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Higher education environments have become incrgisicompetitive and institutions have to woo for
students in recruitment markets niches. As a teshé changes that have been considered in the
Malaysian education sector over the past few ydwnge aimed to introduce accountability for their
services and, efficiency tin conducting their piogs into this sector. This study is aimed to idenkie
main factors that significantly influence studeritgention to study at a higher educational ingtido
(HEI. Findings of this study will be beneficialterms of decision making and will contribute te tbles

that assist the HEI marketers to plan and imprdwartmarketing strategy for recruiting students.
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Introduction

In the context of higher education in Malaysia,ddiceable trend has been the increasing competition
among universities and higher education institdtesttract students both locally and internationall
(Sohailet al, 2003). Competitive pressure has forced the highecational institutions to look for more
competitive marketing strategies in order to coraget students in their respective recruitment retrk

Therefore, to study the important attributes thiféca students’ intention to study at a HEI become
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pertinent on the part of marketing strategy plagnfar students’ recruitment of higher educational

institutions.

Joseph and Joseph (1998, 2000) have combineddtredaf institutional information and the influesc

of family and peer as an independent variable,reamded as general. As a matter of fact, there aerale
related studies that have found out the influenfcGamily and friends playing a main role on student
choice of higher education in Asian perspectivangd (2003) pointed out that family as the most
influencing factor on Thai students’ choices ofmational education. Besides, the influence ofilfam
and friends are shaping intention of Taiwanesettdysabroad (Chen and Zimitat, 2006). Moreover,
McMahon (1992), Mazzarol and Soutar (2002) citeconemendations from friends and relatives as
important influences as the “push” factors in mating student destination choice for students from
Taiwan, India, China and Indonesia. Therefore, way rmonclude that influence of family and friends
play a principle factor in student’s choice of légleducation. Thus, it is proposed that the infbeeof
family and friends is a significant independentiaile in the framework of the multi-attribute model

which has been adopted in this study.

Review of Literature

Several theoretical models have been suggestegstwide the factors that influence student’s inbento
further their study at a specific university. Eathhese theoretical models describes the various
processes by which a high school student selemtfiege. The conceptual approaches describe the
college choice process and factors that lead stederheir college choice can be found in threge®

(Hossleret al, 1989). These three emerging categories of coltbg&e models elaborated on further are:

1. Economic models

2. Sociological models
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3. Combined models

(1) Economic models

Economic models emphasize college choice betweetiment in a High Educational Institution (HEI)
and the pursuit of a non collegiate alternativeoriexnists are interested in the relationships beatviee
attributes of “goods” (e.g. college and job chaggstics) and individual choices (Jackson, 1982n&ic
research indicates that individuals will selectagipular HEI, if the benefits of attending outwleithe
perceived benefits of attending other HEI or a nolkege alternative (Hossler, Braxton, & Coopersmit
1985). Therefore, the economic model emphasizesatiunal decision-making process of students and
their families and the variety of ways in whichfdient student’s rate and use the college attribiate

make their final college choice (Hossler, Schmity&sper, 1999).

(2) Sociological models

Sociological models were developed from educatiandl status attainment research, focusing on the
aspirations of individuals desiring to pursue arl.Hte sociological model specifies a variety ofiab
and individual factors leading to a student’s oatigmal and educational aspirations (Jackson, 1982)
the derivative model developed by Blau and Dund&67), family, socioeconomic background and
student academic ability are predicted to haverd pmsitive effect on aspirations for college.
Sociological models of college choice (Hossler X8va, & Coopersmith, 1985) have focused on the
identification and interrelationship of factors lunding parental encouragement (Sewell & Shah, 1,978)
influence of significant others (Chapman, 1981) acaldemic performance (Sewell, Haller, & Portes,

1969) as indicators of enrollment in HEL.

3) Combined models

Combined models utilize the most powerful aadiors in the decision-making process from the

economic and social models, providing a concegtaatework that predicts the effects of policy-makin
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interventions (Hosslest al 1985). Various types of combined models contaititiple stages of the
college choice process with two general categaiesmbined models: three-stage model (Hossler &
Gallagher, 1987; Jackson, 1982; Hanson & Littei®2)@nd anulti-stage model typically containing
between five and seven stages (Litten, 1982; Kat@r6; Chapman, 1984). Hossler and Gallagher’s
(1987) three stage model emphasizes aspiratiorghsesnd choice. It is viewed as the “simplified,
‘collapsed’ version of the other” (Hossletr al, 1985). The major differences between the modelshee
descriptions of the intervening variables or chemdstics and how they define institution activioy

encourage student enrollment (Hossler, Braxton,o@persmith, 1985).

There are few established combination mathelsinvestigated the factors that seem to determin
students’ intentions to study at an HEI (collegeich). Hereby, David W. Chapman (1981) presented th
first well constructed theoretical frameworks inmmrating various aspects of the affecting students’

intention to study at a HEI relevant to this study.

Joseph and Joseph (1998, 2000) have carried aetveops similar study with the same designed multi-
attribute model in two different cultural framewsrknamely New Zealand and Indonesia. The results
obviously encounter some significant differencesatifibute impact level on their choice of tertiary

education between these two nations. The ressitda/n in table 1 in the following:

Comparison of ranking order of importance for three distinct nations

Rank New Zealand (1998) Indonesia (2000) Malaysia (2008)
1 Value of Education Course and Career Information** Cost of Education
2 Degree (Content and Structure) Physical Aspect, Facilities and Resources  Value of Education
3 Cost of Education Cost of Education Degree (Content and Structure)
4 Physical Aspect, Facilities and Degree (Content and Structure) Family, Friends and Peers
Resources
5 General* Value of Education Physical Aspect, Facilities and
Resources
6 Institutional Information
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Note: *Comprised institutional information and influences from family, friend and peers

**Included influences from family, friends and peers

The perceived importance for Malaysian studensémilar to the New Zealand students, becausie bo
have ranked cost of education, value of educatimhcantent and structure or degree as the firsethr
most important factors, yet only different in ordéfhereas, Indonesia student though the ability EI
to provide course and career information are thetrimaportant factor that influenced their intention
study. Perhaps, Indonesian student are more cattabout their future perspective after they have

completed the course rather than the content orahe of the course.

As there is no empirical study done with the mattibute model in the Malaysian context, the
theoretical framework of previous internationaldiés has been adopted here. Joseph and Joseggh (199
2000) combined the factors of institutional infotioa and the influences of family and peer as an
independent variable. Nevertheless, other studiesd that the influence of family and friends have
significant importance on students’ choice of highgucation within selected countries in Asia. &ten

the separation of thiefluences of family and peers from institutionalarmation as an independent

variable is proposed in this study.

Methodology

Subjects

The targeted experimental sample of this studyistsef those students who are currently attentting
pre-university level programme, and those studehts have just graduated from their secondary school
within two years. These two groups bear the higpessibility to continue their study at a HEI. Henc
HEI marketers are interested to get know aboubfadhat influence the students’ intention to statig
HEI. However, the intention to study of those stnitdéhas to be determined. As a local restrictilis, t

study only focuses on Malaysian students who anewtly studying at pre-university level around Kda
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Valley. Sampling processes were carried out irsslgcted tuition centres, matriculation centres and

some private institutions.
Measurement

The instrument used in this study is based on gkt researches prior regarding significant factors
affecting student selecting a HEI. The importanegfgymance analysis model developed by Joseph and
Joseph (1998, 2000) was adopted in this studyetatify the relationships between important factors
influencing students’ intention to study at a HEMalaysia context. This instrument is suitablé¢o
employed in the Malaysian context, because the $astrement was used successfully in the previous

similar research done in Indonesia as the neightaumtry.

The instrument to gain primary data is a self-adstéred questionnaire containing three

sections:

I.  The importance of factors influencing respondeimtgntion to study at a HEI (six Vs, items
measured on a five-point Likert scale) and respotsdéntention to study one potential
Dependent Variable). Responses to the items weasumned on a five-point Likert scale where 1

meant “Strongly Disagree” and 5 meant “Strongly éejt
II.  The ranking of most important attributes.

[l Demographics.
Completed by face to face interviews and self-admistered questionnaire

survey.

Determination of Sample Normality

To ensure the samples are normally distribated randomly selected, parametric inferentialysis

was done on the samples, all collected scale tgfeefcbm the survey were subjected to exploration f
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the normality tests before the subsequent analsasnality tests were carried out on the data by

employing graphical and statistical analyses orstimaple as the following:

(A) Histogram

(B) Stem-and-leaf Plots

(C) Boxplot

(D) Normal Q-Q Plot and Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot
(E) Descriptive Statistic

(F) M-Estimators

(G) Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Tests

Reliability of the instrument

Reliability tests@ronbach’s alphawere carried out to determine the internal cdasisy of the
measurable items of each variable accordingly tkensaire that the combination of ordinal data with

interval data are valid for later part of the asaly.

Descriptive analysis

Descriptive analyses were implemented on ttigénctive dimensions of collected data. The geed

were:
1. Demographical factors.
2. Mean of items in each variable and computed metitsms for each variable.
3. Rank ordering score for each eficing factors on DV.

Relationship Approach

Correlation analyses were carried out totifiethe significant relationship between the prepd

independent variables and dependent variablehalcbmputed items of independent variable (six
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variables) were subjected to analysis of Pearsmri®lation of the dependent variable (one varjable

and the framework as the following:

Hypothesis testing

According to the findings in this research,jradependent variables are significantly correthto the

dependent variable. Therefore, the hypotheses peapim this studyH1 to H6) are accepted, as shown

in Table 2

Intention to study

H1 Cost of education

H2 Degree (content and structure)

H3 Physical aspects, facilities and resources

H4 Value of education

H5 Institutional information

H6 Family, friends and peers

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

.39%*

.000

A1

.000

55%*

.000

A6**

.000

.56%*

.000

24%*

.002

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 2: The correlations between independent variables and dependent variable

Accordingly, from the results of hypotheses tests,can conclude that in the Malaysian context
the proposed factors such as cost of educatiomedefgontent and structure), physical aspect and
facilities, value of education, and institutionafdrmation have significant relationships with adsnts’
intention to study at an HEI. Additionally, therg a significant relationship between influencesrfro

family’s, friends’, peers’ and students’ intentitmstudy at a HEI based on the output result is $hidy.

In managerial strategy, HEI administrators, magtsetand policy decision makers must take in
consideration the important factors that affectistus’ intention to study at their institution. Thrdings
of this study indicate thagthysical aspectdacilities of HEI together with thenformation received by
studentsare also significant factors. Therefore, HEI auties should seek for improvement of their
physical aspects, facilities, resources includirggervice quality provided to their students. femnore,
HEI marketers are advised to establish a wideiildlexnetwork with significant persons, and increase

their ability to convey up-to-date information toidents.

Implications

Our research has shown that HEI administratorgketers and policy makers should focus on the
proposed two main factors which are cost of edanatind degree (content and structure). Malaysian
students are emphasizing their concern on the ebatel structure of the degree. Furthermore, thledni

the ability of HEI to offer a wide range of couraed specialist programmes that suits the needs for
students, the higher will be the tendency of sttgléntention to study at the HEI. Entry requirerntsefor

a HEI are also considered by students in theirsitatiof further study. Other factors such as infes
from family members, friends and peer, physicaleatp and facilities of HEI and institutional
information were ranked at the lower level of imtaoce by New Zealand and Malaysian students.

Although, those factors have effects on studentsntion, however, their contribution is less.
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Limitation of Study

1. The sample sizeN = 162) is insufficient to represent the whole dafian. The sample was only
derived from the urbanized Klang Valley, it mighitrgive a thorough picture of view reflecting
the whole Malaysian population.

2. The accessibility and evaluation of those questiontbe questionnaire by respondents may not
be accurate due to misunderstanding between tpendsnts’ thoughts and the objective of the
respective question. Honesty of respondents in aerisg/questions during the survey is a related
constraint in the study.

3. Respondents from different backgrounds of cour$ed they were currently attending are
tendency and favouritism of placing the importaonecertain factors. In this example, students’

who were studying the STPM programme, may be moseaonscious than others.

References

Baird, L. (1967), “The educational tools of colldgaund youth” American College Testing Program
Research Repagrtowa.

Bowers, T. and Pugh, R. (1972), “A comparison ofdes underlying colledge choice by students and
parents”. American Education Research Association Annual Meget

Chapman, R. (1979), “Pricing policy and collegeich@rocess’Research in Higher Educatipwuol. 10
No.37, p. 57

Houston, M (1979), “Cognitive structure and infotioa search patterns of prospective graduate bssine
students” Advances in Consumer Researdbl. VI, October, pp. 552-7.

Litten, L. (1980), “Marketing higher educatiodburnal of Higher Educatidh Vol. 51 No. 4, pp.40-59

Krampf, R.F. and Heinlein, A.C. (1981), “Developinmrketing strategies and tactics in higher edaonati
through target market researcBgcision Sciengevol. 12 No. 2, pp. 175-93

Hooley, G.J. and Lynch, J.E. (1981), “Modeling #itedent university choice process through theofise
conjoint measurement techniqueBlropean Researc¢Vol. 9 No. 4, pp. 158-70

Murphy, P. (1981), Consumer buying roles in calefoice”.College and Universityol. 56, pp. 140-
50.



E-Leader Kuala Lump2009

Maguire, J and Lay, R. (1981), “Modeling the collezhoice: image and decisioiCpllege and
University, Vol.56, pp 113-26

Krone, F., Gilly, M., Zeithaml, V. and Lamb, C. @3), “Factors influencing the graduate business
school decision’American Marketing Association Educators’ ProcegdinChicago, IL.

Tierney, M. (1983), “Student college choice setgam an empirical characterizatiolR&search in
Higher EducationVol. 18, pp. 27-81

Discenza, R., Ferguson , J and Wisner, R. (1988arketing higher education: using a situation gsial
to identify prospective student needs in todaympetitive environment™NASPA Vol. 22 pp. 18-25

Hossler, D. (1985), “A research overview of studmilege choice”Association for the study of Higher
Education Chicago, IL.

Seneca, J and Taussig, M. (1987), “The effectsittbh and financial aid on the enrollment decisatra
state university"Research in Higher Educatipiol. 26, August, pp. 3337-62

Webb, M. (1993), “Variables influencing graduatesimess students’ college selection€pllege and
University, Vol. 68 No. 1, pp. 38-46.

Qureshi, S. (1995), “College accession researctu Waiables in an old equationJpurnal of
Professional Services Marketingol. 12 No. 2, pp. 163-70.

Mazzarol, T., Soutar, G.N.and Tien, V (1996), “Ediien linkages between Canada and Australia: an
examination of the potential for greater studemivlli”, unpublished paper, Institution for Research into
International Competitiveness, Curtin Business 8tHeerth

Lin, L. (1997), “What are student education andaadional related needsMarketing and Research
Today Vol. 25 No. 3, pp.199-212.

Turner, J.P. (1998), “An investigation of businasslergraduates’ choice to study at Edith Cowan
University”, unpublished research report, Edith Cowan Univerditgrth

Joseph, M. and Joseph, B. (1998), “Identifyingchekpotential students in tertiary education for
strategy developmentQuality Assurance in Educatipiol. 6 No. 2 pp. 90-6

Mazzarol, T (1998), “Critical success factors fmernational education marketinghe International
Journal of Educational ManagemeMol. 12 No. 4, pp. 163-75.

Joseph, M. and Joseph, B. (2000), “Indonesian stadgerceptions of choice criteria in the selatid a
tertiary institution: strategic implicationsThe International Journal of Educational Managemaéful.
14 No. 1 pp. 40-44

Ivy, J. (2001), “Higher education institution imagecorrespondence analysis approache
International Journal of Educational Managemevibl. 9 No.4, pp. 158-70.

Soutar, G.N. and Turner, J.P. (2002), “Studerd$epences for university: a conjoint analysiBhe
International Journal of Educational Managemevibl. 16 No. 1, pp.40-5.



E-Leader Kuala Lump2009

Binsardi, A. and Ekwulugo, F. (2003), “Internatadmarketing of British education: research on the
students perception and the Uk market peneteratidarketing Intelligence & Planningvol. 21 No. 5,
pp. 318-27.

Price, |., Matzdorf, F., Smith, L. and Agahi, HO@), “The impact of facilities on student choide o
university”, Facilities, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 163-70.



