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Abstract

Student satisfaction is an important part of the effort to market higher education successfully
and learning programs, and an important factor in measuring the quality of learning approach.
This study explored the student satisfaction in Vietnamese higher education, and how student
satisfaction was affected by personal and university experience variables. A quantitative
research method was used in the study; out of the 618 third-year students of 24 departments
and faculties at in the University of Social Sciences and Humanities - Vietnam National
University Ho Chi Minh City responded to the study and were study participants. The
findings of this study show that students were moderately satisfied with their environment on
campus. The study also shows that of university experiences had significant positive effects
and personal variable had significant negative effects on student satisfaction.
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1. Introduction

Cheng and Tam (1997) found that there are seven models for quality education, namely 1)
satisfaction, 2) goal, 3) absence of problems, 4) resource-input, 5) organizational learning, 6)
legitimacy, and 7) process. The satisfaction model is a good option from which strategies for
quality education can be adopted and developed. Education institutions consider student
satisfaction to be one of the major elements in determining the quality of open programs in
today’s markets (Kuo, Walker, Belland, & Schroder, 2013). Especially universities are
developing new strategies to measure quality with reference to student satisfaction (Mark,
2013). The demands and needs of students are critical for higher educational institutions if
they want to be competitive (Khosravi, Poushaneh, Roozegar, & Sohrabifard, 2013).
According to Leckey and Neill (2001), any student satisfaction questionnaire should be open
to access with evaluation and possible attitude of leadership regarding the steps to improve
the current situation. Student satisfaction is described proportional to the students’ perceived
value concerning their educational institutions and experiences (Doris & Oksana, 2009).

According to Elliott and Shin (2002), student satisfaction in higher education is defined as
“the favorability of a student’s subjective evaluation of the various outcomes
and experiences associated with education”. Student satisfaction is being shaped
continually by various outcomes and their experiences in campus life. The studies of the
factors influencing satisfaction of higher education students can provide relevant information
about how students are thinking and what the most important areas to consider are, when it
comes to student satisfaction (Pop, Bacila, Moisescu, & Tirca, 2008). Sinclaire (2011)
showed that there are three reasons for interest in student satisfaction: 1) the most important
key to continuing learning, 2) positively related to retention and a decision to take one or
more additional courses, and 3) represent a public relations asset for higher education
institutions.

Student satisfaction is considered an important factor in measuring the quality of learning
approach and a key factor in the success of learning programs. Student satisfaction is an
important part of the effort to market higher education successfully (Hermans, Haytko, &
Mott-Stenerson, 2009). Student satisfaction in higher education approaches may be a tool for
building a bridge between more traditional and academic views on how to improve higher
education institutions, and more market-orientated perspectives (Wiers-Jenssen, Stensaker, &
Grogaard, 2002). The studies of Arambewela and Hall (2009) and Usman (2010) showed that
due to an increasingly competitive, dynamic, and challenged educational environment,
universities are becoming more aware of the importance of student satisfaction. Research of
student satisfaction in higher education, therefore, not only enables universities to re-engineer
their organizations to adapt to student needs, but also allows them to develop a system for
continuously monitoring how effectively they meet or exceed student needs (O'Neill, 2003).
Students’ needs and expectations allow educational institutions to attract, and retain quality
students, and improve the quality of their programs (Elliott & Shin, 2002). Sandhu and
Kapoor (2014) recognized that student satisfaction is important and needs to be continuously
assessed to assure quality of education experiences for students. Student satisfaction is
important because it influences the student’s level of motivation (Chute, Thompson, &
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Hancock, 1999), which is an important psychological factor in student success (American
Psychological Association, 1997).

Student satisfaction is a complex concept consisting of several dimensions (Marzo-Navarro,
Iglesias, & Torres, 2005; Richardson, 2005). Student satisfaction in higher education is
influenced by a number of variables. Several past studies show that there were related factors
influencing student satisfaction namely the quality of courses (Arif, Ilyas, & Hameed, 2013;
Wilkins & Balakrishnan, 2013), effectiveness of instructional process (Elliot & Healy, 2001;
Helgesen & Nesset, 2007), course organization (Navarro, Iglesias, & Torres, 2005),
interaction with students (O'Driscoll, 2012), the focus on student’s needs (Elliot & Healy,
2001) and campus climate (Sojkin, Bartkowiak, & Skuza, 2012; Sultan & Wong, 2012).
According to DiBiase (2004) and Garcia-Aracil (2009), student satisfaction is a complex yet
poorly articulated notion.

This study explored the student satisfaction in Vietnamese higher education, and how student
satisfaction was affected by personal and university experience variables. The findings of this
study will provide instructors, administrators, educators, and other concerned entities with
data regarding course satisfaction of university students toward environment campus
approach. The study is designed to answer two questions: 1) What is the general level of
student satisfaction in Vietnamese university? and 2) How is student satisfaction affected by
personal and university experience variables?

2. Research Method
2.1 Sample

The survey instrument was distributed to 700 students of 24 departments and faculties at the
University of Social Sciences and Humanities - Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh
City (USSH-VNUHCM), of which 618 questionnaires were returned, for an 88.3% return
rate, which exceeds the 30% response rate most researchers require for analysis (Dillman,
2000; Malaney, 2002). The sample of this study was drawn from 618 respondents who
completed the survey instrument. Participants in this study were third-year full-time students
who were studying on campus. According to Huang and Chang (2004), third-year students
are considered the best population for observing student involvement and development at the
university.

2.2 Dependent and Independent Variables

A dependent variable is a criterion or variable that is to be predicted or explained (Zikmund,
2003). Student satisfaction is the dependent variable in the study. This study used three
dimensions to measure student satisfaction namely campus landscape, conservation campus,
and parking on campus. The dimensions of the student satisfaction were measured with
assessments using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = “very dissatisfied” to 4 = “very
satisfied”. Factor analysis of the constructed dependent variable yielded adequate validity,
showing factor loading values of the three items (0.69—0.83) greater than the threshold value
of 0.5 (Hair, Tatham, Anderson, & Black, 2009). Internal consistency analysis revealed a
Cronbach’s coefficient (0.70) higher than the threshold value of 0.6 (Nunnally, 1978),
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indicating a satisfactory reliability. Total variance explained was 61.32 %, meeting the
requirement of constructed variable for social science research (Hair et al., 2009).

An independent variable is a variable that is expected to influence the dependent variable
(Zikmund, 2003). In the study, personal and university experience variables are the
independent variables. For personal variables, they include gender, age, family income, and
discipline. University experiences include teaching approach (such as one-way instruction,
Interaction teacher vs. student, practice or experiment, and topic research), curriculum
engagement (namely memory emphasis, integration emphasis, evaluation emphasis, and
application emphasis), and co-curriculum involvement (including student government, sport
group, social service, and art culture group)

2.3 Data Analysis Methods

Data collection for this study was gathered from survey questionnaires administered to 618
students in the USSH-VNUHCM. This study employs statistical methods of descriptive
analyses, and regression to analyze the data. Descriptive analysis is conducted to understand
the general level of student satisfaction in Vietnamese higher education. To study the personal
and university experience variables which significantly affect student satisfaction, multiple
regressions analysis was used for this study. After checking the precision of data entry and
making codes for data analysis with the statistical analysis program, SPSS version 13.0, the
following statistics were used.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1 Participants of the study

The findings of Table 1 show that out of the 618 third-year students in the USSH-VNUHCM,
51.6% were male and 48.4% of female students. The respondents consisted of 74.3% who
were 21 years old. Regarding ethnic groups, 93.2% of students were majority of ethnic,
remaining 6.8% were ethnic minority. In terms of their father’s education, 34.5% of students
had senior high school, and 24.8% had attained junior high school. Similarly, the mother’s
education, also focused on senior high school (30.4%), and junior high school (26.1%). For
family income, 22.5% of students had under USD 1,000 and 32.8% were over USD 3,100.
Regarding students’ discipline, 90.6% were fields of social sciences, and remaining 9.4%
faculty were fields of humanities.

3.2 The general level of student satisfaction at the USSH-VNUHCM

The survey used four-point Likert scales with responses ranging from 1 = very dissatisfied to
4 = very satisfied. In terms of Table 2 the findings indicated that students in the
USSH-VNUHCM were moderately satisfied with their campus environment (M = 2.78, SD =
0.56).

93 www.macrothink.org/jse



ISSN 2162-6952

\ M acrothink Journal of Studies in Education
A Institute ™ 2015, Vol. 5, No. 4

Table 1. The Results of Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) of Student Satisfaction
Level in the USSH-VNUHCM

Student satisfaction dimensions Scores range M SD
Average of three dimensions 2.78 0.56
1. Campus landscape {_4 2.89 0.71
2. Conservation campus 2.87 0.66
3. Parking on campus 2.59 0.80

In this study, the results of descriptive analysis showed that the average of the three
dimensions of student satisfaction is 69.5% (2.78/4) indicating a moderate level of job
satisfaction for students in USSH-VNUHCM by comparing the scale of 4. This finding for
Vietnam is supported by studies in Germany (Gruber, Ful}, Voss & Glaeser-Zikuda, 2010),
the Czech Republic (Enache, 2011). These studies used a five-point Likert scale with
responses ranging from 1 = very dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied to measure the level of
student satisfaction with the university. These studies showed that the average level of
student satisfaction in Germany was 50% (2.5/5), in the Czech Republic, it was 69.8%
(3.49/5). The study of student satisfaction in Bangladesh universities, Mazumder (2013)
found that students of private universities are least satisfied with weekend activities, whereas
students of public university are least satisfied with teachers’ understanding of unique life
situations and unbiased treatment factors.

Although each study used different methods, approaches and instruments to measure
satisfaction for students in higher education, this study, like the other cited above, indicated
that Vietnamese students were moderately satisfied with their campus environment. This
means that the level of student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM is comparable to those in
both developing and developed countries. However, there is still much room for university
administrators to improve the level of satisfaction of students in the USSH-VNUHCM.

3.3 Regression between university experiences and student satisfaction in the
USSH-VNUHCM

Regression model proposed by this study explained 4.3% (R*= 0.043) of student satisfaction
in the USSH-VNUHCM. These models present coefficients of § values, with > 0 indicating
a positive effect and § < 0 indicating a negative effect on student satisfaction. However, the
different regression models had different explanations for student satisfaction
across personal and university experience variables. Table 2 displays three models of
multiple regression statistics which analyzed the effect across personal and university
experience variables on student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM. Models 1 through 4
presented the separate effect of these factors on student satisfaction, and Model 5 reported the
combined effects.
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Table 2. Regression Analysis Results between Student Satisfaction and Personal and
University Experience Variables

Modell Model2 Model3 Model 4 Model 5

Personal variables

Gender 016 .045
Age -.080 -.083 *
Family income -.045 -.045
Discipline .062 .074

University experience variables

Teaching approach

One-way instruction .060 .032*
Interaction teacher vs. student .044 989
Practice or experiment 133%* .043%*
Topic research -.095%* 072
Curriculum engagement
Memory emphasis -.053 -.063
Integration emphasis A19%* 120%*
Evaluation emphasis .034 .038
Application emphasis -.045 -.063
Co-curriculum involvement
Student government 067 .041
Sport group -.080 -.081
Social service .103* .097*
Art culture group -.013 .006
Adjusted R’ .005 015 015 013 .043

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01

As shown in Table 2, Model 1 suggested that personal variables as a whole did not have
significant effects on student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM. A previous study of
Outcomes Working Group (OWG) (2003) recognized that a significant difference has been
found between student satisfaction and personal variables. The finding of OWG showed that
females and older students tended to report somewhat higher levels; unfortunately, there
is yet no empirical research done about the relationship between student
satisfaction and family income, discipline.

Model 2 showed that two items of teaching approach, namely practice or experiment (f =
0.133, p < 0.01), and topic research (f = - 0.095, p < 0.05) had significant effect on student
satisfaction. This finding was supported by the research of OWG (2003); teaching
consistently exerted the most influence on satisfaction ratings ( = .4529). However, topic
research had a significant negative effect on student satisfaction. In the process of building
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and development topic research, hence, instructors of USSH-VNUHCM may want to avoid a
teaching approach of topic research. Model 3 recognized that only integration emphasis of
curriculum engagement generally yielded significant effects on student satisfaction (5 =0.119,
p < 0.01). The research of OWG (2003) reported that there is a strong relationship between
curriculum engagement and student satisfaction (r = .4814).

Model 4 showed a significant effect of co-curriculum involvement on student satisfaction;
however, the only social service of co-curriculum involvement had consistently significant
effects on student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM. Unfortunately, there is yet no
empirical research done about the relationship between student satisfaction and co-curriculum
involvement in Vietnam or even in other parts of the world. The results of this study thus
cannot be compared to results of others. Further research about the relationship between
student satisfaction and co-curriculum involvement will contribute to fill in the literature gap.
Model 5 showed that collectively, one-way instruction (# = 0.032, p < 0.05) and practice or
experiment (f = 0.043, p < 0.05) of teaching approach, integration emphasis (f = 0.120, p <
0.01) of curriculum engagement, and social service (f = 0.097, p < 0.05) of co-curriculum
involvement persistently exhibited significant positive effects on student satisfaction. Only
age (f = -0.083, p < 0.05) among the personal variables showed a negative correlation with
student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM.

4. Conclusion

This study explored the student satisfaction in Vietnamese higher education, and how student
satisfaction was affected by personal and university experience variables. The empirical
results of the study revealed that students were moderately satisfied with their campus
environment. Further, teaching approach, curriculum engagement, and co-curriculum
involvement of university experiences correlated positively with student satisfaction; however,
students’ age correlated negatively with student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM.

Student satisfaction has been considered an important factor in measuring the quality of
learning approach, a key factor in the success of learning programs and a tool for building a
bridge between more traditional and academic views on how to improve higher education
institutions. This study has measured student satisfaction with campus environment
(including campus landscape, conservation campus, and parking on campus) and investigated
personal factors (such as gender, age, family income and discipline) and university
experiences (namely teaching approach, curriculum engagement, and co-curriculum
involvement) affecting student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM.

The present study has some limitations. The primary limitation is that the study only sampled
USSH-VNUHCM third-year students, hence, the results and implications should be applied
with caution to students from different levels of Vietnamese higher education institutes.
Further research should collect student samples from various higher education levels and
disciplines to accumulate rich empirical information of Vietnamese university students. It is
hoped that the barrier to the student satisfaction in the USSH-VNUHCM found in this study
may help administrators and Vietnamese higher education institutes to built and develop a
learning environment and campus climate that would allow higher levels of student

96 www.macrothink.org/jse



ISSN 2162-6952

\\ M acrothink Journal of Studies in Education
A Institute ™ 2015, Vol. 5, No. 4

satisfaction and contribute to filling the gap in the literature regarding Vietnam and other
countries.
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