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Abstract: The quality of universities in the present era is the subject of ever more discussion in the
Czech Republic and the EU. Quality is determined both quantitatively and qualitatively, and ever
more importance is placed on ratings by students and graduates. The objective of this article is to
identify and evaluate factors influencing the motivation of students to seek higher education and their
expectations regarding the quality of a university. The data was obtained using questionnaire-based
investigation among the students of a state university (n = 293) and was analysed using descriptive
and multivariate statistics. The results identified seven factors that influence the motivation and
expectations of students, of which the most significant are quality personnel providing instruction,
building social status, development of competencies, and the quality of the education process in
relation to employment. The recommendations presented can help other universities to implement
suitable personnel marketing and to gain sustainable competitive advantage.

Keywords: higher education; marketing activities; motivation; quality assurance; students’
satisfaction; sustainability; Czech Republic

1. Introduction

Higher education is currently perceived as highly competitive, dynamic, and global [1–4]. It is
influenced by global trends and not uncommonly by changes of an economic and social character.
For this reason, an even greater emphasis is placed on quality assurance of the educational process
of institutions of higher education and their sustainability, which is a common goal not only of
governments, university management and faculty but of all groups immediately involved [5,6].
The theme presented is currently highly topical, given the growing world-wide emphasis on the quality
of university education, according to the global accreditation organisation Accreditation Council
for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP) and its focus on cross-disciplinary, scholarly, social
sustainability of human, in this case university students.

Despite the ongoing discussions and results of previous studies, there is no universal guide for
broadly assessing the quality of higher education [7]. The reason is mostly the fact that quality in
the university environment is complex, multifunctional, and difficult to define [8]. For this reason,
the university environment is seeing the greater application of the tools of Total Quality Management,
which is a system of continuous improvement of services offered to customers [9]. Managing
relationships with customers who are students, in the case of higher education, is fundamentally
impacted by the competitiveness of the institution and its ability to respond flexibly to changes in
the needs and expectations of students from the education process [10]. Another authors agree,
and state that only an approach based on the active engagement of students in the creation of
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university education will enable their full satisfaction [11]. However, in connection with attracting
customers (students), also emphasize the ever-increasing importance of marketing communication
where interactive marketing communication tools mediated by the students’ decision-making process
have a major impact on the brand and image of the educational institution [4].

Institutions of higher education and the individual faculties themselves are measured in the
current competitive environment using official rankings published by a wide range of agencies and
organisations that measure their global competitiveness and sustainability [12]. The management
of the institutions presumes that successful placement in these rankings will help build the good
reputation of the educational institution and attract new students and retain the existing ones because
students can use these criteria when choosing an educational institution [13,14]. Placement in the
rankings is considered a very useful comparative tool for institutions of higher education throughout
the world, and heavily promotes the university, which helps attract not only high-quality students but
also the academic staff [15]. There are several methodologies to compare the quality of institutions
of higher education, such as the frequently cited Times Higher Education (THE) World University
Rankings. This international ranking of scientific, research and development activities also evaluates
education, collaboration with the outside world, and international scale of the institution. Specifically,
the THE rankings are based on the following composite categories and weightings: training and
instruction, research, citations, international scale, and revenues on scientific and creative activities
from private sources. However, some scholars point out grave defects of performance criteria that
perceive an educational institution as a whole and do not take into consideration the individual fields
of study or research and also do not consider institutional characteristics such as the size or age of the
institution [15]. Educational institutions in various countries also operate under differing political and
socioeconomic conditions, and thereby face differing societal demands [16]. The performance criteria
used in the global ranking are therefore not necessarily in accordance with the individual goals of
the institution.

On the other hand, Ďurišová et al. consider the quality of educational institutions from the
perspective of assessing the results of instruction, which are reflected in the progress of students in
teaching, skills, and attitudes [17]. Other authors prioritize an approach to evaluating the quality of
colleges and universities based on satisfying the needs and expectations of students as the primary
customers of educational institutions [18,19].

It can be said that the quality of educational institutions can be evaluated in various ways,
quantitatively (e.g., traditional assessment of student and graduate results, total number of students
and graduates relative to students accepted, etc.) or qualitatively using the employability of students
in practice or assessment of subjective student satisfaction [20,21]. In the current stage of social
development, a transition is taking place from quantitative to qualitative assessment of results [17] and
students’ satisfaction represents a key output variable for providing their services [22]. The results
of recent studies prove that student satisfaction is an important tool of the relationship marketing
and currently a fundamental tool of the personnel marketing of colleges and universities [11,20].
Educational institutions wishing to succeed in the specific conditions of a given country or at an
international level must determine and evaluate the motivation, expectations, and needs of their
students [19,21]. It can be said that the higher education environment has undergone significant
changes in previous years. The education market has become ever more competitive due to the
increased numbers of educational institutions [23], as well as other educational institutions outside
the classic system of education. The rise of the Internet and the development of technologies has also
brought significant changes to the methods by which students obtain their knowledge, information,
and experience, as well as the demands for knowledge and skills among graduates [11,24]. Employers
above all favour graduates with developed general competencies who are willing and able to continue
their education, students with international experience, and students with established work habits [25].
Based on the abovementioned information and other research findings the following facts can be
summarized [19,26,27]:
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• Students have different expectations from the educational institution and their reasons to pursue
university studies vary.

• Students’ characteristics can influence the reason for choosing an educational institution.
• Students perceive the quality of teaching differently and consider different criteria for selecting a

concrete university.
• The choice of communication channels and marketing tools of an educational institution affects

its ability to attract and to retain students.
• Students are motivated for further studies by different stimuli that may be related to the teaching

environment, the subject taught, the way of teaching and the teacher’s personality.

It can be said that the purpose of each higher education institution is to satisfy the needs of its
students, to meet their expectations and to provide high-quality education services that enable students
to gain a competitive advantage in the labour market. However, with today’s highly competitive
pressure, educational institutions must be able to build an institution’s brand and choose such marketing
tools that will convince all stakeholders of its qualities [28,29]. Only by recognising the different needs,
preferences, motivation, wishes and other characteristics of students, a higher education institution can
respond to these differences, gain a sustainable competitive advantage among educational institutions,
and create effective concepts and strategies to attract and retain students or to constantly improve the
quality of its services. This knowledge can then be used by higher education institutions to formulate
policies and target at specific groups of students to ensure a favourable academic environment and
increase their image.

The objective of this article is to identify and evaluate factors influencing the motivation of students
to pursue higher education and their expectations regarding the quality of a college or university.
A separate goal is to identify the reasons motivating students to study at a specific university in
the Czech Republic and based on the findings to propose to the institutions, or to other educational
institutions of similar specialization, modifications of their activities to improve their relationships
with students.

The article presents a summary of the current knowledge in Theoretical Background, from which
the basic research questions and hypotheses resulted, then it describes the used research methods
and statistical techniques in Materials and Methods, afterwards the gathered findings are assessed in
Results, the achieved and presented results are then compared with those of international studies in
Discussion and, finally, recommendations to the institution under examination are given in Results.

The article evaluates data from the Faculty of Economics, whose research has been approved by the
management of the university, and results of which will be used to develop marketing communication
with potential students, see Materials and Methods.

2. Materials and Methods

An online quantitative survey among students of the selected university was used to obtain
primary data. The survey focused on all first-year students in the bachelor’s study program at a state
university (the selected faculty with an economic specialization) in the Czech Republic who began their
university studies in the 2017/2018 academic year (N = 1423). The sample of first-year students was
authorised by the dean of the faculty because first-year students can bring new information about the
factors influencing students’ motivation to study at the university. Based on the results the faculty can
change its approach to students’ motivation and increase the efficiency of its marketing communication
with potential students. The survey was distributed to all students electronically on behalf of the
study department with the dean’s permission. Each of the respondents obtained an automatic email
invitation to participate in the given study in November 2017 with a follow-up request for involvement
in the study 14 days later. A total of n = 293 students participated in the survey (response rate = 20.6%).
The selection sample size was defined using the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) formula (N = 1423, required
confidence level at 95% (standard value of 1.96), the acceptable deviation rate d = 0.03 and the expected
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deviation rate r = 0.04). Using this statistical approach to sample size computation and based on
the above-mentioned rates, the minimum number of respondents was set at 148, which requirement
was met by the conducted survey (n = 293). The questionnaire respected the ethical perspective and
anonymity of the respondents.

The questionnaire consisted of 10 questions, a total of four identification, two closed questions
with the option for one answer and four summary study questions composed of claims (the option
to express the level of agreement with the individual claims on a five-point scale – strongly agree,
agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree). For the needs of this article, respondent replies were
merged into the options yes (strongly agree, agree) and no (neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree).
The questionnaire is enclosed with the article.

Basic information about the sample of respondents:

• Gender: female (174, 59.4%), male (119, 40.6%)
• Age category: 18–20 years old (206, 70.3%), 21–23 years old (64, 21.8%), more than 24 years old

(23, 7.8%)
• Type of secondary school attended: technical/vocational school (102, 34.8%), preparatory

school/lyceum (90, 30.7%), business academy (101, 34.5%).

In the first part of the study, the results were subjected to multivariate statistics using factor
analysis according to the recommendation of Anderson [30]. The objective of the analysis was to
determine what factors influence the motivation of students to seek higher education and what
expectations students have from a college or university in terms of quality assurance of instruction.

For the evaluation of results, properties of the observed conduct of respondents must be studied
(the reasons for carrying on with university studies, criteria for selecting the university, the factors
influencing students’ approach to their studies) that were replaced with a smaller number of other
(albeit artificially formed) variables summarising the facts learned about the fundamental variables.
Newly developed factors are designed to simplify the overall number of results and explain the
variability and interdependences of the variables considered. A factor analysis was used to develop
factors that sum up preferences and place them in comprehensive groups. This means that the
factor analysis employed in the contribution studies and evaluates mutual linear relations between
the variables observed, which are perceived by the factor analysis as the result of the existence of
directly unmeasurable known or hypothetical general influences. It must be noted that, in the case
of the factor analysis, the approach is more heuristic, requiring a profound understanding of the
issue at hand, but also extensive knowledge and experience with the selected method of analysis
for the correct interpretation of results. That is why the method is rejected by certain statisticians as
insufficiently exact, insufficiently conclusive, and subjective. Many researchers in the field of social
sciences (e.g., sociologists) and in human resource and human conduct research use factor analyses
frequently and trust it very much [30].

Factor analysis was based on a correlation matrix. Before the application of factor analysis,
the correlation matrix was created and subjected to further analysis and interpreted with a view to the
suitability of further calculations using multidimensional methods.

To select the substantial factors, the Varimax method and the Kaiser-Guttman rule were used in
the factor analysis (after correlation analysis and principal component analysis). Data was processed
only if the value of substantial factors was greater than 1 and values exceeding 0.3 were considered to
be statistically significant, which is the minimum value used primarily in social research based on the
preferences of individual research participants [30].

The second part of the analysis focused on the reasons for studying at a specific college or
university. The results of the identified criteria based on literature review were subjected to the
statistical analysis using tests of dependence (χ2 test) and powers of dependence (Cramer’s V). It can
be summarised that if the calculated p-value was below the significance threshold α = 0.05, the null
hypothesis was rejected; after that, the strength of the correlation was determined using Cramer’s V.
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The results of the strength of the correlation were interpreted in accordance with the categories in [30].
As part of the analysis, the following statistical null hypotheses were tested:

• H01: There is no statistical dependency between the predominant reasons of students to study at
the selected university and gender.

• H02: There is no statistical dependency between the predominant reasons of students to study at
the selected university and age category.

• H03: There is no statistical dependency between the predominant reasons of students to study at
the selected university and the type of secondary school attended.

To test for dependencies, the answers of the respondents were merged into the responses yes,
neutral, and no. IBM SPSS Statistics statistical software (IBM Corporation, Armonk, NY, USA) was
used to test the results. A reliability test was carried out within the framework of statistical testing,
using the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. The level of variable coexistence was calculated with the
SPSS programme at 0.829, which can be considered a high level and the test can hence be considered
reliable. The type of the article is a case study. We can summarise that a case study was used as a
qualitative method which allowed a detailed study of one case in order to apply the obtained findings
to understand similar cases [30]. Case study research refers to an in-depth, detailed study of an
individual or a small group of individuals, in this case at one economic faculty (n=293 respondents).
Such studies are typically qualitative in nature, resulting in a narrative description of behaviour or
experience. It must be stated that case study research is not used to determine cause and effect, nor is it
used to discover generalizable truths or make predictions; rather, the emphasis in case study research
is placed on exploration and description of a phenomenon.

3. Results

3.1. Motivation and Expectation of Students

During the research carried out, respondents were asked about the reasons that led them to apply
for university, the factors influencing the choice of a university from a broad range of educational
institutions available, and about the factors that have an impact on their approach to their studies
(respondents were permitted to check off several responses). The specific results are shown in Tables 1–3.

Table 1. Reasons to pursue university studies.

Variable Absolute Frequencies Relative Frequencies

Extending student life 179 61.1
Education expectations from the family, friends and colleagues 194 66.2

Gaining a good social status 229 78.2
Possibility of earning more money in the future 260 88.7

Desire to continue studying 210 71.7
Obtaining a university degree 251 85.7

Possibility of getting a dream job 184 62.8
Better career growth prospects 254 86.7

Table 2. Factors having an impact on the choice of university.

Variable Absolute Frequencies Relative Frequencies

Finding a good job after graduation 202 68.9
Quality of teaching 191 65.2

Financial demands of study 181 61.8
Chances of successful graduation 230 78.5

Flexibility of education according to individual needs 180 61.4
Accessibility of education 124 42.3

Possibility of studying in a foreign language/abroad 77 26.3
Specialization of the university 172 58.7
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Table 3. Factors having an impact on students’ approach to their studies.

Variable Absolute Frequencies Relative Frequencies

Personality of the teacher 132 45.1
Interactive teaching 117 39.9

Open discussion, teamwork 120 41.0
Modern teaching methods 184 62.8

Professional competences of the teachers 164 56.0
Combining theory and practice 179 61.1

Difficult tasks that pose a challenge 67 22.9
Positive and supportive environment 198 67.6

Desire to learn and develop 195 66.6
Financial reward (merit scholarship) 72 24.6

For a more detailed analysis of the results discovered, the variables were then subjected to a factor
analysis for the purposes of which they were combined under the single title Motivational factors.

According to the frequency of positive responses (agree and strongly agree) with the individual
claims in relative expression, the responses of the students may be summarised as follows:

• The main reasons for studying at the university included the possibility of earning more money in
the future (88.7%), better career growth prospects (86.7%) and obtaining a university degree (85.7%).

• When selecting a university, students considered primarily the criteria of chances of successful
graduation (78.8%), finding a good job after graduation (68.9%), and quality of teaching (65.2%).

• The main variable with a positive effect on the students’ approach to their studies includes positive
and supportive environment (67.6%), desire to learn and develop (66.6%), modern teaching
methods (62.8%), and combining theory and practice (61.1%).

The data obtained as part of the qualitative study was subjected to factor analysis, where the
factors most influencing the motivation of students to seek higher education and their expectations
of the quality of higher education were identified. As part of a complex evaluation of the factors,
7 significant factors that altogether explain 61.836% of the behaviour of the examined sample were
identified. The individual factors and their significance are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. Variance explained by factors – motivational factors.

Factor Total Variance Total % of Variance Cumulative % of Variance

1 7.168 27.568 27.568
2 2.355 9.057 36.625
3 1.949 7.497 44.123
4 1.326 5.101 49.223
5 1.198 4.607 53.831
6 1.059 4.072 57.903
7 1.023 3.934 61.836

Factor 1 had the greatest effect, covering almost 28% of the individual variables. Detailed results
of the factor analysis influencing the motivation of students to seek higher education are listed in
Table 5. All factors with a value greater than 0.3 are statistically significant with a view to their field
focus [30].

Based on the results of the factor analysis, it could be seen that a significant group of students in
the selected sample focuses on high-quality personnel providing instruction (factor 1) when selecting
a college or university and assessing its quality. For this reason, students positively rate interactive
teaching and alternating individual and group work, open discussion and teamwork, modern teaching
methods, the personality of the teacher, combining theory and practice, positive and supportive
environment. In sum, these students expect training and transfer of practically applicable knowledge
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and skills from experts who support options for effective communication and learning from experience.
The second factor covers the group of students in the selected sample who emphasize building social
status and continual career building. This is more or less a materialistic approach, where preference is
given to the possibility of earning more money in the future, better career growth prospects, gaining a
good social status, possibility of getting a dream job, obtaining a university degree. These students
consider higher education to be a means toward future success.

Table 5. Resultant factors by the Varimax method - motivational factors.

Factor

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Extending student life −0.009 −0.013 −0.038 0.112 −0.016 0.744 0.285
Education expectations from the family, friends

and colleagues 0.031 0.134 −0.162 −0.025 0.176 0.739 −0.071

Gaining a good social status 0.170 0.752 −0.013 0.106 0.049 0.213 −0.055
Possibility of earning more money in the future 0.053 0.820 0.024 0.200 0.110 0.003 −0.034

Desire to continue studying 0.122 0.165 0.653 0.208 −0.069 −0.197 0.311
Obtaining a university degree −0.059 0.640 0.195 0.019 0.043 0.255 0.051

Possibility of getting a dream job 0.200 0.685 0.173 0.188 0.048 −0.162 0.217
Better career growth prospects 0.128 0.779 0.152 0.054 0.089 −0.155 0.214

Finding a good job after graduation 0.286 0.311 0.120 0.713 −0.031 0.072 0.031
Quality of teaching 0.347 0.242 0.221 0.646 0.131 −0.051 −0.055

Financial demands of study 0.163 0.082 −0.054 0.326 0.632 −0.099 0.096
Chances of successful graduation −0.008 0.043 0.150 −0.163 0.730 0.223 −0.063

Flexibility of education according to
individual needs 0.121 0.126 0.024 −0.013 0.719 −0.003 −0.004

Accessibility of education 0.048 0.000 −0.012 0.462 0.494 0.137 0.177
Possibility of studying in a foreign

language/abroad 0.221 0.139 0.138 0.087 0.023 0.168 0.672

Specialization of the university 0.128 0.136 0.296 0.558 −0.013 0.039 0.369
Personality of the teacher 0.704 0.000 0.137 0.091 0.177 0.095 0.171

Interactive teaching 0.784 0.116 0.047 0.061 0.152 −0.055 0.308
Open discussion, teamwork 0.739 0.135 −0.011 0.078 0.042 −0.107 0.245
Modern teaching methods 0.715 0.083 0.230 0.226 −0.013 0.002 −0.028

Professional competences of the teachers 0.507 0.024 0.548 0.174 0.075 −0.036 −0.225
Combining theory and practice 0.601 0.058 0.420 0.224 0.026 0.105 −0.212

Difficult tasks that pose a challenge 0.308 0.080 0.595 −0.072 0.145 0.002 0.219
Positive and supportive environment 0.585 0.254 0.377 0.189 0.049 0.073 −0.029

Desire to learn and develop 0.139 0.194 0.748 0.190 0.035 −0.121 0.043
Financial reward (merit scholarship) 0.217 0.156 0.231 0.252 0.245 0.126 0.346

Total % of Variance 27.568 9.057 7.497 5.101 4.607 4.072 3.934

The bold variables in one column describe behaviour of a group of students.

Factor 3 covers a group of students in the selected sample who seek to develop competencies
and implement them organically in practice. Students focused on competency development are
distinguished by a desire to seek further education and thereby develop their present capabilities
and skills; they prioritize difficult tasks that pose a challenge and expect the transfer of theoretical
and practical knowledge from qualified experts. Another group (factor 4) consisted of students
in the selected sample who primarily emphasize the quality of the education process in relation
to employment (finding a good job after graduation, quality of teaching and specialisation of the
university). Certain students focused primarily on advantageousness of the institution of higher
education (factor 5 – externality), where they consider its financial demand, the likelihood of completing
studies, options for adapting instruction to their personal needs, or transportation accessibility. The least
significant factors were grouped together in factor 6, which combines undecided students looking for
extending student life and fulfilling the expectations of their community and factor 7, typically for
students looking only for the international experience.
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3.2. Reasons for Studying at the Selected University

Given the general specification of factors influencing the motivation of students to seek higher
education and their expectations (see Table 5), the results were subjected to further testing focused on
specific reasons for studying at the selected institution.

Most of the respondents stated that they learned about the educational institution (the selected
faculty) from relatives or acquaintances (195, 66.6%) and the internet (167, 57.0%). To a substantially
lesser extent, students learned about the faculty from educational expositions (49, 16.7%), open campus
days (41, 14.0%), or directly from teachers at their secondary schools (39, 13.3%). Only 9 respondents
stated that they learned about the faculty via presentation of the university or faculty in their school.
Most of the students (191, 65.2%) planned to work in their field of study; 15 (5.1%) planned to work in
a different field, and almost a third (87, 29.7%) were not certain of their plans at that time.

The data was subjected to the descriptive statistics, and the statistical hypotheses were tested in
accordance with the methodology of the article. The results of dependency testing are listed in Table 6.

Table 6. Reasons to study at the selected university.

Absolute
Frequencies

Relative
Frequencies

Dependency
on Gender

Dependency
on Age

Dependency on
High School

p-Value/Cramer’s V

Rejection from another institution 64 21.8 NO YES
(0.016/0.144) NO

Prestige/good name of the institution 127 43.3 YES
(0.023/0.161) NO YES (0.014/0.146)

Compatibility of the field and
subjects with the interests 209 71.3 NO NO NO

University facilities 221 75.4 YES
(0.037/0.150)

YES
(0.000/0.193) YES (0.006/0.157)

Combining studies with work 199 67.9 NO NO NO

Option for study abroad 100 34.1 YES
(0.012/0.174)

YES
(0.000/0.189) YES (0.026/0.137)

Offer of supplemental activities 80 27.3 YES
(0.019/0.165) NO YES (0.013/0.147)

Chance of acceptance 211 72.0 NO NO NO
Recommendations from peers,

acquaintances, parents 132 45.1 YES
(0.007/0.183) NO NO

The most frequent reasons why respondents decided to begin their higher education at the selected
university include university facilities (campus, classrooms, etc.) (75.4%), the chance of acceptance
(72%), and compatibility of field and subjects of study with the interests of the student (71.3%). More
than half (67.9%) of the students also value the option to combine their studies with work.

Results indicate that in all cases for which a statistical dependency was demonstrated with regard
to gender, women ranked their reasons for beginning their higher education at the given faculty more
positively than men did. The reasons for studying at the given faculty also differed depending on
the age of the respondents. Whereas the facilities of the university were on average the primary
attractor of the university (75.4%), it was important only for 43.5% of students over the age of 24 years.
The importance of the availability of study abroad also decreased with age (by age group from the
youngest to the oldest: 38.8%, 29.7%, and 4.3%). It may be concluded that older students do not plan to
spend time on campus or to negotiate international study trips to the same extent as younger students.
Similar results were discovered with reasons for rejection from other colleges and universities, where
the importance of criteria decreased with age.

The test also demonstrated statistical significance with the identification variable of the type of
secondary school attended. In the case of an option to study abroad and offer of supplemental activities,
which generally rank among the least significant reasons for beginning higher education at a given
faculty, an average of 20% higher negative attitudes were discovered for graduates from technical
secondary schools than for graduates from preparatory schools and business academies. There is
also a 20% difference between the ratings of preparatory schools and business academies (in total
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82.2%) and secondary technical schools (62.7%) for a positive rating of the criterion of university
facilities. The last statistically significant dependency was determined for evaluating the prestige of the
institution. By secondary school attended, this criterion is most significant for graduates from business
academies, then preparatory schools, and lastly for graduates from technical secondary schools.

In accordance with the methodology of the article and the results of the testing conducted, it can
be summarised that:

• There is a statistical dependency between the predominant reasons of students to study at the
selected university and gender (strength of dependency from 0.150–0.183).

• There is a statistical dependency between the predominant reasons of students to study at the
selected university and age category (strength of dependency from 0.144–0.193).

• There is a statistical dependency between the predominant reasons of students to study at
the selected university and type of secondary school attended (strength of dependency from
0.137–0.157).

The data obtained was once again subjected to the multivariate statistics using the factor analysis
to better understand the overarching reasons why students had enrolled in the selected college
(see Table 7).

Table 7. Variance explained by factors – reasons to study at the selected university.

Factor Total Variance Total % of Variance Cumulative % of Variance

1 2.676 29.737 29.737
2 1.421 15.786 45.523
3 1.037 11.517 57.039
4 1.020 11.334 68.374

From the factor analyses performed, 4 significant factors emerged combining the analysed
variables. The first factor has a strength of approx. 30%, the second approx. 16%, the third 11.5%,
and the fourth 11.3%. The first factor can be considered crucial as part of the reasons why students
began their higher education at the selected university or faculty. Table 8 details the results of the
factor analyses.

Table 8. Resultant factors by the Varimax method – reasons to study at the selected university.

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Rejection from another institution 0.285 −0.328 0.236 -0.689
Prestige/good name of the institution 0.308 0.715 0.032 0.094
Compatibility of the field and subjects

with the interests 0.113 0.656 −0.063 −0.045

University facilities 0.651 0.350 0.007 0.111
Combining studies with work 0.355 −0.213 0.185 0.765

Option for study abroad 0.858 0.060 0.099 −0.017
Offer of supplemental activities 0.857 0.167 0.101 0.010

Chance of acceptance 0.128 −0.244 0.805 −0.062
Recommendations from peers,

acquaintances, parents 0.031 0.503 0.710 0.089

Total % of Variance 29.737 15.786 11.517 11.334

Name of factor School
activities

Competitive
advantages

Success of
acceptance

Practical
experience

The bold variables in one column describe behaviour of a group of students.

Given the results of the factor analyses, it can be stated that the first group of students who
decided to study at the selected institution focused their decision primarily on activities and facilities
offered by the faculty or university as a whole. It may be concluded that such a group emphasizes
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“school activities”. The factor is composed of the variables of university facilities (0.651), option to
study abroad (0.858), and offer of supplemental activities (0.857). In comparison, the second factor
consists of a group of students who prefer quality references, and therefore place emphasis on the
sustainable competitive advantage arising from the quality education. Variables represented include
recommendations from peers, acquaintances, parents (0.503), compatibility of the field and subjects
with the interests of the student (0.656), and prestige and good name of the school (0.715). The third
factor associates students who selected the college based on the chance of acceptance (0.805). This does
not, however, consist solely of a negative group, that is students with less aptitude or with lower
chances of successfully completing their studies, but overall those who are risk-averse, e.g., have lower
confidence or prefer certainty.

On the other hand, one could appeal to the argument that in order to preserve the prestige of the
university it is not possible to reduce the barriers to student acceptance. The fourth factor composes
a group that prefers the option of combining their studies with work (0.765). Based on this finding,
it can be concluded that it is necessary to optimally balance the involvement of students in instruction
and the options for working during their studies. However, it is, unfortunately, impossible to give
preference to one of the extreme options, as extreme options lead to the trend that students attend
classes 1 day per week, reduce the amount of practice (practical applications), and attend solely to
obtain general knowledge.

Given the results achieved, it can be summarised that in the current competitive environment,
every faculty (university) must create a pleasant and inspiring environment and use informal methods
of communication between the faculty and potential and current students, as well as graduates which
help to increase the sustainability of quality of education process. The current generations of students,
Y and Z age categories, give precedence to activities that allow them to achieve their own goals and
prefer informal training methods and instructor approaches, including direct inspiring communication,
alternative teaching methods, and extracurricular activities associated with the building of successful
performance in employment.

4. Discussion

It can be summarized that the current situation in higher education is characterized by a large
number of different tertiary education institutions, whereas the emphasis on their quality is growing,
which is influenced by a wide range of factors that influence students’ motivation [31]. In terms of
international comparison, the quality of these institutions varies. In the previously mentioned THE
World University Rankings, eight colleges and universities in the Czech Republic were included in the
top 1000, and the selected university where this study was performed was included in this number.

As part of internal quality ratings, however, institutions of higher learning use a variety of quality
assurance methodologies that can better respond to the environment in which the institution is located
and thereby to reflect the needs of its interest group [16,32]. Comparing the quality of colleges and
universities is therefore a very complicated process, as there are colleges and universities with a very
high standard of educational and research activities, and institutions that do not achieve exceptional
results in these areas, nonetheless their importance, e.g., for development of education in the specific
region, social mission, etc., is not insignificant. Therefore, it is necessary to codify the mission of the
individual institutions of higher education [33].

Changes are taking place in students’ perceptions of higher education and in terms of obtaining a
degree in relation to employment [34]. Collegiate qualifications thus play a diminishing role in today’s
overburdened postgraduate job market, and, for this reason, students are demanding more added
value, which would give them a competitive advantage on the job market, from the institutions of
higher education. The respondents participating in this study, however, stated as their main motivation
to seek higher education the reasons related to future employment - the possibility of earning more
money in the future (88.7%), better career growth prospects (86.7%) and obtaining a university degree
(85.7%). Nevertheless, it is evident from the results that students prefer the option of obtaining work
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experience during their studies and gaining knowledge linked to the practical application. It is essential
in higher education practice to develop courses that encourage students to think critically, to deepen
their ability to transform facts and information into knowledge and to integrate their knowledge with
their own personal experience and ideas [35,36].

The perceived quality in collegiate education can be characterised primarily at the level of student
motivation and satisfaction with specific university characteristics [10], whereas another research
result demonstrate that tangible elements are the most significant dimensions that influence students’
perceived satisfaction [19]. This study confirms these conclusions and has likewise determined that
the facilities of a university, campus, and general equipment of classrooms have the greatest influence
on student satisfaction or the decision to study at the given college or university. More than 75% of the
respondents agreed with this claim.

Institutions of higher education should focus not only on the quality of services provided but
also on their image and perception by the wider community [36]. As demonstrated in this study,
66.6% of students learned about the faculty where they are studying from their community (relatives
and acquaintances). The good name of a college or university, therefore, has a significant influence
above all on the interest of potential students in attending, whereas the drop in the demographic
curve [37] and the increasingly competitive environment create challenges for all institutions of higher
education [18]. Therefore, it can be said that the selection of effective methods of communication and
marketing activity is becoming an ever more important part of the concept and strategy of higher
education [28,38,39]. Only nine respondents (3.1%) in this study learned about the university through
university or faculty presentations given in a school facility. And yet according to Ming, visits by
representatives of colleges and universities rank among the extremely important marketing activities
that have a significant influence on the choice of a college or university [40,41]. As part of their
marketing activities oriented towards attracting new students, institutions of higher education should,
therefore, evaluate the proportion of their majority students with regard to the secondary school
attended, as well as age and other variables, as focal points of their activities. This study confirmed
differences in reasons to study at the given school on the basis of age, gender, or type of secondary
school attended.

Given the results achieved, it is also necessary to emphasize the necessity to offer students further
development and leisure activities, i.e., the development of informal communication and to share
experiences between students and teachers, for example by joint visits of an art gallery, a university
ball, etc. The faculty management must also realize that a new generation of students is being enrolled
at universities and these students cannot be approached without respect, authoritatively; teachers
should take the role of mentors, coaches and study guides. Such an approach will enable effective
knowledge sharing, increase student motivation to study, increase student retention and reduce the
student dropout rate.

5. Conclusions

The first part of the study, which focused on the motivation of students to seek higher education
and their expectations in relation to quality of instruction, revealed seven significant factors explaining
the behaviour of students. The main three factors include a focus on quality personnel providing
instruction, building social status, and developing competencies. The results demonstrate that the
main reasons students continue in their college studies include the possibility of earning more money
in the future (88.7%), better career growth prospects (86.7%) and obtaining a university degree (85.7%).
In the second part of the study, four factors were identified combining the behaviour of the sample
during the selection of a specific college or university. When choosing a higher education institution,
students focused on the activities and facilities of the school, the competitive advantage compared to
other educational institutions, success in acceptance, and the option of obtaining practical experience
during their studies. It was clear from the study that a strong aspect of this educational institution is
primarily its campus, which offers modern classrooms and the option of extracurricular engagement in
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one location. More than three-quarters of respondents identified the facilities of the university as a
significant criterion influencing their decision to enrol at this university.

A practical benefit of this article is the presentation of the results of a case study that can aid the
further direction of the analysed faculty, as well as other economic faculties, in the recruitment and
selection of students for their student programs and help improve the implementation of internal
training processes. A limit of this article is the focus solely on the selected economic faculty; nonetheless,
the presentation and communication of the case study results are important for effective implementation
of processes not only at the selected faculty but also at other faculties with a similar specialization.
A further limitation is that students responded to a questionnaire long after enrolment; however,
students were surveyed as to their original reasons for applying for higher education, not their actual
reasons at the time. It is also the case that the percentage of students who have participated in
relation to the total number of students is relatively low. But as the research has been approved by the
faculty management, it will be repeated and subsequently evaluated to implement the appropriate
marketing strategy.
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