared to their 

aided/government and university counterparts. The pattern suggests that private institutions are experiencing a 

more pronounced and successful integration of digital tools, likely attributable to greater financial resources, 

organizational agility, and a stronger institutional drive for technological adoption. In contrast, aided, government, 

and university settings may face structural, bureaucratic, or funding constraints that hinder the pace and depth of 

their technology transformation, leading to the observed disparity in perceptions and the highly significant results. 

 

5. Results And Discussion 

The study's findings reveal a critical demographic insight: a majority (53.7%) of the student population self-

identifies as beginners in digital tool proficiency, highlighting a significant digital literacy gap that could impede 

the effective adoption of advanced technologies. The analysis of demographic factors showed no statistically 

significant difference in perceptions of technology transformation between male and female students, indicating 

that gender is not a barrier to acceptance or experience. However, a stark and highly significant disparity was 

found based on institutional type. Private institutions demonstrated markedly higher mean scores across all factors 

- LMS usability, VR integration, service quality, and overall transformation - compared to aided/government and 

university institutions. This suggests that the benefits of technological adoption are not uniform and are heavily 

influenced by an institution's resources, infrastructure, and possibly its administrative flexibility. These results 

align with existing literature[20] that identifies funding and organizational agility as key determinants in 

successful technology implementation, while also highlighting a new dimension of inequality based on 

institutional typology within the higher education sector. 

 

6. Suggestions 

Based on the findings, several actionable suggestions are proposed. Firstly, institutions, particularly government-

aided and universities, should prioritize investing in digital infrastructure and secure targeted funding to bridge 

the technological gap with private institutions. Secondly, comprehensive digital literacy programs are urgently 

needed for both students and faculty to move the majority from a 'beginner' proficiency level to a more confident 

intermediate or advanced level, ensuring they can fully leverage the available tools. Thirdly, administrative 

policies should be reformed to encourage faster adoption of technologies like LMS and VR, reducing bureaucratic 

hurdles that slow implementation[21]. Finally, a more equitable model for technology funding and support should 

be developed at a policy level to ensure that all institutions, regardless of their management type, can provide a 

high-quality, technology-enhanced education to their students. 

 

7. Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study confirms that technological transformation holds immense potential to enhance the 

student experience and service quality in higher education. However, its success is not automatic nor universal. 

The research conclusively demonstrates that while demographic factors like gender do not influence perceptions, 

the type of institution is a paramount factor creating a digital divide. The advanced integration and positive 

outcomes observed in private institutions stand in contrast to the challenges faced by government and university 

sectors. Therefore, the path forward requires a concerted effort that moves beyond merely implementing 

technology to addressing the underlying disparities in resource allocation, digital competency, and organizational 

support. Ensuring an equitable digital future for higher education is imperative to prevent the very technologies 

meant to be great equalizers from becoming sources of further inequality. 
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8. Future Research 

Future research should expand the geographical scope of this study beyond South India to include a national and 

cross-cultural comparison, enhancing the generalizability of the findings. Longitudinal studies are needed to track 

the long-term impact of technology integration on student performance, retention, and employability, moving 

beyond the snapshot provided by this study[22]. Further investigation should also delve into the specific structural, 

bureaucratic, and cultural factors within government and university settings that act as barriers to technological 

adoption. Additionally, qualitative research exploring the lived experiences and perceived challenges of students 

who identify as "beginners" with digital tools would provide deeper insights for designing effective training 

interventions. Finally, research could explore the impact of emerging technologies like AI-driven personalization 

and blockchain on service quality in greater depth. 

 

References 

[1] Udhayakumar, K., and T. Sarathy. "Assessment of Entrepreneurial Education Service Quality Among 

Management Students in Salem District, Tamil Nadu". Recent trends in Management and Commerce, 

(74-79) 2024.  

[2] Sarathy, T., and M. Mai Gnanam. "A Study on Educational Institutions Quality towards MBA Course in 

Select Districts of Tamilnadu". 

[3] Okonkwo, C. W., & Ade-Ibijola, A. (2021). Chatbots applications in education: A systematic 

review. Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 2, 100033. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2021.100033 

[4] Sclater, N., Peasgood, A., & Mullan, J. (2016). Learning analytics in higher education: A review of UK 

and international practice. Jisc. https://www.jisc.ac.uk/reports/learning-analytics-in-higher-education 

[5] Sarathy, T., and R. Mohan. "A Study On Entrepreneurship In Export Sector." Journal of 

Management (2016): 388. 

[6] Deterding, S., Dixon, D., Khaled, R., & Nacke, L. (2011). From game design elements to gamefulness: 

Defining "gamification." Proceedings of the 15th International Academic MindTrek Conference, 9–

15. https://doi.org/10.1145/2181037.2181040 

[7] Chen, G., Xu, B., Lu, M., & Chen, N.-S. (2018). Exploring blockchain technology and its potential 

applications for education. Smart Learning Environments, 5(1), 1. 

[8] https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-017-0050-x 

[9] Mahalakshmi, K., Palanivelu, V.R. & Kirubakaran, D. Global Market Trends in Biomedical Sensors: 

Materials, Device Engineering, and Healthcare Applications. Biomedical Materials & Devices (2025). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s44174-025-00362-w 

[10] Sharma, A. (2013). Improving Library Services: A Case Study of Academic Libraries in India. 

International Journal of Library Science, 2(1), 11-17. 

[11] Chandrakar, R., & Arora, J. (2012). Digital Libraries in Indian Higher Education Institutions: A Case 

Study. Journal of Library & Information Technology, 32(4), 67-75. 

[12] Means, B., Toyama, Y., Murphy, R., Bakia, M., & Jones, K. (2013). Evaluation of evidence-based 

practices in online learning: A meta-analysis and review of online learning studies. U.S. Department of 

Education. https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/tech/evidence-based-practices/finalreport.pdf. 

[13] Almarashdeh, I. (2016). Sharing instructors’ experience of learning management system: A technology 

perspective of user satisfaction in distance learning course. Computers in Human Behavior, 63, 249–

255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.05.013 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2021.100033
https://www.jisc.ac.uk/reports/learning-analytics-in-higher-education
https://doi.org/10.1145/2181037.2181040
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-017-0050-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44174-025-00362-w
https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/tech/evidence-based-practices/finalreport.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.05.013


 

Anusandhanvallari 

Vol 2025, No.1 

November 2025 

ISSN 2229-3388 

 

 

 

Available online at https://psvmkendra.com                                                                 1647 

[14] Udhayakumar, K., and T. Sarathy. "Evaluating Students’ Perceptions of Library Service Quality and Its 

Utilization in Arts and Science Colleges in Western Tamil Nadu". Technoarete Transactions on 

Advances in Social Sciences and Humanities(TTASSH), (64-73) 2025.  

[15] Forid, Md Shak, Md Hafez, and Wahiduzzaman Khan. "Student satisfaction and retention: impact of 

service quality and digital transformation." Marketing i menedžment innovacij 13.4 (2022): 152-163. 

[16] Gürbüzer, Birgül, and Ahmet Münir Acuner. "The Role of Service Quality in Enhancing Technological 

Innovation, Satisfaction, and Loyalty Among University Students in Northern 

Cyprus." Sustainability 17.15 (2025): 6832. 

[17] Douifi, Chafika, and Ahmed Gheribi. "Digital transformation and its impact on the educational service 

quality at Algerian Universities: an exploratory study." Beam Journal of Economic Studies 8.2 (2024): 

411-426. 

[18] Espinosa-Vélez, María Paula, Verónica-Alexandra Armijos-Buitrón, and María Eugenia Enríquez Mora. 

"Digital transformation in HEIs and its impact on the user experience/student service processes." 2022 

17th Iberian Conference on Information Systems and Technologies (CISTI). IEEE, 2022. 

[19] Kothari, C. R. (2004). Research methodology: Methods and techniques. New Age International. 

[20] Zeithaml, V. A., Parasuraman, A., & Berry, L. L. (1988). SERVQUAL: A Multi-Item Scale for 

Measuring Consumer Perceptions of Service Quality. Journal of Retailing, 64(1),12-40. 

[21] Sultan, N. (2010). Cloud computing for education: A new dawn? International Journal of Information 

Management, 30(2), 109–116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2009.09.004 

[22] Nitecki, D. A., & Hernon, P. (2000). Measuring service quality at Yale University’s libraries. The Journal 

of Academic Librarianship, 26(4), 259273. 

[23] Seale, J. (2013). When digital capital is not enough: Reconsidering the digital lives of disabled university 

students. Learning, Media and Technology, 38(3), 256–269. https://doi.org/10. 

1080/17439884.2012.670644. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2009.09.004
https://doi.org/10.%201080/17439884.2012.670644
https://doi.org/10.%201080/17439884.2012.670644

