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Abstract 
The students’ satisfaction with studies, as shown by numerous research, is one of the key indicators of 
study quality, and influences such important traits of university activities as improved study climate, 
reduced rate of failures and increasing attractiveness of the educational institution. Student surveys, 
done on a regular basis, help monitoring student satisfaction with studies, and assist relating this 
satisfaction to the principal features of study delivery quality. The presented research, based on a 
recent survey of over 3000 questionnaires regarding study quality and satisfaction with studies, as well 
as on earlier data from similar surveys, is aimed at detecting the most important factors influencing 
study satisfaction. The survey covers the most important components of teaching delivery, and utilizes 
a multidimensional analysis method together with statistical analysis to measure relevant 
relationships.  

The paper starts with the definitions of and a discussion on study quality, relating study satisfaction to 
other important criteria of study quality. The research problem is formulated as search for significant 
relationships between study satisfaction and key parameters of teaching delivery. This search is 
performed along various dimensions of survey data: study program, program branch, year of studies, 
student employment status etc., specifically looking for significant similarities, differences and changes 
over time. The most prominent relationships are discussed in the context of overall study quality, and 
will support decisions on important aspects of study quality assurance, as well as making ground for 
further research.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
The study environment, being dynamic and turbulent, experiences constant challenges; in the authors 
opinion, the important factors influencing the current situation are [1]:  

• shrinking demographics;  
• financial pressures experienced by the public sector that encompasses public educational 

institutions;  

• growing competition both from domestic private educational institutions and foreign schools;  
• growing society and business demands for study quality;  

• growing student expectations regarding study content and methods, and inadequate student 
participation (commitment) in the study process; 

• Growing competitiveness of the study environment, where the competition is experienced both 
by students and the teaching institutions; 

• controversy of quality aspirations and limited resources. 

As early as 2002, Elliott and Shin [2] had stated that educational environment had become 
increasingly competitive and dynamic, raising a substantial number of challenges: declining 
enrollments, growing competition, general public demanding accountability for tax dollars, to name a 
few. In a recent conference paper by Milken Institute [3], it is stated that the conflict between higher 
education and the general public is deepening – the public thinks that higher education costs too 
much, and at the same time fails to adequately prepare graduates for work.  

The value created to society by the study process, although rather obvious, is a vague concept that 
has been defined and redefined many times. We have to admit that satisfaction with studies (SwS), 
which is a key point of interest in this paper, is a subjective and partial estimate of study value. It is 
clearly oriented towards the current study process and those participating in it, and for this reason it is 
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not so much relevant for graduates. Although the real value of studies becomes clearer after the 
studies, having gained real work experience, satisfaction with studies is experienced mostly during the 
study period.  

Although SwS is only a partial indicator of value created by higher education institutions, it is 
recognized as rather indicative in assessing study quality. There are opinions that SwS is not receiving 
the due attention it deserves; for example, Dennis et al [4] suggest that “universities' positioning 
strategies may be focusing too much on building prestige, whereas strategies aimed at improving 
student satisfaction could have more positive effects on brand equity”. 

There are competing definitions of SwS, but a commonly accepted definition seems to be lacking; on 
the other hand, the vagueness of the concept makes a quest for such definitions doubtful. However, 
the problem area, to our opinion, would benefit from more studies on key factors influencing SwS. 
According to Wach et al [5], the lack of accepted definitions and established theoretical framework of 
SwS construct prevents the potential value of discovered and verified key predictive factors. We 
present several SwS definitions below: 

• Student satisfaction, which is the short-term attitude emanating from an evaluation of a 
student's educational experience, results when actual performance meets or exceeds the 
student's expectations [6]; 

• Student satisfaction can be defined as the perception of enjoyment and accomplishment in the 
learning environment [7]; 

• Student satisfaction can be defined as a function of relative level of experiences and perceived 
performance about educational service during the study period [8]. 

The above definitions, as well as many more existing ones, concentrate on the rate to which 
educational experience meets students’ expectations. There are many components to educational 
experience to choose from as the potential factors relating to the level of SwS. The next section of the 
paper looks at the potential factors selected from academic publications on the topic.  

2 APPROACHES TO VARIETY AND RESEARCHABILITY OF SATISFACTION 
WITH STUDIES 

In evaluating SwS researchers demonstrate rather different positions towards the study process, its 
quality, effectiveness, emerging psychologic, moral and even ethnic problems. For example, the 
developers of a widely applied questionnaire for study quality evaluation define SwS (academic 
satisfaction) as a mix of personal belief that he/she can act independently, achieve progress in goal 
seeking, good academic results, reception of academic and social support [9]. The above traits of SwS 
are evaluated through such academic environment components as teaching quality, clear teaching 
goals, teaching load, assessment of study results and support for student independence.  

When researching the key features of student satisfaction, many sources take a wider approach and 
indicate that it is important to consider a wider psychologic and emotional context, and relate SwS to 
students’ satisfaction with life in general as well as to their personality traits and personal 
expectations. Another important area to consider is perception of university environment and study 
structure. A positive relation has been found between SwS and various forms of commitment – 
occupational commitment, organizational commitment, career commitment, career entrenchment [10]. 
Organizational commitment has been shown to have strong relation to employee’s work satisfaction, 
involvement and emotional commitment [11].   

Elliott and Shin [2] have noted that most often SwS is evaluated either as a “yes/no” question, or a 
single-item scale of 5-7 points between the extreme measures “very dissatisfied” and “very satisfied”. 
Such approach, although showing some variation in satisfaction levels, does not disclose the elements 
of study quality and their individual levels that could be rather helpful in managing the SwS issues. 
Various researchers have proposed structural frameworks – factors, or elements, and their groups or 
dimensions. In [5], three broad dimensions of SwS are defined:  

• Satisfaction with study content – regarding chosen major; 

• Satisfaction with terms and conditions of the academic program – environment of the university; 
• Satisfaction with ability to cope with academic stress – impact of academic stress on students’ 

personal lives. 
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In a British Columbia College and Institute survey [12], the selected chosen factors affecting 
satisfaction, or dimensions of educational experience, are:  

• Curriculum – design, course content, topic relevance, field standards; 

• Teaching – quality, instructor availability for consultations, class discussions, presentations; 
• Analytical skills – problem solving, idea forging, information skills, individual learning; 

• Communication skills – speaking, writing, reading and comprehending; 
• Social skills – teamwork, develop supportive relationships; 

• Personal growth – evaluate self, develop values, aware of differences (cultures, philosophies). 

Wilkins & Balakrishnan [13] identified quality of lecturers, quality of physical facilities and effective use 
of technology as key determinant factors of student satisfaction. Tessema et al [14] have suggested a 
following set of SwS components: 

1 Satisfaction with college experience; 
2 Satisfaction with quality of instruction; 
3 Satisfaction with advising; 
4 Satisfaction with online courses; 
5 Satisfaction with assessment;  
6 Satisfaction campus-wide;  
7 Satisfaction with an academic department. 

The proposed sets of key factors of SwS differ; however, the importance of teaching delivery and its 
quality are evident. Many above quoted cases of published empirical research support this 
importance. We have chosen teaching delivery and its quality as a pivotal point in Sws determinants. 

Several studies regarding SwS have been performed in recent years in Lithuanian academia. In 2008, 
a Center for Research and Studies Monitoring and Analysis had performed a survey on student 
opinions on SwS, with 992 students participating. The results have shown that 15% have indicated 
being quite satisfied with their studies; 27% have responded being between satisfied and unsatisfied; 
a larger half of surveyed students have a mediocre opinion on their studies. A survey among the first-
year education students [15] has shown that SwS and perception of study quality is mostly related to 
clear and concise teaching, perception of personal progress, growing self-confidence, social support in 
achieving learning goals. A research on SwS and academic motivation [16] has shown that students 
relate academic motivation to teaching methods supporting clear understanding of teaching goals and 
independent learning efforts. Unreasonable learning loads, unclear results evaluation and 
requirements for verbatim memorization are the most important negative factors affecting academic 
motivation. One of the more recent surveys, performed by Mykolas Romeris University and Lithuanian 
association for employees of education centers, has estimated that students relate SwS mostly to the 
features of a certain study program and its contribution to personal growth, better employment 
conditions and carrer perspectives [17]. 

The summary of the SwS research in Lithuania, quoted above, provides the most common traits 
discovered: 

• Freshmen are more satisfied with studies than students of the later years;  

• Bachelor level students value studies better than masters level students; 
• For those that are the current students, satisfaction with study quality is higher that for those 

having studied earlier; 
• At both bachelor and master levels, students receiving better grades have higher levels of SwS 

than those with lower grades. 

The research on SwS, provided below, is not going to cover all the above aspects; rather, it will 
concentrate on the features of the study process and quality of instruction with a goal of estimating the 
most important features influencing SwS and providing recommendations for possible decisions 
regarding improvement of SwS.   
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Having in mind that available research specifies a multitude of features pertinent to SwS, the research 
presented in this paper aims at selecting a group of such features that is available from student 
surveys, and examine its influence on the levels of SwS. The results of such approach would 
potentially be useful for administration bodies in pinpointing the most sensitive features of the teaching 
process that affect SwS, and use this information in making decisions aimed at raising SwS levels.  

3 RESEARCH OF DIMENSIONS AND FACTORS AFFECTING SWS  
At Vilnius University, faculty of Economics and Business Administration (until 2016 – Faculty of 
Economics), student surveys have been in use for above a decade to measure the overall quality of 
studies, including evaluation of SwS. The surveys in use have been mainly of two types. The first type 
is used to question the last year students of both bachelor and master studies, while the second type 
has questioned the bachelor students of I-IV years to assess various parameters of teaching process: 
completeness of literature and other material presented by a lecturer, relevance of literature sources, 
lecturer’s preparation for lectures, compliance of content with a programme, clarity of teaching, 
correctness of a lecturer, compliance with timetables, objectivity of assessment, etc. 

Table 1 and Figure 1 present information on the general SwS for both bachelor and master students 
about to graduate.  

Table 1. Graduates satisfaction with studies at the Faculty of Economics in 2009-2018 

Year MA BA Management Economics 
2011 7,2 7,6 7,79 6,93 
2012 7,4 8 8,03 7,71 

2013 7,6 7,7 7,88 7,64 

2014 7,6 7,9 7,97 7,94 
2015 7,5 7,7 7,99 7,83 

2016 7,4 7,3 7,30 7,30 
2017 7,6 7,85 7,80 7,90 

2018 7,2 6,93 7,20 6,72 
Source: Data from graduates 2009 – 2018 surveys. 10-point scale 

 
Fig. 1. Graduates satisfaction with studies at the faculty of economics, VU, 2009 – 2018  

(Source: Data from graduates 2009 – 2018 surveys. 10-point scale) 

Split by several separate study programs, the data for the same time period is presented in Table 2 
and Fig.2.  
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Table 2. Graduates satisfaction with studies at the Faculty of Economics in 2009-2018  
by separate study programs* 

 EA Finance MIS AA 
2011 5,9 7,3 6 7,7 

2012 6,8 7,9 7,8 7,9 

2013 6,8 7,7 8,3 8 

2014 7,5 7,8 7,8 8,1 

2015 7,6 8 8,2 7,7 

2016 7,7 6,7 7,9 7,7 

2017 7,6 7,6 7,8 7,8 

2018 5,7 6,3 7,5 7,8 
Source: Data from graduates 2009 – 2018 surveys, 10-point scale. *Note: tables 
1 and 2 use data that has been last collected in the fall semester of 2018. 

 
EA – Economic Analysis, MIS – Management Information Systems, AA – Accounting and Audit 

Fig. 2. Bachelor satisfaction with studies by separate study programs at the Faculty of Economics, VU, 
2011-2018. Source: Data from graduates 2009 – 2018 surveys. 10-point scale. 

A noticeable trend in both graphs is the fall of satisfaction levels in the year 2018. This is explained by 
the increase of negative responses (between 1 and 4 on a 10-point scale) in rating the level of SwS; 
such responses comprise 13,6% of the total number of questionnaires. To deal with the falling SwS 
levels, some measures have been taken: 

• More information on study program features has been made public, including study goals and 
student feedback data; this was meant to stimulate student motivation, especially for freshmen, 
by reducing uncertainty and supporting self-confidence; 

• Improvement of conditions for independent studies for the students of later years by promoting 
the use of Moodle-based digital learning platform, and expanding library resources; 

• Promotion of innovative study methods by organizing training for teachers. 

The measurement of student satisfaction in the annual student survey after the fall-winter exam 
session of 2019 has shown significant changes in overall student satisfaction: the average level of 
SwS, although calculated in total for students of all programs and levels, has been estimated at 7.85, 
as compared to earlier levels of 6.93 for bachelors and 7.2 for masters (see Table 1). The percentage 
of negative responses in the survey of 2019 have dropped from the level of 13.6% to 6.89%. 
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4 TEACHING DELIVERY AND SATISFACTION WITH STUDIES ON COURSE 
LEVEL  

A set of the questions from the annual student survey after the fall-winter exam session of 2019 has 
been used to relate the factors of study quality to overall SwS level. The questions have addressed 
separate courses to have a required level of detail at the course level. The number of collected 
questionnaires, where each student had to cover all taken classes on separate questionnaires, was 
3835, out of which 2816 questionnaires were deemed usable.  

The following study process features have been used in student questionnaires as separate 
questions: 

1 Teaching methods are innovative. 
2 The teacher is knowledgeable in the field. 
3 The teacher is well prepared for classes. 
4 The teacher misses classes often. 
5 The teacher is collegial. 
6 The teacher explains information well. 
7 The course grading is fair. 
8 The course has been very complex. 
9 The course has been very useful in practical aspects. 
10 The course was delivered exactly according to the plan. 
11 The course required considerable independent work. 
12 The course is essential for the study program. 
13 The course content is original and does not overlap with other courses. 
14 The assigned readings have been useful for the course. 
15 I am satisfied with the course quality. 

It has to be noted that not all questions work in the same direction; e.g., question 4 – the lower 
responses (meaning the teacher does not miss classes often) indicate better quality of delivery. Same 
can be said about questions 8 and 11, so they have been omitted from the correlation analysis. 
Question 15 serves as the dependent variable, and has been coded at the 10-point scale.  

Table 3. Correlation between questionnaire items  

  Q1 Q2 Q3 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q9 Q10 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 
Q1 1,00            
Q2 0,51 1,00           
Q3 0,61 0,73 1,00          
Q5 0,51 0,48 0,53 1,00         
Q6 0,63 0,61 0,69 0,65 1,00        
Q7 0,52 0,54 0,59 0,62 0,66 1,00       
Q9 0,53 0,47 0,50 0,43 0,55 0,47 1,00      
Q10 0,46 0,50 0,61 0,46 0,55 0,55 0,46 1,00     
Q12 0,45 0,41 0,43 0,36 0,46 0,41 0,75 0,40 1,00    
Q13 0,36 0,37 0,39 0,31 0,37 0,36 0,41 0,37 0,40 1,00   
Q14 0,46 0,44 0,50 0,41 0,53 0,48 0,54 0,48 0,51 0,47 1,00  
Q15 0,66 0,60 0,68 0,61 0,75 0,66 0,66 0,59 0,57 0,43 0,59 1,00 

The results of the correlation test show statistically significant correlation of the dependent variable – 
question 15. Table 4 presents the most significant questions, sorted in the descending order of their 
correlation level: 
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Table 4. Questionnaire questions with most significant correlation with study satisfaction 

Question Legend Correlation level 

Q6 The teacher explains information well 0,75 

Q3 The teacher is well prepared for classes 0,68 

Q1 Teaching methods are innovative 0,66 

Q7 The course grading is fair 0,66 

Q9 The course has been very useful in practical aspects 0,66 

Q5 The teacher is collegial 0,61 

Q2 The teacher is knowledgeable in the field 0,60 

Q10 The course was delivered exactly according to the plan 0,59 

Q14 The assigned readings have been useful for the course 0,59 

Q12 The course is essential for the study program 0,57 

A regression analysis has been performed on the survey data to discover relations between the 
dependent variable Q15 and other questionnaire items. The analysis yielded a R-square level at 0.724 
– independent variables predict SwS by 72.4%, for F-value (14, 2945) = 552.82, p<0.001. The 
coefficients table has produced the following regression equation: 

Q15 = -0.376 + 0.238*Q1 + 0.254*Q3 + 0.136*Q5 + 0.454*Q6 + 0.230*Q7 + 0.318*Q9 + 0.141*Q12 + 
0.182*Q14 

From the above, we can conclude that a set of chosen features of study process quality have a 
significant influence and predicting power on students’ SwS. For SwS the most important features of 
the study delivery process are the ones directly related to the delivering entity – a teacher in the 
classroom being clear, knowledgeable, innovative, fair and collegial. As these critical features are well-
known for a long time, it is most likely the priorities among them that may be useful in improving study 
process as well as evaluating teachers’ work.  

5 CONCLUSIONS 
The SwS levels across different study levels (bachelor and master) and programs (economics and 
management) do not differ significantly. A diminished level of study satisfaction is observed for the 
data of the year 2018, where more students have expressed negative attitudes towards SwS.  

The correlation between the SwS level and features of the study delivery process is significant, with 
such features as the quality of teacher explanation, teacher preparation and innovativeness of 
teaching methods in the lead. The same influence has been supported by regression analysis. 
Although these features are known for long to have a significant influence on study delivery process, 
their priorities might be useful in improving study process or evaluating teachers’ work. For longitudinal 
research in this area, evaluation forms should be consistent and maintain the same set of questions, if 
analysis is to follow and the data is to be compatible.  

At the Faculty of Economics and Business Administration at Vilnius University, certain steps are being 
taken to ensure the monitoring and management of study quality. More information on study quality 
management has been made available to the community, new teaching resources added to support 
independent learning. There is also an ongoing training program with courses for teachers to 
strengthen their teaching competencies. These steps seem to have a fast positive effect on SwS 
levels, as shown by the differences between SwS levels and percentage of negative responses of 
2018 and 2019. 

The produced results in the survey are potentially interesting for the administrating bodies in the study 
process at a given university. However, to our opinion, the limitation of this research is that the 
transferability of such results to the other institutions and other environments of higher education 
should be additionally checked, as there might be different traditions and priorities in place.  
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