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Abstract

This study applies service quality and customeisfsation theory to the field of
education and particularly to postgraduate studiHse aim of the research
presented here is to measure students’ satisfaatithe Addis Ababa University
across wide ranging educational experiences. A Eamp 126 students was
considered for analysis with an approach adoptedn frstudent satisfaction
inventory by Noel-Levitz and graduate studentss&atiion survey in European
University was used in order to reach this aim. Tieeessary data was gathered
from self-administered questionnaire and intervidene with concerned parties.
Descriptive method research was employed. Therfgdindicate that there is a
high level of dissatisfaction among students paldidy regarding infrastructural
requirements and helpfulness of staff in varioudises of the university. Areas of
satisfaction are also highlighted. There is evidetw confirm that some issues
raised in the focus group discussion of the strat@pnning committee were
addressed too. Various strengths and weaknessédeatdied by students. Whilst
the comprehensive range of data produced is véoynmative students suggest that

the study should cover only few areas at a time.

Introduction

Studies reveal that a student’s positive perceptioh academic
programs and personal affiliations with facultyaf§t and other students
contribute to a feeling of “student-centerednesElli¢tt, 2003). This
phenomenon makes students feel connected to andowetl by the
institution he attend, making them more likely ton@in in the institution
and feel satisfied with their overall experiencd&Ws mission and vision is

to promote excellence in the production, growth atissemination of
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advanced scientific material production, througlacteng and research
activities, and is aligned with the fulfilment dhe national goals of
development and the effort to enhance Ethiopiagsallvcapacity of higher
education. The current rapid expansion of gradwsitely programs in
various fields is in response to the national gdgdroducing 10,000 MA and
2,000 PhD graduates in five years time, i.e. 200052EC. (Teaching and
Learning in Graduate programs at AAU—Report on therent (AS-IS)

Situation)

Statement of the problem

For many organizations in the public sector custosadisfaction is
the measure of success. Various organizations raresting heavily in
improving performance in areas that make a stramgribution to customer
satisfaction, such as service quality and custos@wices. Continuous
improvement is essential for any higher educatnstitution that wants to be
able to attract students in the future. All impnments of study programs,
teaching and support services, etc; must of cobesbased on the voice of
the customer, which in this case are the studéwémsuring the students’
perception of the “product” they receive, theirigaction is thus the
cornerstone of every improvement effort. Succéssistitutions tend to
share three basic attributes: they focus on theseé their students, they
continually improve the quality of the educatioeaberience, and they use
student satisfaction assessment results to shapduture directions.

But how do we know if organizations are succeedmgatisfying
their customers? The truth of the matter is thahynorganizations do not,
including Addis Ababa University (AAU here afterlt is a widely accepted
adage in the quality world that “if you can’t mesesit you cannot manage
it".  This principle applies equally to customertistaction as it does to
thousands of components coming off a productiore. limdeed, many
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companies and organizations still do not measustoauer at all—and many
who claim to be measuring it do so in an inadequedy (Hill N. and

Alexander J 2003). Thus, there seems to be ausevimid in the research on
graduate education since the degree of satisfaatixperienced by the
graduate student may be important not only fordwel of performance but
also for his remaining in graduate school and mttgi his degree objective.
To the best of the researcher's knowledge AAU ise oof these

organizations. What is often done in relation toaswing customer
(students) satisfaction at AAU is students fill sti@nnaires about their

respective instructors’ performance.

Over the past few years, higher education institgiin Ethiopia
have experienced dramatic changes, both in theidifig and student
numbers. With the advent of full fees for studerkere is competitive
pressure to provide value and quality educationghkli education
institutions are increasingly devoting considerabiee and resources to
meet the expectations and needs of students. Tdilermhe for management
in these institutions is now not only to better ngtedent needs and wants
per se but also to monitor the changes in student negdstime. The fact
seems to be actually still ignored at AAU. Thusyuph, various problems
can be identified, the study will attempt to addreéke following basic
research questions.

1. What attributes of overall educational experienme @nsidered most
important by graduate students?

2. How are graduates satisfied with each attribute amtall educational
experiences?

3. What areas of educational experience are studeos satisfied &
dissatisfied with?

4. How large the satisfaction gaps are for the mopbiant attributes?

5. How effective is the University in handling studg€rdomplaints?
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Objectives of the Study
In general, the objective of the thesis writing was evaluate or
measure AAU’s post-graduate students’ level ofs&attion. Specifically,
the thesis writing was designed to address theviatlg concerns:
1. To identify the importance of attributes of educatl experiences
at AAU.
2. To determine extent to which graduate studentshentargeted
campuses of the university are satisfied, dissatisbr delighted.
3. To identify the areas of educational experiencas tontributed to
the most satisfaction and dissatisfaction.
4. To investigate the gaps between the most impogtnbutes and
students level of satisfaction with them.
5. To evaluate the University's level of commitment dan

understanding to win customers and keep them fay.lo

Scope of the Study

This paper is delimited to measuring the satiséactievel of AAU’s
post-graduate students at Arat killo (Science Rgraind Sidist Killo (main
campus). As the total number of post-graduate stgdeho are currently (in
2010) about to graduate is large and diversifieterms of fields of study
and requirements for effective running of the paogs, the researcher was
expected to consider relatively large number of @anproportional to the
total population. Unfortunately, from the prelirany survey, the researcher
found out that many students were very much umgllito fill the
guestionnaire, even some of the students who waeitkngv did not
responsibly returned the questionnaires, and stadansome departments
have already left the University for conductingitrmvn research and thus

were totally inaccessible to this study’s researchéhus, the researcher was
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forced to consider those who are accessible. Theuamof money for

conducting such a vast University wide researclhsiously large for it

requires greater number of concerned individualsasributors in terms of

preparing the questionnaire items pertinent to ezaiegory of graduate
students at the University, arranging ways for edsgathering the required
data (like informing the instructors who will benkily requested to give
permission for researcher’s entrance to distrilbgepertinent questionnaire
during class time, advisors cooperation in termgyeiting their advisees
filled the questionnaires and so on), collectintadeom graduates of various
campuses, and the incentive that might be madeetstudents so that they
could extend their cooperation; the study was detanto masters education

students.

Limitations of the Study

The researcher tried to incorporate and considenasy dimensions
as possible that he believed can serve measurindersts’ level of
satisfaction with their educational experiencehat Wniversity. However, he
is afraid that some graduates might have been dimelccarelessly filled some
part of the questionnaires. The other limitatiortho$ thesis writing was lack
or inadequacy of related literatures in the areasictered—graduates’
satisfaction—which constrained the researcher’stylio look at the issue
from different perspectives and make the analysisomingly. The last
limitation of the study is that since the provisioh satisfactory quality
service can partly be enhanced by service takstadénts) contribution,
incorporating the views of/the perceptions the @mity’'s staff have of

students too would have strengthened the qualitizgefesearch.

Review of Related Literature
The importance of higher education has increaseddwame and

societies have become more dependent upon prafessiiMetzger, 1987).
93



In this regard, higher education plays a cruciale ran supporting

macroeconomic growth and consequently affects #gons’ economy

(Kane, 2005). The overall purpose of universityadion is to educate and
prepare young people for later realization in tigol market. The common
perception is that the quality of education hasngpact on the opportunities
to find highly desirable job placements. Despiteaat literature in customer
satisfaction, little has been said on the satigfacbf higher education
institutions’ customers i.e. the students (Elli2003). Higher educational
institutions are increasingly recognizing that tlaeg in the service industry.
As service organization, higher educational insbs are dealing with a
same situation which places greater emphasis oringete expectations
and needs of their customers.

Researchers in higher education have assessedistadisfaction in
three different justifications. First, most reséwms have measured solely the
levels of student satisfaction in order to identifhe most and the least
satisfaction with university programs and servicies accountability
reporting and self-improvement purposes. Secorstiyne researchers have
examined student satisfaction to see if satisfactiatings of college
programs and services associate with the satisfacti the overall college
experience. Lastly, few researchers have investigatudent satisfaction
items related to the occurrence of the educatievehts such as student
retention and attrition.

The measurement of student satisfaction can beulusefhigher
educational institutions, to help them pinpointith&rengths and identify
areas for improvement. Satisfaction ratings go hdyeaching assessments,
which have a narrow focus, to include broader dspafcthe student learning
experience. To grasp the complexity of that leayréxperience, it is not
enough to know the degree to which students aigfisdtand it is important

to understand the factors that contribute to stusdatisfaction too.
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Student Satisfaction in the Context of Higher Educaon Institution

There are many difficulties involved in managingcastomer’s
satisfaction, and these result particularly congtéd in the education sector.
Because education is a service, it is often chgilgnto increase both
customer satisfaction and productivity concurrerffiydersonet al. 1997).
One of the contributors to this fact is that custorsatisfaction is more
dependent on customization and increased prodtyctifien requires more
standardization. In an education-related contdadt tan best be described
by understanding that students generally preferllemelasses where they
can contribute more to course discussion and reqevsonal attention from
the professor, but this is significantly more cpsind less efficient
sometimes than educating students in a large-casssetting.

Customer satisfaction is a measure of how the sesvor physical
tangible products a company offers to its targetketamatch with what the
customers (market) expected before experiencing PRut differently,
customers’ evaluation of service quality is a fumetof the magnitude and
direction of the gap between the customers’ expiecs of service and
his/her perception of the service delivered. Thesgectations stem from
word-of-mouth promotion about the service that ataomner has heard,
his/her past experience, the promises made abaats#rvice by its
advertisements and by its sales representativesotier situational factors.
Therefore in the context of educational servicasjents’ satisfaction refers
to how they (student customers) feel (their peiocaptthey have of) about
the services the institution provides. It is albabfulfillment or gratification

of the students with the University.

Student Satisfaction and Institutional Effectivenes
In higher educational institutions, students arel $a be successful
when they accomplish tasks (in the curriculum) expd from them. And

this can be done through exams and research papergeneral terms when
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they show evidence of being learnt or brought aleygected behavioral
changes. But when an institution giving educatioselices is considered
effective? It is when students are satisfied, it melighted, with the

University experiences. Students are the resporiBes.very reasons for and
life-bloods of any organizations to be are cust@nand for educational
institution—student-customers. Students are thasome of institutional

performances. Thus, the Student Satisfaction Sueveyples the University
to:

= Assess the level of satisfaction within, and imaonce of, various
key issues

= Identify gaps in the provision of education sergiead resources

= Judge how successful the University has been ireacly specific
policies

» Build a picture of students’ expectations basetherwhole student
experience

= Highlight areas requiring further investigation

The benefit also goes to the students. Studentspsnde feedback
will gain some of the benefits from modificationelated to any of the
educational experiences) (Wossenu Y. 2008). Omother hand, listening is
powerful forgive to customer the impression thag¢ tbrganization cares

about them and fosters in order to meet their Mesgisirements.

Listening and Handling Customers’ Complaints

Contemporary managers recognize that they mustistepuch with
and listen to their customers. Managers and emsp®ymust listen to
customers who are unsatisfied with their servi@at listening is the first
step. Companies must also respond to customengplamts and concern.
The successful organization is one that listensnapmdedly, acts

appropriately subsequently, and uses customerstfacoblems to improve
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service and win more customers (Tiosroud, D, 1993}lake it easy to
complain” it is the point stressed by Loskot W (@Pth order to sustain the
satisfaction of customers. This is due to theaopdbkat people don't like to
complain to organizations. “For various reasansstomers, even if they
would like to complain, usually say nothing. Soofethem don’t want to
waste time and energy; others don’t believe thaitlitmake any difference.

The rest might lack skills and assertiveness.”

Research Methodology

The objective of the research was accomplishedutfirca several
step process. Firstly, a set of coherent and reteVactors potentially
influencing student satisfaction had to be esthbtis Secondly, the factors
had to be categorized into groups, each groupateilg certain satisfaction
dimension. Thirdly, the importance of the factorkieh have relationship
with the educational experience, and the satisfacéxperienced by the
students in relation with those factors were aredyzSubsequently, both
satisfaction dimensions as bundles of factors aatt endividual factor were
analyzed through measuring differences betweenirtiportance and the
satisfaction obtained. Finally, dimensions of stide expectations and
satisfactions having the greatest score were iikehti

The main part of the research was carried out byeyumethod,
integration of the interview technique while theegtionnaire was the
instrument of data gathering. Students were as@emk$ess their academic
experience through the importance given to sevémators and their

satisfaction in relation to these factors.

Population and Sampling
According to the data obtained from the registréfice of the
University, the total population consisting of 4§ftidents who are expected

to graduate at the end of S’ene in Ethiopian Calend\lso those graduates
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who are expected to defend their thesis work inntigdle of the year 2002
E.C. are part of the population under study. Theydimg method used
varies at two different levels. First the researased judgmental sampling
in selecting the sampling unit. Since measuringlestis’ satisfaction refers
to their customers experience and the more timelests experienced
services at the University the more they can evalperformance as per
their expectations, the researcher targeted ordgettwho are expected to
graduate at the end of this academic year (Sen2 EQD). Secondly, the

respondents (participants) were selected basedrorenience sampling.

Types and Sources of Data Collected

First hand information was collected from the gmds and
Graduate Study and Research Office through questictes and interview
respectively. The Samples were confined to AAU'sUiy of Education’s
students on its two campuses—Main campus and sciémculty. The
secondary sources of data used, among others,dendlue University’'s
official web site, its strategic plan, a reporttbe current (AS-IS) situation,
related books, journals, and student satisfactioneys in various European
and American Universities. Sampling error was aalgd using a large
sample size collected at the two campuses.
By a deep literature review, the researcher idedtgfeven major factorsto
be consideredwhich in turn are composed of numerous measutem@s.
These factors are: campus environment, registratEffectiveness,
academics, faculty/staff, infrastructure, skill dBpments or students’
partial experience, and enrollment factors. Stgrfrom this 7 factors, about
70 specific questions items were developed as gfagiach questionnaire.
Also two sections dealing with the general charssties of respondents and
some general question were included.

Students were expected to respond twice to each +efirst by

indicating how important it is that specific expgadn, and then again by
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indicate their satisfaction level. The scale wa$ & 5, with 5 being the
highest. Then the researcher calculated the peafocen gap, which is
importance minus satisfaction. The smaller the gwarhnce gap, the more
the university is achieving in meeting its studeetgpectations; the larger
the performance gap, the more room for improvertiere is to better meet
its students’ expectations. Finally items with Egerformance gaps indicate

areas on where students perceive their expectatierssnot adequately met.

Data Presentations, Analysis and Interpretations
The Rating Scales

Because the Student Satisfaction questionnairdtsesuthree different
aggregated scores for each item, a significant amofi information is

generated for the University decision makers, sagch

» Importance score ratings reflect how important stusl consider the
item (the higher the score, the more importancebated by the
student, hence the stronger the expectation).

= Satisfaction ratings show how satisfied studengsvéth AAU efforts
and achievement in meeting the expectation.

= Performance gap scores (importance rating minusfaetion rating)
show how well AAU is meeting the expectation, ollera large
performance gap score for an item (e.g., 1.5) atdi that the
University is not, almost at all, meeting studestgectations, whereas
a small or next to zero gap score (e.g.,50) indgahat AAU is
meeting students' expectations, and a negative sgape (e.g.,-25)
indicates that it is exceeding students' expectatid’lease note that in
the interest of space certain items in the tabteth® whole tables at

times were cut from the present work.

So, the study provides a good overview of strengtit areas in need

of improvement. At the same time there had beewigue example of such
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national survey (as is true in various nations Wmerica—e.g. the Noel-
Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI)), measy student satisfaction
across a broad spectrum of University/College ke the AAU’s graduate
student level of satisfaction could be compared hiat. The total number
of questionnaires distributed was 180, considetiiegreturn of incomplete
and carelessly filled questionnaires and absencetofn at all, and any way
sufficient numbers of responses were collected a@era realistic inference
about the population. Out of that, 140 questiorasaivere returned and of
these only 126 were useable and adequately filRsliability was also

measured. The modified version used to measuregth@uates’ level of

satisfaction was Cronbach's coefficient alpha, ®t4he set of satisfaction

scores and is .771 for the set of importance scores

Factors Influencing the Decision to Attend Addis Alaba University

The factors that students reported influencingrttlecision to attend
the University were ranked and their respective meeand standard
deviations were calculated. Academic reputatiotihésprimary factor, along
with sponsor’s preference and campus appearancthedsther side the cost
factor followed by the university’s advertisemeasult the least important in
that order. The standard deviation, 6 of the 9 stamthe dimension relative
to enrollment factors—suggests that the respondéatge relatively a
balanced feeling towards level of importance ofhe@tem. A relatively
higher variation in responses may be traced badbetter opportunity for
part time work in Addis Ababa and access to fuld (ésearch and/or other
purposes).

The Campus Environment
The campus environment as measured in terms ofysafier dark,
availability of food at reasonable price togethethwits variety in the

existence of sufficient space for students to rela® enjoyable experience
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on campus, care and helpful campus and adequabg @imount of parking
space has been rated above average. This sughastlltof them are of
great concern to graduates. In other words, tndesits greatly expected the
university to fulfill them but their level of sataction for all these items fall
within the mid range (2.50-3.49). Only safety affark, diverse selections
of food, and caring and helpful campus showed #opeance gap greater
than 1.5. Thus, these three are the first consitddimension areas in which
the university is not meeting the students’ expemta. Adequacy of the
amount of parking space in the campus has gotaverl performance gap
level (it is below 0.5). Therefore, it can be coded that the university has
no problem of parking spaces in the campus. Ofsegut should also be
kept in mind that this item was rated by studesttha least important one in

the dimension.

Registration Effectiveness

As the table below (table 5) illustrates, all trspects considered in
this phase were rated above average (i.e., 4.24abade) on importance
scale, but none of the satisfaction ratings discevevere above the cutoff
point, implying that graduates satisfaction did meach optimal average
level in this dimension. One finding is really esmd: the smaller
performance gap was found between the importandesatisfaction score
for item number 5 (i.e., admission staffs are kremlgeable). Thus, is
impossible to talk about students’ expectations eegding since the
University service performance had not still rediod cutoff point. Just the
knowledge level of admission staff can be asseasealatively good. The
relatively bigger performance gap was observed &etwthe expected
performances of the personnel involved in regigtnatand the level of
graduates’ satisfaction in that regard. 79.4% aBdb% of the students
thought helpfulness of personnel involved in regishn process is,
respectively, very important and important, butytperceived it as the most
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disappointing experience they had in relation gsteation. Only 11% of the

graduates were satisfied with it. Overall, only 2¥%the graduates were

satisfied or very satisfied with registration effeeness.

Table 1: Registration Effectiveness

Registration Effectiveness

.| Gap
Imp Satisfaction
Item No | Items Mean
Mean Mean
1 , , : . 2.78
The personnel involved in registration are helpful| 4.72 1.94
2 Registration takes place at the right time 4.65 525 2.10
3 Promptness of registration 4.60 2.58 2.02
4 Admission policy is clear 4.43 2.63 1.8(
5 Admission staff are knowledgeable 4.24 3.03 1.21
Academics
In all the aspects that fall under this dimensitime students’
expectations exceeded the corresponding satisfacgoores. The

performance gap score column shows only five it@tesn number 2, 4, 6,

9, and 10) have below 1.5 positive deviations, yimg that the university

never met the graduates’ expectations, even ththgluniversity claims to

be committed in providing an academically challeggiand supportive

learning environment, in order to motivate studeatbe actively engaged in

their educational process and be independent isidaanaking.
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Table 6: Academic Related Item Ratings

Academics

Item I mp* Sat* Per**
No ltems Mean | Mean Gap
1 There is a commitment to academic excellence as|thi

university 4.82 2.40 2.42
2 The University has a good reputation within the

community 4.79 3.43 1.39

Students’ work assessment is fair 4.79 2.30 2.49

The program | joined is a positive professional

development experience 4.76 3.59 1.17
5 Most assignments required me to critically reflect

previous knowledge and new material 4.70 3.20 15
6 Courses are academically challenging/demanding 4.69 3.34 1.35

My instructors provide me with prompt feedback &abou
7 my work 4.69 2.44 2.25
8 Clarity of information about assessment criteria 4.69 2.50 2.19
9 Variety of courses offered are adequate 4.68 3.21 1.47
10 The course outlines are relevant 4.52 3.52 1.00
11 The courses prepared me for employment 4.48 2.83 1.65
12 Tuitions paid is a worthwhile investment 4.27 2.40 1.87

* Satisfaction Mean ** Performance Gap Mean

However, the satisfaction scores in the table al{italdle 6) shows

that the University is not leaving up to its proegsWhereas the items are of

great concerns for students, all satisfaction scare between 2.50 and 3.59,
except for the % item (2.4), & item (2.30), 7 item (2.44), and 12item
(2.40). Item 4 (The program | joined is a positprefessional development

experience) and 10 (The course outlines are retevasulted in students’

satisfaction. Even in these two items, a positje@ between importance

(expectations) and satisfaction scores was obtdimmdyh it is below 1.5.
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In this regard, only 57% and 57.9% of students wsa@sfied or very
satisfied with the challenges and variety of thairses offered at the
university respectively. The percentages of grestuavho were dissatisfied
or very dissatisfied with the extent to which tleurcses they took prepared
them for employment (46.1%), fairness in studenigirk assessment
(71.4%), clarity of information about assessmeintega (55.4%), existence
of commitment for academic excellence on the usiter (53.1%),
worthiness of tuition fee (50%), and promptnesdeefdbacks provided by
instructors to students’ work (55.6%) are greateant those who were
satisfied or very satisfied. Thus, these are maagsaneeding improvement
in this particular dimension.

How important is academic advising to students—ahdt aspects
of advising are students most and least satisfigd?wi he following table
and analysis were built on the considerable evidetat for students,
teachers’ advice is an important and needed ser8telents in fact rated
academic advising as one of their most importaedselt also documents
specific strengths and challenges related to tivesiagy process. Only one
specific aspect of advising—adequacy of skill amdbject knowledge of
advisors to support students’ research work—wastively satisfying
students. The institution has a lot of work remanio be done to meet
student expectations for advising, ranging fronreasing advisors’ level of
concern about the success of students as indigdoa) improving advisors’
exertion to understand difficulties graduates faadile conducting
researches.

To clearly see the extent of graduates’ satisfactiithin academic
advising item, the specific areas that fall undeés timension are presented
in the table below (table 9). When compared to éhgraduates who were
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with each arepiated in the above table,

the percentage of graduates who were satisfie@rmyrsatisfied are relatively
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large. 45.56% of the graduates expressed theighdebr satisfaction to
overall academic advising effectiveness, about 13.70f them were
disappointed at it, and the remaining 17.7 % wengrnal.

Table 2: Levels of Satisfaction with Academic Advisg

Ratingsin %

[tems VS S N D VD | Total

My academic advisor is available duripg
consultation hour 175 | 214 |19.8 | 20.6 | 20.6 | 100%

My academic advisor is available when | need
him/her 9.5 325 [ 135 |23.8|206|"

My academic advisor is concerned about my
success as an individual 191 | 421 |95 183|111 | "

My academic advisor has the skill and subject

knowledge to adequately support my research| 31 22.2 |18.3 | 15.3|13.3

My academic advisor makes a real effort|to
understand any difficulties | face 111 | 135 | 175 | 206|373 |"

| have been given good guidance in topic
selection and refinement by my advisor 16.7 | 325 |16.7 | 143|198 |"

| have been given good guidance in my related
literature search by my advisor 175 | 325 |21.4 |10.3|18.3

My advisor provides helpful feedback on my
research progress 26.2 |19 254 |56 | 238

One of the missions of the University is to prodggaduates that
will become leaders in their communities and pubk&ecvices, accomplished
professionals in their respective disciplines, aagable of becoming fully
competitive in all labor sectors, including privated public ones, academic
institutions and in the international community(AAStrategic Plan).
However, in this regard, graduate education stisdemtluations are very
negative. Only a small proportion of graduates wsaéisfied and very

satisfied with the areas pertaining to academidsaaty.
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Faculty / Staff

When subject became faculty, students were askedtéoboth the
level of importance and satisfaction with issuesatesl to fairness,
approachability, knowledge, helpfulness and thé& stavay of treatments.
As found out in many other analyzed dimensions,artgmce rating of the
items in the table below was rated fully above theerage. They are
considered very important by students. The comegipg satisfaction
scores depict that item 3 and item 6 are abunddrglpw the average.
Students were dissatisfied with both of these itermsall considered cases,
the performance gap scores are well above 1.5l testisuggests a need for
dimension special attention. Whereas the Univerkdg an objective of
developing academic administration dedicated todupte studies and
research, the result below shows that it is nopkegits promises in this

regard.

Table 3: Expectations and satisfaction with the Fadty / Staff

Faculty / Staff

No Imp Sat Per.
Items Mean Mean Gap

1 Library staff are helpful 4.92 3.35 1.57
Faculty are fair and unbiased in their treatmenindfvidual

2 students 4.86 2.56 2.30
Teaching staff treat students as mature individuals 4.83 2.44 2.39

4 Nearly all of the faculty are knowledgeable in tHegld 4.80 3.04 1.76
Faculty provide timely feedback about students peg in a

5 program 4.75 3.03 1.72
Administrators are approachable to students 4.69 10 2. 2.59
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Infrastructures

For the purpose of easy analysis, this dimensiodivigled in two

sections: the first involving infrastructures relato libraries and the second

pertaining to computers and other infrastructuidee University aimed at

enhancing educational support services and asiibeaseen from the table

all items were rated well above average on impodascales even from
students’ point of view. A relatively good perfornta score was found in
terms of library collection for the students’ resipee program of study ( a
gap of only 1.27), adequacy of library opening Iso(with a gap of 1.28),
attractiveness of the libraries’ environment (watlgap of 1.47), and waiting

time to get the library service (with a performaigeg of 1.33). The highest

performance gap is observed for item 3(adequatelabildy of copy

machines).

Table 4: Infrastructures Related to the Libraries

No | Items Imp. Sat. Per.
Mean | Mean | Gap

1 Library facilities are adequate 4.94 2.21 2.6P

2 Library opening hours is adequate 491 3.6 1.28

3 Copy machines availability is adequate 4.84 1.84 3

4 Library books are helpful 4.83 291 1.92

5 Electronic resources like journals, news lettets age available 4.76 2.29 2.47

6 Libraries collection for my program of study is il 4.72 3.45 1.27

7 There exists Quality printing facilities in the fdry 4.65 2.36 2.29

8 The libraries environment (noise, heating, ambigigeonducive| 4.57 3.10 1.47

9 Waiting time to get library service is reasonable 464 3.33 1.33

10 | I can get a suitable working space in the library 444 2.42 2.02

average and none of the issues of graduates cowdgrnot result in a

satisfaction score above average-graduates didepott good satisfaction

The satisfaction rating for item number 4, 6, 8 alebelow the
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with any single area, except adequacy of librargnopg hours considered
important or very important. Whereas the importaratengs do not greatly
vary across dimensions and specific issues under dimensions, the
satisfaction ratings on infrastructures relateddmputer support services, as
depicted in the above table (table 11), is below dkierage or cutoff point
(except suitability of opening hours of computerb laooms). The
performance gap for each of the items depictecabbtet 11 is completely
above 1.5 score, which implies that they are amibegareas needing a

strong improvement.

Table 5: Ratings of Infrastructures related to Computer Support

Services

No Imp. | Sat. Per.
Item Mean | Mean | Gap

1 Access to the Internet service is easy 494 2p173P.

2 The computer labs are adequate and accessible 4902 | 2.90

3 Opening hours of computer lab rooms is suitable 140297 | 1.94

4 Availability of audio visual aids 486 1.72/ 3.14

5 There is sufficient number of computers for student 483 | 1.87 | 2.9¢

6 Availability of printing in the computer lab 475 9D | 2.85

7 Training in the use of computers 469 173 296

Skill Development / Students’ Partial University Experience
Skills related communication, analysis, working petively with team
members, research and independent learning weras aabout which

graduates expressed their opinion.
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Table 6: Skill Development / Student Partial Univesity Experience

No Imp Sat Per

[tem Mean Mean Mean
1 My experience so far had helped me to develop @erasf

communication skills 4.92 3.51 141
2 My department provides opportunity for social cantavith

other research students 492 2.30 2.62
3 As a result of my experience so far | have improugdability

to learn independently 4.91 3.60 1.31
4 The University helped me to work cooperatively igraup 4.83 2.90 1.93

My experience so far has improved my analyticdlski 4.80 2.90 1.90
6 My department provides a good seminar program désearch

students 4.80 2.71 2.09
7 | am able to experience intellectual growth here 754. 3.03 1.71
8 My department provides me to become involved inkiteader

research culture 4.63 2.12 251
9 As a result of my experience so far | feel confidabout

managing a research project 4.61 2.70 1.91

Students reported that the experiences they hadngdutheir
attendance at AAU helped definitely them in develgpof communication
skill, and in improving ability to learn independisn The highest gap score
(2.62) is observed corresponding to item 2, folldwey item 8 with a
performance gap of 2.51. With the exception of ittrand 3 above, once
again the University failed to meet graduates’ efqgons. That suggests
that the graduate program at AAU, intended to pcedyualified, competent
and confident graduates, has still a lot to dalkexisting gaps, especially in
the area of research.

Among all items in the above table, students joley above average
ratings in terms of satisfaction scores only toejmehdent learning and
communication skills, where about 19.1 % and 19.8of4he students

expressed their dissatisfaction/very dissatisfactind 62.7% and 65.1% for
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them reported satisfaction /very. To better analyme gap score, the best
way to begin is by looking at the big picture addntify areas more relevant
for students. The following table summarizes the@anmance, satisfaction,
and performance gaps for the 7 areas (scales)diedlin the questionnaires
distributed to graduates. The scales are listedraer of importance. This
table is followed by the scale scores that sumraahe top 15 items, with

the largest and smallest performance gaps.

Scale Summary

Ranking the 7 scales offers insight into what gedes value across
the full spectrum of the University experience. Hoale summary helps to
understand the importance and satisfaction scaresdch composite scale

The responses of graduates led to this ranking pbrtance scales:

Table 7: Scale Summary

NO Scales / Dimensions 'mp sat Gap
Mean | Mean | Mean
1 Academic Advising (b=13-20) 4.85 3.07 |1.78
2 Skill development / Student partial Uni. Experiencd.79 2.86 | 1.93
3 Infrastructure 4.79 2.37 | 242
4 Faculty / Staff 4.78 2.63 | 2.15
5 Academics (a=1-12) 4.66 293 | 1.73
6 Registration Effectiveness 452 255 | 1.97
7 Campus Environment 4.10 2.87 | 1.23

From the table above, it can be seen that acadadvising is the
scale which was rated as the most important cdiradl campus environment
the last one, even though a very little differeniceterms of importance,
between the first three values can be observedtertns of satisfaction score,
however, the scale which was rated as the leasiriant gained the smallest

performance gap, suggesting that it requires thst lattention if related to
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others. The most important scale was rated aglieethird in terms of gap
score and the first in terms of satisfaction scdrest similar to individual
item rating results, the University never met afyhe students’ concern in
terms of dimensions / composite scores. Facultyiaftdstructures are the
two dimensions with the bigger performance gaperbuttion with faculty is
a key concern among students. Faculty needs terfagiportunities for
regular interaction with the students in order tonpote student success.
Such opportunities for further communication alsagpiove the faculty’s
understanding of students’ unique circumstancesmaag help to improve
the faculty-student interaction. This helps studentmeeting expectations
and promotes faculty satisfaction through studgmesformance.

In order to deliver its core, teachings and redeanission, AAU
needs to have adequate and quality infrastructed. in fact, the scale
infrastructure results among the three top impoérimensions, as from
respondents answers, but unfortunately it is aldoerer the highest
performance gap score is observed. It suggestghbainiversity has to be
more responsive to students’ call to action as ian issue of top priority
among the seven scales measured, followed justfabylty (2.15),)
registration effectiveness (1.97), skill developin@n93), academic advising
(1.78), academics (1.73) and campus environmer3)1.In an ideal
situation, the dimensions of educational experiendgéh the greatest
importance should be the dimensions where studebtsin the greatest
satisfaction.

The above table also depicts the top fifteen largegormance gaps
(all those at 1.50 or above), as reported by AA&bgate respondents.

A review of the largest performance gaps revealadpgcts:

1. Students are concerned about a wide variety of aangsues, from
audio visual aids to copy machines to traininggfrase of computers
to availability of printing, from helpfulness ofbliary staff and
worthiness of tuitions invested.
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2. There is no area / dimension resulting devoid afgomance gap.
Thus, we cannot address most of the gaps in aesuighension /
scale. However, when the items were rank-orderedmportance,
the value that survey respondents placed on infietsires clearly
emerges, especially in relation to library andfatilities. These are
followed by academic issues.

The table also reveals that some areas with tlgesaperformance gap
are relatively less important in the eyes of thelshts, which may suggest
AAU giving attention primarily to the remaining awith high importance
score against high performance gap.

Table 8: Rank-ordering of the top 15 Largest Perfomance Gaps
Reported by the Respondents

No | Items Gap Mean | Imp Rank
1 Availability of audio visual aids 3.14 15
2 Copy machines availability is adequate 3.01 16
3 Training in the use of computers 2.94 41
4 There is sufficient number of computers for student 2.94 18
5 The computer labs are adequate and accessible 292 | 3
6 Availability of printing in the computer lab 2.86 43
7 The personnel involved in registration are helpful 2.78 38
7 Access to the Internet service is easy 2.74 2
8 Library facilities are adequate 2.70 1
10 | My department provides opportunity for social cantavith

other research students 2.62 43
11 | Administrators are approachable to students 2.60 42
12 | Students’ work assessment is fair 2.54 31

13 | My department provides me to become involved inkteader

research culture 2.50 48

14 | My academic advisor make a real effort to understany
difficulties | face 2.50 10

15 | Electronic resources like journals & news lettaes available 2.49 32
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General level of satisfaction
In the survey, graduating students provided infdiomaabout their

satisfaction with the University in general. Forrivgas aspects of the
University as a whole, graduating students were@s$& indicate their level
of satisfaction by indicating: very satisfied, s&&d, neutral, dissatisfied, or
very dissatisfied. Accordingly, 13.5% percent nepo that they are satisfied
and only 4.8 percent are very satisfied but 24.68em are very dissatisfied
and the mega part 46.8 % are dissatisfied andeth@ining are neutral with
the overall experience they gained at AAU. The daanh deviation shows
about 1 point variation among responses from thamseore. It would be
reasonable to assume that, if customers are sdtigfith the services they
are offered by a company, they would talk favoradddput the company and
its offers, and recommend others to exploit suchices too, and vice versa.
Finally, according to Noel-Levitz, "Students whadian institution just the
right place, the institution’s courses and professstimulating, who are
challenged and energized and happy and enthusiagitigo back home and
talk up the institution to their friends.

Figure 1: In general, how satisfied are you with your overa
graduate experience at AAU / in your campus

507

407

Percent
30

207
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[ ]

Satisfied
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Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied Neutral Very Satisfied
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Surprisingly, although most of them are rsatisfied, especially
students from businesseducatin, geography, environmental and
mathematics departme(ds shown in table 13 below) with their univer:

educational experiences.

Satisfaction by Department

The differences in the levels of satisfon among departments
surveyed can be clearly observed by considerinyefollowing bar chart
The highest rate of dissatisfaction was reporte@dycational planning ar
management department students, followed by busisscation, Ethiopia
languag@s. The highest rate of satisfaction in the fgcafteducation wa
reported by curriculum and teachers professionaleldpment studie

followed by psychology, mathematics and speciatiae

Table 9: Expectations nsidered theMost Satisfying

Siudizs
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In general, how satisfied are you with your overall
graduate experiens e at AAUIN y our specific campus

Count
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Imp | Sat Gap

NG ltems Mean | Mean | Mean
1 Library opening hours is adequate 491 | 3.63 |1.28
2 As a result of my experience so far | have improyved

my ability to learn independently 491 |3.60 |131
3 The program | joined is a positive professiopal

development experience 476 |3.59 |1.17
4 The course outlines are relevant 452 |3.52 |1.00

On importance scores adequacy of library openingdjamproved
independent learning ability, professional develeptmof experience, and
relevance of course outlines were rated as veryitapt—91.3%, 92.3%,
77%, and 54.2% respectively. In contrast to thpeetations considered
most satisfying by students, the following tablestrates those areas that
resulted in the most dissatisfaction. Most of theaa where students were
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with fall undevot of the 7 dimensions—
infrastructure and academic related issues—coresideikll of these areas
require urgent consideration by the university nggmaent.

In section 8 part of the questionnaire, studentewasked with
guestions like *“is there any readily available aten of expressing
complaints in the University?”, “Have you ever esgged any complaints?”
and “how were you satisfied with the responses yeceived for the
complaints?” To the first question 90% of the snidereplied no, 6% of
them do not exactly know the existence of the ckhand the remaining 4%
reported the existence of the channel. 94 % ofgtiaeluates reported that
they never expressed their complaints and only rémaining 6% have
expressed their complaints. To the last questosignificant portion of the
graduates (85 % )—out of those who expressed toenplaints—reported
that they were very dissatisfied, 11 % dissatisf&® satisfied, and 1% very

satisfied with the responses they received.
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Table 10: Expectations considered the Most Dissatisng

No Imp Sat Gap
Items Mean Mean | Mean

1 Library facilities are adequate 4.94 2.24 2.70

2 Access to the Internet service is easy 4.94 2.20 74 2.

3 The computer labs are adequate and accessible 4.932.01 2.92

4 My academic advisor make a real effort to undedstany | 4.90 2.40 2.50
difficulties | face

5 My department provides opportunity for social centaith | 4.92 2.30 2.62
other research students

6 Availability of audio visual aids 4.86 1.72 3.14

7 Copy machines availability is adequate 4.85 1.84 013.

8 There is sufficient number of computers for student 4.83 1.86 2.97

° Teaching staff treat students as mature individuals 4.83 2.43 | 240

10 I have adequate access to the equipments necdesany 2.43
research 4.83 2.40

11 There is a commitment to academic excellence o8 |thi 2.42
campus 4.82 2.40

12 Students' work assessment is fair 4.78 2.24 2.5¢4

13 Electronic resources like journals, news letters; are 2.49
available 4.77 2.28

15 The personnel involved in registration are helpful 4.72 1.94 2.78

16 Training in the use of computers 4.69 1.78 2.94

18 My instructors provide me with prompt feedback aboy
work 4.69 244 | 225

19 My department provides me to become involved in [the
broader research culture 4.62 2.122.50

20 | can get a suitable working space in the library 444 2.42 2.02

21 Tuitions paid is a worthwhile investment 4.27 2.391.88

From the semi-structured interview made, the respabtained to a

similar question is that very few students expressiplaints, which are

usually related to request for thesis advisors ghaand additional monetary

support for conducting thesis, therefore the resimbm office believes
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graduates to be satisfied with the educational eapees at AAU. So,

generally the University considers that, if gragsatio not complain, they
are satisfied, if not delighted, with their eduoatl experiences. But
comparing this result with the above ones, makardleat lack of complaints
does not mean graduates to be satisfied or veisfisdtwith what they are

provided with and is mainly referable to lack opegpriate channel or lack
of knowledge about where to complain. Only 12%ha tespondents have
ever expressed their complaints and the remain&g Bave never done the

same to any concerned party, just similarly to wegaummarized hereunder.

Summarized Strengths and Weakness and General Commis

» Strengths
Appealing to the senses of graduates universityremwent (campus
sizes and appearance); provision of education &ppdy for some
special groups like the blind; some good modes sfessments
(examinations) irrespective of the grading systdmabit) in place;
existence of knowledgeable tenured academic stedfardless of their
willingness and commitment to share with studelisation advantage
of the university (center of the country where mapyportunities exist);
and good reputation.

» Weaknesses

1. Opening new graduate programs without equippingntidth the
required inputs, especially qualified human power.

2. In almost every corner of the University, ethicaihpiples do exist
and are declared but most of them are not respégtéuke staff. The
administrative staff is very helpless / uncoop&gtirresponsive and
lacking integrity.

3. The Staff: the academic staff lacks good teacher-studentaictien,

control and commitment; missing or coming latelglkasses, absence
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of support to problems graduates face, and ladkeating graduate
students as mature individuals.

4. Relatively well designed courses exist in the Ursitg but they are
not delivered in a way graduates can grasp practkdls and

additional knowledge, especially in the area oéaesh work.

Changes to be made to improve graduates’ learningcperience:

1. Facilities: Furnishing the graduate library’s with up-to-dagéerence
materials and sufficient computers with good ing¢raccess; the
University has even to struggle to (or as to soespondents to
regain) good recognition at least in Africa; taldespecially those
close to the libraries) should be always clean witfficient supply of
water, and access to accommodation even at mariket gshould be
given to graduates.

2. Teaching and learning modes of assessment should more often
consider analytical and conceptual understandind,the professors
with wide ranging research experiences should bmwaged to
share it with students.

3. The Staff: The administrative staff in general and peoplekiay in
registrar offices in particular should, if possibbke given intensive
training regarding how to serve students profesdip and meet
their expectations, and the various parties in ensity should work
and collaborate as part of a whole system rathan ts separate

bodies.

Some of the strengths and weakness identified &eresimilar to what
has been obtained by the University’s strategio glammittee, which was

organized for designing the university wide stratgdan.
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Conclusions

Based on the data presentations and analysis maithe iprevious chapter,

the researcher drew the following conclusions:

1. The survey has produced a wealth of valuable feddfimm key
respondents, concerning their University educatiexperiences as
students using the range of services on offer.e$tischave expressed
high satisfaction with the adequacy of library dpgn hours,
improved independent learning ability, professiomkvelopment
experience, and relevance of course outlines. elrmelvidual items
were also among those rated by graduates as themmumtant ones.

2. The overall impression given by students is thay thre considerably
more dissatisfied than satisfied. However, on imlial item basis,
graduates’ level of satisfaction varied from itemitem. The mean
satisfaction score for all items (grouped in scaise) was 2.75,
which fall within the range of neither satisfiedrmissatisfied.

3. Although all of the scales / dimensions, exceptjadey of parking
space (a specific attribute within the campus emrirent
dimension), were rated as important or very impurtathe
corresponding measures on satisfaction gained uoctaily
dissatisfaction and high dissatisfaction, exceptitams identified in
the first conclusion above. Thus, they are issuéschw can be
worrying for students and possibly distract thewnfrtheir studies,
unless appropriate support is not available. ThasEas require
careful investigation to ascertain the best wayérd and develop
suitable action plans for this purpose. Some eweégnhave, of
course, been observed that the university maderggegn raising
satisfaction levels and lowering dissatisfactiovels. It is important
in terms of morale that this achievement is recogmhiand valued as

a model for further progress.
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Reviewing the satisfaction and priorities of stdealso led to the
following conclusions:
Skill development, issues related to the facultbyd anfrastructures are
of paramount importance to graduates. Of course dtner scale
measures like academics, effectiveness of regmtraind the campus
environment are not very far away from the abovedhscales. The
performance gaps observed in the first three scelegery high,
suggesting that the University is not leaving up $tudents’
expectations. In contrast the latter three scadeslts showed better
performance gaps (i.e., lower performance gaps)th wiampus
environment least followed by registration effeetiess and then by
academics.
More that 50 of the items (specific expectation€ravunmet by the
University.
Infrastructure dimension was rated among those rtigtter most to
students but it was the least satisfying of all.
About 70% of the graduates were dissatisfied oy dessatisfied with
their University experiences. Only 13.5 % and 4.8%them were
satisfied and very satisfied respectively.
The majority of students (90%) believed that thexésts no readily
available channel of handling and expressing stistlesomplaints
implying that the University is not keeping track siudents’ voice.
And about 94 % of them have never placed any cantpla
There were no individual questions with high imparte ratings (mean
of 3.49 or higher) and small performance gaps (@an50 or less),
revealing that the University is not doing a goold jn meeting student
expectations. It has got a long way to go to negiectations of
students.

In no one area the University exceeded the studexpectations.
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Recommendations
Based on the conclusions made with respect to tha af study, the
researcher recommends the following, believing wokélp in fill gaps
identified by the study.

1. A combined methodology, as paper based and onliastgpnnaire in
order to attain respondents’ feedback on the Usityershould be
used so that students would make use of eithérecdlternatives they
prefer, have plenty of time for preparation, and get greater
response rate. This, of course, should be compsale
(encompassing all faculties and PhD students tainatbetter
representation at the university with varied areiasues of concern),
realize quality emphasis throughout the processadreinistered at
the right time (the time the students are abowgremluate and some
time after graduation—alumni—to get more insightowatb the
relevance and contribution of their experiencehatuniversity to the

work).

Finally, the result should be reported to all caned parties via
various ways, like internal and external publicat{the university’s
newspaper, newsletter, local newspapers, and daffisieb site).
Communicating any measure that is taken as a reéulte survey
would help students ensure whether students’ visi¢eeard and are
invaluable.Students have the right to be informed of actiaat tras
resulted in the expression of their viewsThis just closes the
communication loop. Students are more likely to egikeliable
feedback if they are aware that it is taken sehoasd they are

informed on improvements.
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2. The University has to make easier for its custont@ersomplain. A
dramatic lesson was learned by the researcheniegoh this study;
the best-in-business universities want their custsnio complain.
Informed customers know how their university seegishould work.
If things are not working, customers are the fiosknow it. The best
universities use feedback from personal visit amdesys to identify
and resolve root causes of dissatisfaction andhamge their services
to ensure that the customer will be quickly sag@fiA strong and
more vigorous complaints handling system shouldhbglace. This
would give the University an opportunity to meétnot exceeding,

students’ expectations related to their educatierperiences.

3. The University should strengthen its recent offefrslevelopmental
courses (on research and computational skills foample) to
improve academic skills of graduates. Skill devaiept is a crucial
component of graduate education, and it is theltigsuesponsibility
to ensure students receive regular, informative, feelpful advice
and contribution at all stages of their careergm@sluate students.
The researcher suggests that graduate advisinddshedreated as an
important component of teaching process and seragepart of

normal faculty personnel reviews.

4. Developing strategies that will encourage formald anformal
contact between faculty/staff and students is d¢gdpgo as to partly
enhance graduates educational experience by theetdiy is
essential. Building a culture of continuous impnmest needs the
free exchange of views about teaching between stsidend staff.
Both students and staff must indeed understand esbkers’

expectations. This culture must capitalize a pismalof evaluation
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strategies and yet enable the university to prows&ence for

improving quality of services and programs.

. The University would be better-off, if it estableshan office devoted
exclusively to the improvement of the educationaperiences at
large, with responsibility for conduct continuesidsnt satisfaction
survey on a systematic basis, focusing on the "gagisveen student
expectations and satisfaction of educational progrand services,
and address those factors where graduates getisiisshand very
dissatisfied, a kind of quality evaluation and imyement office.
Continuity is of paramount importance as a satigfacstudy in any
given time is merely a snapshot. Many renowned e&nhsities
conduct annual satisfaction assessments. The arewiels help the
University keep its priorities in tune with the rkat. This is
important because student satisfaction is a mowrgget — as soon as
the University improves anything, its customerstitadles shift;

usually, they require still more.

. The University has to enhance the physical plan &adilities
particularly important to students (e.g., libragsources, computer
lab and residence halls). Easy access to the ragass$rastructures
related to library and computer labs is still pdéase of access to the
Internet, adequacy of computer labs, suitability coimputer labs
opening hours, availably printing facilities in tHabs and the
libraries, suitability of library working spaces)datraining on the use
of computers should be improved. The upgrading afpmuting
resources for graduate students is badly needesl.ké&l areas are
improvements in computing hardware/software, faster-line

connections, and longer on-line time.
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7. The University staffs must be made aware that egeiyt of contact
students has matters for their level of satisfac8o that they can

exert their level more and enhance students’ satisi.

8. Where applicable, the student satisfaction surmegonjunction with
the University’s Strategic Plan should be used wideg planning
efforts at the unit level.

9. The University seeks to identify specific areas mgheniversity
resources might be redirected, in order to bringualmew desirable

changes and sustain continued improvement in stigagisfaction.
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