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ABSTRACT 

In today’s world, higher education institutions (HEIs) are claiming to adopt a customer-centric 

approach in order to be successful in the increasingly global, dynamic and competitive 

environment in which they operate. However, positioning a HEI as a student-customer oriented 

institution is still a polarized debate in the literature, with most of the research on the topic 

focusing on the learning experience as a whole, instead of considering each of the educational 

categories that compose this experience. In this context, the aim of this dissertation is fourfold: 

(1) to assess in which categories of the educational experience students expect a HEI to follow 

a student-customer oriented approach (a topic explored by Koris, Örtenblad, Kerem and Ojala 

in 2015); (2) to understand students’ perceptions of HEIs’ performance; (3) to understand if 

students’ expectations and (4) perceptions differ according to the type of institution (public and 

private), level of studies (1st and 2nd cycle) and type of enrollment (full and part-time). We used 

the Student-Customer Orientation Questionnaire (Koris & Nokelainen, 2015) to survey 

Portuguese higher education students. The results of the present study indicate that students 

expect HEIs to follow a student-customer oriented approach only in some categories, rather 

than in the entire educational experience. Additionally, although HEIs are increasingly claiming 

to follow this approach, our findings indicate that students don’t recognize HEIs as being 

student-customer oriented in the majority of the categories. Results also suggest there are 

differences in expectations and perceptions between students that attend private and public 

HEIs, with private institutions being perceived as adopting a more student-customer oriented 

approach in the categories where these differences exist. Moreover, our findings also 

demonstrate differences between distinct levels of studies, as well as full-time and part-time 

students in the degree they expect and perceive HEIs to be customer-oriented institutions.      

 

Keywords: higher education, customer centricity, student-customer orientation, marketing 

JEL-Codes: M310, I23 
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RESUMO 

Atualmente, as instituições de ensino superior (IES) têm vindo a adotar uma abordagem de 

“customer centricity” a fim de serem bem-sucedidas no ambiente cada vez mais global, dinâmico e 

competitivo em qual operam. No entanto, posicionar uma IES como uma instituição orientada 

para o estudante-cliente ainda é considerado um debate polarizado na literatura, com a maioria 

dos estudos sobre o tema a serem focados na experiência de aprendizagem como um todo, em 

vez de considerarem as diferentes categorias educacionais que compõem a mesma. Neste 

contexto, esta dissertação tem os seguintes objetivos: (1) avaliar em quais categorias da 

experiência educacional os estudantes esperam que uma IES adote uma abordagem orientada 

para o estudante-cliente (um tópico explorado por Koris et al. em 2015); (2) entender as 

perceções dos estudantes relativamente ao desempenho das IES; (3) compreender se existem 

diferenças nas expectativas e (4) perceções dos estudantes de acordo com a natureza da IES 

(pública e privada), ciclo de estudos (1º e 2º ciclo) e tipo de inscrição (a tempo inteiro e a tempo 

parcial). Para tal, utilizámos o Student-Customer Orientation Questionnaire (Koris & Nokelainen, 

2015) para inquirir alunos do ensino superior português. Os resultados deste estudo indicam que 

os estudantes não esperam que as IES sigam uma abordagem orientada para o estudante-cliente 

em toda a experiência educacional, mas apenas em algumas das categorias que a compõem. 

Embora as IES afirmem cada vez mais seguir esta abordagem, os resultados indicam que os 

estudantes não reconhecem estas instituições como sendo orientadas para o estudante-cliente na 

maioria das categorias educacionais. Os resultados também sugerem que existem diferenças nas 

expetativas e perceções entre os estudantes que frequentam IES privadas e públicas, sendo que 

as instituições privadas são reconhecidas como sendo mais orientadas para o estudante-cliente 

nas categorias onde existem estas diferenças. Adicionalmente, os nossos resultados também 

demonstram diferenças entre o 1º e o 2º ciclo, assim como entre estudantes inscritos a tempo 

integral e parcial, no grau com que estes esperam, e entendem, que as IES atuem como 

instituições orientadas para o cliente.     

 

Palavras-chave: ensino superior, customer centricity, orientação estudante-cliente, marketing 

Códigos JEL: M310, I23 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1. Context 

Today’s organizations acknowledge the importance of customer focus to have success and thrive 

in the dynamic and evolving environment in which they operate (Hillebrand, Kemp, & Nijssen, 

2011; Vandermerwe, 2004), regardless of their size or industry area (Hamel & Prahalad, 1994). 

Thus, several authors defend that higher education institutions (hereafter referred as HEIs), as 

a business like any other, should embrace this marketing approach if they want to succeed (Desai, 

Damewood, & Jones, 2001; Greenberg, 2004).  

HEIs face multiple challenges in an increasingly global, changing and dynamic environment 

(Pucciarelli & Kaplan, 2016). Decreased government funding, sector deregulation and changing 

demand patterns are examples of factors that contributed to several transformations that are 

undergoing in the sector (Vandermerwe, 2004). Moreover, these institutions are facing a massive 

pressure to increase their programs’ diversity as there is an intensification of global competition 

(Teixeira, Rocha, Biscaia, & Cardoso, 2013). The increasingly heterogeneous student population, 

with different needs and expectations (van Vught, 2009), forces HEIs to have a more diversified 

offer, as well as contributes to the emergence of new types of institutions and the strengthening 

of others, such as private ones (Teixeira et al., 2013). Thus, students have numerous options 

when deciding which institution they want to attend, emphasizing the need for HEIs to take 

different approaches to attract and retain them (Guilbault, 2016; Maguad, 2007). 

Organizations are increasingly recognizing the importance of customer centricity as a requisite 

for their long-term success (Vandermerwe, 2004). As this approach proved to be effective when 

pursued in other sectors, HEIs are seeking the same benefits from following this perspective in 

order to face current challenges (Guilbault, 2016; Koris et al., 2015), with the number of HEIs 

claiming to be student-customer oriented increasing (Koris, 2014). 

In the higher education context, customer centricity is entitled as “student-customer 

orientation”, and can be defined as “the degree to which a HEI makes decisions and acts upon 

the expectations and needs of the students as well as the goals and objectives of the institution” 

(Bristow & Schneider, 2002, p.21). Expectations are considered as “desires, wants and ideal 
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standards” (Frances, 1995, p.12) upon which HEIs rely in order to develop customer-focused 

solutions (Bristow & Schneider, 2002; Koris, 2014).  

However, assigning a HEI as a student-customer oriented organization has been widely 

discussed with a range of ideas that maintain this debate fairly polarized (Browne, 2010; 

Guilbault, 2016; Koris et al., 2015). While many HEIs are positioning themselves as customer-

oriented institutions, there is a lack of in-depth knowledge of whether or not students expect a 

HEI to follow a student-customer oriented approach (Koris et al., 2015), with several authors 

suggesting that this concept should be studied in each experience category that composes the 

whole educational journey (Koris et al., 2015; Muncy, 2008). Indeed, Koris et al. (2015) took the 

suggestion and developed a study to assess in which of these categories students desired to be 

treated as customers. Despite the study’s success, there are several limitations and 

recommendations that the authors consider relevant to further investigate. 

1.2. Research goal and relevance 

Therefore, the present dissertation aims to fill this gap, and contribute to the polarized discussion 

of positioning a HEI as a student-customer oriented institution by understanding how students 

assess their role as customers, and whether they feel HEIs should follow this approach. To do 

so, our study relies on the validated model of educational experiences (Koris, 2012; Koris & 

Nokelainen, 2015) and applies the Student-Customer Orientation Questionnaire (SCOQ) 

designed by Koris & Nokelainen (2015) to the Portuguese higher education sector.   

Furthermore, Koris et al. (2015) suggested that it would be useful to conduct empirical studies 

using this tool with different settings, or in other countries. To help fill this gap, the present 

study uses different settings by investigating if the expectations and perceptions of HEIs’ 

performance differ according to the type of institution (public and private), level of studies (1st 

and 2nd cycle) and type of enrollment (full and part-time). Since there is an increasingly 

heterogeneous student population, with different expectations and needs, who are supporting 

the surging of HEIs believed to have a different approach to students, we consider this 

investigation helpful to understand not only how different students diverge, but also how 

different types of HEIs, private and public, are perceived in their degree of customer centricity.  

Specifically, this dissertation has the main research question: “How do students expect and 

perceive customer centricity of HEIs?” with the following objectives:  
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1) To understand how students perceive their role as customers by assessing if and in which 

educational categories they expect HEIs to follow a student-customer oriented approach;    

2) To understand how students perceive the actual HEI’s performance by assessing if and 

in which educational categories students feel that institutions are following this approach; 

3) To understand if in each category of the educational experience, expectations of the 

degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented approach are different 

between students from public and private institutions, 1st and 2nd cycle, and full-time and 

part-time students; 

4) To understand if in each category of the educational experience, perceptions of the 

degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach are different 

between students from public and private institutions, 1st and 2nd cycle, and full-time and 

part-time students.  

The findings of this dissertation can be of interest to the HEIs, and help them deal with current 

challenges and develop the appropriate strategy for them (Guilbault, 2018). For instance, they 

can have a deeper knowledge in which moments students are expecting a student-customer 

oriented approach, how they are actually assessing HEIs’ efforts on this topic, and if there are 

any differences between public and private HEIs regarding student focus. Furthermore, it can 

help institutions to properly address expectations from different types of students. To the 

academy, this study will hopefully contribute to the polarized debate regarding HEIs following 

or not a student-customer orientation and to expand existing studies on this area, i.e. assessing 

students’ perceptions, in a different country, different types of HEIs (private and public), 

different levels of studies (1st and 2nd cycle), and different types of students (full and part-time). 

1.3. Structure 

The study is organized as follows: Chapter 2 presents several insights regarding the higher 

education sector, develops several concepts related with customer centricity and explains how 

this approach is being applied to HEIs. Chapter 3 presents the study’s goal and methodology.  

Chapter 4 presents the results and the discussion of this dissertation findings; and finally, chapter 

5 presents the conclusion, theoretical and practical contributions, limitations and 

recommendations for further research.   



4 
 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This chapter discusses the concepts that are considered core to this study. Section 2.1 and 2.2 

present relevant insights regarding the higher education sector and customer centricity, 

respectively. Section 2.3 addresses the concept of customer centricity in the higher education 

sector. 

2.1 The Higher Education Sector 

The higher education sector, similar to others, is not immune to all the socio-economic changes 

that occur in society (Shin & Harman, 2009), with superior education being increasingly 

considered a global service (Mazzarol, 1998; Ostrom, Bitner, Burkhard, & Progress, 2011) and a 

HEI recognized as an organization like any other (Greenberg, 2004). Therefore, these 

institutions are forced to face multiple challenges in an increasingly global, evolving and dynamic 

environment (Pucciarelli & Kaplan, 2016). 

From this group of challenges, the decreased government funding and sector deregulation can 

serve as examples of situations that HEIs have to learn how to deal with (Altbach, Reisberg, & 

Rumbley, 2009; Guilbault, 2016; Pucciarelli & Kaplan, 2016). For instance, decreased public 

funding forces HEIs to find more diverse fundraising alternatives (Pucciarelli & Kaplan, 2016). 

On the case of deregulation, although it increases HEIs independence and self-organization 

(Hoecht, 2006), it also enables the privatization of the sector and the entrance of new players 

(Pucciarelli & Kaplan, 2016). 

Additionally, HEIs also have to deal with an increase in change of the demand patterns (Simões 

& Soares, 2010) and diversity among students (Teixeira et al., 2013). More than ever, these 

institutions are required to address expectations and needs from diverse types of students, i.e. 

those in different levels of studies (1st and 2nd cycle) or enrolled in different regimes (full-time 

versus part-time), and to develop solutions that are able to attend all of them (e.g.: Bertrand, 

2006; Moro-Egido & Panades, 2010).  

An example of this diversity can be regarding the different expectations and needs, that full-time 

and part-time students have while they are attending higher education (e.g.: MacCann, Fogarty, 

& Roberts, 2012; Moro-Egido & Panades, 2010). For instance, the literature suggests that due 

to already having direct contact with the labor market, part-time students tend to prefer more 
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practical classes rather than theoretical ones, since it is easier for them to assess practical courses’ 

applicability and usefulness to market reality and needs (MacCann et al., 2012; Moro-Egido & 

Panades, 2010). Thus, if HEIs want to attend to their expectations, they should introduce more 

practical classes on the curriculum. Besides, since part-time students have to balance their 

academic and professional life, HEIs are also being recommended to be less strict concerning 

assessments and courses’ obligations, for example through distance learning or timetables and 

services that are more flexible (King, Chancellor, Brookes, & Rollason, 2008; Moro-Egido & 

Panades, 2010).  

Furthermore, since HEIs normally provide bachelor and master degrees, they should also 

consider the possible differences in expectations regarding the educational program, learning 

and teaching, among students from different levels of studies, and to which institutions might 

want to adapt their offer (Bertrand, 2006; Hall & Berardino, 2006; Tui, 2016). For instance, 

master programs are becoming increasingly multidisciplinary and professionally-oriented in 

order to better satisfy the labor market’s needs (Bertrand, 2006). In fact, HEIs are being 

recommended to involve and collaborate with other stakeholders, such as employers or other 

professional entities, to tailor educational programs to their needs and ensure a higher practical 

component on them (Bertrand, 2006). Moreover, master students normally combine their 

studies with a professional career, which can affect their expectations regarding HEIs’ flexibility 

and different ways of learning, such as distance teaching (Barron & Anastasiadou, 2009; Tui, 

2016). Taking these examples into consideration, HEIs must ensure that the differences between 

1st and 2nd cycle programs are properly addressed by considering students’ expectations and 

needs when designing both programs.  

As a result, the increasingly heterogeneous student population, with different needs and 

expectations (van Vught, 2009), forces institutions to address them and have a more diversified 

offer. This challenge, coupled with the sector deregulation and massification of higher education, 

contributed to the emergence of new types of HEIs and the strengthening of others, such as 

private institutions (Teixeira et al., 2013). 

The expansion of the private sector, motivated by financial and educational factors (Teixeira et 

al., 2013), is seen worldwide with 30% of global higher education enrolment being in the private 

segment (Altbach et al., 2009). This trend created structural changes in the sector, with public 
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institutions being encouraged to depend less on public funds, and to adopt a more 

entrepreneurial attitude in order to compete (Altbach et al., 2009). In fact, since private 

institutions’ funding depends on heavy tuition fees, the literature suggests that they have more 

pressure to adopt a commercial attitude, being more responsive to the varied needs of students 

(Shattock, 2009) and thus promote diversity, which also contributes to the expansion of the 

higher education sector, as well as to an increased competition among HEIs (Teixeira et al., 

2013).  

Therefore, students have numerous options when deciding the institution they want to attend, 

which is stressing HEIs’ need to find different approaches to attract and retain them (Guilbault, 

2016; Maguad, 2007). 

2.1.1 HEIs and the use of marketing  

As a consequence of the increased competition in the sector, education has become a 

commercial service where HEIs have to increasingly assume an entrepreneurial attitude to 

survive in it (Altbach et al., 2009). Therefore, these institutions are accepting and adopting 

marketing practices in order to compete in the sector (Koris et al., 2015; Maguad, 2007). 

Marketization in education refers to “the adoption of free market practices in running 

universities. These include the business practices of cutting production costs, abandoning 

courses and programs not in demand, offering more popular programs and facilities and 

advertising to increase brand image, sales and the profit margins” (Hemsley-Brown, 2011, p.188). 

To appeal and satisfy students, HEIs are recognizing the need to increase marketing efforts and 

implement several concepts and practices, which before were only recognized as necessary to 

other industries (Guilbault, 2018), such as co-creation to stimulate students’ participation, 

improve their experience and enhance their role as partners of the HEI (Dollinger, Lodge, & 

Coates, 2018; Elsharnouby, 2015); relationship marketing to improve the relation between both 

and benefit from it (Guilbault, 2016); and other concepts like customer mind-set (Guilbault, 

2016), satisfaction (Elliott & Shin, 2002) and customer focus (Maguad, 2007; Mark, 2013a). 

These marketing practices are connected with several research insights and methodologies of 

customer centricity, a concept established on the idea of customer focus across organizations, 

and in which HEIs are increasingly claiming to be (Koris, 2014; Shah, Rust, Parasuraman, Staelin, 

& Day, 2006). 
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HEIs that embrace this type of practices tend to adapt more easily to environmental changes 

and drive efforts to meet students’ needs (Lynch, 2006). In fact, several authors defend that a 

HEI, like any other organization that operates in a challenging environment, should adopt a 

customer-focused approach if it wants to succeed (Simões & Soares, 2010). Yet, in the higher 

education sector there are many other beneficiaries besides students, such as employers, 

government administration and society in general (Charles, 2001; Holbrook, 2007). So, applying 

this kind of strategy to higher education induces the risk of creating commercially-minded 

people, who are only concerned with their own benefit rather than general social welfare (Koris, 

2014), which can be detrimental in the long run for those who also have interest in education 

(Charles, 2001; Holbrook, 2007; Koris, 2014). 

Nevertheless, the higher education sector is under pressure as long as it faces the necessary 

adjustment to the modern society (Gajić, 2012). With increased competition and shrunk 

government support, tuitions fees are more important than ever and, subsequently, attracting 

and satisfying students becomes a priority (Koris et al., 2015). Therefore, considering the benefits 

from adopting marketing strategies in other sectors, if applied properly by HEIs, marketing can 

help them create a service that matches their target market expectations and deliver superior 

value (Gajić, 2012), thus creating conditions for them to survive and grow in the sector (Harvey 

& Busher, 1996; Koris et al., 2015). Besides, with today’s challenges, adopting a customer-centric 

focus seems a fundamental need for HEIs (Maguad, 2007).  

2.2. Customer Centricity  

For several years, customer centricity has been discussed in marketing literature due to the 

increasing importance of the customer itself across the whole business process (Drucker, 1954; 

Shah et al., 2006). Drucker (1954) defends that a business should start with customer’s needs, 

which requires their fulfillment to be elected as the main goal for organizations. Additionally, 

Levitt (1960) also suggested that firms should focus on satisfying customer needs instead of 

limiting to sell products or services, emphasizing the need to replace the organizations’ mind-set 

of simply producing a superior product, with the desire to provide customer-value propositions 

that should be considered the reason for their existence and success (Slater, 1997).  

According to Shah et al. (2006) and in line with Sheth, Sisodia, & Sharma (2000), there are several 

trends that are strengthening the need for firms to follow a customer-centric orientation. The 
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first one is related with the increasing pressure to improve marketing productivity. Since 

customer-centric activities focus on recognizing and satisfying the needs of individual customers 

rather than on mass market (Sheth et al., 2000), they are expected to maximize marketing 

activities’ efficiency and effectiveness (Sheth & Sisodia, 1995), therefore being appropriate for 

organizations. The second trend is the increased market diversity (Sheth et al., 2000; van Doorn 

et al., 2010), which is triggering market fragmentation, and consequently making mass market 

strategies less effective (Sheth et al., 2000). The third one is related to the hastening technology 

expansion that allows organizations to deliver exclusive individual-customer solutions with the 

support of new and affordable techniques, which is considered an increasingly adopted 

customer-centric activity (Shah et al., 2006). Moreover, the higher level of competition that 

organizations face is the fourth motive for the emergence of customer centricity, since it stresses 

their need to focus on customers (Sheth et al., 2000). Finally, the last trend is related to the 

intensification of knowledgeable, educated and demanding consumers that are also increasing 

the pressure for organizations to adopt a customer-focused attitude (Shah et al., 2006; Sheth et 

al., 2000). 

Considering the competitive, dynamic and challenging environment that organizations are 

currently facing, product-oriented capabilities are no longer considered effective or 

recommended (Mike, 2004). In fact, due to the increasing importance of the customer in the 

entire business, reinforced by the previous stated trends, customer centricity is now considered 

a valuable approach which organizations are starting to rely on (Drucker, 1954; Shah et al., 2006). 

2.2.1 Definition of customer centricity 

The literature suggests that customer centricity relies on the extent an organization is focused 

on understanding customer needs, and consequently developing solutions that are capable of 

fulfilling them (Frankenberger, Weiblen, & Gassmann, 2013). Shah et al. (2006) also state that 

customer centricity doesn’t solely depend on selling products or services. Instead, it relies on 

creating value for the firm as a consequence of creating value for the customer (Shah et al., 2006), 

which allows organizations to have an increased and long-term financial value (Fader, 2012). 

A customer-centric approach requires organizations to center their motivation on customers, 

rather than on merely selling superior products or services (Sheth et al., 2000). Thus, in the 

literature, the customer-centric approach is also frequently understood as the opposite of 
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product centricity, since customers and their needs’ satisfaction are the basis for all decisions 

regarding the product or service that the organization provides (Shah et al., 2006). 

Therefore, customer centricity can be defined as a strategy that consists in the alignment of the 

organization’s products, services and experiences, to deliver solutions that satisfy and fulfill 

customers’ needs (Galbraith, 2005; Shah et al., 2006). Mainly, it can be perceived as the degree 

to which an organization focuses on understanding those needs and thus developing customer-

focused solutions (Frankenberger et al., 2013), which is also assumed as customer orientation in 

the literature (Hennig-Thurau, 2004). Customer orientation means “focusing the activities on 

the needs of the customers” (Hennig-Thurau, 2004, p. 460). Thus, customer centricity can also 

be understood as customer orientation, since both rely on focusing organization’s activities on 

delivering solutions centered on the client’s needs (Hennig-Thurau, 2004; Shah et al., 2006). For 

that reason, both concepts are assumed equivalent in this dissertation.  

An organization that is focused on their customers should be able to identify, understand and 

cater to their needs and expectations (Koris et al., 2015). Accordingly, it should have an 

organizational model, as well as a strategy, that is oriented to customers, with the operating 

model defined based on their needs and expectations (Barta, 2009). Therefore, following a 

customer-oriented approach involves a range of activities and capabilities, that organizations 

should be able to perform in order to maximize the benefits that arise from being a customer-

centric business (Koris et al., 2015; Lamberti, 2013).  

2.2.2 Benefits of following a customer-centric approach  

As a result of being focused on their customers, there are several benefits to these types of 

organizations that arise from following a customer-centric approach (e.g: Hoffman & Ingram, 

1992; Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 2004).  

Firstly, an organization’s success relies on understanding customers’ expectations and needs, as 

well as anticipating them and any possible changes that may occur (Hennig-Thurau, 2004; 

Johnson, 1998). This can be achieved through several capabilities that are associated with 

customer centricity (Lamberti, 2013). Specifically, customer intelligence, i.e. the process of 

gathering and managing data to establish completed archives about the interactions between 

customers and organizations (Sharma & Sheth, 2004); and value co-creation, i.e. the ability to 

create a situation where clients undertake a more active position, and form a sort of partnership 
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with the firm through direct and indirect cooperation over one or more production and 

consumption phases (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004), are examples of capabilities that 

contribute with valuable information to organizations, and enable them to better know and 

predict customers’ behavior, expectations and needs, thus delivering improved and more 

appropriate products or services for them (Chan & Ph, 2005; Sharma & Sheth, 2004).  

Besides, another capability associated with customer centricity, that can also provide the needed 

support for organizations to better understand customers’ expectations and needs, is the 

constant monitoring over customer experience (Johnson, 1998; Koris et al., 2015). This 

experience can be defined as “a multidimensional construct focusing on a customer’s cognitive, 

emotional, behavioral, sensorial, and social responses to a firm’s offering during the customer’s 

entire purchase journey” (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016a, p.71). Accordingly, it can be considered as 

a journey composed by multiple touch points, recognized as service encounters, that occur 

between customers and organizations (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016b; Voorhees et al., 2017). Since 

customer satisfaction is affected by their expectations and the stimuli that they get from their 

experience (Gentile, Spiller, & Noci, 2007; Ivens, 2003; LaSalle & Britton, 2003), a customer-

centric approach implies that organizations monitor this journey, which will improve their 

knowledge about the customer’s expectations and needs, as well as ensure the latter’s satisfaction 

and the organization’s success (Johnson, 1998; Koris et al., 2015). 

Moreover, a customer-oriented approach can also enhance customers’ perceptions of quality 

over organizations’ marketing strategies, that increases perceived value along with customers’ 

trust, loyalty and willingness to offer positive word-of-mouth (Balakrishnan, 1996; Brady & 

Cronin, 2001). As a result, organizations will have an increased probability of outsourcing and 

co-creating with costumers, since they will have more willingness to participate in different 

activities, such as feedback questionnaires or other knowledge-exchange activities (van Doorn 

et al., 2010).  

Therefore, a customer-centric organization, via continuous processes of identification of 

customers’ needs and expectations, will be able to create value for customers (Koris, 2014), as 

well as to improve their service quality perception, boost satisfaction and heighten reciprocally 

valuable long-term relationships between both (Hoffman & Ingram, 1992; Matthing, Sandén, & 

Edvardsson, 2004). These factors are considered pre-requisites for a firm to be ahead of 
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competitors (Brady & Cronin, 2001) and have sustainable long-term profitability, financial 

performance and growth (Hennig-Thurau, 2004; Rust et al., 2004).  

However, even though all the benefits that seem to arise from being customer-oriented, several 

organizations are still resilient in adopting this approach (Bonner & Walker, 2004; Fischer & 

Reuber, 2004; Hamel & Prahalad, 1994). In fact, they claim that focusing on satisfying customers’ 

needs and expectations can be a barrier to follow new market trends and technologies, which 

inhibits innovation and the creation of products that could get organizations ahead of their 

competitors (Bonner & Walker, 2004; Martin, 1995; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Besides, 

since there are more organizations that rely on a customer-oriented approach, they are eventually 

taking the risk of offering too many similar products in an unreasonably similar way (Koris, 

2014).  

Yet, the importance of following a customer-oriented approach for an organization’s survival is 

well acknowledged in the literature (Hillebrand et al., 2011; Vandermerwe, 2004). In fact, 

customer centricity is now considered a valuable approach that organizations are starting to 

follow due to the increasing importance of the customer in the entire business, which is stressing 

the necessity of understanding their expectations, as well as needs, and developing customer-

focused solutions (Frankenberger et al., 2013; Galbraith, 2002). Moreover, this approach entails 

several benefits that are critical for organization’s success and for them to be ahead of their 

competitors. Thus, organizations recognize the importance of customer orientation in order to 

be successful and thrive in the dynamic and evolving environment they operate in 

(Vandermerwe, 2004), regardless of their size or industry area (Hamel & Prahalad, 1994). 

Therefore, in the most diverse sectors, different types of organizations are adopting this 

approach in order to compete and survive among their competitors (Vandermerwe, 2004). For 

instance, in the higher education sector, due to the previous stated challenges that HEIs are 

exposed to, there is a stressing need to adopt a customer-centric approach (Maguad, 2007), with 

more institutions claiming to be customer-oriented (Koris, 2014).  

2.3 The Higher Education sector and customer centricity 

HEIs can be considered a service like any other (Greenberg, 2004; Mazzarol, 1998; Ostrom et 

al., 2011). If higher education is compared to any other sector, a student needs his degree and a 

HEI the tution fee, in the same way the customer needs and wants a product and a business 



12 
 

needs money in exchange (Koris, 2014). Since customer orientation proved to be effective when 

pursued in other sectors, HEIs are seeking the same benefits from following this approach 

(Guilbault, 2016; Koris et al., 2015).  

In the higher education context, customer centricity is known as “student-customer orientation” 

(Bristow & Schneider, 2002) which can be defined as “the degree to which a HEI makes 

decisions and acts upon the expectations and needs of the students as well as the goals and 

objectives of the institution” (Bristow & Schneider, 2002, p.21). Thus, institutions that embrace 

a customer-centric approach will consider students’ needs and expectations to develop 

customer-focused solutions capable to fulfill them.  

Nonetheless, although there are several benefits associated in following a customer-centric 

approach, and the fact that HEIs are being highly recommended to be customer-oriented 

organizations (Conway, Yorke, & Mackay, 1994; Lewis & Smith, 1994), the application of the 

aforementioned in higher education is still a topic that creates controversy, and enhances the 

continuous discussion of whether or not the student should be considered as a customer (e.g.: 

Guilbault, 2016, 2018; Mark, 2013b). In spite of being generally accepted that this sector has 

multiple customers (Schwartzman, 1995; Sirvanci, 1996), such as future employers, society and 

government (Guilbault, 2018), there is still an incessant debate in considering students as one of 

them (e.g: Guilbault, 2016, 2018; Mark, 2013b). Therefore, student-customer orientation is still 

not universally accepted.  

2.3.1 The polarization about student-customer orientation approach 

Even though the benefits that arise from following a customer-oriented approach (e.g: Hoffman 

& Ingram, 1992; Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 2004), regardless of size or business sector, are well-

established in the literature (Balakrishnan, 1996; Hamel & Prahalad, 1994), positioning a HEI as 

a student-customer oriented organization is still widely discussed, which contributes to a 

polarized debate in the literature (Koris et al., 2015). 

 Non-supporters of a student-customer orientation approach 

Although there are several reasons to believe that a student-customer orientation is a favorable 

approach for the higher education sector, this idea is not universally accepted and there are 

opposite ideas regarding the consequences that may arise from it (Koris et al., 2015). 



13 
 

Firstly, a customer-orientation approach assumes that customers are aware of their needs and 

create expectations established on them (Dickinson, Herbst, & O’Shaughnessy, 1986; Driscoll 

& Wicks, 1998). However, people often create expectations based on their systematic and 

objective judgment about what is best for them (Kilbourne, McDonagh, & Prothero, 1997). 

Since education is a service with high long-term value rather than short-term interest, students 

only later can recognize all the benefits raised from their studies (Kotler, 1972). Thus, non-

supporters of this approach defend that an HEI should not rely on students’ expectations and 

needs since they are unable to accurately assess the benefits that arise from education while they 

are attending a HEI (Sirvanci, 1996). Therefore, they are not the ones in the best position to 

decide what is best for them on higher education (Browne, 2010). 

Additionally, one of the main concerns of adopting a customer-centric approach in this sector 

is based on the “customer is always right” model (Mark, 2013b), which implies giving to students 

what they desire, and thus negatively affecting education quality, especially when their wants are 

different from what is seen as the most appropriate for them in HEIs’ perspective (Guilbault, 

2016). Therefore, following this approach would make HEIs adjust their educational programs 

to attend students’ wishes and assume a flexible and convenient position (Franz, 1998), which 

consequently decreases education quality standards and long-term benefits for students (Fiske, 

1979). Moreover, if students could do changes to their higher education experience based on 

their needs as customers, such as negotiating their curriculum or methods of evaluation, HEIs 

could lose the quality that drives students to attend their institution in the first place (Driscoll & 

Wicks, 1998), as well as negatively affect the remaining stakeholders’ interests (Sirvanci, 1996). 

Moreover, non-supporters also defend that if students are treated as customers, they can also 

influence the grading system and lead to an inflation on their grades (Clayson & Haley, 2015; 

Hassel & Lourey, 2005). Besides, they would have the right to inform teachers if they were good 

or not on lectures, which can lead students to attend classes to be entertained and not essentially 

to learn (Edmundson, 1997). Consequently, this can drive teachers to act like salespeople who 

normally adopt the principle of the “customer is always right” (Hussey & Smith, 2012). Teachers 

would be more concerned with attending to students’ complaints instead of being worried 

regarding contents and what students really learn on lectures (Holbrook, 2004), decreasing 

education quality (Driscoll & Wicks, 1998). Also, non-supporters don’t agree with the collection 
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of students’ feedback on teaching methods, since it increases students’ perceptions of themselves 

as customers (Svensson & Wood, 2007), which might intensify the presence and reliance of the 

other negative factors. 

 Supporters of a student-customer orientation approach  

On the other hand, there are several authors supporting and defending the application of 

student-customer orientation in the higher education sector (e.g.: Guilbault, 2016; Koris et al., 

2015; Maguad, 2007).  

In the academic literature, customer can be defined as “the recipient or beneficiary of the outputs 

of work efforts or the purchaser of products and services” (Maguad, 2007, p. 334). The end user 

of a product or service is considered as the primary customer (Deming, 1986). In line with these 

facts, supporters of this approach claim that students are the ones directly served by the HEI 

and the primary beneficiaries of education, therefore they should be considered as customers of 

the latter (Guilbault, 2016, 2018; Mark, 2013a; Ostrom et al., 2011).  

Accordingly, they affirm that a HEI must approach their students as customers, focus on them 

and remarket education (DeShields, Kara, & Kaynak, 2005; Seeman & O’Hara, 2006). 

Considering all the challenges in higher education sector, particularly the increased competition, 

they believe that a HEI needs to have a competitive advantage over other institutions, that can 

be achieved through adopting a student-customer oriented approach and thus be able to attract, 

retain and satisfy students with more ease (DeShields et al., 2005; Seeman & O’Hara, 2006).  

Therefore, supporters hold the opinion that it’s important for HEIs to concentrate their efforts 

on developing more customer-centric activities. For instance, customer mind-set, i.e. “the extent 

to which an individual employee believes that understanding and satisfying customers, whether 

internal or external to the organization, is central to the proper execution of his or her job” 

(Kennedy, Lassk, & Goolsby, 2002, p. 159), is an important element for the development of a 

customer-centric strategy (Narver, Slater, & Tietje, 1998) that should be present throughout the 

whole HEI (Narver et al., 1998), since it can influence students’ perceptions of the institution’s 

quality and behavior, which positively influences their trust, satisfaction, performance and 

relationship with the HEI (Carini, Kuh, & Klein, 2006; Elsharnouby, 2015; Ghosh, Whipple, & 

Bryan, 2006). Thus, students have interest in this type of approach in higher education, and  

HEIs can benefit from it by being able to satisfy, attract and retain students, which helps these 
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institutions in achieving their objectives and having a competitive advantage (Guilbault, 2018), 

stressing the need of HEIs’ practicing customer-centric related activities (Guilbault, 2016). 

Additionally, supporters suggest that the reasons to believe that a student-customer orientation 

is not appropriate to the higher education sector are based on “the customer is always right” 

model, which is outdated (Mark, 2013b). Instead, they believe that nowadays a customer is seen 

as an active participant in service design and delivery, being a co-producer of it rather than a 

passive element (Dollinger et al., 2018; Mark, 2013b). Since customers who experience different 

problems in their lives are also the ones most prepared to give solutions for the upcoming issues 

that may occur (von Hippel, 2005), students can also be the most suitable people to give guidance 

on how to solve or improve different situations (Dollinger et al., 2018).  

Therefore, processes of value co-creation are considered as a useful tool for HEIs (Dollinger et 

al., 2018), with institutions being recommended to facilitate them by encouraging students to 

engage a more collaborative role, for example through feedback questionnaires,  as well as to 

integrate their resources, i.e. knowledge and experiences, to ease and boost activities capable to 

maintain a continuous dialogue between both and create value (Dollinger et al., 2018; Prahalad 

& Ramaswamy, 2004). In result, value co-creation can benefit both, i.e. students will have more 

easiness to contact HEIs and thus be able to express and satisfy better their needs or wants 

(Díaz-Méndez & Gummesson, 2012; Dollinger et al., 2018); and on the other hand, HEIs can 

use their resources to develop customer-oriented solutions and improve the educational service 

offered, which can attract more students, and consequently make these institutions more 

profitable (Dollinger et al., 2018; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008). 

Besides, the core service in the HEI experience is considered a “learning experience that is 

cocreation of the people within university – between students, students and teachers, students 

and administrators, etc.” (Ng & Forbes, 2009, p. 40). All of these factors can weaken arguments 

against considering students as customers and advocate the need to adopt this perspective 

(Guilbault, 2016).  

Moreover, supporters claim that if teaching can be compared to any other service (Greenberg, 

2004; Mazzarol, 1998; Ostrom et al., 2011), students have needs and wants that, if properly 

attended to, can result in a better educational experience (Desai et al., 2001). In fact, improving 

this experience is considered an important factor, since it can strengthen the relationship 
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between students and HEIs, rise the quality perceived by students, as well as increase their 

engagement, building opportunities for HEIs to improve the experience provided, satisfaction 

and retention rates (Dollinger et al., 2018; Pansari & Kumar, 2017; van Doorn et al., 2010; 

Voorhees et al., 2017). Therefore, since customer centricity requires attention throughout the 

whole customer experience journey (Johnson, 1998; Lamberti, 2013) and this experience 

provides multiple benefits for organizations, supporters find here one more reason to affirm that 

a student-customer oriented approach is appropriate and useful for HEIs (Ng & Forbes, 2009).  

Additionally, researchers that support student-customer orientation also believe that students as 

customers are the ones in the best position to assess and determine what they wish and need to 

get from their attendance in higher education (Browne, 2010), which is one more reason to HEIs 

apply a customer-oriented approach and pay attention to students’ needs and expectations (Koris 

et al., 2015).  

In fact, students already perceive themselves as customers and adopt this behavior into their 

relationship with HEIs (Koris et al., 2015). There are several empirical studies which indicate 

that students consider themselves as customers who rely on professors and other service staff 

to satisfy their needs, as well as have the right to get their degree since they are paying tuition 

fees (e.g: Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Obermiller et al., 2005; White, 2007). For instance, Delucchi 

& Korgen (2002) conducted a study to assess students’ opinion of having a HEI that is customer 

oriented. A 41-item questionnaire was performed to approach students’ mind-set towards 

learning, faculty and grades, which results showed that higher education works as a customer-

driven marketplace and 43% respondents agrees that the payment of tuition fees entitled them 

of having a degree. Additionally, Obermiller et al. (2005) conducted a research in United States 

and France revealing that students view themselves as customers that are paying for a service 

and for whom HEI should make efforts to design courses that meet their needs and be 

responsiveness to their demands.  

Yet, this is more students’ feeling rather than some of the supporters of student-customer 

orientation’s (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Koris et al., 2015). In fact, in the literature, there is also 

the opinion that HEIs should consider students as customers and adopt this approach in the 

educational journey, but not across all the moments that compose this experience (Koris et al., 

2015; Muncy, 2008), because that would be in conflict with other stakeholders’ interests and 
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could detriment education quality and values (Driscoll & Wicks, 1998). For instance, several 

authors defend that the payment of tuitions fees should not assure a degree, or easy education 

programs, good grades and lectures that are amusing and not rigorous (Chonko, Tanner, & 

Davis, 2002; Clayson & Haley, 2015; Holbrook, 2004). Since there are other customers in the 

higher education sector (Schwartzman, 1995; Sirvanci, 1996), this ease would be disadvantageous 

for them in the long-term (Charles, 2003; Holbrook, 2007).  

Therefore, a student-customer oriented approach might be recommended for HEIs success 

(Maguad, 2007), but not to be applied to the entire educational experience (Koris et al., 2015; 

Muncy, 2008).  

 Conclusion regarding both sides perspective  

Organizations that embrace a customer-centric approach are normally considered effective due 

to being entirely dedicated to satisfying customer needs (Maguad, 2007; Vandermerwe, 2004). 

However, several HEIs are still hesitant to consider themselves as customer-driven organizations 

for different reasons, even with the recommendation of this approach being included in their 

strategic planning (Conway et al., 1994). Nevertheless, higher education is considered a service 

like any other (Ostrom et al., 2011), with more authors supporting that, in consequence of 

today’s challenges, there is an increasing need for HEIs to market themselves and be customer-

driven businesses (Driscoll & Wicks, 1998; Friga, Bettis, & Sullivan, 2003; Maguad, 2007; 

Svensson & Wood, 2007), by considering their students customers and thus be able to attract, 

retain and satisfy them more easily (DeShields et al., 2005; Seeman & O’Hara, 2006). However, 

the literature also suggests that some limits should be imposed in the application of a student-

customer oriented approach (Koris et al., 2015; Muncy, 2008). Since the whole educational 

experience is composed with several dimensions, the application of this approach across all 

categories could be detrimental for higher education quality and subsequently to society 

common interests (Koris, 2014).  

2.3.2 Student customer-orientation and educational experience categories  

Some empirical studies on student-customer orientation (Bristow & Schneider, 2002; Delucchi 

& Korgen, 2002; Obermiller et al., 2005) focus on how students perceive HEIs as customer-

oriented organizations (Bristow & Schneider, 2002) or on which degree they are expecting these 

institutions to follow this approach (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002). However, these studies are 
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based on the general panorama, and findings are widespread to the educational experience as a 

whole instead of consider individually the different categories that compose this journey (Koris 

et al., 2015; Muncy, 2008).  

Therefore, Muncy (2008) suggested that student-customer orientation should be investigated 

into each educational categories that compose the learning experience of a student. Indeed, Koris 

et al. (2015) embrace the suggestion and investigated which are the educational experience 

categories that constitute this journey and how a HEI should act on each of these in order to be 

considered a student-customer oriented institution. Table 1 summarizes all the categories and a 

student-customer oriented HEI behavior on those. 

Table 1- Educational experience categories and a student-customer oriented approach 

Category Student-customer oriented HEI 

Feedback 
“Collects and acts on student feedback on teaching and other study-related 
processes” 

Graduation “Enables easy and stress-free graduation to all students” 

Curriculum design 
“Offers a curriculum which is practical (as opposed to theoretical) and 
compiled based on the expertise of several stakeholders” 

Communication 
with service staff 

“Provides a smooth flow of support services and communicates effectively 
and promptly to accommodate student’s individual needs and whishes” 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

“Has a flexible attitude towards rules and regulations set and tailors those to 
student’s individual requests” 

Grading 
“Grades students leniently rather than strictly and relies on the assumption 
that students want to receive good grades with little effort” 

Classroom 
behavior 

“Accommodates student’s (mis)behavior during classes (late-coming, 
cheating, ignoring deadlines, etc.)” 

Classroom studies 
“Ensures that new material is presented in a concise form in an environment 
which is convenient and always accessible” 

Individual studies 
“Does not require that students make extra efforts to study outside 
classroom hours” 

Teaching methods 
“Requires that its teachers use interactive teaching methods and that classes 
are fun and entertaining” 

Course design “Offers courses which are practical in nature and delivered by practitioners” 

Source: (Koris, 2014, p.28)  

The authors identified the 11 educational experience categories indicated on the table 1 and how 

student-customer oriented institutions should perform, i.e. (1) collect and act on students’ 
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feedback; (2) enable easy graduation; (3) offer a practical curriculum which is designed with 

several stakeholders’ insights; (4) provide academic services that support and properly 

accommodate students’ needs and wants; (5) be flexible regarding rules and regulations by 

attending students’ individual appeals; (6) not be strict when it comes to grading and not require 

excessive effort to obtain good grades; (7) have a lenient behavior toward students’ misbehavior; 

(8) guarantee that new material is always available in a concise and prepared way; (9) not require 

students’ extra effort outside classroom; (10) ensure that teachers use interactive methods with 

the objective of having more attractive classes; and (11) offer practical courses that are taught by 

professionals of the area. Besides, Koris et al. (2015) also assessed students’ expectations and 

discovered that in the categories of feedback, classroom studies, communication with service 

staff, individual studies, course design and teaching methods, students are expecting HEIs to 

follow a customer-oriented approach.  

Regardless of Koris et al. (2015) study’s success, there are several limitations and 

recommendations that the authors consider relevant for further investigation in order to expand 

existing empirical evidence, since most of it is focused on the educational experience as a whole 

and not in the different categories that are comprised within this journey. Therefore, and 

motivated by the increasing appearance of the concept with more HEIs claiming to be student-

customer oriented, our investigation will address Koris et al. (2015) suggestions and contribute 

to the polarized discussion about student-customer orientation. The following chapter will 

present our study objectives, as well as the methodology used to achieve them.  
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Chapter 3: Objective and Research Methodology 

The goal of the present chapter is to clarify the main objectives and methodological choices of 

this study: section 3.1 presents the objectives and hypotheses; section 3.2 clarifies the 

methodological approach; section 3.3 explains the sampling strategy; section 3.4 presents the 

processes used for data collection; and finally, section 3.5 explains how the data analysis was 

conducted. 

3.1 Study objectives and hypotheses 

The present study aims to contribute to the existing literature regarding the polarized discussion 

of positioning a HEI as a student-customer oriented institution by determining how students, in 

each educational experience category, assess their role as customers and whether feel HEIs 

should follow this approach, by adding some of Koris et al. (2015) research recommendations, 

specifically to study the topic in different settings. Our study is conducted in Portugal, a different 

country where the higher education sector is considerably different from Estonia in several 

aspects, for instance, it has lower public spending in the tertiary educational level, as well as more 

teaching hours and almost 10% more students enrolled (OECD, 2018). As private HEIs rely 

heavily on tuition fees, they are expected to be more responsive to students’ needs (Shattock, 

2009). Therefore, our study also investigates whether students’ expectations and perceptions 

differ within each category across different types of HEIs, namely public and private institutions. 

Additionally, authors recommended HEIs to adapt and diversify their offer in order to attain 

and satisfy a larger range of needs (Hall & Berardino, 2006; King et al., 2008). Having this in 

mind, our study also investigates whether students’ expectations and perceptions, differ across 

different levels of studies (1st and 2nd cycle) and between students that have a different enrollment 

in HEIs (full-time and part-time students). 

In this context, the following hypotheses were tested for each category of the educational 

experience. H1 and all the sub-hypotheses associated that are stated below (H1a to H1k), serve 

as an example for H2, H3, H4, H5 and H6. Annex 1 depicts all the detailed hypotheses. 

H1: In each educational experience category, expectations of the degree to which HEIs should 

follow a student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend public and 

private HEIs.  
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‒ H1a: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding feedback differ between students that attend public and 

private HEIs.  

‒ H1b: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding graduation differ between students that attend public and 

private HEIs.  

‒ H1c: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding curriculum design differ between students that attend 

public and private HEIs.  

‒ H1d: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding communication with service staff differ between 

students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H1e: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding rigor with rules and regulations differ between students 

that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H1f: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding grading differ between students that attend public and 

private HEIs. 

‒ H1g: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding classroom behavior differ between students that attend 

public and private HEIs. 

‒ H1h: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding classroom studies differ between students that attend 

public and private HEIs. 

‒ H1i: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding individual studies differ between students that attend 

public and private HEIs. 

‒ H1j: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding teaching methods differ between students that attend 

public and private HEIs. 
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‒ H1k: Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer 

oriented approach regarding course design differ between students that attend public 

and private HEIs. 

H2: In each educational experience category, perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a 

student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend public and private HEIs 

(Sub-Hypotheses: H2a, H2b, H2c, H2d, H2e, H2f, H2g, H2h, H2i, H2j, H2k); 

H3: In each educational experience category, expectations of the degree to which HEIs should 

follow a student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 

degree programs (Sub-Hypotheses: H3a, H3b, H3c, H3d, H3e, H3f, H3g, H3h, H3i, H3j, H3k); 

H4: In each educational experience category, perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a 

student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 

programs (Sub-Hypotheses: H4a, H4b, H4c, H4d, H4e, H4f, H4g, H4h, H4i, H4j, H4k); 

H5: In each educational experience category, expectations of the degree to which HEIs should 

follow a student-customer oriented approach differ between full-time and part-time students 

(Sub-Hypotheses: H5a, H5b, H5c, H5d, H5e, H5f, H5g, H5h, H5i, H5j, H5k); 

H6: In each educational experience category, perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a 

student-customer oriented approach differ between full-time and part-time students (Sub-

Hypotheses: H6a, H6b, H6c, H6d, H6e, H6f, H6g, H6h, H6i, H6j, H6k); 

3.2 Methodological Approach  

We used a quantitative methodology and applied a survey based on the student-customer 

orientation questionnaire by Koris and Nokelainen (2015). However, since the original only 

assessed students’ expectations, in our survey, we added one question regarding students’ 

perceptions of HEIs’ performance to each one of the original questions in each educational 

experience category. Table 2 exemplifies with the questions regarding feedback. Annex 2 

presents the full set of questions in English; Annex 3 presents the survey in Portuguese that was 

used considering the study’s application context.  
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Table 2- Survey questions regarding the feedback category 

Category ‘Expectation’ Question (original survey) ‘Perception’ Question 

Feedback 

a.1 In my opinion, the HEI should collect 
students’ feedback on a regular basis (e.g. 
once per semester/year). 

a.5 The HEI that I attend collects 
students’ feedback on a regular basis (e.g. 
once per semester/year). 

a.2 I believe that the HEI should report on 
the changes that have been introduced based 
on the students’ feedback. 

a.6 The HEI that I attend reports on the 
changes that have been introduced based 
on the students’ feedback. 

a.3 In my opinion, when organizing studies, 
the HEI should consider students’ wishes. 

a.7 When organizing studies, the HEI 
that I attend considers students’ wishes.  

a.4 I think that the HEI should act on 
students’ feedback on their teachers. 

a.8 The HEI that I attend acts on 
students’ feedback on their teachers. 

To verify the questionnaire construct, identify possible problems such as unclear questions, 

confusing syntax or unusual wording, as well as to assess instructions and questions’ clarity and 

discover the real time taken to complete the survey  (Perneger, Courvoisier, Hudelson, & Gayet-

Ageron, 2015), we followed Isaac and Michael (1995) recommendation to conduct a pilot study 

with 10 to 30 people. We ran a pre-test in a pilot study with 17 students from different 

Portuguese HEIs, which resulted in the clarification of some questions and syntax issues.  

We used a 5-point Likert scale, the most common and used magnitude, varying from (1) 

“Strongly disagree” to (5) “Strongly Agree” (Chimi & Russell, 2009). Also resulting from the 

feedback obtained in the pilot study, we added an “I don’t know” option in the ‘perception’ 

questions on the categories of feedback, curriculum design and communication with academic 

services, as some of the questions may be ‘invisible’ for students due to their internal nature (e.g. 

consulting external entities for curriculum design), or because they are not part of students’ 

normal routine, such as meeting academic services due to a problem with a professor.  

3.3 Sampling 

To conduct this investigation and reach proposed objectives, the survey was targeted to people 

that attended public and private Portuguese HEIs, full-time and part-time students, as well as 

people attending the 1st and 2nd cycle. However, in order to ensure study relevance and obtain 

updated results, the respondents had to be enrolled in a bachelor or master’s degree or else 

concluded their course between 2017 and 2019. Additionally, it was asked to consider the latest 

HEI experience that they had.  
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3.4 Data Collection 

The survey was created on Google Forms and distributed online, from 22nd of May until 13rd of 

July, by e-mail and using social media due to the flexibility and readiness provided and also to 

achieve the largest possible number of students. To address ethics matters, the participation on 

the questionnaire was anonymous and confidential. We collected 330 questionnaires. Six of them 

were excluded because the respondents finished their studies before 2017 or didn’t attend a 

Portuguese HEI, falling the previous established criteria. The final number of valid 

questionnaires was 324.   

3.5 Data Analysis 

The analysis of collected data was conducted with the support of SPSS (Statistical Package for 

the Social Science), version 26, considered a powerful tool to manipulate and perform statistical 

analysis (Beddo & Kreuter, 2015). 

Firstly, we verify and calculate the reliability for the coherent items by using the mean inter-item 

correlations. Although is it usual to apply the Cronbach’s Alphas for reliability tests, in cases 

where the number of items in the scale is less than 10, is recommended the use of the mean 

inter-item correlation  (Pallant, 2007), which condition can be applied in the current study.  The 

inter-item correlation is able to assess internal consistency regardless the scale length 

(Spiliotopoulou, 2009). The mean inter-item correlations are presented in Annex 4.  

For reliability assurance, Briggs & Cheek (1986) recommend that the average inter-item 

correlation is between 0.15 and 0.50. Although the research nature can affect the optimal range, 

the values should only occasionally exceed 0.50 (Mckennell, 1970). Since the majority of our 

assessed groups have an average inter-item correlation between the recommended range, and 

the ones that don’t have are groups of questions regarding ‘perceptions’ (added based on 

‘expectations’ ones), we decided to include all the categories in the study.  

Additionally, the coding of questions with negative phrasing (e.g. f.3 and f.8) was reversed. We 

used descriptive statistics to assess in which categories students expect and perceive a HEI to be 

customer-oriented. To test the hypotheses we performed the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U 

test, since we assessed the differences between two independent groups, i.e. public and private 

HEIs, or 1st and 2nd cycle, or full-time and part-time students, considering as depend variable the 

expectations or perceptions for each educational category (McKnight & Najab, 2010).   
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Chapter 4: Findings presentation and discussion 

This chapter presents and discusses the results of this dissertation. Section 4.1 describes the 

respondent sample; section 4.2 presents the descriptive statistics; and finally, section 4.3 presents 

the hypotheses testing.  

4.1. Sample Characterization 

From the sample of 324 collected surveys, the mean age of our participates is 23 (SD=3,3) along 

with the minimum and maximum age of 18 and 48, respectively. 47% of the respondents are 

male and 53% female, 81% are still enrolled in a HEI program and 19% already finished their 

studies. Regarding the nature of the HEI, 40% of the participants are from a private institution 

and 60% from a public one. Moreover, 51% attend the 1st cycle of studies and 49% are in the 

2nd cycle. Regarding the type of enrollment, 73% of the participants are in the HEI on a full-time 

mode and 27% are part-time students. Our participants attend 38 different HEIs, with 68% of 

the responses concentrated in 5, namely Universidade Católica Portuguesa (UCP), Universidade 

do Porto (UP), Universidade de Coimbra (UC), Instituto Português de Administração de 

Marketing (IPAM) and Universidade de Aveiro (UA).  

4.2 Descriptive Statistics 

For the following analysis, considering the scale used in the conducted questionnaire, we 

considered that values between 1 and 2,6 indicate that students’ disagree on the topic assessed, 

between 2,7 and 3,4 demonstrate that they have a neutral opinion and between 3,5 and 5 indicate 

that students agree on it. The results are organized for each educational experience categories 

and are detailed in the following subsection. 

4.2.1 Students’ expectations and perceptions regarding HEIs’ customer 

orientation 

Our findings indicate that students have different expectations and perceptions across the whole 

educational experience journey. The detailed results for the items of each educational experience 

category are presented in Annexes 5 and 6. Figure 1 illustrates the findings and differences 

between both dimensions in each category: 
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Our findings show that students’ expectations regarding HEIs following a customer orientation 

differ across the whole educational experience, with students expecting this approach only in 

some of the categories that compose this journey. Additionally, students don’t perceive HEIs to 

be student-customer oriented institutions in the majority of the educational experience 

categories.  

a. Feedback 

HEIs collecting students’ feedback and act based on it, is a topic already extensive discussed in 

the literature (e.g.: Charles, 2003; Muncy, 2008; Svensson & Wood, 2007). Our findings indicate 

that students expect HEIs to collect their feedback in a regular basis and take measures based 

on it (M=4,33; SD=,463), in line with Koris et al. (2015). In fact, it is normal for students to feel 

the right to express their opinions (Rowley, 2003), since there is an improvement and 

intensification on feedback collecting processes (Harvey & Askling, 2003). Still, our results 

indicate that their perception of reality is lower than their expectations. Even with students 

considering HEIs collect feedback on a regular basis (question a.5, M=4,21; SD=,872), which 

supports the previous statement from the literature, in general they maintain a neutral position 

regarding HEIs’ overall performance on this category (M= 3,30; SD=,836). Additionally, several 

respondents answer “I don’t know” to the question a.6 (9,88%), a.7 (13,58%) and a.8 (14,51%). 
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Figure 1- Students’ expectations and perceptions 
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b. Graduation 

Concerning this topic, several authors defend that students see themselves as a paying customer 

who have the right to be entitled of a degree and attribute the responsibility of learning to their 

professors (e.g.: Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Holbrook, 2004). However, our results are aligned 

with Koris et al. (2015) and demonstrate that students expect HEIs to be rigorous during 

graduation (M=4,20; SD=,508). In fact, their expectations are higher than their actual perception 

about HEIs’ performance on the topic (M=3,87; SD=,787), although these institutions continue 

to be perceived rigorous on it. Therefore, our findings suggest that tuition fees don’t ensure that 

students will complete their degree successfully, and that in fact they want to feel worthy of it, 

contrary to the literature (e.g.: Chonko et al., 2002; Clayson & Haley, 2015; Eagle & Brennan, 

2007).  

c. Curriculum Design 

Our findings indicate that students expect a practical curriculum designed based on the know-

how of several stakeholders (M=4,08; SD= ,698), specially on employer’s expertise (question 

c.2, M=4,39; SD=,736). This is in line with Koris et al. (2015) results, as well as with the idea 

that students don’t have the experience needed to assess which courses are the most 

appropriated (Holbrook, 2004). Therefore, our results suggest that students believe HEIs should 

rely not only on internal expertise but also on external bodies, i.e. alumni and employers, to 

design the curriculum. However, despite of their expectations, students maintain a neutral 

position regarding HEIs’ general performance of consulting or not external entities to design 

the educational programs (M=3,05; SD=,987), being their expectations higher than their actual 

perception about HEIs’ curriculum design practices. Additionally, similar to the feedback 

category, several respondents answer that they didn’t know if alumni and employers are 

consulted by HEIs, 35,49% and 27,16%, respectively.  

d. Communication with service staff 

Our results indicate that students tend to agree with academic services being available to solve 

their problems with a teacher (question d.2, M=3,41; SD=1,096) or a deadline (question d.3, 

M=3,42; SD=1,036), but maintain a more neutral position regarding service staff’s responsibility 

of remembering things that they forgot (question d.1, M=3,36; SD=1,200). Therefore, our 
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findings at the category level, indicate that students have a neutral opinion on whether HEIs 

should provide academic services that effectively and promptly serve their needs (M=3,40; 

SD=,823). Still, these results support the idea that students are expecting helpful academic 

services in some cases (Eagle & Brennan, 2007). At the perception level, students have a neutral 

position regarding HEIs’ performance on this topic (M=2,92; SD=,922), with our results 

indicating that they are expecting more from service staff than what is actually being performed 

by them.    

e. Rigor with rules and regulations  

Although students expect HEIs’ support on some topics, in line with Koris et al. (2015), our 

findings indicate that students agree and expect institutions to be strict on the compliance with 

established rules and regulations (M=3,97; SD=,729). This result opposes the idea that simply 

because students consider themselves paying customers, they seek for a flexible institution 

(Franz, 1998) and easily obtained degrees (Eagle & Brennan, 2007). Moreover, their expectations 

are higher than their perceptions (M=3,71; SD=,695), which reinforce the previous dissent. As 

an alternative, our results sustain the idea of students believing that HEIs should maintain a code 

with equal rules for everyone and be rigorous when students fail on deadlines or rules, which 

can prepare them for personal and professional life (Koris, 2012). 

f. Grading 

Literature indicates that students see themselves as customers, which enables them to guaranteed 

good grades (Helms & Key, 1994). Differently, our results show that students believe that they 

should work hard to obtain the best grade (question f.3, M=1,97; SD=,877), opposing literature 

(Chonko et al., 2002; Clayson & Haley, 2015). Besides, students also believe that teachers should 

justify their grades (question f.1, M=4,05; SD=,855) and give them opportunities to improve 

these grades when they feel they deserve it (question f.4, M=3,48; SD=1,066), which confirms 

the existing literature (Koris, 2012). However, students remain neutral on teachers’ obligation to 

teach them as long as it takes in order to achieve good grades (question f.2, M=3,05; SD=1,186) 

or consider their enthusiasm on course evaluation (question f.5., M=3,04; SD=1,203). 

Therefore, in general students maintain a neutral position regarding how HEIs should approach 

grading (M=3,12; SD=,567). At a perception level, students also maintain a neutral opinion 

regarding HEIs’ strictness or lenience on the topic (M=2,74; SD=,579). Still, it’s noticeable that 
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they feel it is mandatory to work hard in order to obtain the best grade (question f.8.,M=2,44; 

SD=,937), and that teachers don’t take into consideration their enthusiasm in regards to 

evaluation (question f.10, M=2,38; SD=1,113), which can be a proof of HEIs concern on 

maintaining academic standards and quality, as well as the payment of tuition fees not ensuring 

good grades (Chonko et al., 2002; Clayson & Haley, 2015).  

g. Classroom behavior 

Our results suggest that students don’t expect HEIs to be lenient towards their misconduct 

(M=3,98; SD=,578), similarly to Koris et al. (2015). Instead, they expect strictness from teachers 

when approaching students’ misbehavior in class, especially on matters related with cheating on 

exams and plagiarism (questions g.1, M=4,41; SD=,714; question g.3, M=4,29; SD=,784; and 

question g.5, M=4,40; SD=,729). Once more, our findings don’t support the idea of students 

see themselves as a paying customer who wants a flexible HEI (Franz, 1998), or expect teachers 

to undertake the proposition of “the customer is always right” (Hussey & Smith, 2012). In fact, 

although students recognize HEIs to be strict on classroom behavior, their expectations are 

slightly higher than their perception (M=3,85; SD=,579), which reinforces their opposing 

position to the literature.  

h. Classroom Studies 

Following Koris et al. (2015), our results confirm that students expect new material to be 

provided in a concise and convenient way (M=4,60; SD=,537), which is likely to happen in a 

student-customer oriented HEI (Koris, 2014). Particularly, students expect teachers to present 

new material in a succinct and treated form, for example on PowerPoint or other accessible, easy 

to download documents, that are simple to understand; as well as being readily available at any 

point that they might need it (Eagle & Brennan, 2007). Indeed, although their expectations are 

higher than their perceptions, students understand that HEIs do have the concern to provide 

structured documents that are easily available online (M=3,80; SD=,849). 

i. Individual studies 

For a HEI to be customer-oriented on this topic it should not require from students an 

additional effort to study outside class hours (Koris, 2014), which is what the literature indicates 

that students prefer and actually adopt in their academicals life (Charles, 2003). Considering our 

results, they suggest that students don’t agree that there should be any negative consequences if 
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they go unprepared to classes (question i.3, M=2,20; SD=1,036) and in fact they perceive that 

don’t have any if this occur (question i.6, M=2,37; SD=1,052). However, students believe that 

it’s important to study at home because only the topics addressed in classes are not enough 

(question i.2, M=3,72; SD=,982), which makes them actually study outside classes (question i.5, 

M=3,70; SD=,932). Nevertheless, at the category level, students’ expectations (M=3,07; 

SD=,722)  and perceptions (M=3,06; SD=,697) on the topic indicate that they are quite neutral 

about their willingness, as well as their need, to study outside the classroom, which can’t confirm 

nor contest the literature.   

j. Teaching methods 

An argument against the idea of a HEI being customer-oriented is that teachers would have to 

act like salespeople who are more worried about students attendance than about their learning 

process (Holbrook, 2004), which could reasonably lead students to join classes to be amused 

instead of learning (Edmundson, 1997). At the category level, our results demonstrate, similarly 

to Koris et al. (2015), that students expect professors to care about which teaching methods are 

used (M=3,69; SD=,855), with students having preference for the use of entertaining elements 

on classes (question j.1, M= 4,03; SD=,927). Yet, they maintain a neutral opinion regarding 

teachers’ obligation to inspire and motivate them when they don’t have a particular interest on 

a subject (question j.2, M=3,34; SD=1,130). Regarding their perceptions, our results indicate 

that students have a neutral opinion on this category (M=3,13; SD=,826), recognizing teachers’ 

effort in using interactive elements on classes (question j.3, M=3,61; SD=,926), but tend to 

disagree on their readiness to motivate or inspire students (question j.4, M=2,65; SD=1,061). 

Therefore, our findings suggest that even with the recognized importance of teachers’ behavior 

towards students’ motivation and learning process (Thoonen, Sleegers, Peetsma, & Oort, 2011), 

teachers are not perceived to motivate or inspire students. Yet, they seem to be aware of the 

importance of interactive elements’ usage in the learning process (Snyder, 2016; Vess, 2008).  

k. Course Design 

Koris (2014) argue that HEIs following a student-customer oriented approach, offer courses 

that are practical and delivered by teachers with a professional background on the teaching area. 

Our respondents believe that HEIs should follow this approach (M=3,91; SD=,676), by 

providing them practical classes instead of theoretical ones, preferentially taught by people that 
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have a professional background on the subjects (question k.3, M=4,51; SD=,627), which is in 

line with Koris et al. (2015). Yet, respondents are neutral concerning HEIs’ performance on this 

category (M=2,90; SD=,804). They consider that the courses are taught by teachers with a 

professional background on their teaching areas (question k.7, M=3,69; SD=1,066), but disagree 

that theoretical materials are not used on their courses (question k.6, M=2,26; SD=1,143). 

Besides, they maintain a neutral opinion regarding the precedence that practical materials have 

over theoretical ones (question k.8, M=2,80; SD=1,106) and the nature of their courses (question 

k.5, M=2,83; SD=1,092). 

l. Summary of students’ expectations and perceptions regarding HEIs’ 

customer orientation 

Our results reveal that students are expecting a HEI to be student-customer oriented in some 

moments but not across the whole educational experience. Also, their perception on HEIs’ 

performance in following this approach differs across the different categories. Students expect 

HEIs to follow a customer-oriented approach on five of the eleven educational experience 

categories identified by Koris & Nokelainen (2015) (cf. Table 1), i.e. feedback, curriculum design, 

classroom studies, teaching methods and course design. Respondents expect HEIs to: (1) collect 

and act on their feedback; (2) have a practical curriculum that is designed based on the expertise 

of several stakeholders; (3) present online materials in a concise form; (4) have interactive 

elements on classes; (5) and provide courses that are practical and taught by professionals. At 

the perception level, students only consider HEIs to follow a student-customer oriented 

approach on the classroom studies category. 

Students are not expecting HEIs to act like a customer-oriented organization on graduation, 

rigor with rules and regulations, and classroom behavior categories. Instead, they expect HEIs 

to be rigorous regarding students’ graduation and also strict about rules and when approaching 

students’ misbehavior. Also, they don’t perceive HEIs as customer-oriented organizations on 

these categories. Moreover, on communication with service staff, grading and individual studies, 

our results indicate that students remain indifferent on whether HEIs should follow a student-

customer oriented approach. Besides, findings also suggest that students neither agree nor 

disagree that HEIs act as customer-oriented organizations on the categories of feedback, 
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curriculum design, communication with academic services, grading, individual studies, teaching 

methods and course design. 

4.3 Hypotheses Test 

This part of the analysis consists in testing the previous mention hypotheses by performing the 

non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test. Thus, we present our hypotheses’ results grouped by 

educational experience category. Annex 7 presents the detailed analysis that supports the 

conclusions on the hypotheses regarding students that attend different types of HEIs, levels of 

studies and with different enrollments. Annex 8 depicts all the detailed sub-hypotheses’ results. 

a. Feedback 

Table 3 shows the results of the Mann-Whitney U test for each of the questions of the feedback 

category, regarding expectations between students that attend different types of HEIs (H1), 

levels of studies (H3) and regimes (H5), as well as their perceptions (H2, H4 and H6, 

respectively). The test was performed considering a significance level of 0.05, which means that 

the null hypothesis is rejected, and there are statistically significant differences, when the p-value 

is lower than this (p<0,05). For the following categories, the same logic was applied.  We found 

statistically significant differences in the perceptions between students that attend public and 

private HEIs, as well as in the expectations and perceptions between students that are enrolled 

in the 1st and 2nd cycle. Thus, H2a, H3a and H4a were partially confirmed. For all the other 

dimensions in this category, there are no significant differences and therefore H1a, H5a, H6a 

were rejected.  

U p H U p H U p H

a.1 12520,5 0,935 12617,5 0,488 9069,5 0,051

a.2 12004,5 0,427 11488,5 0,027 10048,5 0,689

a.3 12471 0,891 10668 0,002 9941 0,599

a.4 11922,5 0,386 12291 0,286 9699,5 0,372

a.5 11560 0,208 11779,5 0,105 9973 0,669

a.6 7770 0,000 7757 0,000 7750,5 0,526

a.7 5834,5 0,000 7568 0,001 6799 0,082

a.8 5173 0,000 7215 0,000 6466 0,134

REGIMES

H1a 

rejected

H2a 

partially 

confirmed

H5a 

rejected

H6a 

rejected

H4a 

partially 

confirmed

H3a 

partially 

confirmed

E
x
p

.
P

er
.

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES

Table 3- Results of the feedback category 
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Regarding public and private HEIs, our results indicate that private institutions are considered 

to communicate more the changes that are introduced, and act on teachers based on students’ 

feedback. Besides, private institutions are perceived to taking into consideration students’ wants 

upon studies organization more than public ones. Thus, our findings support the idea that 

private HEIs tend to adopt a more commercial and receptive attitude towards students’ needs 

and wants (Shattock, 2009). Additionally, our results suggest that 2nd cycle students are expecting 

HEIs to communicate more the changes that are introduced based on their feedback and to pay 

higher attention to their wishes when it comes the moment of organizing studies plan. Moreover, 

findings also suggest they recognize HEIs to communicate more the changes introduced, and to 

be more responsive to their feedback and wants.  

b. Graduation 

Regarding the graduation category, there are only statistically significant differences in 

expectations between students that attend different levels of studies, with H3b partially 

confirmed and all the others rejected.  

Our findings indicate that students enrolled in a 2nd cycle degree program, in comparison with 

undergraduates, are expecting HEIs to be stricter on graduation. As master programs are 

becoming increasingly professionally-oriented, with more external stakeholders being involved 

in several dimensions (Bertrand, 2006), these students might be more concerned regarding 

graduation, since if it’s considered easy it could diminish institution reputation, and subsequently 

their own entrance into the labor market (Koris, 2012). 

c. Curriculum Design 

In this category we found statistically significant differences in students’ expectations and 

perceptions among the three groups under analysis. Specifically, H2c, H3c, H4c were confirmed 

and H1c, H5c and H6c partially confirmed. 

Table 4- Results of the graduation category 

U p H U p H U p H

b.1 11682 0,192 11422 0,016 9407 0,146

b.2 12247 0,655 11646,5 0,052 9223,5 0,105

b.3 11343,5 0,098 12107,5 0,186 9135 0,082

b.4 11321 0,090 12389,5 0,338 9013 0,053

REGIMES

E
x
p

.
P

er
. H2b 

rejected

H1b 

rejected

H6b 

rejected

H5b 

rejected

H4b 

rejected

H3b 

partially 

confirmed

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES
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Although students attending public HEIs expect more from institutions in this category, i.e. a 

more practical curriculum designed based on the know-how of different stakeholders, our results 

suggest that private institutions are the ones that are perceived to include more external entities, 

namely alumni and employers, on the design process than public ones. 

Additionally, our results indicate that 2nd cycle students expect, and also perceive, HEIs to 

consult more alumni and employers when designing the curriculum, which supports the idea 

that master’s programs are increasingly becoming professionally-oriented and designed in 

collaboration with external stakeholders, with the objective of having prepared students for the 

labor market needs (Bertrand, 2006; Callahan & Pedigo, 2003; Trahan & McAllister, 2002).  

Concerning the differences between students enrolled in different regimes, our findings suggest 

that part-time students have higher expectations regarding HEIs consulting employers than full-

time ones. In fact, this result supports the idea that since part-time students have higher direct 

contact with the labor market that can suggest that they will prefer more practical content, as it’s 

closer and more related to market reality (Moro-Egido & Panades, 2010). Besides, our results 

also indicate differences between their perceptions, with part-time students recognizing more 

HEIs’ efforts to include alumni in the curriculum design process than full-time ones. 

d. Communication with Service Staff 

Our findings demonstrate that there are statistically significant differences in perceptions 

between students that attend public and private HEIs. Additionally, there are also differences in 

expectations between students that attend different levels of studies and regimes. Thus, H2d, 

H3d and H5d were confirmed. For all the other dimensions, there are no significant differences 

and therefore H1d, H4d and H6d were rejected.  

 

Table 5- Results of the curriculum design category 

U p H U p H U p H

c.1 10811 0,024 11234,5 0,018 9369,5 0,184

c.2 11595,5 0,186 10290,5 0,000 7582,5 0,000

c.3 3983,5 0,002 3970 0,001 3286 0,010

c.4 4242 0,000 5932 0,041 4934,5 0,057

P
er

. H2c 

confirmed

H4c 

confirmed

H6c 

partially 

confirmed

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x
p

. H1c 

partially 

confirmed

H3c 

confirmed

H5c 

partially 

confirmed
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Findings suggest that private HEIs are perceived to provide more available academic services to 

support students when they have problems related with things they forgot, professors or 

deadlines. Thus, our results support existing literature that point private institutions’ services 

more willing to help students and solve their problems (Al-Alak, 2009), therefore having a higher 

customer mind-set (Guilbault, 2018) and commercial attitude (Shattock, 2009). Additionally, our 

results also indicate that 1st cycle and full-time students expect a higher supportive attitude from 

HEIs’ service staff when compared with who is enrolled a 2nd cycle degree program and part-

time students, respectively. 

e. Rigor with rules and regulations 

Our results reveal statistically significant differences in expectations and perceptions between 

students of public and private HEIs, and full-time and part-time regime. Besides, there are also 

significant differences in expectations between 1st and 2nd cycle students. So, H1e, H2e, H5e and 

H6e were partially confirmed and H3e was confirmed. H4e wasn’t confirmed since no significant 

differences were found.    

Table 6- Results of the communication with service staff category 

U p H U p H U p H

d.1 12217 0,653 11246,5 0,023 7756 0,000

d.2 11621 0,231 8357 0,000 8434,5 0,009

d.3 11291,5 0,105 9037,5 0,000 8438 0,009

d.4 7782 0,001 9178 0,060 7269,5 0,332

d.5 5411 0,000 9101,5 0,913 6938,5 0,401

d.6 5967 0,000 9251 0,601 7127,5 0,234

P
er

. H2d 

confirmed

H4d 

rejected

H6d 

rejected

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x

p
. H1d 

rejected

H3d 

confirmed

H5d 

confirmed

Table 7- Results of the rigor with rules and regulations category 

U p H U p H U p H

e.1 10929,5 0,037 10773,5 0,004 6013,5 0,000

e.2 12002 0,434 11588,5 0,042 10223 0,897

e.3 10017 0,001 12649,5 0,553 7476 0,000

e.4 12105,5 0,540 12888,5 0,774 9646 0,341

P
er

. H2e 

partially 

confirmed

H4e 

rejected

H6e 

partially 

confirmed

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x
p

. H1e 

partially 

confirmed

H3e 

confirmed

H5e 

partially 

confirmed
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Regarding private and public HEIs, differences related to deadlines, show that students from 

private institutions expect a less strict approach on rules and regulations. In fact, our results 

indicate that private HEIs are perceived to adopt a more lenient position regarding this topic 

supporting once again the idea of this type of institutions have a more commercial attitude than 

public ones (Shattock, 2009).  

On the differences between levels of studies, compared to 2nd cycle students, undergraduates 

expect HEIs to be stricter when it comes to deadlines but prefer a more lenient attitude regarding 

equal rules for everyone.  

Additionally, our findings indicate that part-time students tend to have higher expectations and 

perceptions regarding HEIs being more lenient when approaching deadlines. This result 

supports the idea that since part-time students have to struggle balancing an academic and a 

professional life (MacCann et al., 2012), it’s understandable that in some situations they have a 

preference for a more flexible attitude from HEIs (King et al., 2008). 

f. Grading 

From table 8, it is possible to identify differences in students’ expectations and perceptions 

among all groups under analysis in this category. Therefore, H1f, H2f, H3f, H4f, H5f and H6f 

were partially confirmed.  

Table 8- Results of the grading category 

U p H U p H U p H

f.1 12376,5 0,795 11203,5 0,016 8906,5 0,045

f.2 11955,5 0,438 10455 0,001 6922,5 0,000

f.3 10908,5 0,030 10575 0,001 9959,5 0,615

f.4 12174,5 0,612 9718 0,000 9641 0,353

f.5 11985,5 0,460 12681 0,597 8063,5 0,002

f.6 10616 0,013 12783 0,681 9829,5 0,501

f.7 9566,5 0,000 12610 0,533 8474,5 0,011

f.8 12064 0,508 12014 0,165 9227 0,124

f.9 11417 0,142 10423 0,001 10102,5 0,773

f.10 8240,5 0,000 12861 0,756 9790 0,472

P
er

. H2f 

partially 

confirmed

H4f 

partially 

confirmed

H6f 

partially 

confirmed

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x

p
. H1f 

partially 

confirmed

H3f 

partially 

confirmed

H5f 

partially 

confirmed
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Students attending public institutions tend to believe more that hard work is needed to obtain 

the best grade. Our findings indicate that compared to public institutions, teachers from private 

HEIs are perceived to justify more often students’ grades, make an additional effort to teach 

until they reach a good mark and consider their enthusiasm on evaluation moments. This 

confirms again the idea that private institutions tend to adopt a more commercial behavior 

(Shattock, 2009), specifically as teachers are more available to assist students and be responsive 

to their needs (Al-Alak, 2009), which can make teachers be perceived more like salespeople 

concerned with their customers (Holbrook, 2004). 

Additionally, our results demonstrate that students from the 1st cycle expect, and also perceive, 

teachers to have a more supportive attitude, offering them enough opportunities to improve 

grades. Besides, they are also the ones that agree more on the idea that good grades only can be 

achieved with hard work, as well as teachers should justify their marks and teach them as long 

as their need to obtain a good grade.  

Regarding different regimes, full-time students have higher expectations on teachers justifying 

their grades, teaching time and their enthusiasm being considered on evaluation than part-time 

ones. Besides, full-time students are also the ones who have higher perceptions on teachers’ 

efforts to teach until students reach a good grade.  

g. Classroom behavior 

We found statistically significant differences in expectations between students from public and 

private HEIs and in expectations and perceptions between students with different enrollments. 

Therefore, H1g, H5g and H6g were partially confirmed while H2g, H3g and H4g were rejected. 
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Regarding the nature of HEIs, students from public institutions have higher expectations about 

how strictly teachers should approach exams. Besides, our findings indicate that part-time 

students expect a less strict approach from HEIs on questions related with deadlines. Thus, 

similar to the category “e. rigor with rules and regulations”, our results support the idea that 

part-time students prefer HEIs to adopt a more flexible approach in certain topics (King et al., 

2008), for example on deadlines, due to their struggle to balance academic and professional life 

(MacCann et al., 2012). Additionally, our results also indicate that full-time students perceive 

teachers to adopt a more rigorous position during exams.  

h. Classroom studies 

Our results indicate statistically significantly differences in perceptions between students that 

attend private and public HEIs, in expectations between full-time and part-time students, and in 

both dimensions between 1st and 2nd cycle students. Thus, H3h, H4h and H5h were partially 

confirmed and H2h was confirmed. H1h and H6h were rejected since there was no significant 

difference.  

Table 9- Results of the classroom behavior category 

U p H U p H U p H

g.1 10361 0,003 12652 0,540 9355,5 0,153

g.2 11037 0,052 12310 0,321 6291 0,000

g.3 9963,5 0,001 13018 0,901 9447,5 0,207

g.4 11114 0,067 13045,5 0,933 6661 0,000

g.5 11275 0,078 12660 0,548 10018,5 0,664

g.6 11413 0,124 12651 0,549 9367,5 0,169

g.7 11504 0,163 12589,5 0,504 9250,5 0,128

g.8 11221,5 0,071 12859,5 0,740 8743 0,021

g.9 12419 0,841 12380,5 0,363 9796 0,473

g.10 11694,5 0,245 12970 0,853 10061,5 0,718

P
er

. H2g 

rejected

H4g 

rejected

H6g 

partially 

confirmed

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x

p
. H1g 

partially 

confirmed

H3g 

rejected

H5g 

partially 

confirmed
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As referred before, the literature portrays private HEIs as more concerned with students’ needs 

and wants due to their higher dependency on tuition fees (Shattock, 2009). Our findings support 

this idea, as these institutions are perceived to better handle convenience and ease on teaching 

methods by delivering materials online and in a more concise way.  

On the differences between studies level, 2nd cycle students tend to have higher expectations and 

perceptions about HEIs providing all the material needed for study online. Additionally, our 

results indicate that part-time students have higher expectations on HEIs providing the materials 

online, supporting the idea that since this students have less time to attend classes and time 

management is an important factor for them, they rely more on the easiness of online resources 

(Barron & Anastasiadou, 2009; MacCann et al., 2012; Moro-Egido & Panades, 2010).  

i. Individual studies 

Findings show statistically significant differences in expectations in the three groups. Besides, 

there are also significant differences in perceptions between public and private HEIs students. 

Therefore, H1i, H2i, H3i and H5i are partially confirmed. All others hypotheses were rejected. 

Table 10- Results of the classroom studies category 

U p H U p H U p H

h.1 11541,5 0,138 12350,5 0,284 9312,5 0,114

h.2 11744,5 0,204 11178 0,004 8546,5 0,003

h.3 10442,5 0,005 12470,5 0,403 10290 0,977

h.4 10759 0,018 10866,5 0,004 9182,5 0,104

P
er

. H2h 

confirmed

H4h 

partially 

confirmed

H6h 

rejected

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x
p

. H1h 

rejected

H3h 

partially 

confirmed

H5h 

partially 

confirmed

Table 11- Results of the individual studies category 

U p H U p H U p H

i.1 11667 0,251 11487 0,045 8736,5 0,029

i.2 12044,5 0,497 10614,5 0,002 9174 0,110

i.3 10889 0,033 11984,5 0,162 10093,5 0,763

i.4 10785,5 0,024 11775 0,098 9247,5 0,139

i.5 10381,5 0,005 12344 0,330 9809,5 0,476

i.6 11677 0,258 12461,5 0,422 9213,5 0,128

P
er

. H2i 

partially 

confirmed

H4i 

rejected

H6i 

rejected

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x

p
. H1i 

partially 

confirmed

H3i 

partially 

confirmed

H5i 

partially 

confirmed
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Students from private institutions agree more on the existence of negative consequences if they 

go unprepared to classes than students from public institutions. Moreover, our results indicate 

that students from private HEIs work more to have next classes prepared. Yet, students from 

public institutions seem to study more at home because they consider that classes are not enough 

to grasp the different aspects of the courses.  

Findings also indicate that students of 2nd cycle degree programs tend to have a stronger 

conviction that additional efforts should be made by students outside the classroom as they 

consider the knowledge transmitted as insufficient. Besides, they also have higher expectations 

on the need to prepare next classes and how this is important for them to finish studies.  

Additionally, compared to part-time students, full-time ones disagree more on the idea that 

preparing next classes is an inseparable part of getting a degree.  

j. Teaching methods 

There are differences in students’ expectations within all assessed groups and in perceptions 

between students that attend different types of HEIs. Thus, H1j was partially confirmed and 

H2j, H3j and H5j were confirmed. All remaining hypotheses were rejected. 

Although students from public HEIs expect more entertaining elements in classes, our results 

indicate that private institutions are the ones that are perceived to have more of these, as well as 

teachers who are considered to motivate and inspire students when they don’t have a particular 

interest on the topic. Thus, our results once again support the idea of private HEIs attending a 

more commercial attitude (Shattock, 2009) with professors paying more attention to students’ 

concerns and needs (Edmundson, 1997).  

Table 12- Results of the teaching methods category 

U p H U p H U p H

j.1 10275,5 0,003 10808,5 0,004 8815 0,033

j.2 11741,5 0,295 9350 0,000 8656,5 0,022

j.3 10202 0,002 11930 0,130 9894 0,549

j.4 7773 0,000 12104,5 0,214 9720,5 0,413

P
er

. H2j 

confirmed

H4j 

rejected

H6j 

rejected

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x
p

. H1j 

partially 

confirmed

H3j  

confirmed

H5j 

confirmed
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Our results also indicate that 1st cycle, as well as full-time students, expect more entertaining 

elements in classes and an additional effort from their teachers to inspire and motivate them 

with different teaching methods when needed than 2nd cycle and part-time students, respectively.  

k. Course design 

Findings show differences in expectations and perceptions between students that attend 

different types of HEIs, levels of studies and regimes. Hypotheses H1k, H3k, H4k and H6k, 

were partially confirmed, and H2k and H5k confirmed.  

Students that attend private HEIs tend to expect more practical courses. In fact, private 

institutions are perceived to give more prevalence to practical material over theoretical one, 

having more practical courses taught by teachers with a professional background in the area, 

when compared to public institutions.  

Our results also suggest that master students agree more with the fact that theoretical material 

is outdated in today’s world, expecting HEIs to offer more practical courses than bachelor 

students. Besides, they also have higher expectations and perceptions on the idea that practical 

material should have prevalence over theoretical one. Moreover,  2nd cycle degree programs are 

perceived to have more practical courses, supporting existing literature that suggests an 

increasingly professionally-oriented approach on master programs, with more practical contents 

that are taught by professionals in order to prepare students for the labor market reality and 

needs (Bertrand, 2006; Callahan & Pedigo, 2003; Trahan & McAllister, 2002). 

Table 13- Results of the course design category 

U p H U p H U p H

k.1 10911,5 0,034 10910,5 0,006 7255,5 0,000

k.2 11698 0,270 10507,5 0,001 7960 0,001

k.3 12408,5 0,815 12834 0,703 8122 0,001

k.4 12542 0,964 9840,5 0,000 7210,5 0,000

k.5 7363 0,000 10945 0,008 8461,5 0,010

k.6 6942 0,000 11824 0,111 8519 0,013

k.7 10040,5 0,001 12509 0,453 9137 0,101

k.8 6632,5 0,000 11128 0,015 8787,5 0,035

P
er

. H2k 

confirmed

H4k 

partially 

confirmed

H6k 

partially 

confirmed

QUESTIONS
NATURE OF HEI LEVEL OF STUDIES REGIMES

E
x
p

. H1k 

partially 

confirmed

H3k 

partially 

confirmed

H5k 

confirmed
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Additionally, findings indicate that part-time students perceive the use of more practical content 

on their courses and recognize HEIs’ efforts to switch courses nature to practical. Also, part-

time students have a stronger opinion about theoretical material being outdated, defending more 

that practical one should have prevalence over theoretical one; and consider more important to 

have practical courses taught by teachers with a professional background in the area. This is in 

line with the literature that suggests that due to already having direct contact with the labor 

market, it is easier for them to assess practical courses applicability and usefulness to market 

needs, and their future as professionals (Moro-Egido & Panades, 2010). 

l. Summary of hypotheses testing 

To sum-up, results show differences in the expectations between students that attend public and 

private HEIs (H1), different levels of studies (H3), and full-time and part-time students (H5), 

which is demonstrated by the partial confirmation of hypotheses H1, H3 and H5. Additionally, 

results also indicate differences in the perceptions between students that attend a different type 

of HEI (H2), study level (H4), and full-time and part-time students (H6), which is illustrated by 

the partial confirmation of hypotheses H2, H4 and H6. Table 14 summarizes the hypotheses’ 

test results.   
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Table 14- Summary of hypotheses’ test results 

Hypotheses Categories where are differences Results 

H1. In each educational experience 
category, expectations of the 
degree to which HEIs should 
follow a student-customer oriented 
approach differ between students 
that attend public and private 
HEIs. 

c. Curriculum design 

e. Rigor 

f. Grading 

g. Classroom behavior 

i. Individual studies 

j. Teaching methods   

k. Course design 

Partially 
Confirmed 

H2. In each educational experience 
category, perceptions of the degree 
to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach differ 
between students that attend 
public and private HEIs. 

a. Feedback                                      

c. Curriculum design                         

d. Comm. service staff        

e. Rigor   

f. Grading 

h. Classrooms studies 

i. Individual studies 

j. Teaching methods 

k. Course design 

Partially 
Confirmed 

H3. In each educational experience 
category, expectations of the 
degree to which HEIs should 
follow a student-customer oriented 
approach differ between students 
that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

a. Feedback                                       

b. Graduation                                     

c. Curriculum design                           

d. Comm. service staff 

e. Rigor 

f. Grading 

h. Classroom studies 

i. Individual studies 

j. Teaching methods 

k. Course design 

Partially 
Confirmed 

H4. In each educational experience 
category, perceptions of the degree 
to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach differ 
between students that attend 1st 
and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

a. Feedback                                        

c. Curriculum design 

f. Grading 

h. Classroom studies 

k. Course design 

Partially 
Confirmed 

H5. In each educational experience 
category, expectations of the 
degree to which HEIs should 
follow a student-customer oriented 
approach differ between full-time 
and part-time students. 

c. Curriculum design             

d. Comm. service staff 

e. Rigor  

f. Grading                                              

g. Classroom behavior 

h. Classroom studies 

i. Individual studies 

j. Teaching methods 

k. Course design 

Partially 
Confirmed 

H6. In each educational experience 
category, perceptions of the degree 
to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach differ 
between full-time and part-time 
students. 

c. Curriculum design           

e. Rigor  

f. Grading 

g. Classroom behavior 

k. Course design 

Partially 
Confirmed 

The following chapter presents the main conclusions of our study as well as contributions, 

limitations and suggestions for further research.    
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

Today’s HEIs operate in a dynamic, evolving and competitive environment that stresses the 

need to adopt different approaches in order to attract, satisfy and retain students (Guilbault, 

2016; Koris et al., 2015; Maguad, 2007). As customer orientation proved to be effective in other 

sectors, HEIs seek the same benefits from following this approach (Guilbault, 2016; Koris et al., 

2015), with an increasing number of institutions claiming to be student-customer oriented 

(Koris, 2014).  

However, the idea of a HEI as a student-customer oriented organization is still widely discussed 

in a fairly polarized way (Koris et al., 2015). Following some of Koris (2015) recommendations, 

we conducted a quantitative study of Portuguese HEIs’ students expectations and perception of 

HEIs’ student-customer orientation in the different categories that compose the educational 

experience. Additionally, we also investigated if there are any differences in expectations and 

perceptions between students that attend public and private HEIs, 1st and 2nd cycle degree 

programs, and between part-time and full-time students, in each category. 

The following sections present the study’s main conclusions (section 5.1), theoretical (section 

5.2) and managerial contributions (section 5.3), and limitations and suggestions for further 

research (section 5.4).  

5.1. Main conclusions 

Our findings indicate that students’ expectations and perceptions regarding HEIs following a 

student-customer orientation differ across the whole educational experience, with students 

expecting and perceiving this approach only in some of the categories that compose this journey.  

Students expect HEIs to follow this approach in the categories of feedback, curriculum and 

course design, classroom studies and teaching methods. Specifically, they expect HEIs to collect 

and act on their feedback, as well as rely on other stakeholders’ expertise to deliver a curriculum 

that is mainly comprised by practical courses and taught by professionals. Additionally, they 

prefer classes with entertaining elements along with easiness and convenience, by having all 

needed study material available online in a concise way. Still, even with students’ expectations 

and HEIs increasingly claiming to be customer-centric institutions, our findings indicate that 
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there is only one category from the whole educational experience that students perceive HEIs 

to be student-customer oriented, specifically classroom studies.  

Results also indicate that there are several categories that students don’t expect HEIs to follow 

a student-customer oriented approach, i.e. rigor with rules and regulations, graduation and 

classroom behavior. Therefore, our findings allow to affirm that students don’t expect a HEI to 

be lenient, or for teachers to act under a “the customer is always right” model, or that tuition 

fees entitle them to a degree, like suggested in the literature (e.g.: Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; 

Holbrook, 2004). Besides, results also suggest that HEIs are concerned on maintaining academic 

standards and educational quality since they aren’t perceived as student-customer oriented 

institutions on these categories.  

Furthermore, our results show that there are several categories of the educational experience in 

which there are differences in expectations and perceptions between students that attend public 

and private HEIs, different levels of studies, and full-time and part-time students.  

Findings indicate that expectations between students attending different types of HEIs differ on 

the categories of curriculum design, rigor with rules and regulations, grading, classroom 

behavior, individual studies, teaching methods and course design. Specifically, from our results 

we can affirm that students from private HEIs expect these institutions to espouse a more 

student-customer oriented approach on matters related with the strictness on rules and 

regulations, as well as on how teachers approach students’ misbehavior. When compared to 

students from public HEIs, they also have higher expectations on HEIs offering practical 

courses taught by professionals. Students attending public HEIs are expecting their institutions 

to act more as customer-centric on matters related with individual studies, teaching methods and 

curriculum design than students from private institutions. Moreover, when comparing both, 

students attending a public institution have a stronger belief in regard to the hard work needed 

to obtain the best grade, with students from private HEIs expecting a higher degree of student-

customer orientation on the topic. Additionally, perceptions between both differ on the 

categories of feedback, curriculum and course design, communication with service staff, rigor 

with rules and regulations, grading, classroom studies, individual studies and teaching methods, 

with private HEIs seen as adopting a more student-customer oriented approach across these 

categories. Thus, our findings support the idea that private HEIs tend to adopt a more 
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commercial attitude, along with having a higher customer mind-set across the organization, with 

teachers and service staff being more responsive to students’ needs and wants.  

On the differences between 1st and 2nd cycle, our results indicate that students’ expectations differ 

across all categories of the educational experience, except on classroom behavior. Students 

attending a 2nd cycle degree program expect a more student-customer orientation on matters 

related with feedback, classroom studies, as well as on curriculum and course design by having 

a program designed based on the expertise of external stakeholders that comprises practical 

courses. On the other hand, students attending the 1st cycle expect a less strict approach from 

HEIs on graduation, as well as a higher degree of customer centricity on topics related with 

individual studies, grading, service staff and teaching methods, suggesting that they expect a 

higher supportive mind-set from their teachers and HEI’s service staff than master students. 

Moreover, when both compared, their perceptions differ on the categories of feedback, 

curriculum and course design, grading and classroom studies, with master students perceiving 

HEIs to be more student-customer oriented in all of these categories, with an exception for 

grading. Therefore, our results suggest that HEIs tend to have a higher level of customer 

centricity on 2nd cycle degree programs.  

Furthermore, our results reveal differences regarding expectations between full-time and part-

time students in almost all of the categories of the educational experience, i.e. curriculum design, 

communication with service staff, rigor with rules and regulations, classroom behavior, grading, 

classroom studies, teaching methods, individual studies and course design. Specifically, findings 

indicate that full-time students expect a more supportive attitude from HEI’s service staff along 

with preferring a more student-customer orientation in matters related with individual studies, 

grading and teaching methods. When compared to this type of students, part-time ones have 

higher expectations on HEIs adopting a more student-customer orientation on topics related 

with classroom studies, as well as curriculum and course design. Besides, they also prefer HEIs 

to adopt a more flexible position on the strictness that these institutions approach certain topics, 

specifically the ones related with deadlines. Additionally, when both compared, their perceptions 

differ in topics related with curriculum and course design, rigor with rules and regulations, 

grading and classroom behavior. While full-time students perceive HEIs adopting a more 

student-customer oriented approach in matters related with grading; part-time students have 
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higher perceptions on HEI’s following a student-customer orientation on topics related with 

classroom behavior and rigor with rules and regulations, as well as curriculum and course design.  

5.2 Theoretical Contributions 

Our investigation contributes to the debate on whether or not HEIs should adopt a student-

customer oriented approach. Namely, we provide novel insight in which educational experience 

categories students are expecting HEIs to adopt (i.e. feedback, curriculum and course design, 

classroom studies and teaching methods) or not (i.e. graduation, rigor with rules and regulations, 

and classroom behavior) a customer-oriented approach. Thus, we reinforce the idea that this 

approach should not be studied at a too-general level as students’ expectations differ across the 

categories of the whole educational experience. Additionally, our study addresses the limitations 

and recommendations of Koris et al. (2015); we conducted our study in a different country, 

Portugal, and highlighted several differences from past studies. Moreover, we also added the 

analysis of students’ perceptions of HEIs’ performance, which revealed their general inability to 

correspond to students’ expectations. Furthermore, our study also contributes to expand the 

existing literature and empirical evidence, and provide novel knowledge on the differences 

regarding the expectations and perceptions between students of public and private HEIs, 1st and 

2nd cycle degree programs, as well as between full-time and part-time students.   

5.3 Managerial Contributions 

Our study provides several insights of how HEIs can adopt a customer-oriented position by 

assessing students’ expectations and perceptions. Our findings suggest that if a HEI decides to 

position itself as a student-customer oriented institution it must be aware that following this 

approach doesn’t mean adopting the same orientation across the whole educational journey. 

Therefore, our findings suggest that a HEI that wants to be successful on it, should collect and 

act on students’ feedback, design educational programs in collaboration with external 

stakeholders, and have practical courses taught by professionals. It should also not emphasize 

easiness on graduation, or adopt a lenient position regarding rules and regulations, as well as 

accommodate students’ misbehavior. Instead, it should provide students with all needed study 

materials online and in a concise form, along with classes containing interactive elements. 

Additionally, since our results indicate that students’ expectations are higher than their actual 

perception about HEIs’ performance on the topic, institutions can also identify in which 
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categories they can improve. For instance, HEIs can take advantage of students’ willingness to 

participate in processes of value co-creation, for example through feedback questionnaires, and 

intensify these processes and improve the educational experience.  

Our study also suggests that HEIs may benefit from addressing the differences between different 

levels of studies and types of students, namely full-time and part-time ones, since there are 

several differences on their expectations across the whole educational experience.  

5.4 Limitations and suggestions for future research 

The results of this study should be interpreted bearing in mid its limitations. Firstly, although 

our investigation was conducted among several HEIs from the Portuguese higher education, 

68% of the respondents were from 5 institutions, which limits the generalization of our findings 

across the higher education sector as a whole. Therefore, we recommend that future research 

overcome this limitation by having a larger and more diverse sample of students.  

Since the Student-Customer Orientation Questionnaire, to our knowledge, was only applied in 

Estonia and Portugal, it would be interesting to replicate it in other countries to identify possible 

similarities or differences on this topic.  

Furthermore, future research could be conducted not only using the variables chosen for our 

study, i.e. different type of HEIs (public and private), level of studies (1st and 2nd) and type of 

students (full-time and part-time), but it could also investigate the impact of other variables on 

the expectations and perceptions of students. For instance, it would be interesting to compare 

results across different major areas of degrees (e.g. economics, arts, medicine, etc.), between 

different stakeholders (e.g.: employers, professors, service staff, etc.) or other different types of 

HEIs (e.g.: universities and polytechnics).  
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Annexes  

Annex 1 – Detailed hypotheses and sub-hypotheses 

  

Hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 

H1. In each educational experience category, expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow 
a student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

- H1a. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding feedback differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

- H1b. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding graduation differ between students that attend public and private 
HEIs. 

- H1c. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding curriculum design differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

- H1d. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding communication with service staff differ between students that attend 
public and private HEIs. 

- H1e. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding rigor with rules and regulations differ between students that attend 
public and private HEIs. 

- H1f. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding grading differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

- H1g. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding classroom behavior differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

- H1h. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding classroom studies differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

- H1i. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding individual studies differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

- H1j. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding teaching methods differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

- H1k. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding course design differ between students that attend public and private 
HEIs. 

 

Table A.1.1 – Hypothesis 1 and respective sub-hypotheses 
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Hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 

H2. In each educational experience category, perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a 
student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2a. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding feedback differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2b. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding graduation differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2c. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding curriculum design differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2d. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding communication with service staff differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

‒ H2e. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding rigor with rules and regulations differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

‒ H2f. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding grading differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2g. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding classroom behavior differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2h. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding classroom studies differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2i. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding individual studies differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2j. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding teaching methods differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

‒ H2k. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding course design differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

 

 

  

Table A.1.2 – Hypothesis 2 and respective sub-hypotheses 
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Hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 

H3. In each educational experience category, expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow 
a student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H3a. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding feedback differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H3b. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding graduation differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H3c. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding curriculum design differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 
degree programs. 

‒ H3d. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding communication with service staff differ between students that attend 
1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

‒ H3e. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding rigor with rules and regulations differ between students that attend 1st 
and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

‒ H3f. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding grading differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H3g. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding classroom behavior differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 
degree programs. 

‒ H3h. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding classroom studies differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 
degree programs. 

‒ H3i. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding individual studies differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 
degree programs. 

‒ H3j. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding teaching methods differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 
degree programs. 

‒ H3k. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding course design differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 
degree programs. 

 

  

Table A.1.3 – Hypothesis 3 and respective sub-hypotheses 
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Hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 

H4: In each educational experience category, perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a 
student-customer oriented approach differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H4a. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding feedback differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

‒ H4b. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding graduation differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

‒ H4c. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding curriculum design differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H4d. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding communication with service staff differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd 
cycle degree programs. 

‒ H4e. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding rigor with rules and regulations differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd 
cycle degree programs. 

‒ H4f. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding grading differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

‒ H4g. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding classroom behavior differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H4h. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding classroom studies differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H4i. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding individual studies differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H4j. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding teaching methods differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

‒ H4k. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding course design differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

 

 

  

Table A.1.4 – Hypothesis 4 and respective sub-hypotheses 
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Hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 

H5: In each educational experience category, expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow 
a student-customer oriented approach differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5a. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding feedback differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5b. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding graduation differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5c. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding curriculum design differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5d. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding communication with service staff differ between full-time and part-
time students. 

‒ H5e. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding rigor with rules and regulations differ between full-time and part-
time students. 

‒ H5f. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding grading differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5g. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding classroom behavior differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5h. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding classroom studies differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5i. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding individual studies differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5j. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding teaching methods differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H5k. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a student-customer oriented 
approach regarding course design differ between full-time and part-time students. 

 

 

 

 

  

Table A.1.5 – Hypothesis 5 and respective sub-hypotheses 
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Hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 

H6. In each educational experience category, perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a 
student-customer oriented approach differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6a. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding feedback differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6b. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding graduation differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6c. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding curriculum design differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6d. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding communication with service staff differ between full-time and part-time 
students. 

‒ H6e. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding rigor with rules and regulations differ between full-time and part-time 
students. 

‒ H6f. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding grading differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6g. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding classroom behavior differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6h. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding classroom studies differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6i. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding individual studies differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6j. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding teaching methods differ between full-time and part-time students. 

‒ H6k. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-customer oriented approach 
regarding course design differ between full-time and part-time students. 

 

 

 

  

Table A.1.6 – Hypothesis 6 and respective sub-hypotheses 
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Annex 2 – Questions presented in the survey  

 

Category ‘Expectation’ Question  ‘Perception’ Question 

Feedback 

a.1 In my opinion, the HEI should 
collect students’ feedback on a regular 
basis (e.g. once per semester/year). 

a.5 The HEI that I attend collects 
students’ feedback on a regular basis 
(e.g. once per semester/year). 

a.2 I believe that the HEI should report 
on the changes that have been 
introduced based on the students’ 
feedback. 

a.6 The HEI that I attend reports on the 
changes that have been introduced 
based on the students’ feedback. 

a.3 In my opinion, when organizing 
studies, the HEI should consider 
students’ wishes. 

a.7 When organizing studies, the HEI 
that I attend considers students’ wishes. 

a.4 I think that the HEI should act on 
students’ feedback on their teachers. 

a.8 The HEI that I attend acts on 
students’ feedback on their teachers. 

Graduation 

b.1 I think that the graduation 
requirements of a HEI should be strict.  

b.3 In the HEI that I attend, the level of 
strictness to graduate is high.  

b.2 When I receive a diploma and/or a 
degree, I’d like to feel that I have worked 
hard for it. 

b.4 In the HEI that I attend, I have to 
work hard to receive my diploma/or 
degree. 

Curriculum 
design 

c.1 In my opinion the HEI should 
consult alumni when deciding which 
subjects should be included in the 
curriculum. 

c.3 The HEI that I attend, when 
deciding which subjects should be 
included in the curriculum, consults 
their alumni.  

c.2 In my opinion the HEI should 
consult employers when deciding which 
subjects should be included in the 
curriculum. 

c.4 The HEI that I attend, when 
deciding which subjects should be 
included in the curriculum, consults 
employers. 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

d.1 The study department should 
remind me of things that I have 
forgotten.  

d.4 In the HEI that I attend, these 
services are available to remind me of 
things that I have forgotten.  

d.2 The study department should solve 
my problems with a teacher. 

d.5 In the HEI that I attend, these 
services are available to solve my 
problems with a teacher. 

d.3 The study department should 
support me when I have a problem with 
a deadline.  

d.6 In the HEI that I attend, these 
services support me when I have a 
problem with a deadline.  

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

e.1 I think the HEI should be strict 
regarding any deadlines. 

e.3 The HEI that I attend is strict 
regarding any deadline.  

e.2 In my opinion, HEI rules must be 
the same for everyone to follow. 

e.4 The HEI that I attend has the same 
rules for everyone. 
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Category ‘Expectation’ Question ‘Perception’ Question 

Grading 

f.1 The teacher should justify my grades. f.6 In the HEI that I attend, teachers 
justify my grades.  

f.2 I think that if a student pays the tuition 
fee, s(he) should be taught by the teacher as 
long as it takes for her/him to receive a 
good grade.  

f.7 In the HEI that I attend, students are 
taught by the teacher as long as it takes 
for her/him to receive a good grade. 

f.3 Getting the best grade must be a hard 
job.  

f.8 In the HEI that I attend, getting the 
best grade implies a hard job.  

f.4 If I feel that I deserve a better final grade 
in a subject at the end of the semester, the 
teacher should give me another possibility 
to improve the grade. 

f.9 In the HEI that I attend, teachers 
give me another possibility to improve 
the grade in case I feel that I deserve a 
better final grade. 

f.5 Teachers should grade also my 
eagerness, not only academic achievements.  

f.10 In the HEI that I attend, teachers 
grade also my eagerness, not only 
academic achievements 

Classroom 
behavior 

g.1 If I cheat, there should be negative 
consequences for me.  

g.6 In the HEI that I attend, if I cheat 
there are negative consequences for me. 

g.2 In my opinion, deadlines for a test and 
homework are very important to follow and 
no exceptions must be provided.  

g.7 In the HEI that I attend, deadlines 
for a test and homework are very 
important to follow and no exceptions 
are provided. 

g.3 I believe that during a test or exam the 
teacher should keep a very close watch on 
students in case someone is cheating. 

g.8 In the HEI that I attend, teachers 
keep a very close watch on students in 
case someone is cheating during a test or 
exam.  

g.4 All those students who can’t hand their 
assignments in due time should be graded 
more strictly.  

g.9 In the HEI that I attend, students 
who can’t hand their assignments in due 
time are graded more strictly.  

g.5 It is my opinion that plagiarism (using 
other people’s ideas and words and 
presenting them as your own) should entail 
negative consequences. 

g.10 In the HEI that I attend, plagiarism 
(using other people’s ideas and words 
and presenting them as your own) has 
negative consequences.  

Classroom 
studies 

h.1 In my opinion, new material should be 
present to students in a previously 
processed and concise form, e.g. in the form 
of PowerPoint slides or other accessible 
documents. 

h.3 In the HEI that I attend, new 
material is presented to students in a 
previously processed and concise form, 
e.g. in the form of PowerPoint slides or 
other accessible documents.  

h.2 It is my opinion that all necessary study 
material should be made available in the 
internet for the student to download.  

h.4 In the HEI that I attend, all 
necessary study material is available in 
the internet for me to download. 
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Category ‘Expectation’ Question ‘Perception’ Question 

Individual 
studies 

i.1 I think that working individually at home 
to prepare for next class is an inseparable 
part of getting higher education.  

i.4 I work individually at home to 
prepare for next class because it is an 
inseparable part of getting higher 
education.  

i.2 I believe that additional reading at home 
must be made obligatory because 
knowledge provided in class alone is 
insufficient to grasp different aspects of the 
subject.  

i.5 I study at home because I believe that 
the knowledge provided in class alone is 
insufficient to grasp different aspects of 
the subject.  

i.3 If I come to class unprepared, there 
should be some negative consequences for 
me.  

i.6 There are negative consequences for 
me if I go unprepared to classes.  

Teaching 
methods 

j.1 A class should contain entertaining 
elements, because then I pay attention.  

j.3 Classes in the HEI that I attend have 
entertaining elements.  

j.2 If I can’t take interest in a particular 
subject, it is the teacher’s job to inspire and 
motivate me with different teaching 
methods.  

j.4 In the HEI that I attend, if I don’t 
have interest in a particular subject, 
teacher’s inspire and motivate me with 
different teaching methods.  

Course design 

k.1 I think that generally, a course should be 
practical, not theoretical.  

k.5 Predominantly, courses in the HEI 
that I attend are practical, not 
theoretical.  

k.2 In today’s world, the teaching of 
theoretical material is outdated at HEIs.  

k.6 In the HEI that I attend, theoretical 
material is not used.  

k.3 I’d like to be taught by people who do 
business in the field that they teach. 

k.7 In the HEI that I attend, I’m taught 
by people who do business in the field 
that they teach.  

k.4 The teaching of practical material 
should receive precedence over teaching 
theoretical material.  

k.8 In the HEI that I attend, practical 
material has precedence over teaching 
theoretical material.  
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Annex 3 – Questionnaire applied in this study 

Caro(a) participante, 

Este questionário é realizado no âmbito da minha dissertação de Mestrado, Mestrado em Gestão, 

na Faculdade de Economia da Universidade do Porto (FEP). O estudo tem por objetivo avaliar 

as expetativas e perceções, dos estudantes de licenciatura e de mestrado, sobre o grau de 

“orientação para o estudante” das Instituições de Ensino Superior (IES) portuguesas.  

Responda se estiver a frequentar um curso de licenciatura ou de mestrado, ou se tiver concluído 

em 2016/17 ou 2017/18. Nas respostas, considere o curso mais recente. 

Todas as respostas fornecidas são anónimas, tratadas de forma confidencial e utilizadas apenas 

para fins académicos. O preenchimento do inquérito demora cerca de 5 minutos. A participação 

é totalmente voluntária pelo que consente a utilização das respostas fornecidas ao preencher o 

questionário. 

Se pretender receber os resultados do inquérito indique o seu email no fim do questionário. 

Muito obrigada pela colaboração! 

Dora Soares 

1. Indique o ciclo de estudo que frequenta ou o último que frequentou:  

2. Ainda está a frequentar uma Instituição de Ensino Superior (IES)? 

3. Ano que frequenta:  

4. Ano de conclusão: 

5. Qual é/foi o tipo de IES que frequenta/frequentou? 

 

6. Indique a IES que frequenta/frequentou: 

7. Regime de frequência que frequenta/frequentou: 

 

Licenciatura 

Mestrado 

Sim 

Não 

Pública 

Privada 

Estudante 

Trabalhador- Estudante 
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FEEDBACK 

8. A IES deve recolher o feedback dos estudantes de forma regular (p.e. 1 vez por 

semestre/ano).   

9. A IES deve comunicar as mudanças que são introduzidas com base no feedback dado 

pelos estudantes.  

10. A IES, quando organiza o programa do curso, deve considerar os desejos/vontades dos 

estudantes. 

11. A IES deve agir em função do feedback dos estudantes sobre os professores. 

12. Feedback – Experiência Própria: 

a. A IES que frequento/frequentei recolhe o feedback dos estudantes de forma regular.  

b. A IES que frequento/frequentei comunica as mudanças que são introduzidas com 

base no feedback dado pelos estudantes.  

c. A IES que frequento/frequentei, quando organiza o programa do curso, considera os 

desejos/vontades dos estudantes. 

d. A IES que frequento/frequentei age em função do feedback dos estudantes sobre os 

professores. 

GRADUAÇÃO 

13. O nível de exigência para a conclusão do curso na IES deve ser elevado.  

14. Quando receber/recebi o diploma do curso, gostava/gostei de sentir que trabalhei de 

forma árdua para tal.  

15. Graduação – experiência própria  

a. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o nível de exigência para a conclusão do curso é 

elevado.  

b. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, eu tenho que trabalhar de forma árdua para receber 

o diploma do curso.  

DESENHO DO PLANO CURRICULAR 

16. A IES deve consultar os seus Alumni (antigos alunos) no momento de decidir quais as 

disciplinas que devem ser incluídas no plano curricular. 

17. No momento de decidir quais as disciplinas que devem ser incluídas no plano curricular, 

a IES deve consultar entidades empregadoras. 
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18. Desenho do plano curricular – experiência própria:  

a. A IES que frequento/frequentei, no momento de decidir quais as disciplinas que 

devem ser incluídas no plano curricular, consulta os seus Alumni.  

b. A IES que frequento/frequentei, no momento de decidir quais as disciplinas que 

devem ser incluídas no plano curricular, consulta entidades empregadoras. 

COMUNICAÇÃO COM OS SERVIÇOS DA IES – Os serviços aqui considerados 

são os serviços académicos e outras entidades responsáveis pelo bom funcionamento 

dos cursos (com exceção às atividades de sala de aula). 

19. Os serviços devem relembrar-me de coisas que eu me esqueci. 

20. Os serviços devem resolver os meus problemas com os professores.  

21. Os serviços devem apoiar-me quando eu tenho um problema com um deadline. 

22. Comunicação com os serviços da IES – experiência própria 

a. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, estes serviços estão disponíveis para lembrar-me de 

coisas que me esqueci.  

b. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, estes serviços estão disponíveis para resolverem os 

meus problemas com um professor.  

c. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, estes serviços estão disponíveis para me apoiarem 

quando eu tenho um problema com um deadline.  

RIGOR COM O CUMPRIMENTO DAS REGRAS E REGULAÇÕES 

ESTABELECIDAS 

23. A IES deve ser rigorosa com qualquer deadline. 

24. As regras da IES devem ser iguais para todos. 

25. Rigor com o cumprimento das regras e regulações estabelecidas – experiência própria 

a. A IES que frequento/frequentei é rigorosa com qualquer deadline.  

b. A IES que frequento/frequentei tem regras iguais para todos.  

SISTEMA DE CLASSIFICAÇÃO 

26. O professor deve justificar as minhas notas. 

27. Se um estudante paga propinas, ele deve ser ensinado pelo professor o tempo que for 

necessário para obter uma boa nota. 

28. Obter a melhor nota deve ser um trabalho árduo. 
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29. Se eu sentir que mereço uma melhor nota final numa disciplina, o professor deve dar-

me uma nova oportunidade de melhorar a nota. 

30. Os professores devem também classificar o meu entusiasmo e não só os resultados 

académicos. 

31. Sistema de classificação – experiência própria 

a. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o professor justifica as minhas notas.  

b. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, os estudantes são ensinados pelos professores 

o tempo necessário para obter uma boa nota.  

c. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, as melhores notas resultam de trabalho árduo 

dos estudantes.  

d. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o professor dá-me oportunidade de melhorar a 

nota caso eu ache que mereço uma melhor nota final.  

e. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, os professores, para além dos resultados 

académicos, também classificam o meu entusiasmo.  

COMPORTAMENTO NA SALA DE AULA 

32. Caso eu seja apanhado a copiar, devem haver consequências negativas para mim. 

33. É importante cumprir os prazos para um teste ou trabalho e não devem ser permitidas 

quaisquer exceções. 

34. Durante um teste ou exame, o professor deve vigiar os estudantes para o caso de 

alguém estar a copiar. 

35. Todos os alunos que não conseguem entregar os seus trabalhos em tempo útil devem 

ser avaliados de forma mais rigorosa. 

36. O plágio (usar as ideias e palavras de outras pessoas e apresentá-las como se fossem 

suas) deve ter consequências negativas. 

37. Comportamento na sala de aula – experiência própria 

a. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, caso eu seja apanhado a copiar, existem 

consequências negativas para mim.  

b. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, é importante cumprir os prazos para testes e 

trabalhos, não sendo permitidas exceções.  

c. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, os professores vigiam os estudantes durante 

um teste ou exame, para o caso de alguém estar a copiar.  
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d. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, os alunos que não conseguem entregar os seus 

trabalhos em tempo útil são avaliados de forma mais rigorosa.  

e. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o plágio tem consequências negativas. 

ATIVIDADE NA SALA DE AULA 

38. O material novo deve ser apresentado aos estudantes duma forma concisa e 

previamente tratada, por exemplo, em slides PowerPoint e outros documentos 

acessíveis.  

39. Todo o material de estudo necessário deve estar disponível na internet para que o 

estudante possa fazer o seu download. 

40. Atividade na sala de aula – experiência própria 

a. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o material novo é apresentado aos estudantes 

de forma concisa e previamente tratada, por exemplo, em slides PowerPoint e 

outros documentos acessíveis.  

b. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o material de estudo necessário está disponível 

na internet para que eu possa fazer o seu download.  

ATIVIDADES INDIVIDUAIS FORA DA SALA DE AULA 

41. Trabalhar individualmente em casa para preparar a próxima aula é algo inseparável de 

obter um diploma de licenciatura/mestrado 

42. Estudar em casa deve ser obrigatório porque o conhecimento transmitido na sala de 

aula é insuficiente para entender diferentes aspetos das matérias lecionadas. 

43. Se eu for para uma aula sem estar preparado(a), devem haver consequências negativas 

para mim. 

44. Atividades individuais fora da sala de aula . experiência própria:  

a. Eu trabalho individualmente em casa, para preparar a próxima aula, para conseguir 

obter o meu diploma de licenciatura/mestrado.  

b. Eu estudo em casa porque o conhecimento transmitido na sala de aula é 

insuficiente para entender diferentes aspetos das matérias lecionadas.  

c. Existem consequências negativas para mim, caso eu não vá preparado(a) para a 

aula.  

MÉTODOS DE ENSINO 

45. Uma aula deve conter elementos interativos, porque assim estou atento. 
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46. Se eu não consigo ter interesse numa certa disciplina, é trabalho do professor inspirar-

me e motivar-me com diferentes métodos de ensino. 

47. Métodos de ensino – experiência própria:  

a. As aulas, na IES que frequento/frequentei, contêm elementos interativos.  

b. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, se eu não tenho interesse na sua disciplina, o 

professor inspira-me e motiva-me com diferentes métodos de ensino. 

DESENHO DA DISCIPLINA 

48. Uma disciplina deve ser prática e não teórica.  

49. No mundo de hoje, o ensino de material teórico está desatualizado. 

50. Eu gosto de ser ensinado por pessoas com atividade profissional na área que ensinam. 

51. O ensino de material prático deve de ter prioridade sobre o material teórico. 

52. Desenho da disciplina – experiência própria:  

a. Maioritariamente, as disciplinas na IES que frequento/frequentei, são práticas e 

não teóricas.  

b. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o ensino de material teórico é algo que não é 

utilizado.  

c. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, eu sou ensinado por pessoas com atividade 

profissional na área que ensinam.  

d. Na IES que frequento/frequentei, o ensino de material prático tem prioridade 

sobre o material teórico.  

53. Idade:  

54. Sexo:  

 

55. Nacionalidade:  

 

Obrigada pela sua participação!  

Feminino 

Masculino 

Portuguesa 

Outra:  
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Annex 4 – Mean inter-item correlation for each dimension 

 

Category Dimension 
Mean inter-item 

correlation 

Feedback 
Expectations 0,212 

Perceptions 0,400 

Graduation 
Expectations 0,238 

Perceptions 0,733 

Curriculum design 
Expectations 0,257 

Perceptions 0,572 

Communication with service 
staff 

Expectations 0,327 

Perceptions 0,439 

Rigor with rules and 
regulations 

Expectations 0,212 

Perceptions 0,226 

Grading 
Expectations 0,157 

Perceptions 0,183 

Classroom behavior 
Expectations 0,247 

Perceptions 0,298 

Classroom studies 
Expectations 0,422 

Perceptions 0,628 

Individual studies 
Expectations 0,224 

Perceptions 0,187 

Teaching methods 
Expectations 0,377 

Perceptions 0,386 

Course design 
Expectations 0,361 

Perceptions 0,382 
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Annex 5 – Summary of general results per category 

 

Category Dimension N M SD 

Feedback 
Expectations 324 4,33 0,463 

Perceptions 324 3,30 0,836 

Graduation 
Expectations 324 4,20 0,508 

Perceptions 324 3,87 0,787 

Curriculum design 
Expectations 324 4,08 0,698 

Perceptions 257 3,05 0,987 

Communication 
with service staff 

Expectations 324 3,40 0,823 

Perceptions 312 2,92 0,922 

Rigor with rules and 
regulations 

Expectations 324 3,97 0,729 

Perceptions 324 3,71 0,695 

Grading 
Expectations 324 3,12 0,567 

Perceptions 324 2,74 0,579 

Classroom behavior 
Expectations 324 3,98 0,578 

Perceptions 324 3,85 0,579 

Classroom studies 
Expectations 324 4,60 0,537 

Perceptions 324 3,80 0,849 

Individual studies 
Expectations 324 3,07 0,722 

Perceptions 324 3,06 0,697 

Teaching methods 
Expectations 324 3,69 0,855 

Perceptions 324 3,13 0,826 

Course design 
Expectations 324 3,91 0,676 

Perceptions 324 2,90 0,804 

  



78 
 

Annex 6 – Summary of general results per question 

 

Category 
‘Expectation’ 

Question 
N M SD 

‘Perception’ 
Question 

N M SD 

Feedback 

a.1 324 4,59 0,535 a.5 323 4,21 0,872 

a.2 324 4,50 0,665 a.6 292 2,79 1,178 

a.3 324 4,06 0,953 a.7 280 2,92 1,109 

a.4 324 4,18 0,713 a.8 277 2,95 1,188 

Graduation 
b.1 324 3,99 0,599 b.3 324 3,82 0,836 

b.2 324 4,40 0,672 b.4 324 3,91 0,858 

Curriculum 
design 

c.1 324 3,77 1,014 c.3 209 2,78 1,057 

c.2 324 4,39 0,736 c.4 236 3,21 1,071 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

d.1 324 3,36 1,200 d.4 290 2,83 1,105 

d.2 324 3,41 1,096 d.5 271 2,92 1,126 

d.3 324 3,42 1,036 d.6 277 2,91 1,112 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

e.1 324 3,55 1,062 e.3 324 3,62 0,829 

e.2 324 4,39 0,801 e.4 324 3,79 0,946 

Grading 

f.1 324 4,05 0,855 f.6 324 3,09 1,019 

f.2 324 3,05 1,186 f.7 324 2,81 1,035 

f.31 324 1,97 0,877 f.81 324 2,44 0,937 

f.4 324 3,48 1,066 f.9 324 3,00 1,063 

f.5 324 3,04 1,203 f.10 324 2,38 1,113 

Classroom 
behavior 

g.1 324 4,41 0,714 g.6 324 3,96 0,824 

g.2 324 3,33 1,110 g.7 324 3,58 0,902 

g.3 324 4,29 0,784 g.8 324 4,11 0,825 

g.4 324 3,46 1,199 g.9 324 3,31 1,032 

g.5 324 4,40 0,729 g.10 324 4,26 0,799 

Classroom 
studies 

h.1 324 4,56 0,643 h.3 324 3,78 0,928 

h.2 324 4,64 0,631 h.4 324 3,83 0,960 

                                                 

1 Reversed coding.  
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Category 
‘Expectation’ 

Question 
N M SD 

‘Perception’ 
Question 

N M SD 

Individual 
studies 

i.1 324 3,27 1,085 i.4 324 3,13 1,096 

i.2 324 3,72 0,982 i.5 324 3,70 0,932 

i.3 324 2,20 1,036 i.6 324 2,37 1,052 

Teaching 
methods 

j.1 324 4,03 0,927 j.3 324 3,61 0,926 

j.2 324 3,34 1,130 j.4 324 2,65 1,061 

Course design 

k.1 324 3,72 0,998 k.5 324 2,83 1,092 

k.2 324 3,49 1,097 k.6 324 2,26 1,143 

k.3 324 4,51 0,627 k.7 324 3,69 1,066 

k.4 324 3,94 0,914 k.8 324 2,80 1,106 
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Annex 7 – Mean rank for hypotheses’ questions 
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  Figure A.7.4- Mean ranks of the communication with service staff category 
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Figure A.7.7- Mean ranks of the classroom behavior category   
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Figure A.7.9- Mean ranks of the individual studies category 
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Figure A.7.11- Mean ranks of the course design category  

Figure A.7.10- Mean ranks of the teaching methods category   
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Annex 8 – Sub-Hypotheses’ test results 

 

 

 

Category Sub-Hypotheses (H1) Result 

Feedback 
H1a. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding feedback differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Rejected 

Graduation 
H1b. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding graduation differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Rejected 

Curriculum 
design 

H1c. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding curriculum design 
differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

H1d. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding communication 
with service staff differ between students that attend public and 
private HEIs. 

Rejected 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

H1e. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding rigor with rules and 
regulations differ between students that attend public and private 
HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Grading 
H1f. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding grading differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
behavior 

H1g. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding classroom behavior 
differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
studies 

H1h. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding classroom studies 
differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Rejected 

Individual 
studies 

H1i. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding individual studies 
differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Teaching 
methods 

H1j. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding teaching methods 
differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Course design 
H1k. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding course design differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Table A.8.1 – H1 sub-hypotheses’ test results  
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Category Sub-Hypotheses (H2) Result 

Feedback 

H2a. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding feedback differ between 
students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Graduation 
H2b. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding graduation differ between 
students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Rejected 

Curriculum 
design 

H2c. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding curriculum design differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Confirmed 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

H2d. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding communication with service 
staff differ between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Confirmed 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

H2e. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding rigor with rules and 
regulations differ between students that attend public and private 
HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Grading 
H2f. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding grading differ between 
students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
behavior 

H2g. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding classroom behavior differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Rejected 

Classroom 
studies 

H2h. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding classroom studies differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Confirmed 

Individual 
studies 

H2i. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding individual studies differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Teaching 
methods 

H2j. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding teaching methods differ 
between students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Confirmed 

Course design 
H2k. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding course design differ between 
students that attend public and private HEIs. 

Confirmed 

Table A.8.2 – H2 sub-hypotheses’ test results 



86 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Category Sub-Hypotheses (H3) Result 

Feedback 

H3a. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding feedback differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Graduation 
H3b. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding graduation differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Curriculum 
design 

H3c. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding curriculum design 
differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Confirmed 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

H3d. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding communication 
with service staff differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd 
cycle degree programs. 

Confirmed 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

H3e. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding rigor with rules and 
regulations differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle 
degree programs. 

Confirmed 

Grading 
H3f. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding grading differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
behavior 

H3g. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding classroom behavior 
differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Rejected 

Classroom 
studies 

H3h. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding classroom studies 
differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Individual 
studies 

H3i. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding individual studies 
differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Teaching 
methods 

H3j. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding teaching methods 
differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Confirmed 

Course design 
H3k. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding course design differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Table A.8.3 – H3 sub-hypotheses’ test results 
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Category Sub-Hypotheses (H4) Result 

Feedback 

H4a. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding feedback differ between 
students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Graduation 
H4b. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding graduation differ between 
students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Rejected 

Curriculum 
design 

H4c. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding curriculum design differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Confirmed 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

H4d. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding communication with service 
staff differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree 
programs. 

Rejected 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

H4e. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding rigor with rules and regulations 
differ between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Rejected 

Grading 
H4f. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding grading differ between students 
that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
behavior 

H4g. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding classroom behavior differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Rejected 

Classroom 
studies 

H4h. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding classroom studies differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Individual 
studies 

H4i. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding individual studies differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Rejected 

Teaching 
methods 

H4k. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding teaching methods differ 
between students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Rejected 

Course design 
H4k. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding course design differ between 
students that attend 1st and 2nd cycle degree programs. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Table A.8.4 – H4 sub-hypotheses’ test results 
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Category Sub-Hypotheses (H5) Result 

Feedback 

H5a. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding feedback differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Graduation 
H5b. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding graduation differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Curriculum 
design 

H5c. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding curriculum design 
differ between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

H5d. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding communication with 
service staff differ between full-time and part-time students. 

Confirmed 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

H5e. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding rigor with rules and 
regulations differ between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Grading 
H5f. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding grading differ between 
full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
behavior 

H5g. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding classroom behavior 
differ between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
studies 

H5h. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding classroom studies differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Individual 
studies 

H5i. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding individual studies differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Teaching 
methods 

H5j. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding teaching methods differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Confirmed 

Course design 
H5k. Expectations of the degree to which HEIs should follow a 
student-customer oriented approach regarding course design differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Confirmed 

Table A.8.5 – H5 sub-hypotheses’ test results 
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Category Sub-Hypotheses (H6) Result 

Feedback 

H6a. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding feedback differ between full-
time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Graduation 
H6b. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding graduation differ between full-
time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Curriculum 
design 

H6c. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding curriculum design differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Communication 
with service 

staff 

H6d. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding communication with service 
staff differ between full-time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Rigor with rules 
and regulations 

H6e. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding rigor with rules and regulations 
differ between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Grading 
H6f. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding grading differ between full-time 
and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
behavior 

H6g. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding classroom behavior differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Classroom 
studies 

H6h. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding classroom studies differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Individual 
studies 

H6i. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding individual studies differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Teaching 
methods 

H6j. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding teaching methods differ 
between full-time and part-time students. 

Rejected 

Course design 
H6k. Perceptions of the degree to which HEIs follow a student-
customer oriented approach regarding course design differ between 
full-time and part-time students. 

Partially 
Confirmed 

Table A.8.5 – H5 sub-hypotheses’ test results Table A.8.6 – H6 sub-hypotheses’ test results 


