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ABSTRACT:

As competition in higher education sector has increased in recent years, higher education
institutions focus more on satisfying demands of students. Prior research indicates that there are
qualitative differences between factors that determine students’ satisfaction and dissatisfaction with
teaching quality. This study used the Kano method to explore professors’ characteristics which
students take for granted (must-be factors) and which can be potentially favored (attractive factors).
Based on a sample of 163 students of a university in Vietnam, this study’s empirical findings reveal
that, on the one hand, professors who have a good sense of humor and can provide different teaching
methods will be highly valued by students. On the other hand, being inconsistent and not transparent
indesigning courses and grading system will lead to significant dissatisfaction of students.
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1. Introduction

The significant increase in both number and sizes
of higher education institutions in Vietnam in recent
years has clearly made (he higher education industry
more competitive. This forces universities and
calleges (o pay more attention to meeting the
requitements and satisfaction of students - their
major customers. Students’ satisfaction is important
to higher educational institutions as it not only
reflects the educational services but is also closely
related to the growth of the institutions Satisfied
students may attract new students by getting
involved in positive word-of-mouth communication
with their friends and family members. [n addition,
satisfied students may also come back and enroll in
other courses provided by the institutions (Guolla,
1999: Shank, 1995). The necessity of understanding
students’ satisfaction and ils determinants s even
more crucial to Vietmam higher educational
institutions as in a recent study on 105 students of a
Vietnam university, Pham (2017) found that only
about 26% of students in the sample feel satistied

while 35% of them feel dissatisfied with their
enrollment at the university. Moreover, 40% of
students in the sample refused to recommend the
university to their family members and friends.
Surprisingly, while some Vietnam universities
conduct annual surveys to collect feedback from
students on their educational services. not many
academic studies focus intensively on factors
influencing students’ satisfaction (Pham, 2017).
Among the factors that have significant impact on
student’ sansfaction, the quality of teaching staffs,
particularly lecturers or professors'. has been
explored in many studies as one of the most
important determinants (Hill et al.. 1993: Pozo-
Munoz et al.. 2000). In the hugher education industry.
il universities are regarded as service providers and
knowledge and skills are standard services that they
offer. professon can be perceived as the middle men
who deliver lectures. involving knowledge and
skills. to the customens that are students. Therelore.
the quality. behaviors and attudes of professors and
their lectures should play a key role in determining
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the level of siudents’ satisfaction. As suggested by
Gruber and colleagues (2010). the more effective
the professor is, the more salisfied students will be.
However, the perception of an “ellective professor”
may vary among professors and students. How
professors consider to be “effective” and good for
students may not really be “effective” in the
students’ opinions. Therefore, insights on how
students expect an “effective professor™ should be
will offer many practical implications to higher
educational institutions. These understandings and
knowledge may not only help lecturers to improve
their own teaching quality but also assist the
university in building a set of criteria for teaching
staffs and facilitate the recruitment procedure.

Taking into account the above reasons, we
devote this research to explore the question: “What
are the characteristics of effective professors, from
the perspective of students?” To answer this
question, we apply Kano model, a methodology
developed by the professor Nonaki Kano in the
1980s  (Kano, 1984). According to Kano,
determinants of customers’ satisfaction are not
always one-dimensional. There are factors that
lacking them can causes customers’ extreme
dissatisfaction but fulfilling them does not enhance
customers’ satisfaction because customers consider
these functions as prerequisites of the product or
service, which should obviously be with the product/
service. In contrast, there are factors that customers
do not explicitly require but will be very happy if the
product/ service has them. The most remarkable
advantage of Kano method is that it helps us 1o
distinguish these different categories of customer
satisfaction determinants.

Applying the instruction from Kano method, we
designed a special set of questionnaires and sent
them 1o 163 students of a university in Vietnam.
Findings from the survey indicate that being
consistent and transparent in designing course
lectures and grading system, having good
presentaton skills and being easily to approached
are the three factors that have greatest impact on
students'  dissatisfaction, hence, require most
intention from the university and professors. In
addition, professors would receive more bonus
points if they have a good sense of humour and can

vary their teaching methods over lectures. Although
the rescurch was conducted only in Vietnam. we
hope that these findings will offer more insights on
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students’ expectations on their “ideal lecturers™ and
serve as a meaningfu! reference for universities and
lecturers to adapt their teaching methods. curriculum
and the like. In addition, with this study, we also
want lo encourage scholars to apply different
empirical methods in exploring determinants of
customer satisfaction, particularly in high education
service.

The remaining of the paper proceeds as follows.
Section 2 provides theoretical background, in which
we describe the important role of professors in
determining students’ satisfaction and explain Kano
method in details. Section 3 discusses the set of
proposed characteristics of effective professors.
Section 4 and 5 present data collection. data analyses
and empirical results. Section 6 concludes.

2. Theoretical background

2.1. Students’ satisfaction and professors’ roles in
determining  students’ safisfaction in  higher
education

Higher education has long been considered as a
complex service in many prior studies (Curran &
Rosen, 2006; Davis & Swanson, 2001; Eagle &
Brennan, 2007). As educational services are mainly
intangible, the professor's teaching efforts are
“produced™ by professor and ‘“consumed” by
students (Shank, 1995). On the one hand,
educational service has several characteristics that
are similar to a normal service. For instance, cach
student has his/her demands or requirements for
contents of lectures or atributes of his/her professor,
which are the same as requirements from the
customers for the service provider. However, on the
other hand, there are distinct differences between
educational service and other services. First.
students are rather “panners™ than “customers”™ in
this kind of service. This implies that swudents as
customers must take a huge responsibility for their
own education and cannot just consume what they
receive from professor, university or any higher
educational institutions as the service provider
(Svensson & Wood, 2007). Second. students are also
considered as “co-creators of the value " because the
success of the educational service's “products™
depends on both professors and students, as service
provider and customers (Cooper, 2007, Vargo &
Lusch, 2004). Under the guidance of a professor, the
students  with  differem levels of knowledge-
acquiring ability will have very different leaming
outcomes. Ln short, no matter which role the siudents



play in the educational service, i.e., as “partners” or
“co-creators of value”, they have significant
contribution in creating a valuable learning
experience in general and good teaching quality in
particular.

As educational service has been becoming
increasingly competitive in recent year, the quality
of higher education was seriously taken into account
by higher educational institutions. Prior research
suggests that quality in higher education is very hard
1o be defined and measured because each and every
stakeholder in educational service, namely students,
professors, universities, government and so on,
regards quality different depending on their interests
(Harvey & Green, 1993). Nevertheless, customers’
(ie, swdents’) perceived quality of higher
educational service has still been considered as
among the most important ones to higher educational
institutions. Since service quality is considered to be
the difference between customers’ expectation and
acnual performance (Zeithaml et al., 2006), the
quality of higher educational service can be defined
as “the difference between what a srudent expects to
receive and his/her perceptions of actual delivery”
(O'Neill & Palmer, 2004: 42).

The above definiton implies a close connection
between students’ satisfaction and educational
quality. The better universities can fulfill srudents’
expectation, the better the qualty and higher
students’ satisfaction will be (Browne et al., 1998:
Guolla, 1999). In order to do so, the institutions should
have thorough understandings on  students’
expectation. A large research stream has focused
extensively on exploring this topic, i.e. what is
included in students’ expectation at educational
service and which factors can have an impact on their
satisfaction. Making srudents sabsfied is especially
important to the growth of higher educational
instutions due to several reasons. Firsi, satisfied
students can attract new students by giving them
positive feedbacks for the course that they have
enrolled. Second, satisfied students may come back
in the future and register for other courses organized
by the institutions (Guolla, 1999; Marzo-Navarro et
al.. 2005: Scherzer & Schenzer, 2004). In addition.
Guolla (1999) points out that overall course
satisfaction is positively related to raising funds for
the university and higher student motivation.

Among the numerous determinants of students’
salisfaction, teaching staffs play a key role. An
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“effective™ professor can motivate swdents 1o
engage in the lessons. inspire them to leamn and
develop their performance al the universities
(Marzo-Navarro et al.. 2005: Pozo-Munoz et al..
2000). Prior research has figured out many
characteristics of effective professors. Some of the
most notable charactenstics include communication
skills, enthusiasm, empathy, rappon and caring 10
students’ needs (Gruber et al., 2010). It is interesting
to leam from prior literawre that being
knowledgeable and having expertise in the teaching
field are only two in dozens of different
charactenistics that students expect a professor (0
have. Moreover. excellent teaching appears to be
influenced more by the professors’ personality than
the knowledge they provide in class (Moore & Kuol.
2007). In addition, it is imponant to study
characteristics of effective professors from the
students’ point of view. As Joseph and colleagues
(2005) points out, traditional approaches to
investigate students’ satisfaction mainly choose the
criterna based on the standards of admunistrators or
academics, understandings from the standpoint of
students — the prirary largel customers are crucial.

2.2. Kano method

[n the 1980s, professor Noriaki Kano invented a
method, which was then named after him, to analyse
the product development and customer satisfaction
(Kano, 1984). The purpose of the method is to
distinguish three types of requirements that affect
customer preferences. These requirements are as
fotlows.

(1) Must-be requarements are the requirements
that have 1o be mcluded in the features of a product.
The customers will be very disappointed if these
requirements are not fulfilled. However, the
fulfilment of these requiremems will not increase
customer sansfaction as these requirements are
considered to be prerequisites of products or
services. Must-be requirements are minimun level
that producers. or sersice providers must reach to
salisfy their customers.

(2) One-dimensional requirements: Regarding
one-dimensional requirements. the customer's
satisfacton degree is proportional to the fulfilment
of these requirements, or vice versa. that is. the
customer’s dissatisfaction degree 1s proportional to
the ignorance of these requirements. Put in other
words. the higher fulfilment of these requirements
gains. the higher customer’s satistaction will be.
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(3) Anractive reguirements:  This type of
requirements has the strongest influence on
customer satisfaction. Fulfilling these requirements
produces a larger satisfaction degree than fulfilling
one-dimensional requirements does. However, if
these requirements are not met, customer will not be
dissatisfied.

By categorizing determinants of customers’
satisfaction into three different groups as above.
Kano method offers at least two significant
advantages. First, the three categories of
requirements will produce a better recommendation
for producers, or service providers, on which
requirements should be more focused on than the
others. More precisely, producers or service
providers should first make sure that their products
or services have all of must-be requirements since
missing these requirements will lead to significant
dissatisfactions. Next, they can coasider among one-
dimensional and attractive requirements based on
the satisfaction and dissatisfaction coefiicients of
these factors and depending on their strategic goals.
Second, Kano’s method will offer valuable help in
the product development stage. In the event that two
product requirements cannot be fulfilled in same
time due to technical or financial reasons, the fearure
that has a greater influence on customer
dissatisfaction should be carried out first as lacking
these features can cause severe consequences.

3. Proposed characteristics of efficient
professors

The first step 1o apply Kano method is to propose
a list of functions or requirements that customers
may expect a product or service has. Then in the
next step, a questionnaire will be designed to
explore how each of these requuements can
influence customers” satisfaction and dissatisfaction.
In our case. this list would be the characteristics that
students expect an efficient professor should have.
Based on reviewing prior literaure  on
characteristics of efficient professors, we propose
the following seven faciors.

(1) Expertise (Practical experience): Su & Wood
(2012) states that it is necessary for lecturers to have
practical knowledge in the subject area that they
teach. For stud experiences ding what are
happening in real hife make the lectures more
reahstic and atiractive. In addition. many students
sull think that the knowledge they have learned in
university is (oo theoretical and is not very helptul
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for their furure work. Therefore. by sharing practical
experiences, and more importantly.  showing
students how knowledge from textbooks is related
and useful for real life matters can make students
more satisfied with the lectures.

(2) Approachabiliry: This factor indicates
whether it is easy for students to “get approach” to
their professors and have professors’ assistance with
answering their questions (Browne et al., 1998). A
frequent complaint from students is that professors
only facus on delivering the lessons. while ignoring
students’ questions or matters with understanding
the lessons. Particularly, in Asian culture, where the
the relationships between lecturers and students are
is highly hierarchical. students are even sometimes
“afraid” of talking to or asking their lecturers with
their questions. Therefore, we suppose that if a
lecturer is open. friendly and always willing 10 help
students solve the problems they do not understand
(or willing to answer students’ questions). students
will be more satisfied.

(3) Empathy (responsiveness): Responsiveness is
considered as the readiness 10 assist customers and
provide appropriate service (Zeithaml et al., 1990).
In education perspective. this term implies the
ability to handle swdents’ demand and their
feedback efficiendy. It helps lecturers find out needs
and wants of the students, suitable class hours or
individual attention. Responsiveness s also used to
judge the auitude and punctuality of teaching siaffs
in order (o support students. This characteristic is
differem 1o the  second  characeristic
(approachability) to the extent that this characteristic
is more aboul undersianding and sharing with
students with mauters they have.

(4) Sense of humor: According to findings from
Lantos (1997), humorous teacher is an imponant
determinant of swdents’ satisfaction. Humor i
defined as a characienstic of having ability to tell
amusing slones or making fun of discussed issues.
Students in the class of such a lecwrer are more
likely 1o get the points of the lesson than their
counterparts under the guidance of a lecturer that do
not have such an anribute. n our questionnaire, we
measure this characieristic by asking how students
feel if their lecturer has a good sense of humor. and
could provide many fun facts or fun examples to
illustrate the theories.

(5) Rehabiliy: Reliability i~ neeesary 10 serve
customers dependably and accurately, In our case.



this characteristic implies that the lecture provides a
clear syllabus with fair grading system from the
beginning of the course and is always fair and
consistent 1n their behaviors and evaluation though
the course. In prior literature, this characteristic was
claimed to be one of the fundamental factors, that
has highly impact on students’ satisfaction (Pariseau
& McDaniel, 1997).

(6) Variety of ieaching methods: In order for
students (0 understand lectures thoroughly, (he
lecturer’s role is not only to answer their questions
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designed our questionnaire survey following the
style of Kano method. In this questionnaire, for each
chosen requirement or variable, a pair of questions is
formulated with five different ways of answers. The
first question is called functional question, which
concems the customer s reaction if the product has
the requirement. The second question is called
dysfunctional question. which concermns the
customer’s reaction if the product does not have the
requirement. An example of a couple of questions is
inTable | below.

Table 1. Examples of functional and dysfunctional question

(Functional form of question)

If alecturer has a lot of practical experiences which are related to knowledge from the textbook
and he/she can share those experiences in the class, how do you feel? | 3.1amneutral |

teaching knowledge from the textbook, how do you feel?
(Dysfunctional form of question)

but also to explain in the easiest-lo-understand and
most attractive way (Browne etr al,, 1998). Even
though lecturers have professional quahfications, if
professors cannol interpret in different ways and just
repeat the same method several hmes in a lesson,
the students will get bored. Moreover, various
explanations make lectures more interesting, attract
students’ attention and help them understand the
lesson better,

(7) Good presentation skill: According to James
(2015), in classroom environment, ecffective
presentation skills are important for improving
communication and creating positive leaming
experiences, which helps swdents to understand
clearly and memorably. It also helps teacher
communicate complex information in simple and
interesting ways to keep students engaged. Having
good presentation skills also gives lecturers the
ability to summarize whal they want to impart 1 an
explicit way, thus saving working time.

4, Dala collection and data analysis

4.1. Data collection

With the set of seven characteristics of efficient
professors, as proposed in the previous section. we

Ifalecturer does not have many practical experiences, therefore, they mainly focus on

| 1.tlikeitthat way
2. It must be that way

4.l canlive that way
5. 1 diglike that way {
=b—.w == . !
1.1like it that way
2. tmust be that way
| 3.1amneutral
4. | can live that way
5. 1 dislike that way

The above questions were designed for the first
characteristic,  which is  "having  practical
experiences”. Other pairs of questions were made
with the same format as this example pawr of
questions. As we choose 1o test seven characleristics,
the questionnaire survey has fourteen questions in
total. We then delivered the printed questionnaires
to 163 students in a university in Vietnam, The
response rate was 100%.

4.2. Data analysis

After receiving the surveys. we coded the
answers of each respondent based on the evaluation
table provided by Kano (1984) as follows, (Table 2)

In our example. suppose a siudent gave the
answer “(1) I like it that way™ for the functional
question and answer “(3) | am neutral” or “(4) I can
live with that way" for the dysfunctional question.
We then combine these two answens together in the
evaluation table and amive at category A. it means
that practical expertse factor is an atractive factor
from the view point of the student. It the answer falts
in category M or category O. it means thal the
focused requirement or feature is considered as u
must-be or one-dimension requirement.
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Table 2: Kano evaluation table

r = ol (vogaive) queston
‘ B Lke | Mustbe rfeml e Live with Disika
L I e AT T S0
[ Like Q A A A 0 |

} Mustbe | R | | | ! M

Functional R B~ [ ==

| | M
(positive) queston Neuiral‘_a R Ii Jf ‘ =
‘ | Live with R | | [ [ | M |
‘ [Disske | R | R R [ R | a0

*InTable 2, customer requivement is:

A: Atrractive; O: One- dimensional; B: Must-be; Q: Questionable: R: Reverse: and I: Indifferent

respectively, to the interviewee. Category |
indicates that the interviewee is indifferent to this
feature. The existence of this issue is not necessary
and customers do not care much about this feature.
The category Q is questionable answer. In general,
we only get this code Q when the question does not
make sense, the interviewee musunderstands the
question or they choose the answer randomly.

We coded and analyzed our dala using Microsoft
Excel. The frequency of each answer was calculated
and reported in Table M1 in the result section. In
addition, we also calculated the customer satisfaction
and  dissatisfaction  coefficients.  Satisfaction
coefficients reveal whether satisfaction can be
increased by fulfilling a requirement, in our case,
when the professors have a chosen characteristic.
Similar logic applies to dissatisfaction coefficients.
To get these coefficients, we need to apply the two
following formulas, created by Kano (1984):

Extent of satisfaction:

A+ O
A+O+M+1

Extent of dissatisfaction:

O+M
A+O+M+1Nx(-1)

The satisfaction coefficient ranges from 0 w0 1.
implying that: f the value of the characteristic is
closer to 1, it has higber impact on customers/
students' satisfaction and the further the value is 10 0,
the less influence on them. In contrast, the
dissatisfaction coefficient ranges from 0 to -1. The
student”  dissatisfacnion increases if the value
approaches 10 -1. t.e. analyzed characteristic is not
fulfilled. The focused feature does not cause
dissatisfaction i )t is not met when the value gets
closerto 0.

286 S8 17 - Thang 7/2020

5. Findings and discussion

A summary of our findings is presented in Table
3. The satisfaction and disatisfaction coefficients are
plotted in Fig 1.

Results from Table 3 reveal the characteristics
that professors should have to satisfy students’
needs. It can be clearly seen that in the seven
investigated characteristics, there are five one-
dimensional factors and two attractive factors.

First, “expertise”, “approachability ",
“empathy”, “reliability” and “good presentation
skill” are one-di i This
means if the professors have these characteristics.
the students will be more satisfied and vice versa.
The most influencing factors for student
satisfaction are “expertise " with satisfaction rate of
78.3%. This finding highlights the importance of
professor's knowledge and particularly the strong
impact of professors’ practical experience on
students’ satisfaction. Note that although 64
students considered “expertise” as a one-
dimensional requirement, an almost equal number
of students 1n the sample (62 students) chose this
factor as an “attractive”, Together with the high
satisfaction coefficient, these resulis imply that
“expertise " or having many practical experiences
and being able 10 provide them in the lectures is a
very imporant characteristic that an efficient
professor should have.

In addition. the ransmission of knowledge from
lecturers to students is also very important. Good
presentation skills of professors help to improve
communication and create  positive leaming
experiences that allow students 1o understand the
lesson clearly (James. 2015). Marcover, lecturers
should be approachable. friendly. lisien to students’

jonal req nts.
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Table 3: Empirical results on characteristics of efficient professors

e R
Sensoof | | Veyol | Good |

WRahabity teaching | presentation ;
method skill

Dissatistaction coefficient | 47.2% |

Satisfaction coefficient 78.3% I

— —t
$05% | £03% | -008% | T8B% | -239% | S99% |
718% | 693% | 755% | 506% | 57.9% | 752% |

Fig. I: Effecls of professors’ characterisfics
on level of safisfaction and dissalistaction
of students

I o |

. | oo |
Good Santeof
Expentse
prasentation T Mamer am
I ity @ ! . !
. Vartety of
e approachubitity ® EMPINY pscping .
2 nd method aw
< taimess ¢
&1
= . aw
5.0
a oo |

°
3

i@ a% ok am e 0% aw 0% 41 @ o
Dissatisfaction

needs regarding the lesson or other university
problems and help students solve them. Those
attributes give students the opportunity to receive the
lectures in the most efficient and effective way.
Although “reliability ™ does not increase students’
satisfaction significantly compared to other variables
(satisfaction coefficient is 50.6%), failing to fulfil this
tequirement will result in highly dissatisfaction from
students. The dissatisfaction coefficient of this
requirement is 78.8%. the highest in all coefficients.
It can be seen that “reliability and fairness™ are
fundamental atiributes to create student satisfaction,
which is similar to previous research result by
Gruber and colleagues (2015). Most students always

expect the teacher to have clear syllabus, explain
clearly grading system from the beginning of the
course, and give marks fairly and reasonably
throughout the course.

The two remaining atributes, “sense of humour ™
and “vamety of teaching methods™ are in the
category of “atractive . This means students do not
explicitly ask for these two factors. However, if the
professors can provide them, students will be
exuemely excited. Humour is not a necessary
attribute for a lecturer. but it has a great influence on
student satisfaction. I a professor is funny, their
lectures will be interesting and help students
concentrate more. Moreover, they can even make
boring lecture content interesting by applying itto a
funny sitation (Gruber et al., 2015). This finding is
consistent with Lantos (1997), which suggests that
lecturers should use humour as a tool to motivate
students. Similarly. 64 out of 143 students (roughly
45% of the sample) are interested in experiencing a
different way of studying such as learning from case
studies. simulation games /role play and so on.

In conclusion, combing results from Table 3 and
Fig.|. we can see that the three factors thal are most
influential 10 students’ satisfaction are “expertine ™.
“sense of humour™. and “good presentation skilis ™.
On the other hand. although “reliability” does not
have a significant impact on students” satisfaction,
the lack of this chamcleristic can cause severe
disappointment ) students. Lastly.
~approachability ™ and “empathy™ are the two
requirements that have refatively high coefficients in
Doth satistaction and dissatsfaction.

$6 17 - Thang 7/2020 287


file:///Melyof

TAP CHi CONG THUONG

6. Conclusion

This research aims at exploring what
determines an “efficient professors” from students’
perspectives, or in other words, what characteristics
professors or lecturers should have to satisfy
students. We  proposed seven different
characteristics of an efficient professor and tested
how each of these characteristics may influence
students’ satisfaction with Kano method (Kano,
1984). The empirical analysis was conducted with a
sample of 163 swudents from a university in
Vietnam Findings from this analysis suggests
many interesting takeaways, which can be
summarized as follows.

(1) Being reliable, having good presentation
skills and approachability are the most impornant
requirements to a professor. As can be seen from
Fig. 1, these three variables have highest
dissatisfaction coefficients, implying that lacking
these factors will lead t0 extreme dissatisfaction
from students. Therefore, to avoid dissatisfying
students, professors should first make sure to have
these three characteristics, i.e.: being reliable and
and fair in evalvating (grading) smdents’
performance as well as being able w provide a
clear syllabus from the beginning of the course:
having good presentation and explanation skill, and
being open and willing to listen and help students
with their problems.

(2) Expertise and Empathy are the next two
characteristics that have average dissatisfaction
coefficient and above-average salisfaction
coefficient. In addition, these factors are
considered by students as both one-dimensional
factor and attracuve factor (as stated in Table I11).
These results imply that with these two
characleristics, professors may make students very
sansfied, while in contrast, missing these two
characteristics can lead to dissatisfaction, although
not as large as the three factors mentioned in point
(1). Hence, these 1wo characteristics should be the
next ones that professors may wanl to armed
themselves with if they want to make the students
feel delightful.

(3) The last group consists of two characteristics.
namely sense of humour and variety of teaching
method. While having a 200d sense of humour and
changing teaching methods during the course can
make students very satisfied. lacking these two
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factors does not result in sigmificant dissatisfaction.
This implies that it would be great if professors can
have these characienistics. however, if they do not
have them, the students are still fine.

The summary of findings above has also
revealed the significant practical implication of this
research. Using the above findings from this study.
we hope that lectures can make meaningful
adaptation to the cwrent teaching programs.
curriculum, teaching methods and so on 1o betier
satisfy students’ expectation. In addition, the board
of directors of universities may also use these set of
requirements as the set of criteria to evaluate
applicants for teaching positions at the university.
Clearly, a lecturer needs 1o have a lot more than
just professional qualifications in order 10 satisfy
students.

Regarding theoretical contributions, we hope
that this study will inspire and encourage
researchers in the marketing field to use different
methods to explore the same research issue in
order to gain more robust results. Moreover. this
study also extends the research stream on
determinants of students’ satisfaction by providing
a more complete understanding of the way how to
define an “effective professor”. The document
including satisfaction faciors will facilitale easier
summary of standard efficient professors and lead
to a more complete knowledge of improving
teaching quality.

Our study is, of course, not without any
limitations. First, the research only explores
characteristics of efficient professors {rom the
perspective of students while could not collect
data from the professors’ side. Future research
can take this into account and complete the
research by surveying both students and teachers
In doing so, we will be able 1o see if there are any
differences in the way how professors and
students consider a professor 1o be “efficient™
Second. a larger sample of dala from studenis
from other universities in different countries can
provide a broader picture on  swdents’
expectaton on their professors. Third. with the
same method. i.e. Kamo method. future research
may explore other factors that influence <tudents’
satisfaction. not only related 1o teaching staffx but
also the content of the lectures. programs, and
soon ®
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UNG DUNG PHUGNG PHAP KANO
P TIM HIEU CAC YEU TO ANH HUGNG
PENSUHAI LONG CUA SINH VIEN

@715, POANTHU TRANG
Khoa Quéc 18,
Pai hoc Qusce gia Ha NI

TOMTAT:

Viéc canh tranh giita c4c rudng dai boc va cao ding ting manh rong nhitng ndm gén diy
43 khién cho cdc tndng chd ¥ nhiéu han 18i viée ddp tng cdc nhu cdu va 1am hai long sinh
vién. K&t qu tir cdc nghidn ctu nén hanh gin diy da chi ra ring c6 sy khac biét 16n vé mat
dinh lvgng gilfa cdc y&u 8 4nh hudng 1di sy hai ldng va khdng hai 1dng cia sinh vién. Nghién
clfu niy st dung phuong phdp Kano d€ tim hi€u ré hon vé c4c y&u td lién quan 16i gidng vién
va bi gidng ma c6 thé dudc sinh vién dénh gid cao hoic 13m sinh vién cdm thdy hai 1dng.
V@i bg dif liéu khdo sa tir 163 sinh vién clla mot trudng dai hoc tai Viét Nam, k&1 qui nghién
cifu cho thi'y gidng vién c6 sy hiai hudc va c6 sy thay d8i linh hoai trong phudng phdp gidng
day dugce sinh vién ddnh gid cao nhat. Trong khi d6, khéng nhat quén va khdng 6 rang trong
thi€t k& bai gidng ciing nhu cdch dénh gid. chdm diém sé lam gidm chi s6 hai long ciia sinh
vién rit nhiéu,

T khod: Nginh dich vy gido duc. sy hai ldng clia sinh vién. chit luong gidng day. phuong
phap Kano.
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