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Abstract

The study of service marketing is very essential in the field of marketing as it helps firms
to construct a smarter marketing strategy by getting an insight about what affect the
decision making of Customers. The purpose of this study is to identify the marketing mix
elements that affect students’ choice of Private University. A quantitative research
approach was implemented. Moreover, a descriptive & explanatory research designs
were used for this study. Target population of this study is regular and extension students
of St. Mary’s University during the study period. A questionnaire derived from previous
studies and the relevant literature is completed by 297 students of St. Mary’s University,
Addis Ababa. Correlation analysis assessed the relationship between Marketing mix
elements and student university choice and multiple regression analysis assessed the
influence of Marketing mix elements on students’ university choice. The findings
confirmed that there is positive and significant relationship between all marketing mix
elements (Program, Price, Place, Promotion, Process, Physical Facilities and People)
and student university choice in St. Mary’s University. In addition this study identified
program, Place, promotion and process has significant influence on student university
choice. Therefore, it is concluded that the Program, Place, Promotion and process of St.
Mary’s University are as per the need and requirement of customers. And Private
universities should pay special attention to conduct marketing strategies which relate

these identified factors.

Key words: Marketing mix, Program, Price, Place, Promotion, Process, Physical

Facilities and People
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CHAPTER ONE

1. Introduction

This chapter presents background of the study, statement of the problem, research
questions and objectives of the study, scope, limitation and organization of the study.

1.1. Background of the study

Higher education plays a significant role in the development of a nation. In addition to
providing qualified and skilled man power, it also increases the social, political, and
cultural awareness of a society. To achieve the desired social and economic growth many
countries in the world are making significant investment to expand and upgrade their

education system (Pokhrel, 2015).

To guide the development of the education sector, the Government of Ethiopia prepared
the 1994 Education and Training Policy (ETP). The ETP was prepared to guide
implementation of various strategies to address the poor performance of the education
sector measured by a number of indicators such as low primary enrolment rates, high
dropouts, limited access to secondary school and training centers, few higher education
institutions, and large regional disparity which were the defining characteristics of the
education sector in the 1990s. The policy aimed at the provision of basic education for
all, produce a skilled manpower to cater to the growing demands of skills in the
economy, develop a curriculum that produces citizens that respect human rights and stand

up for their rights, and enhance creativity and productivity of citizens.

The 1994 ETP outlines the requirements for kindergarten, primary education, and
secondary education as well as vocational trainings. The key priority areas identified by
the policy were changing the curriculum and preparations of supporting education
materials, focus on teacher trainings and overall professional development of teachers,

and change the educational organization and management.
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To implement the ETP, the Education Sector Development Programs (ESDP),
periodically rolling programs, were implemented in several phases. To date five ESDPs
have been implemented. The various ESDPs implemented are ESDP-I (1997/8 —
2001/02), ESDP-II (2000/01-2004/05), ESDP-111 (2005/06-2009/10), ESDP-1V (2010/11-
2014/15), and ESDP-V (2015/06 — 2019/20). The ESDPs were aligned to the national
development plans. Higher education was introduced into Ethiopia back in the mid-
1960s. The Ethiopian government has showed enormous and continued commitment to
expanding evenhanded access to quality and pertinent higher education in the past
decade. The number of public higher education institutions has increased and Private
higher education institutions have also expanded, reaching 98 institutions in total,
accommodating around 15% of all student enrolment by the end of the ESDP IV period
(FMOE, 2015).

The continuous increasing demand for competent human resource by the corporate sector
also induces more pressure on higher education institutions to produce highly acclaimed
professional. According to a marketing concept of Schiffman & Kanuk (2010),
identifying the needs and wants of specific target markets and delivering the desired
satisfactions better than competitors is key for the success of companies. A version of
marketing mix specifically designed for higher institutions have also been developed by
Kotler and Fox (1995).

Higher Education Institutions (HEIS) respond to competitive pressures by enhancing
service delivery and improved governance (Mok, 2007). With the rise of competition in
the higher education sector comes a change in attitude of public and private universities
on how they regard and treat their students. They started to view students as consumers,
as a result of which they began to market their institutions in an intensive manner.
According to Kotler (1999) the use of marketing mix is the means, by which the firm
attempt to inform, persuade, and remind consumers — directly or indirectly — about the
products or services and the brands they offer. This marketing mix consists of seven

marketing tools, “7Ps”: ‘program, price, place, promotion, processes, physical facilities

and people.’
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The increasing number of private universities and the changing demands of prospective
students for the attributes and performance of the education services will stimulate an
increase in the intensity of competition among private universities. This is a potential
reason why some universities are chosen by so many students and others continue having
only small number of students. So the factors that contribute more for students to choose
a university are going to be the purpose of this study.

Different studies regarding factors affecting student college choice were conducted in
different countries. A study in Ghana found that, courses offered, high caliber lecturers,
well stock library and internet, flexible lecture timetable and recognition of qualification

by employers were the top important factors that influence students’ choice of university
(Poku, 2014).

A study in universities of Sweden indicated that the marketing mix elements have a
positive impact in the students’ choice of a university and concluded that the place, price,
program, Promotion, people and Physical Evidence are directly related to the student’s
choice of the higher education (Kwang, 2019).

The study marketing factors that affecting student’s decision of choosing higher
education institution in the South-northeastern region of Thailand found that product,
price, distribution channels, people and physical evidence have relationship with
institution type of selection at 0.05 significance level but process of service providing has

none relationship with any institution types of selection (Seehanate, 2017).

A study conducted in Botswana found out those academic programs, institutional
reputation, advertising, career fairs, staff quality, employment prospects of graduates
from the institution had a very high influence. In contrast, factors like tuition fees,
scholarship award opportunities and campus visits did not have a very high influence on
the decision by students to choose Botho University as an institution to study at
(Rudhumbu, 2017).

Currently there are 245 Private universities, university colleges and colleges in Ethiopia

containing 257,242 students in regular, extension and distance Education programs out of
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which 68 Institutions are in Addis Ababa city (HERCA, 2019). St. Mary’s University is
one of leading private universities in Addis Ababa.

St. Mary’s University (SMU) is an offshoot of an identically named Language School
established in 1991 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. When St. Mary's University was
established back in 1998, its head office was based in Hawassa and had a branch in Addis
Ababa. It was established under St. Mary's University General Educational Development
PLC. St. Mary’s University started operation back in 1991 with three fields of study -
Accounting, Law, and Marketing. The first batch students were 70 in number (33 in
Hawassa campus, and 37 in Addis Ababa). Currently 8,637 regular, extension and post
graduate students and more students remotely are continuing their education in St.
Mary’s University. The university gives Undergraduate Degree Program
Regular/Extension, Undergraduate Degree Program (Open and Distance Learning),
Regular post graduate programs, and short term Trainings. Most of the regular and
extension programs are offered at Mexico Campus which is main campus. But currently
there are also more than 140 coordinating centers of distance education throughout the
country (SMU, 2019). Studying the factors that affect student choice of higher education
give a useful insight into understanding ways of making the education system demand-

driven that prepares graduates fare better in the labor market after graduation.

1.2. Statement of the problem

The ultimate decision making process in choosing the best higher education is essential
as every student wants quality education (Yusuf et al., 2017). By nature, human beings
share similar needs, although their behaviors, through which individuals choose to satisfy

those needs, may greatly vary (Glasser, 1998).

In order to survive and to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage, higher education
institutions should use a marketing framework and should satisfy the need of their
customers by adding value (Hoyt and Brown, 2003; Kotler and Fox, 1995). This can be
attained by applying effective marketing mix tools to influence the demand for the

services that the university offers (lvy, 2008).
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Kotler and Fox (1995) suggested that marketing is relevant to higher education
institutions because it brings benefits to the institution, includes: greater success in
fulfilling the institution’s mission, improved satisfaction enhanced marketing resource
attraction and enhanced efficiency of marketing activities. Deciding to enroll in higher
education is a complicated process that the decision to enroll in further education is a
complex process that is the result of various perspectives and countless factors (Brennan,
2001).

Factors influencing student choice to join private university were studied in different
countries and found similar but not exactly the same results. A study in universities of
Sweden found out that the marketing mix elements have a positive impact in the student’s
choice of a university. Among the factors directly related to student choice of HE
includes promotional mix, price, place, people, physical evidence, and the program itself
(Kwang, 2019). This study is in line with study in Thailand which found that product,
price, distribution channels, people and physical evidence have relationship with
institution type of selection at 95% confidence interval. But the study in Thailand
concluded that process of service providing has no relationship with any institution types
selection (Seehanate, 2017).

A study conducted in Botswana found out those academic programs, institutional
reputation, advertising, career fairs, staff quality, employment prospects of graduates
from the institution had a very high influence. In contrast, factors like tuition fees,
scholarship award opportunities and campus visits did not have a very high influence on
the decision by students to choose Botho University as an institution to study at
(Rudhumbu, 2017).

Currently, due to instability of different public Universities in Ethiopia the number of
students enrolling private university is getting higher and with the growth and intense
competition in Private higher education sector the marketing factors that affect students
to choose universities are not studied yet. It is important for students or concerned bodies
who want to know what services are given in St. Mary’s University and why students

choose it. To the university knowing how the students choose their university is very
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important whether to continue as before or if there are some gaps that the university has
to fill or amend. Generally knowing these factors uses to the policy makers of the
university to continue competent in the higher education market.

1.3. Research question

General research question

What are the factors that influence students’ choices in the selection of private Higher

Education?
Specific research questions

How does program affect the students’ choice of university?

To what extent does price affect the students’ choice of university?
How does place affect the students’ choice of university?

To what extent does promotion affect the students’ choice of university?
How does process affect the students’ choice of university?

To what extent do physical facilities affect the students’ choice of university?

N o ok~ w e

How do people affect the students’ choice of university?

1.4. Objectives of the study

To address the research questions raised above, the proposed research sets the following

objectives

1.4.1. General Objective
The General objective of this research is to identify the marketing mix factors that

influence students’ choice of a private higher education institution.

1.4.2. Specific Objectives

This research has the following research objectives:

1. Identifying the effect of program on students’ choice of University
2. lIdentifying the effect of price on students’ choice of University

3. Identifying the effect of place on students’ choice of University
4

Identifying the effect of promotion on students’ choice of University
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5. Identifying the effect of Process on students’ choice of University
6. Identifying the effect of physical facility on students’ choice of University
7. ldentifying the effect of people on students’ choice of University

1.5. Significance of the Study

The results of this study are expected to be useful for students, Universities and policy
makers. It could greatly assist high school students to have better understanding on the
factors that influence students’ decision and in what factors should focus while choosing
University to pursue their advanced studies in private universities. This study also let
students know why students choose the particular university.

For new higher education institutions it helps to develop effective recruitment strategies
for college administrators responsible for recruitment policy because universities need to
have a clear understanding of how and why the students choose a higher education
institution. This study help Universities to easily identify the marketing mix elements
that greatly affect students’ choice of University so that they can improve the weak sides
they have. It can also be used by Universities to improve their competitiveness in terms
attracting students in the higher education Market and increasing profits. It will also help
the higher education system to be demand-driven. Such studies can also help policy
makers in designing education policies and strategies. Finally, the study can be used as

reference for future researchers.

1.6. Scope of the study

The scope of the present study was restricted to private universities in Addis Ababa.
Since its major objective is to identify factors that influence student choice to enroll in
private higher education institutions, the scope was limited to students of private

universities.

This study attempted to show the main factors that affect the student choice of private
university. To achieve this aim, the study identified which and how the service marketing
factors, namely, program, price, place, promotion, process, physical evidence and people

influence a student choice of private universities in Addis Ababa.
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Specifically data was collected from the students of private university learning different
programs and in different educational year. By distributing structured questionnaires
related with the main variables the researcher wanted to touch within convenient time for

the respondents.

1.7. Limitation of the Study

The key limitation of this study is its focus on the service marketing factors that influence
student choice of university which may not be relevant for public universities in Ethiopia
as joining Public University is not a matter of choice solely. Hence, implications of this
study are related to the private higher education sector.

The other limitation is due to the Corona Virus pandemic all students cannot be contacted
and the data collection may suffer from selection bias as some respondents couldn’t reply
to the request to be part of the study due to internet issues. Hence, there may be issues
with representativeness (randomness) of the sample. However, while not a nationally
representative sample, it provides sufficient variation and valuable information for

analysis.

1.8. Definition of terms

Marketing Mix: Marketing mix is defined as the tactical, controllable marketing variables

a business combines to produce the services its constituent desire (Hayes, 2009).

University: Is an institution of higher education and research, which awards academic

degrees in various academic disciplines (Wikipedia, 2020).

Program: Is all the courses and services that the university makes available. That is,
specific courses, the course duration, the certificate issued and the books taught in the
institution (Kotler and Fox, 1995).

Price: for students, include monetary cost and other cost, example effort cost,
psychological and time costs (Kotler and fox, 1995). Soedijati and Pratminingsih (2011)

defined as it involved all issue about tuition fee and other related payments.
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Place: Is the system of delivering the program,; that is, the making the product available
and accessible in terms of time and physical- geographical distribution of the learning
and teaching (Kotler and Fox, 1995).

Promotion: Is all the methods that universities use to deliver information on its offerings,
advertisement, publicity, public relations and sales promotions to their target markets
(Ivy, 2008).

Process: This includes all the administrative functions of the University; these would
include enrolment, recording of marks, examining and assessment, the method of

teaching, Social events the institute organizes (Kotler and fox, 1995).

Physical facilities: Refers to the physical location of the institution and what the
institution looks like, for example the appearance of the building, furnishings, the

teaching and learning equipment , and other facilities (Kotler and fox, 1995).
People: Refers to school staffs that provide services to students (Kotler and fox, 1995).

1.9. Organization of the study

The content of this research have five chapters. The first chapter includes the research
background, statement of the problem and research questions, objective of the study,
significance of the study, scope and limitations of the study and organization of the study.
The second chapter is followed by the discussion of theoretical and empirical reviews
related to the area of the study. In the third chapter which outlines the research design,
participants of the study, the data source, data collection, analysis techniques and
procedures has described. The fourth chapter deals with data analysis, result,
interpretation and discussion of the findings. Finally, in the last chapter; summery,

conclusion and recommendations is provided.
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CHAPTER TWO

2. Review of related literature

This chapter presents the theoretical reviews, empirical reviews and the conceptual
framework of the study.

2.1. Theoretical Review

There are four special service characteristics that education as a service should consider
when designing marketing programs: intangibility, inseparability, variability, and
perishability. Kotler & Armstrong (2012) stated the 4 characteristics as follows:

Service intangibility: - Refers to the intangible nature of services in the sense that
services cannot be seen, tasted, felt, heard, or smelled before they are bought.

Service inseparability: - Refers to the characteristics that services cannot be separated

from their providers, whether the providers are people or machines.

Service variability: - Refers to the quality of services that in turn depend on when,

where, how services are provided and who provides them.

Service perishability: - Refers to the property that services cannot be stored for later use

or sale.

In the absence of ownership, customers usually derive value from a service of any
tangible elements. The need for learning, acquiring knowledge, providing an intangible
benefit (increment in knowledge, professional expertise, and skills) can be fulfilled by
education as a service. In addition, customers are often actively involved in helping to
create the service product by helping themselves or by cooperating with the service
personnel and they have to be physically present to receive services. And since services
are perishable they cannot be stored like physical product. Educational market has
become more dynamic and complex in the last few years. There are many market forces

that shape the educational environment. With the purpose of gaining competitive
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advantage in mind, many universities are applying marketing theories and concepts to
practice (Hemsley—Brown & Oplatka, 2006).

2.1.1. Marketing Mix Model

Businesses refer to the controllable marketing variables that they utilize to produce
services clients desire as marketing mix (Hayes, 2009). The underlying conceptual
framework adopted for this paper is the concept of the marketing mix in higher education,
particularly on what Kotler & Fox (1995) have described as the 7Ps model. These are
product, price, place, promotion, processes, physical evidence and people. Moreover,
Kotler & Fox (1995) developed a version of the marketing mix specifically for higher
education, where product was replaced with program. There are other suggestions of the
elements of marketing mix by Ivy and Naude (2004) “7Ps”and lvy (2008) these are
“7Ps”, program, prospectus, price, prominence, people, promotion, and premiums. Since
both models have similar component elements but they are grouped differently only the
Kotler & Fox (1995) Model is discussed here.

1. Program

The first element within the marketing mix is ‘program’. The difficulty to choose what
program to offer and the way to structure and style it within the institutional marketing
strategy has been addressed within the literature by Frumkin et al. (2007). An
establishment usually begins by identifying the programs and services being offered and
made available to the market and customers, whether or not they are students, companies
or grants providers. An establishment also questions whether this program matches
customers’ needs. Universities with similar programs will find their markets and public
differentiating between them on the premise of their programs and their quality (Kotler &
Fox, 1995).

It is only when a student gets into the program after purchase that they can assess the
service quality. Marketing of education is often challenging in that educational
institutions offer professional services that buyers can't check before actually purchasing
the material (White, 1991).
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2. Price
Another essential element of the marketing mix is price. The price strategy is the only
strategy capable of directly influencing the incomes of an educational institution. An
educational program's tuition fee is influenced by costs, public demand and competitor’s

price.

Price has a major influence on marketing strategies, because most students and parents
are concerned about the financial implications of attending the university (Hemelt &
Marcotte, 2011). A potential student can compare university prices and label them as
affordable and expensive universities. A deduction of tuition can increase the enrolment
of fees-paying students (Barr, 2012). Kotler (1999) believes that the fact that people pay
more for skilled and well-reputed doctors and consultants is a pricing strategy. It is a
pricing strategy in which whoever has a better offering and/or position can request a
higher price.

3. Place
Drummond and Ensor (2005) stress ‘place’ is more often described as distribution since
it is all about making products available to the target audience. Strydom et al. (2013) also
specified that distribution’s main objective is getting the right product and service to the
right place, in the right quantity, with the right quality and at the best market price in
order to provide time and place utility to consumers. Kotler & Fox (1995) described this
as a way to avail education in terms of time and physio-geographical distribution of

teaching and learning.

How to make programs of higher education institution more accessible and acceptable for
students which is the main question concerning the delivery of educational services can
be answered by providing the service in different ways like regular programs, extension,
weekend, distance education and online learning methods because it is not restricted to
the physical and geographical location of an institution, as it stretches with the help of
information technology to some virtual limits. EI-Khawas (1999) for example, highlights
how competition between educational institutions has encouraged to offer alternative

ways of delivery or to create niche e-markets. Kotler et al. (2002) also suggested that the
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‘place’ of an institution includes a Website that allows customers to download

information twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week.

4. Promotion

Higher education needs to communicate its services to the targeted market through
‘Promotional’ strategies. According to Lamb et al. (2004), the promotional strategies of a
HE are planned for optimal use of the promotional elements. Promotion can also be
broken down into four distinguished elements as Palmer (2001) described: advertising,
sales promotion, public relations and personal selling. Information that higher education
institutions provide during admission should be subject to reality. Otherwise, Subsequent
efforts to ensure good student experience through valuable teaching experience good
support services may not succeed. In an effort to prepare students for their profession
HEIs try to ensure correspondence between realities and the communicated image (\VVoss
et al. 2007).

5. Process
A significant component of how customers perceive any service product is how the
‘processes’ 0of service delivery functions. Procedures, mechanisms and the flow of
activities by which services are consumed are thus an essential element of the services
marketing mix (Palmer, 2001). Kotler described processes as a way institutions do

business and are related to the whole administrative system (Kotler et al., 2002).

Processes are how things happen in an institution, such as the process of management,
enrolment, teaching, learning, social and even sports activities. Unlike to customers of
manufactured products processes are of critical concern to high contact services such as
education (Palmer, 2001).

6. Physical facility/evidence
The ‘physical evidence’ is the strategy accountable for a concrete meaning of the
educational offer. Physical facilities or evidence includes all of the physical tangible
items an institution avails to its customers, ranging from infrastructures, pictures in the
brochures, or the university home page. As Kotler & Armstrong (2012) noted, first

impression matters because customers often see the buildings and other facilities of
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universities first. Further Gibbs and Knapp (2002) add that the physical location of a
university contributes greatly to the image of the institution.

For example: technologies used, cleanliness of rooms, carpeting, regular washroom
cleaning, library, all this sets a context in which the individual learner comes to
understand who he or she is in the context of the learning experience.

7. People
Kotler and Fox (1995) referred to all human actors who contribute to the delivery of a
service and provide clues to customers regarding the nature of the service as people. In
other words, it refers to all the teaching and administrative staff by which the service is

delivered, and customer relations built.

Being an inseparable and intangible the educational service is strongly connected with the
people involved in delivering it. Both the teaching staff and the administrative staff are
very important in attracting students and in delivering a satisfactory service supportive
stuff also play a role. Despite the fact that the image and status of academic staff play a
role in the recruitment of undergraduate students is open for debate, student perceptions
of teaching staff reputations can play an important role in the choice process at a graduate
level (Cubillo et al., 2006; Ivy, 2008). An institution should invest on developing its staff
when designing a marketing strategy. According to Enache (2011) and Soedijati &
Pratminingsih (2011)’s argument, the single most essential factor in service marketing
that can influence a potential customer are people. Wright (1999) believes that the
success of an institution is more dependent on the attitudes, commitment and skills of the

whole workforce, than on any other factor.

2.2.  Empirical Review

Studies in Indonesia, Thailand and Sweden have similar results regarding the factors that
affect student choice. The following are results obtained on similar studies in different

countries. Hypotheses are developed based on the theoretical and empirical reviews.
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Program

Soedijati & Pratminingsih (2011) studied the case of private university in Bandung,
Indonesia and found that program has significant correlation to student decision making.
Similarly, a study by Kwang (2019) focusing on Sweden’ indicates that the program is
directly related to the students’ choice of the HE. A Study in Bowen University in
Nigeria indicated that 90% of the respondents chose a university because of variety of
programs (Afolabi et al., 2019).

H1: program has positive and significant effect on student choice of university
Price

A study by Soedijati & Pratminingsih (2011) in bandung, Indonesia’ found that Price has
significant correlation to student decision making. And a study by Kwang (2019) in two
state universities in Sweden’ indicated that the price is directly related to the student’s
choice of the HE. A Study in Bowen University in Nigeria indicated that 98% of
respondents chose a university on account of price, discount and sponsorship (Afolabi et
al., 2019).

H2: price has positive and significant effect on student choice of university
Place

A study by Soedijati & Pratminingsih (2011) with a title ‘the impacts of marketing mix
on students’ choice of university study case of private university in Bandung, Indonesia’
found that place has significant correlation to student decision making. A study by
(Kwang, 2019) by a title ‘the influence of marketing mix, on the student’s choice of
university — two state universities in Sweden’ indicates that the place is directly related to
the student’s choice of the HE. A Study by a title ‘Marketing Mix, a Therapy for low
Enrolment in Private Universities in Nigeria’ by Afolabi indicated that 80% of the

respondents made their choice decision on account of place (Afolabi et al., 2019).

H3: place has positive and significant effect on student choice of university
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Promotion

Constantindes (2012) in the Netherlands studied the impact of social media on study
selection and university choice concluded dependence of choice factors on social media
use. A study by Kwang (2019) by a title ‘the influence of marketing mix, on the
student’s choice of university — two state universities in Sweden’ indicate that the

promotion is directly related to the student’s choice of the HE.

A study by Soedijati & Pratminingsih (2011), a case study of private university in
Bandung, Indonesia found that Promotion has significant correlation to student decision
making. A Study in Universities of Nigeria with a title ‘Marketing Mix, a Therapy for
low Enrolment in Private Universities in Nigeria’ showed that 60% of respondents made

their choice decision based on promotion (Afolabi et al., 2019).
H4: promotion has positive and significant effect on student choice of university
Process

A study by Soedijati & Pratminingsih (2011) in Bandung, Indonesia found that Process
has significant correlation to student decision making. A study Thailand by Seehanate
(2017) in found that the process have no influence on student’s decision about type of
institution. A study by Kwang (2019) in Sweden indicated that the process is directly
related to the student’s choice of the HE. A Study in Universities of Nigeria by a title
‘Marketing Mix, a Therapy for low Enrolment in Private Universities in Nigeria’ by
Afolabi showed that 72% of the respondents choose a university for its smooth process
(Afolabi et al., 2019).

H5: process has positive and significant effect on student choice of university
Physical facilities

A study by Soedijati & Pratminingsih (2011) with a title ‘the impacts of marketing mix
on students choice of university study case of private university in Bandung, Indonesia

found that Physical facilities has significant correlation to student decision making. A
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study by Kwang (2019) by a title ‘the influence of marketing mix, on the students’ choice
of university — two state universities in Sweden’ indicates that the physical facilities are
directly related to the student’s choice of the HE. A Study in Universities of Nigeria by a
title ‘Marketing Mix, a Therapy for low Enrolment in Private Universities in Nigeria’ by
Afolabi showed that 76% of respondents choose a university for its Physical facilities
(Afolabi et al., 2019).

HG6: physical facilities have positive and significant effect on student choice of university
People

A study by Soedijati & Pratminingsih (2011) in Bandung, Indonesia found that people
has significant correlation to student decision making. A study by Kwang (2019) in
Sweden indicates that the people are directly related to the student’s choice of the HE.
Another Study in Nigeria Universities, by a title ‘Marketing Mix, a Therapy for low
Enrolment in Private Universities in Nigeria’ by shows that 84% of stakeholders made

their choice decision based on people (Afolabi et al., 2019).

H7: people have positive and significant effect on student choice of university
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2.3. Conceptual framework

Program
Price
Place
Students’
Promotion university choice
Process

Physical facilities

People

Figure 1: Conceptual frame work on factors that affect student choice of university
adopted from Keys of Educational Marketing (Tahir et al., 2017) based on Kotler
and Fox (1995) Model
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CHAPTER THREE

3. Research methodology

This chapter provides a detailed discussion of the research methodology employed in the
current study. Hence, topics related to research design, data type and source, target
population, sampling technique and sample size, data collection procedure and method of
data analysis was covered. Explanation regarding reliability and validity of the study is
also included in this chapter.

3.1. Research Approach

This research used cross sectional study design and is based on quantitative research
method. This method deals with use of statistical and econometric tools to address the
previously mentioned research questions and to test the constructed hypotheses.

3.2.  Research design

This research employed a descriptive and explanatory research design. The descriptive
research design is appropriate for this study because it gives detailed description of the
findings. Explanatory research type was also applied by empirically testing the
hypotheses using data from a university in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. To accomplish the
study objective and to answer the stated research question, descriptive and inferential
statistics were employed. Descriptive statistics was used to compute frequency,
percentage, mean and standard deviation. Inferential statistics was also used to compute

correlation and regression analysis.

3.3.  Sampling design

3.3.1. Target population

The target population is the population to which a researcher wants to generalize the
result of the study. The target population in this study includes all regular and extension
students who enrolled in St. Mary’s University during the study period. The study

population was proposed to contain selected students in the class rooms of St. Mary’s
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university in Addis Ababa but due to Covid-19 Pandemic Students cannot be accessible

in their class rooms.

Specifically, the data was collected from the Regular and Extension students of St.
Mary’s university. The samples of students are from different departments and different
level of educational year. Structured questionnaires were distributed using digital means
Such as Emails, and social media such as: Telegrams and Viber.

3.3.2. Sampling techniques and Sample size determination

St. Mary’s University was selected purposely because it is one among the pioneer Private
higher education institutions in Ethiopia. It is one of the largest private universities in
Ethiopia. Sampling frame was used to select samples from each year depending on the
number of students. Simple random sampling technique (lottery method) was employed
for equal chance of selection and avoiding subjectivity. Students were selected randomly
and questionnaires were sent via Telegram to all of them. Simple random sampling which
is also referred to as probability sampling, is a method of selecting participants so that
every member of the population has an equal chance to be selected (Creswell, 2015).

However, selection due to non-response could not be avoided.

The target population was all undergraduate regular and extension students of St. Marys’
University in 2012E.C Academic year, which is total of 7126 students. And the sample
size chosen for this paper was based on Krejcie and Morgan (1970) table because it
greatly simplified the sample size decision by providing a table that ensures a good
decision model and it is suitable for this study. Therefore, from a population of 7126

regular and extension St. Mary’s University students the sample size selected were 364.

Determining sample size for research activities

N S N S N S
10 10 220 140 1200 291
15 14 230 140 1300 297
20 19 240 148 1400 302
25 24 250 152 1500 306
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30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
100
110
120
130
140
150
160
170
180
190
200
210

28
32
36
40
44
48
52
56
59
63
66
70
73
76

80
86
92
97
103
108
113
118
123
127
132
136

260
270
280
290
300
320
340
360
380
400
420
440
460
480
500
550
600
650
700
750
800
850
900
950
1000
1100

155
159
162
165
169
175
181
186
191
196
201
205
210
214
217
226
234
242
248
254
260
265
269
274
278
285

1600
1700
1800
1900
2000
2200
2400
2600
2800
3000
3500
4000
4500
5000
6000
7000
8000
9000
10000
15000
20000
30000
40000
50000
75000
1000000

310
313
317
320
322
327
331
335
338
341
346
351
354
357
361
364
367
368
370
375
377
379
380
381
382
384

Table 1: Sample Size Determination based on Krejcie & Morgan (1970)

Note: “N” is population size

“S” is Sample size

Source: Krejcie & Morgan (1970)
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3.4. Source of data

Primary data gathered through structured questionnaires were the sources of data in this
research. This primary source of data was collected from under graduate degree students

of St. Mary’s University.

3.5. Data Collection procedures

In this study cross sectional study survey design with structured questionnaire technique
was utilized. This questionnaire asked respondents general and particular inquiries. The
general questions were constructed to gather personal and demographic information
about the respondents. The specific questions were constructed based on extensive review
of the literature on factors affecting students’ university choice. The respondents were

asked to rate level of influence of the variables on five point Likert scale.

3.6. Validity and reliability analysis

3.6.1. Validity analysis

Internal validity: The quality of data was guaranteed through careful design, pre-testing
the questionnaire, close supervision of the data collecting procedures. Before data
collection a pre- test was conducted to test the accessibility of the target population, to
check if the instrument was able to collect relevant information as desired and to identify
potential problem, unsuspected interpretations and cultural objections to any of the
questions. 10% of the sample was used from other University students for the pre-test.
Appropriate modifications were made after reviewing the pre-test result and overall
supervision was made by the principal investigator. Questionnaires were reviewed and
checked for completeness, accuracy and validity to clarity by the principal investigator.
Content validity of the instrument was tested by being subject to expert opinion. And

then Recommendations of experts was incorporated into the final instrument.

External validity: to check the external validity appropriate and representative sample

size was taken.
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3.6.2. Reliability Analysis

Internal consistency reliability of the instrument was tested using the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient (a) after pretest of the measurement. A reliability coefficient that indicates
how well the items in a group are positively correlated to one another is called
Cronbach's alpha. Cronbach’s alpha is calculated with respect to the average inter-
correlations among the items measuring the concept. Cronbach’s alpha value smaller
than 0.60 are thought to be poor; results in the range up to 0.70 are acceptable, and those
over 0.80 can be taken as good (Sekaran, 2016).

3.7. Data analysis

This study utilized descriptive and inferential statistics. Inferential statistics include;
Correlation and multiple-regression, the most important empirical analysis tools known
for this study to test whether the variables of interest have relationship with dependent
variable and if they could significantly predict the outcome variable. And then, the study
was organized, summarized and analyzed using the statistical Package for social science
version 23. SPSS was used for straightforward descriptive data to calculate the mean
score of factors and to the advanced statistical producers of correlation, and multiple
regressions. The results were presented by using tools such as tables, percentages,

averages.

3.8. Ethical considerations

Addis Ababa University ethical review committee reviewed and provided the ethical
clearance. In this study the consent was prepared in English. It was written in a simple
language that any student can understand. The university students were provided with

informed consent.

The confidentiality of each study subject in sampled client information was assured. All

individuals had the right to refuse participation.

The Effect of Marketing Mix Elements on Students’ Choice of Private Universities:
The Case of St. Mary’s University 23



CHAPTER FOUR

4. Results and Discussions
4.1. Introduction

In this chapter, the data collected from students are summarized and analyzed to achieve
the objectives set out in the study. This chapter attempts to analyze and discuss the data
collected using appropriate statistical technique mentioned in chapter three. It addresses
the research question raised in chapter one and testes the hypothesis postulated based on
the literature in the second chapter. The first part of this chapter reports the demographic
characteristics of the respondents. The second and main part of the chapter analyzes the
data collected using the structured questions.

As discussed in preceding chapters, the data were gathered through structured
questionnaire and contains closed ended questions based on the five point Likert scale to
measure the effect of marketing mix elements on student university choice. Based on the
sample size, 297 questionnaires were considered to the data analysis. The analysis
involves the use of statistical procedures including basic descriptive figures and in order
to substantiate the relationship between the independent and dependent variables,

correlation and multiple regression analysis were conducted using SPSS ver. 23.0.

4.2. Reliability test result

Cronbach’s alpha was computed and is equals 0.929 for the whole questionnaire which
indicates -very good reliability of the entire questionnaire. Therefore, based on the test,

results of the items are reliable and therefore acceptable.
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Variables Cronbach’s Alpha Cronbach's alpha based on Number of
standardized items items
Program 0.721 0.726 7
Price 0.723 0.731 4
Place 0.729 0.739 5
Promotion 0.744 0.738 5
Process 0.710 0.706 7
Physical Facilities 0.716 0.725 7
People 0.799 0.802 5
Student choice 0.719 0.696 7
Overall 0.929 0.929 47

Table 2: Reliability Statistics
Source: Own survey, 2020
4.3. Descriptive analysis

4.3.1. Response rate and Demographic Profile of Respondents

Of the 364 recruited students, 297 of them participated in this study making response rate
of 81.59 % and 51(14.01%) of the students didn’t respond to my email and the rest 16
questionnaires were out of the analysis due to incomplete response. 168 (56.6%) of the
students were female , 255(85.9%) were unmarried and 241(81.1%) were unemployed.
This indicates that majority of the students in St. Mary’s University were female,
unmarried and unemployed. 219(73.7%) students had their high school at privet school
11(3.7%) were 1% year, 50(16.8%) 2™ year, 93(31.3%) 3™ year and the rest 67(22.6%) 4™
year students. 250(84.2%) of the students were regular and the rest 47(15.8%) extension
students. Therefore it can be concluded that about 3/4 of the students had their high

school at private college; about 1/3 were 3" year students and majority were day time
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students. And above 2/3 of the students 206(69.4%) had this choice by themselves but
30.6% of them had family and others influence on their choice.

Variables Frequency | percent | Valid percent Cumulative
frequency

Gender Male 129 43.4 43.4 43.4
Female 168 56.6 56.6 100.0
Total 397 100 100

Marital Married 42 14.1 14.1 14.1

status Unmarried 255 85.9 85.9 100.0
Total 397 100 100

Occupation | Employed 56 18.9 18.9 81.1
Unemployed 241 81.1 81.1 100.0
Total 297 100 100

Educational | 1% year 67 22.6 22.6 22.6

year 2" year 87 29.3 29.3 51.9
3" year 93 31.3 31.3 83.2
4" year 50 16.8 16.8 100
Total 297 100 100

High school | Private 219 73.7 73.7 73.7
Governmental 78 26.3 26.3 100.0
Total 297 100 100

ﬁmgiﬁg;(ze Er%ram time | 550 842 | 842 84.2
E%e;ri;r% 47 158 | 158 100.0
Total 297 100 100

Who had an | My self 206 69.4 69.4 69.4
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influence in [ Family  and | o, 306 |30.6 100
your choice | others
Total 297 100 100

Table 3: Demographic characteristics of St. Mary’s University Students

Source: Own survey, 2020

4.3.2. Descriptive Statistics of Variables

The scores were obtained by aggregating items under each variable. The mean and
standard deviation of each Student’s University choice factor was analyzed and presented
as the following table. In terms of overall means Program was the most important factor
and promotion was the least important for students’ to choice a university. And the

frequency of all the marketing mix elements was analyzed. (See Annex)

Descriptive statistics

Variable N Minimum | Maximum | Mean Std.
Deviation

Program 297 2.14 4.86 3.8288 42980
Price 297 2.5 5 3.6263 55982
Place 297 1 5 3.1515 99774
Promotion 297 1.2 5 3.0303 91564
Process 297 1.86 5 3.5402 .70333
Physical facilities | 297 2.00 5 3.3521 75465
People 297 1.00 5 3.1630 .94603
Student choice 297 1.57 5 3.4319 .69306
Valid N( List wise) | 297

Table 4: Descriptive statistics of Marketing mix elements and students’ university
choice

Source: Own survey, 2020

The Effect of Marketing Mix Elements on Students’ Choice of Private Universities:
The Case of St. Mary’s University 27




4.3.3. Description of Student university choice

There were seven different questions conducted to the students with regard to marketing
mix elements that affect them during their university choice as comprised in table 5

below.

For the first question which says program had an influence on University choice 80.8%
of the students responded strongly agree and Agree, 17.2% responded neutral and 2%
responded disagree and strongly disagree. This result is in line with a study in Botho
University, 82.5% (Rudhumbu, 2017) and a bit lower than a study in Nigeria, 90%
(Afolabi et al., 2019).

The second question was about prices’ influence on university choice and 67.7% strongly
agree and agree, 26.6% were neutral and the rest 5.7 % disagree with the idea. This result
is much lower than the study in Nigeria that indicates 98% of the students were
influenced by price (Afolabi et al., 2019).

The students asked a third question and their responses were 61.3% strongly agree and
agree, 20.5% neutral and the rest 18.2% disagree and strongly disagree with influence of
place on university choice. This is in line with the study in Botswana (65.5%) and lower
than the study in Nigeria which concluded 80% of the students were influenced by place

to choose their university (Rudhumbu, 2017; Afolabi et al., 2019) respectively.

40.8% of the students strongly Agree and agree, 26.9% were neutral and 32.3% disagree
and strongly disagree with the influence of Promotion during their university choice. The

influence of promotion in St. Mary’s University is lower than studies in Botswana and

Nigeria which were 69.5% and 60% respectively (Rudhumbu, 2017; Afolabi et al., 2019).

The fifth question was about the influence of Process on their university choice and
45.1% strongly agree and agree, 27.9% responded neutral and 27% disagree and strongly
disagree with that idea. This result is lower than the study in Nigeria, 72% (Afolabi et al.,
2019).
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45.5% of the students strongly Agree and agree, 30.3% were neutral and 24.2% disagree

and strongly disagree with the influence of Physical facilities during their university

choice. This is also lower than studies in Botswana and Nigeria (73.4% & 76%)
respectively (Rudhumbu, 2017; Afolabi et al., 2019).

For The last question, people has influence on university choice, 48.5% of the students

responded strongly agree and Agree, 22.6% neutral and 28.9% responded disagree and

strongly disagree. This result is also lower than the results of studies in Botswana and
Nigeria (62.7% and 84%) respectively (Rudhumbu, 2017; Afolabi, 2019).

Variables Strongly | Agree | Neither Disagree | Strongly | Total

Agree Agree  nor disagree
disagree

Program had | 87(29.3 | 153(51. | 51(17.2 %) 5(1.7 %) | 1(0.3 %) | 100

influence on my | %) 5 %)

University choice

Price had influence | 68(22.9 | 133(44. | 79(26.6 %) 17(5.7 0 100

on my University | %) 8 %) %)

choice

Place had influence | 67(22.6 | 115(38. | 61(20.5 %) 33(11.1 | 21(7.1 100

on my University | %) 7 %) %) %)

choice

Promotion had | 26(8.8 95(32 80(26.9%) 34(11.4 62(20.9 100

influence on my | %) %) %) %)

University choice

Process had | 24(8.1 110(37. | 83(27.9%) 32(10.8 | 48(16.2 | 100

influence on my | %) 0 %) %) %)

University choice

Physical facility had | 48(16.2 | 87(29.3 | 90(30.3%) 33(11.1 | 39(13.1 | 100

influence on my | %) %) %) %)

University choice

People had | 56(18.9 | 88(29.6 | 67(22.6%) 33(11.1 | 53(17.8 | 100

influence on my | %) %) %) %)

University choice
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Table 5: descriptive statistics of factors that influence students’ university choice

Source: Own survey, 2020

4.4. Correlation Analysis

This study employed Correlation Analysis, which indicates the strength of relationships
between the studied variables. Correlations are probably the most fundamental and
essential measures of associations between two or more variables (Marczyk et al., 2005).

In General correlations of 0.10 to 0.30 are considered small, correlations of 0.30 to 0.70
are considered moderate, correlations of 0.70 to 0.90 are considered large, and
correlations of 0.90 to 1.00 are considered very large.

The researcher used bivariate correlation analysis in order to determine the existence and
level of association. Pearson correlation coefficient falls between -1.0 and +1.0, indicates
the strength and direction of association between the two variables (Field, 2005). The
Pearson’s correlation coefficient(r) was used to conduct the correlation analysis to find
the level and direction of the relationships between marketing mix elements and students’
university choice. The result indicates the seven factors had positive and significant
relationship with students’ university choice. The result ranked them from most to least

(Promotion, place, process, people, Program, physical facility and Price).

Correlations

Marketing mix elements Correlations Student choice
Program Pearson Correlation 450"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Price Pearson Correlation 3297
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Place Pearson Correlation 6317
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Promotion Pearson Correlation 663"
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Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Process Pearson Correlation 616
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Physical Facilities Pearson Correlation 4137
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
People Pearson Correlation 465
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 6: Correlation Analysis
Source: Own survey, 2020

The results of correlation analysis in table 6 above shows that all the independent
variables were positively and significantly correlated with the dependent variable i.e.
Students’ university choice at 99 percent confidence level (P<0.01). The highest
correlation is signified by promotion(r= 0.663) and then place(r= 0.631), Process (r= 0.
616), people (r= 0.465), program(r= .450), physical facilities (r= 0.413) and price(r =
.329). Based on the Pearson correlation test shown in the table 6, promotion is most
positively and significantly correlated with students’ university choice. The correlation
coefficient between place and students’ choice was the second of all correlation results
and process was in the third place. This means if the university promotes itself very well,
its place is reachable to students and having flexible process then the students’ university
choice will be improved and the number of students’ enrollment increases. Therefore,

these have the power to determine the student choice of universities.

4.5. Test of Regression Assumptions

Before applying regression analysis to assess effects of marketing mix elements on
students’ university choice, Normality, Auto-correlation, Homoscedasticity,
Multicollinearity and Linearity tests were conducted in order to ensure appropriateness of
the data.
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4.5.1. Normality

Normality of residuals can be checked with a normal p-p plot. The plot shows that the
points generally follow the normal (diagonal) line with no strong deviation. The plots are
different from residual plots in that the standardized residuals are compared with the
normal distribution. In general, the normal distribution makes a straight diagonal line,
and the plotted residuals are compared with the diagonal. If the distribution is normal, the
residual line will closely follow the diagonal. This indicates that the residuals are
normally distributed so that the normality plot of this study fits the assumption.

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE

Expected Cum Prob

0.0 T T |
0.0 02 0.4 0.6 0.8 10

Observed Cum Prob

Figure 2: P-P Plot for Regression standardized residuals
Source: Own survey, 2020

Another common test for normality is checking Skewness and Kurtosis. According to
(Hair et al., 1998) skewness should be within the range of +2 to -2 and the value of

kurtosis should be in the range of -3 and 3 when the data are normally distributed.
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Normality analysis for the seven variables was conducted with SPSS version 23.0. As a
result, the skewness and kurtosis of all the variables falls within +2 and +3 respectively.
Therefore the input data is normally distributed. (See table below)

Descriptive Statistics

N Skewness Kurtosis

Std. Std.
Statistic | Statistic | Error | Statistic | Error
Program 297 -.480 141 945 282
Price 297 .698 141 137 282
Place 297 -.036 141 -.853 282
Promotion 297 -.099 141 -.539 282
Process 297 283 141 -.586 282
Physical facilities 297 224 141 -.887 282
People 297 136 141 -.903 282
Valid N (list wise) 297

Table 7: Skewness and Kurtosis tests results

Source: Own survey, 2020

4.5.2. Auto-correlation

Durbin — Watson test was used to determine the autocorrelation between observations
used. The Durbin—-Watson test results range from 0 to 4. A result near to 2
indicates no autocorrelation; a value approaching O indicates positive autocorrelation; a
value towards 4 indicates negative autocorrelation (Field, 2005). With Durbin-Watson
value of 1.765, which is close to 2, it can be confirmed that the assumption of

no Autocorrelation has almost certainly been met.

The Effect of Marketing Mix Elements on Students’ Choice of Private Universities:
The Case of St. Mary’s University 33



Model Summary®

Model

Durbin-Watson

1

1.765

a. Predictors: (Constant), People, Program, Price, Promotion, Physical facilities, Process,

Place

b. Dependent Variable: Student choice

Table 8: Level of auto-correlation

Source: Own survey, 2020

4.5.3. Homoscedasticity

The variability in scores for independent variables should be similar at all values of the

dependent variable. The scatter plot should show a fairly even rectangular shape along

its length. There should be homoscedasticity before running multiple regression

analysis; this indicates the differences between the values of the observed variable and

predicted dependent variable are normally distributed, and that the residuals have

constant variance (Burns & Burns, 2008). If the assumption of homoscedasticity is

violated (i.e. there is hetero scedasticity). The following graph has demonstrated

homoscedasticity of the study.

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE

Regression Standardized Residual

o © o
o o g
= ) % @
o = °q§’0 o%% o
o 2% D o%o Og
@ ° @_o

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

ra=
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Figure 3: Homoscedasticity of the study

Source: Own survey, 2020

4.5.4. Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity is tested in this study using the variance inflation factor (VIF) which
quantifies the severity of multicollinearity in regression analysis. The VIF factor should
not exceed 10. Tolerance is an indicator of how much of the variability of the specified
independent variable is not explained by the other independent variable in the model.
Tolerance is the Reciprocal of the Variance inflation factor (1/VIF). If tolerance is very
small (less than 0.10), it indicates that the multiple correlation with other variables is
high, suggesting the possibility of multicollinearity (Field, 2005).

Coefficients®

Model Marketing mix element Collinearity Statistics

1 Tolerance VIF
Program 0.661 1513
Price 0.665 1.503
Place 0.320 3.126
Promotion 0.419 2.386
Process 0.347 2.881
Physical facilities 0.408 2.451
People 0.383 2.614

a. Dependent Variable- Student choice
Table 9: Collinearity Statistics
Source: Own survey, 2020

In this study as table 9 shows the collinearity statistics analysis indicate VIF value ranges
from 1.503 to 3.126 and a tolerance value within the ranges of 0.320 to 0.665. Therefore,
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according to this values both VIF and tolerance value indicate that this analysis have no

serious multicollinearity problem.

4.5.5. Linearity Test

Linearity refers to the degree to which the change in the dependent variable is related to
the change in the independent variables. To determine whether the relationship between
the dependent variable; student university choice and the independent variables; program,
price, place, promotion, physical facilities and people is linear; plots of the regression
residuals through SPSS software had been used.(see annex)

4.6. Multiple Regression Analysis

4.6.1. Significance of the Model

ANOVA?
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 77.427 7 11.061 | 49.367 .000°
Residual 64.753 | 289 224
Total 142.180 | 296

a. Dependent Variable: Student choice
b. Predictors: (Constant), People, Program, Price, Promotion, Physical facilities ,
Process, Place

Table 10: Multiple regression output ANOVA table

Source: Own Survey, 2020

This ANOVA table shows us the overall significance of the model (P<0.05) that there is a
positive relationship between the independent Variables jointly and the dependent

variable as the result of P value is less than 0.05.

The ANOVA test result tells us whether the model, overall, results in a significantly good
degree of prediction of the outcome variable (Field, 2005). Since the significance result
on the ANOVA table is 0.000 which is p< 0.05, the regression analysis proved the

presence of a good degree of prediction. The contribution of each marketing mix
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elements can be seen from the results of multiple regressions in the coefficient table

below.
Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Standardized | Sig.

coefficients coefficients

B Std. error | Beta
Constant .883 287 0.002
Program 212 .079 132 0.007
Price -0.092 .060 -0.074 0.128
Place 154 .049 221 0.002
Promotion 271 .046 .358 0.000
Process 147 .066 149 0.027
Physical facilities |.036 .057 .039 0.531
People .039 047 .053 0.406

a. Dependent Variable: student choice

Table 11: Coefficient of relationship of marketing mix elements with students’
university choice

Source: Own Survey, 2020

From the above table one can see that all the marketing mix elements except price
positively affect market performance. Unstandardized coefficient (Beta Value) indicates
the degree of importance of each Marketing mix elements towards Student choice;
accordingly, the dimensions can be ranked in the following manners on the bases of their

contribution.
1. Promotion 3 = 0.271

2. Program =0 .212
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3. Place p=10.154

4. Process = 0.147

5. People = 0.039

6. Physical facilities B = 0.036
7. Price = -0.092

Here, B indicates level of effects each dimension has on the dependent variable —
students’ university choice. The highest beta level is for promotion of f = 0.271 this
means that the more the university works on promoting itself the more it becomes the
students’ choice. Hence, other things being constant and Promotion increased by one unit
then the number of student enroll in the university increases by 0.271. Program has the
second highest beta value which means that other things are constant if the programs
offered in the university increases by one unit, students’ university choice increases by
0.212. Therefore, from among the seven service marketing mix elements, promotion has
the strongest effect on students’ university choice and should be given the highest focus

and price has lowest effect on Students’ university choice.

After the study met the regression assumptions next the researcher examined the effect of
marketing mix elements on students’ university choice. The researcher tested the
hypothesis set out to be tested at the beginning based on the regression analysis. The
researcher believes that private universities can use the result of the regression analysis
for future decision making via identifying factors determining private university choice
of students’ and which parameters got the highest effect on students’ decision on private
university selection. This will answer the research question of the effect of each variable

on the dependent variable.
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MODEL SUMMARY

Model R R Square | Adjusted R | Std. Error of the Durbin-
Square Estimate Watson
1 0.738 | .545 534 47335 1.765

a. Predictors: (Constant), People, Program, Price, Promotion, Physical facilities , Place,
Process
b. Dependent Variable: Student choice

Table 12: R square level of the study

Source: Own Survey, 2020

As far as the above table is concerned, in St. Mary’s university the R square 0.545
indicates 54.5 percent of the variance of students’ university choice is attributed to the
seven independent variables entered into the regression and the remaining 45.5 percent of
the variance in student university choice may be explained by other factors not indicated
here. This result is in line the variance in universities of Novi Sad, Serbia which is 52.2%
(Luki¢ & Luki¢, 2016).

4.7. Regression equation
The following empirical model is used to estimate the role of Marketing mix factor on

student choice.

Student University Choice (SUC)
= 0.883 + 0.212(Program) — 0.092(Price) + 0.154(Place)
+ 0.271(Promotion) + 0.147(Process) + 0.036(Physical Facility)
+ 0.039(People)
4.8. Hypothesis test results and discussions
The multiple regression analysis is conducted to investigate the influence of independent
variable on the dependent variable and identify the relative significant influence; i.e.,

independent variable (program, price, place, promotion, process, physical facilities and
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people) to the dependent variable; i.e. students’ university choice. The results of the

regression analysis are depicted on table 11 above.

This study evaluated the collected data from the students of St. Mary’s University in

order to assess the effects of marketing mix elements on students’ university choice.

H1: Hypothesis 1 proposed that Program has positive and significant effect on students’
choice of university

The results revealed that students’ choice of University was significantly predicted by
Program ( = 0.212, p<.05), supporting Hypothesis 1. The more the university offers
programs that match students’ need the higher the students choose the university. This
result is in line with a study in private universities in Kwara state, Nigeria, South-
Northeastern region of Thailand and a study in Botho University, Botswana, and
Indonesia (Tukur et al., 2019; Seehanate, 2017; Rudhumbu, 2017; Soedijati and
Pratminingsih, 2011).

The table below illustrates the influence of program on students’ choice of university. At
this point using this multiple regression coefficient results, the proposed hypothesis for

this study was tested as follows.

Model Unstandardized | Standardized | Sig.
coefficients coefficients
B Beta Std. error
Constant .883 287 0.002
Program 212 132 .079 0.007

Table 13: Coefficient of program
Source: Own Survey, 2020

H2: Hypothesis 2 proposed that Price have positive and significant effect on students’

choice of university

The Effect of Marketing Mix Elements on Students’ Choice of Private Universities:
The Case of St. Mary’s University 40



But the results revealed price is not significantly associated with student university choice
(B = -0.092, p>.05), This result is in line with a study in Botho university, Botswana,
which concluded that Tuition fees and chance of getting scholarship didn’t highly
influence students choice of university and a study in India also have similar result
(Rudhumbu, 2017; Mahajan & Golahit, 2017). This result is also concurrent with a study
in Indonesia (Widowati et al., 2019). So that hypothesis 2 will not be accepted and price

doesn’t predict student choice of university.

H3: Hypothesis 3 proposed that Place has positive and significant effect on students’
choice of university

The results revealed that students’ choice of University was significantly predicted by
Place (B = 0.154, p<.05), supporting Hypothesis 3. The more the university is reachable
and accessible to students the higher the numbers of students choose the university. The
same result is prevailed in Thailand, Botswana and Indonesia (Seehanate, 2017;
Rudhumbu, 2017; Soedijati and Pratminingsih, 2011).

The table below illustrates the influence of Place on students’ choice of university. At
this point using this multiple regression coefficient results, the proposed hypothesis for

this study was tested as follows.

Model Unstandardized Standardized Sig.
coefficients coefficients
p Beta Std.error
Constant | .883 287 0.002
Place 154 221 .049 0.002

Table 14: Coefficient of place

Source: Own Survey, 2020
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H4: Hypothesis 4 proposed that Promotion has positive and significant effect on students’

choice of university

The results revealed that students’ choice of University was significantly predicted by
Promotion (f = 0.271, p<.05), supporting Hypothesis 4. This result is similar to the study
in Kwara state, Nigeria, Botho University, Botswana, & Indonesia (Tukur et al., 2019;
Rudhumbu, 2017; Soedijati and Pratminingsih, 2011) respectively. This means the more
the university promotes itself using different advertisement strategies the higher the

numbers of students choose to join the university.

The table below illustrates the influence of Promotion on students’ choice of university.
At this point using this multiple regression coefficient results, the proposed hypothesis
for this study was tested as follows.

Model Unstandardized Standardized Sig.
coefficients coefficients
p Beta Std. error
Constant | .883 287 0.002
Promotion | .271 358 046 0.000

Table 15: Coefficient of Promotion
Source: Own Survey, 2020

H5: Hypothesis 5 proposed that Process has positive and significant effect on students’

choice of university

The results revealed that students choice of University was significantly predicted by
Process (B = 0.147, p<.05), supporting Hypothesis 5. The more the university process are
Easy and flexible the higher the Number of students choose to join the university. This
result is in line with a study in Ghana, Nigeria and Indonesia (Poku, 2014; Afolabi et al.,
2019; Soedijati and Pratminingsih, 2011).
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The table below illustrates the influence of Process on students’ choice of university. At
this point using this multiple regression coefficient results, the proposed hypothesis for
this study was tested as follows.

Model Unstandardized | Standardized | Sig.
coefficients coefficients
p Beta Std. error
Constant .883 287 0.002
Process 147 149 .066 0.027

Table 16: Coefficient of Process
Source: Own Survey, 2020

H6: Hypothesis 6 proposed that Physical facilities have positive and significant effect on

students’ university choice

The results revealed that students choice of University was not significantly predicted by
Physical facilities (B = 0.036, p>.05).Therefore Hypothesis 6 is not supported. The result
of this study is concurrent with a study in Indonesia and Iran (Widowati et al., 2019;
Samani et al., 2017).

H7: Hypothesis 7 proposed that People have positive and significant effect on students’

university choice

The results revealed that students’ choice of University was not significantly predicted by
People (B = 0.039, p>.05).Therefore Hypothesis 7 is not supported. The result of this
study is concurrent with a study in Indonesia (Widowati et al., 2019). It is only when a
student gets into the program after purchase that they can assess the teachers and teaching
methods generally the people of the university. White (1991) described marketing of
education is often challenging in that educational institutions offer professional services

that buyers can't check before actually purchasing the material.
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According to this study program, Place, promotion and Process are the marketing factors
that affect students’ choice of private university but price, Physical facilities and people

are not. (See table 17 below)

Hypothesis Reason Result

H1: Program have positive and significant effect on Accepted
. N B=212,P<0.05
student choice of university

H2: Price have positive and significant effect on Rejected
) o B =-0.092, P> 0.05
student choice of university

H3: Place have positive and significant effect on Accepted
_ o B =.154, P<0.05
student choice of university
H4: Promotion have positive and significant effect Accepted
_ o B=271,P<0.05
on student choice of university
H5: Process have positive and significant effect on Accepted
_ o B =.147, P <0.05
student choice of university
HG6: physical facilities have positive and significant Rejected
_ o B =.036, P> 0.05
effect on student choice of university
H7: People have positive and significant effect on Rejected
B =.039, P> 0.05

student choice of university

Table 17: Hypothesis test Results

Source: Own Survey, 2020
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CHAPTER FIVE

5. Summary, Conclusion and Recommendations

This chapter provides a summary of the key findings. It provides a summary of the study,
implication, conclusions, recommendations of the study and directions for future

research.

5.1. Summary of Key Findings
The objective of this research is to identify the effect of marketing mix elements on
students’ choice of university. In this study, quantitative research approach was
implemented and descriptive and explanatory research design was used. The target
population of the study was all regular and extension students of St. Mary’s University.

English and Amharic version of the questionnaires were prepared.

A total of 364 students were sampled for this study but analysis was done based on 297
students that responded to the digital means (email and social media such as Telegram
and Viber) which accounts for 81.59% response rate. With Cronbach’s alpha result 0.929,

the entire questionnaire can be taken as reliable.

The demographic statistics indicate majority, 31.3% of the students were female, 85.9%
were unmarried, and 81.1% were unemployed and 56.9% were 3" year 84.2% were day

time students and 69.4% of the students had this choice by themselves.

80.8% of the students strongly agree and Agree with the idea ‘program had an influence
on University choice’, 67.7% strongly agree and agree for the question about the
influence of price on university choice and 61.3% strongly agree and agree with the
influence of place on student college choice. Only 40.8% of the students strongly Agree
and agree with the influence of Promotion during their university choice and for the
question about the influence of Process on their university choice 45.1% strongly agree
and agree. In addition to this 45.5% of the students strongly agree and agree with the

influence of physical facilities on university choice. Finally 48.5% of the students
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responded strongly agree and agree with the influence of people on students’ university

choice.

The correlation analysis this study indicate all independent variables are positively and
significantly correlated with the dependent variable i.e. students’ university choice at
99% confidence level (p<0.01). The order of correlation is as follows from first to last:
promotion(r= 0.663), place(r= 0.631), Process (r= 0.616), people (r= 0.465), program(r=
0.450), physical facilities (r= 0.413) and price(r = 0.329).

The R square of this study is 0.545 and it means 54.5 percent of the variance in students’
university choice is attributed to the independent variables entered into the regression and
the remaining 45.5 percent of the variance in students’ university choice may be

explained by other factors which are not part of this study.

The regression analysis showed us that Program, Place, Process and promotion had

significant and positive effect on students’ university choice.

5.2. Conclusion

This paper set out to identify marketing mix elements that affect student choice of private
university. The findings of this study generally showed that there is significant
relationship between the 7 marketing mix elements (Program, Price, Place, Promotion,
Process, Physical facilities and People) and students’ choice of university. Furthermore
the Analysis notifies that 54.5% of the student university choice is attributed to the (7Ps)
service marketing mix elements. So the researcher can conclude that more than half of

students choose private universities due to the application of marketing mix concept.

The regression analysis pointed that out of the 7Ps marketing mix elements 4 of them
namely; Program, Place, Promotion and Process have positive and significant association
with the dependent variable students’ choice. Hence this result indicates this four are the
factors that predict student choice of private university. As universities work on program
that satisfy the needs and wants of students then the number of student enrollment

increases. The more private universities make themselves reachable to students, promotes
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themselves using different advertising strategies and allow flexible process the more they
continued to be choices of students.

But the rest three marketing mix elements (Price, physical facilities and People) didn’t
come out as significant association therefore this factors have no influence on students’

private university choice.

Finally the researcher can conclude that the programs, Place, promotional Activities and
the Processes in private universities in Addis Ababa are according to the needs and wants

of customers.

5.3. Recommendation

The following recommendations are provided Based on the conclusions.

Promotion has positive and significant effect on students’ university choice so that public
relations of a university must work harder in the promotional mix to provide more
information to students. By creating relations with high schools and inviting high school
leavers to visit their universities, universities will get the opportunity to create better
image of their institutions on minds of the students, and the first impression they create

on students can boost the number of student enrollments.

Place has positive and significant effect on students’ university choice. Policy makers of
universities are recommended to add branches of their universities and arrange morning,
afternoon, evening, weekend and distance classes in order to make private universities

accessible to the public.

Program also has positive and significant effect on students’ university choice. Therefore,
Administrative bodies of universities should offer highly demanded programs with major
courses for specialization and complete course materials to attract students. Furthermore,
they should use economic reforms of a country and the industry demand as biggest
opportunities to deal with what specializations to incorporate in the study programs and

what additional programs to launch.
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Since Process have positive and significant influence on students’ university choice, the
Administrative bodies and registrar offices of universities should apply fair entry
requirements, make smooth rules & regulations, offer flexible payment arrangements and
provide flexible teaching timetable so as to increase number of students that enroll to the

university.

5.4. Future Research

Future research can focus on several universities to effectively identify casual
relationships between the marketing mix factor and students’ private university choice.
The effect of marketing mix elements on weekends, distance and postgraduate students is
not also included in this study. So that since education is back bone of a country and
means of income to Private higher education institutions further studies should be

encouraged.
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Appendix
Appendix I. Informed Consent

Addis Ababa University School of Commerce

Greetings! My name is Tsega Aynalem, student of marketing management at Addis
Ababa University, School of Commerce. I am conducting a research on the ‘The effect of
marketing mix elements on students’ choice of private universities in Addis Ababa’, for
the partial fulfillment of second degree. Your honest answer to these questions will help
me identify factors that influence student choice to enroll in a private higher education
institution. You are chosen to participate in this study. The choice is made randomly. The
objective of the study is to identify factors that influence student choice to enroll in a
private higher education institution. No harm will come to you as a result of participating
on this research other than taking 5 — 10min of your time. There will be no direct benefits
you will gain from participating. You have the right not to be part of the study or
withdraw at any time. The information you give will be kept confidential and be used
only for academic research only. | have prepared this questionnaire in Amharic and
English languages you can use whatever is comfortable for you. Please forward me your

answers via Telegram, E-mail or Messenger, Viber, WhatsApp and Imo.

Thank you in Advance for taking your time to participate in this study!

Principal investigator
Name: Tsega Aynalem

Tel: +251-920-315-555

E-mail: tsegirom@agmail.com

Signature

You can forward me your answers via Telegram, E-mail or Messenger, Viber,
WhatsApp and Imo.
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Appendix I1. Questionnaire on College Choice: English version
Part I: personal information
Write a v mark on the space provided for choosing

No | Variables Choice Remark

1. Gender of respondent [IMale
[1Female

2, Age

3. Marital status [IMarried
LJUnmarried

4. Occupation [IEmployed
[JUnemployed

5. Educational year 1%
[ 2"
13"
14"

6. High school [IPrivate
[1Governmental

7. Student’s time choice [1Day time program
[IEvening program

8. Who influenced you to study at | CIMy self

this University CJFamily and others

Part I1: student college/university choice

Please put a "\" mark to all your responses in the space provided to each question (if
necessary). Indicate the rate of importance of the criteria you did consider in choosing a
specific

university from the following listed factors by using the following scale.

5= Very Important

4=Important

3= Neutral

2= Less Important

1= not Important at all
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No

Marketing
element

University selection criteria

Program

1.1. Courses offered are
important for me

1.2. Majors and specialization of
Courses offered are

1.3. There are full course
materials

1.4. Curriculum and books are
available

1.5.  University Recognition of its
qualification by employers

1.6.  Number of credits per degree
(Field of study you need) are
enough

1.7.  Duration of the Program is
short

Price

2.1. Tuition fees are relatively
affordable

2.2. There are possibilities of getting
scholarship

2.3. There are possibilities of
Discounts

2.4. Transportation cost to and from
the university is cheap

Place

3.1. Location of the university is
central

3.2. University is close to home or
work

3.3.  Awvailability of Multiple
campuses

3.4. Availability of online program

3.5. Auvailability Online semester
registration

Promotion

4.1. Much information is available
in the University website

4.2.  Advertisement about the
university is attractive

4.3. University leaflets or brochures
distributed in public places are

The Effect of Marketing Mix Elements on Students’ Choice of Private Universities:

The Case of St. Mary’s University

55



important

4.4. Public relations of the
University is very nice

45. Regular  Social  media
advertisement

Process

5.1. University rules and regulations
are smooth

5.2. Entry requirements are fair

5.3.  Flexibility of payment
arrangements of tuition fees

5.4. Delayed payments are allowed

5.5. The lecture timetable is
Flexible

5.6. There are Good student-staff
relationships

5.7. Staff & recruitment team were
friendly with me on my first visit

Physical
Facilities

6.1. There is well stocked library
and internet facilities

6.2. University infrastructure and
buildings are attractive

6.3. Accommodation options are
available

6.4. Awvailability of well stocked
laboratory

6.5. The labs and classes are
equipped with Technology

6.6. Sufficient playing area

6.7. Availability of students
Cafeteria

People

7.1. Student affairs office’s service

7.2. Professors’ expertise being at

high level

7.3. Innovative Teaching methods

SN

7.4. There are foreign teaching staff

SN

7.5. Professors’ are accessible most
of the time
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8. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement concerning Your

University choice. Please tick (V) the number you prefer to rank each statement as follow

1=Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4 =Agree, 5= Strongly Agree

No | University selection criteria 3

8.1 | Program had influence on my 3
University choice

8.2. | Price had influence on my 3
University choice

8.3 | Place had influence on my 3
University choice

8.4 | Promotion had influence on my 3
University choice

8.5 | Process had influence on my 3
University choice

8.6 | Physical facility had influence on 3
my University choice

8.7 | People had influence on my 3

University choice

THANK YOU!
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Appendix I11. Questionnaire Amharic Version

+ & | Variables gorang,
1. FES O oyve
O At
2. 0L E—
3. | eaNF Ui O en/+
O PAIN/F
4. | Phe U O Né AhG-AeU
O N AANGIP
5 | P/ AoeR [ 17 Aao%
[ 2% hao
[ 3% Aot
[ 4% Aot
6. Y2 A P&t F/4 Nt O P74
O paeyont

7. P+amsm /T AAT

LI P+ anCY aNC

L) ez ancy NC

8. AT NgRranZ/c/Nt RLNCAt
AFaeHIN/N

O Né& FRCeR, 10>
O NN+AN &AYF

O NAA O +&AT

N.B ANAP ANPTY P+AMD N&TF N+ AR™" PAPITRM-: RLACA LMY NTYLARCM- 1H

NF P+HZHGT TNTF 9% PhA M, ATL NG P+HZHGT PANPPF +MmParo-

'Pa'Dg\h-h
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5= NM9™ M Pm,

4= MPmM,

3= MhhAT

2= F7Hh DP9 PAD-
1= 9249 PL MP I

+.&mC | MCNETT | RLACAt PARARCM-NF PR LT 4 13 |3 |2 |1
RADDTE
1 Program 1.1, PMAM PFIRUCT QLY F AVHE |5 |4 |3 (2 |1
PATF@ M+

1.2. PAM PT PT PFIUCT %L F |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
AT NTAALHAY
1.3. ATIRUCT PMPNLAT 11T UA|S |4 |3 |2 |1
anag A
1.4.  Curriculum A mgh&dT |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
ao e 4. F -
1.5 PTIRUCT Nk NNE emePT |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
PRt AM-$PT 97T
1.6.  APPFLAID  PFIRUCT  ARYT D |4 |3 |2 |1
P AMM ST NHF(credit hours)
1.7.  A9°UCH PAMNF 9t ke (5 |4 |3 |2 |1
anipy

2. Price 21, P&LM APIRTY PITHN AR 514 |3 ]2 |1
2.2. scholarship P97+ AL\ P54, 514 (3 |2 |1
2.3. Ph&f 7R (Discounts) P95+ |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
U3 aeeC
24, hnt 0f F/F Nt PM4Ee f (S5 |4 13 (2 |1
TEINTCT hEP

3. Place 31,  RLACAt@ Pm7ENT N 5 14 [3 |2 |1
3.2,  RLACAL® hnAt/ hhé NF PAa- |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
Cet
3.3.  RACAt® Nt hoe T oA+ |5 (4 |13 |2 |1
(P
3.4. RLNCAt@® online +ooyuct |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
M+ aFr

35  RLNCAt@ online PHoIN de&dL, |5 (4 (3 |2 |1

4, Promotion |4,1, NeLnCAtm®™  website 'ﬂH"‘5 ‘4 ‘3 ‘2 ‘1 ‘
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information a4

4.2.

NA 4 Nk PAG @NFORPPT
AN ToAG) TEPGFD

4.3.

amy78 AL PN+ A& ART AT
NCACT

4.4

RLNCA LM NUHAN J PAD- 17 F1F

4.5.

NSocial media P AP
MAFDPPPF

5.1.

PRLNCA LM U9 £NF

5.2.

PRLACA L aoen, P aoAN PPF

5.3.

Ph&P AN&dA 1871 dPPq/+$PPL
amyr

5.4.

N& LY H1 L+ APR4 A aP F4

5.5.

PHT ANMM TCOGO™ +$PPC
Pk

5.6.

N+, PF AT Nstaff PAD- 17 F1F

5.7.

PHF Nk NetFTF LENTCC N&A
At PTF nangancp ¢
PR PART $CNT

6.1.

PRLACAL® N+ NN RLNCA LD
NARU&ET AT NATHCET A4t
aay At

6.2.

PRLACAL® UTR AT ALt
AT

6.3.

P/t Nt A+LPT PP
h&AT MPLN

6.4.

P+9RA N+ 0™ ne APFP4

6.5.

N+arhe. AT PARARCP  NEAT
P+a8A Technology .5 ¢F@-

6.6.

Ne PN7CF NG ABF4

6.7.

P+LPF NECP T4

5. Process
6. Physical
Facilities
|
7. People

7.1.

P+TLPF A1AINT D& PTG

7.2.

Nt A+ PhN+E  ANTTHZPT
(Lo

7.3.

P+IRUCT AAMM HE.M kB8N
£ME&PFT Pht+ oo

7.4.

Pm-epe Y7C ANTTLPF OF LT O

7.5.

ANTTRLPTF  NH 14 7Tt
a FAFO-
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8. PRLNCAL FoCe-TU NTAANT N N+AT 19N 9o PhA ATRIPFNMA™ A

AYLMYFAMA™  AMDP ANAP hanh+tAt @MCEF NARgRZm (V) 9RART

(LTI

1=N&R9> ARANTMI° 2= RANMMI® 3=aohhAZ, 4= AhTMAL, 5= NMI°
ANTMAL-,

No

RLACAt aegRsm

8.1.

POOAM P/ ALIFF RLACAL dP9Rlm AL
TOAT hALZMNEA:

8.2.

PHNT h&P RLACAL a9/ AR +6AF
ANECNTA:

8.3.

TNk PIENT N RLNCAL dPIRlm AL
TOAT ANEZMNG A

8.4.

NA Nk PHAG MAFOPPPT  RLNCATL
mgesm AL +HAT ANELMNT A=

8.5.

PIRHIN AT F/F AAMm Ui RLNCAL dRgRsm
AL +OAT AALZMNGA:

8.6.

9@ AT Pt/ daoAZt ATRFT RLNCAT
agn/m AL +OAT AN ZMNGA:

8.7.

amgoysy AT F/Nt @AD PMAG APTF
RLACA L a9/ m AL +BAF AN ZMmNF A=

ARTMAITATY
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Appendix IV: Histogram and Partial regression Plots

Histogram
Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE

Mean = 1 56E-16
50 St Dev. = 0.888
M =297

Frequency
8 ]
1 1
I
[
_—T

0 I T T
2 0 2 4

Regression Standardized Residual

Figure 4. Histogram

Source: Own survey, 2020

Partial Regression Plot
Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE
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Figure 5: Partial Regression Plot -Program

Source: Own survey, 2020
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Partial Regression Plot
Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE
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Figure 6: Partial Regression Plot - Price

Source: Own survey, 2020

Partial Regression Plot
Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE
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Figure 7: Partial Regression Plot — Place
Source: Own survey, 2020
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Partial Regression Plot
Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE
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Figure 8: Partial Regression Plot —Promotion

Source: Own survey, 2020
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Figure 9: Partial Regression Plot —Process

Source: Own survey, 2020
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Partial Regression Plot

Dependent Variable: STUDENT CHOICE
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Figure 10: Partial Regression Plot —Physical Facilities
Source: Own survey, 2020
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Figure 11: Partial Regression Plot —People

Source: Own survey, 2020
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Appendix V: Description of marketing mix elements

Table 18: Descriptive Statistics of Program

Variables Very Important | Neutral Less Not Total

important important | importa

nt at all
Courses offered are | 86(29 %) 185(62.3 | 23(7.7%) | 3(1 %) 0 100
important for me %)
Majors and | 31(10.4 %) 174(58.6 | 78(26.3%) | 10(3.4 %) | 4(1.3 100
specialization  of %) %)
Courses offered are
There are  full | 22(7.4%) 164(55.2 | 94(31.6 %) | 14(4.7 %) | 3(1%) | 100
course materials %)
Curriculum and | 37(12.5%) 169(56.9 | 73(24.6 %) | 17(5.7%) | 1(0.3 100
availability of %) %)
books
University 41(13.8 %) 156(52.5 | 95(32 %) 51.7%) |0 100
Recognition of its %)
qualification by
employers
Number of credits | 38(12.8 %) 154(51.9 | 88(29.6 %) | 16(5.4 %) | 1(0.3 100
per degree(Field of %) %)
study you need) are
enough
Duration of the | 47(15.8 %) 203(68.4 | 45(15.2%) | 1(0.3%) |1(0.3 100
Program is short %) %)
Source: Own survey, 2020
Table 19: Descriptive statistics of Price

Variables Very Important | Neutral Less Not Total

important important | importa

nt at all

Tuition fees are | 50(16.8 %) 174(58.6 | 71(23.9%) | 1(0.3%) | 1(0.3 100
relatively %) %)
affordable
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There are [ 39(13.1%) |105(35.4 | 137(46.1 | 14(4.7%) |2(0.7 | 100
possibilities of %) %) %)
getting scholarship
There are | 33(11.1 %) 143(48.1 | 115(38.7 6(02 %) 0 100
possibilities of %) %)
Discounts
Transportation cost | 28(9.4 %) 87(29.3 151(50.8 24(8.1%) | 7(2.4 100
to and from the %) %) %)
university is cheap
Source: Own survey, 2020
Table 20: Descriptive statistics of Place
Variables Very Important | Neutral Less Not Total
important important | importa
nt at all
Location of the | 124(41.8%) |55(18.5 |87(29.3%) | 15(5.1%) | (%) 100
university is central %)
University is close | 70(23.6 %) 73(24.6 | 83(27.9%) | 44(14.8 27(9.1 | 100
to home or work %) %) %)
Availability of | 38(12.8 %) 73(24.6 | 52(17.5%) | 53(17.8 81(27.3 | 100
Multiple campuses %) %) %)
Availability of | 76(25.6 %) 51(17.2 | 45(15.2 %) | 25(8.4 %) | 100(33. | 100
online program %) 7 %)
Availability Online | 82(27.6 %) 35(11.8 | 36(12.1 %) | 30(10.1 114(38. | 100
semester %) %) 4 %)

registration

Source: Own survey, 2020
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Table 21: Descriptive statistics of Promotion

Variables Very Important | Neutral Less Not Total

important important | importa

nt at all
Much information | 82(27.6 %) 52(17.5 | 79(26.6 %) | 47(15.8 37(12.5 | 100
is available in the %) %) %)
University website
Advertisement 39(13.1 %) 46(15.5 | 90(30.3 %) | 66(22.2%) | 56(18.9 | 100
about the university %) %)
IS attractive
University leaflets | 23(7.7 %) 61(20.5% | 73(24.6 %) | 38(12.8 102(34. | 100
or brochures ) %) 4 %)
distributed in public
places are
important
Public relations of | 94(31.6 %) 84(28.3 | 70(23.6 %) | 32(10.8 17(5.7 | 100
the University is %) %) %)
very nice
Regular Social | 33(11.1 %) 76(25.6 | 44(14.8%) | 79(26.6 65(21.9 | 100
media %) %) %)
advertisement
Source: Own survey, 2020
Table 22: Descriptive statistics of Process

Variables Very Important | Neutral Less Not Total

important important | importa

nt at all

University rules | 106(35.7 %) | 120(40.4 | 33(11.1%) | 28(9.4 %) | 10(3.4 | 100
and regulations are %) %)
smooth
Entry requirements | 62(20.9 %) 109(36.7 | 85(28.6 %) | 15(5.1%) | 26(8.8 | 100
are fair %) %)
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Flexibility of | 67(22.6 %) 98(33 %) | 67(22.6 %) | 44(14.8 21(7.3 | 100
payment %) %)
arrangements of
tuition fees
Delayed payments | 81(27.3 %) 61(20.5% | 76(25.6 %) | 37(12.5 42(14.1 | 100
are allowed ) %) %)
The lecture | 50(16.8 %) 82(27.6% | 114(38.4 15(5.1%) | 36(12.1 | 100
timetable IS ) %) %)
Flexible
There are Good | 81(27.3 %) 103(34.7 | 73(24.6%) | 34(11.4 6(2.0 100
student staff %) %) %)
relationships
Staff & recruitment | 32(10.8 %) 137(46.1 | 70(23.6 %) | 27(9.1 %) | 31(10.4 | 100
team were friendly %) %)
with me on my first
visit
Source: Own survey, 2020
Table 23: Descriptive statistics of Physical facilities
Variables Very Important | Neutral Less Not Total
important important | importa
nt at all
There is  well | 94(31.6 %) 91(30.6 | 73(24.6 %) | 32(10.8 7(2.4 100
stocked library and %) %) %)
internet facilities
University 45(15.2 %) 53(17.8 | 86(29 %) 44(14.8 69(23.2 | 100
infrastructure  and %) %) %)
buildings are
attractive
Accommodation 37(12.5 %) 50(16.8 | 60(20.2 %) | 46(15.5 104(35 | 100
options are %) %) %)
available
Availability of well | 78(26.3 %) 78(26.3 | 65(21.9 %) | 49(16.5 27(9.1 | 100
stocked laboratory %) %) %)
The labs and | 122(41.1 %) |101(34 47(15.8%) | 24(8.1%) |3(1%) | 100
classes are %)
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equipped with
Technology
Sufficient playing | 50(16.8 %) 92 (31%) | 98(33 %) 26(8.8 %) | 31(10.4 | 100
area %)
Availability of | 49(16.5%) | 132(44.4 | 49(16.5%) | 14(4.7%) |53(17.8 | 100
students Cafeteria %) %)
Source: Own survey, 2020
Table 24: Descriptive statistics of People
Variable Very Important | Neutral Less Not Total
important important | importa
nt at all
Student affairs | 49(16.5 %) | 132(44.4 | 49(16.5%) | 14(4.7 %) | 53(17.8 | 100
office’s service %) %)
Professors’ 94(31.6 %) 96(32.3 | 74(24.9 %) | 14(4.7%) | 19(6.4 | 100
expertise being at %) %)
high level
Innovative 67(22.6 %) 70(23.6 | 85(28.6 %) | 36(12.1 39(13.1 | 100
Teaching methods %) %) %)
There are foreign | 30(10.1 %) 16(5.4 56(18.9 %) | 64(21.5 131(44. | 100
teaching staff %) %) 1 %)
Professors’ are | 47(15.8 %) 95(32 %) | 66(22.2 %) | 49(16.5 40(13.5 | 100
accessible most of %) %)

the time

Source: Own survey, 2020
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