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Abstract: To improve the quality of higher education, it is essential to understand students’
expectations. In this research, we will analyse the specific requirements for the elements of
the student partnership using the Kano model. Our questionnaire (N=320) was filled in by
students of the Faculty of Economics at the University of Debrecen. Using cluster analysis
we distinguished 3 groups of students, with different expectations. The most important
features of the education are clear rules and requirements, fair assessment and mutual
respect as the lack of these cause dissatisfaction in those 2 clusters that cover 91% of the
students. For one cluster, covers 43% of students, helpful lecturer also have the same effect.
This latter cluster consists of mostly elder and part-time students, who are enthusiastic and
evaluate, if they are treated as colleagues, or involve in common research, problem solving,
have bidirectional communication with lecturers and can give feedback on education.
However one-fifth of the students doesn’t like to participate in lectures, and 15% hate
groupwork. Finally we found that there is a cluster of students, which give 9% of sample,
who are totally uninterested, as they have no needs, only want to get a certificate.
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1. Partnership with students

The involvement of students as partners in higher education is reflected in a wide
range of literature, much of which cites its role in the acquisition and deepening of
knowledge as a major benefit and positive factor. Cook-Sather et al. (2014) argue
that involving students as partners in the learning and teaching process improves the
quality and effectiveness of teaching and increases student engagement and
motivation. In their opinion, it can be beneficial not only for the educational process
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but also for the student experience and social responsibility. Healey and Healey
(2019) go further, arguing that the active involvement of university students as
partners in the teaching and learning process can not only improve students'
motivation but also contribute to the development of their creative and critical
thinking, increase their satisfaction with the quality of education and support their
long-term career development. Healey et al. (2014), argue that partnership increases
interest in learning, improves the quality of education, strengthens student-teacher
relationships, and develops students' critical thinking and problem-solving skills.
Bovill (2014), who argues that in addition to critical thinking, the method develops
student reflection and promotes mutual communication between the two parties,
makes a similar finding. The use of this approach or method can improve their
learning outcomes in the short term and support their career development and active
participation in life in the long term (Cook-Sather et al., 2017). In addition to the
above, involving students in the educational process can create new opportunities
for communication between teachers and students and, thus also can improve the
quality of education. The learning experience becomes more personalized,
instruction becomes more responsive and dynamic, and the role of students in the
educational process becomes more validated (Werder and Otis, 2009). For students,
partnership forms of collaboration that include power-sharing between students and
teachers and the development of sales skills can have a positive impact. In students'
experience, such partnerships help to increase their self-confidence and improve
student-faculty relationships (Mihans et al., 2008). According to Dvorakova and
Matthews (2016), the development of partnerships between students and lecturers
also facilitate students' successful integration into higher education institutions.
They also point out that the beneficial effects of partnerships can extend to
improving the lives of students, teachers, and institution as a whole. In doing so,
they can contribute to the democratization of higher education institutions and more
active participation of students in the educational process (Werder and Otis, 2009).
However, in contrast to the above, it is important to stress that students and teachers
have different understandings of partnerships in higher education. Clarifying roles
in the student-teacher partnership is key to the successful implementation of the
project. These roles can help to establish the structures and processes necessary for
student-staff partnerships in educational institutions. (Bovill, 2017). In addition,
engaging students as partners can also present significant challenges for educators,
who need to learn how to work with students and ensure that collaboration is
beneficial for both students and educators (Cook-Sather et al., 2014). In addition,
Mercer-Mapstone et al. (2017) point out in their article that such partnerships
without adequate support can have serious negative effects, such as causing
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excessive workload for lecturers or even contributing to increased student stress.
Therefore, educators and institutions must provide adequate support for such
partnerships and pay attention to the benefits created for both students and
educators. Educators and institutions must be open to engaging students as partners
and provide the appropriate support and structure for collaboration (Healey and
Healey, 2019). In addition, it is of course not negligible that educators are equipped
to develop and maintain collaborative partnerships and support students to become
active participants in the educational process. Educators and institutions also need
to be flexible and remain open to new perspectives and changes (Cook-Sather et al.,
2017). Direct partnerships can face additional challenges and difficulties, such as
inequalities between students and teachers, time constraints, communication
difficulties, and a lack of motivation to participate (Dvorakova and Matthews,
2016).

2. Kano-model

In our research, we analysed students' expectations using the Kano model
methodology (Kano, 1984). The model is well known in the field of quality
management and has recently become an increasingly popular method for
categorising customer expectations even in the case of higher education (see
McDowell, 2016; Madzik etal., 2019). Using the model we can distinguish must-be,
one-dimensional, attractive, indifferent and reverse quality attributes. The model has
updated versions but we use the original evaluation (see Yang, 2005; Lee etal., 2011;
Shahrestani etal., 2020;).

Must-be expectations are those which, if not included in the product, will cause
customer dissatisfaction, while their presence or high level will only result in
dissatisfaction being eliminated. Performance characteristics’ presenence or high
level cause satisfaction while their low level or missing cause dissatisfaction.
Reverse characteristics have the opposite effect, i.e. their presence causes
dissatisfaction. Attractive features are not expected by the customer, so their absence
does not increase their dissatisfaction, but their presence surprises them and makes
them happy. Indifferent features do not affect feelings. Questionable attributes are
attributes that are controversial or illogical, for example, because their presence and
absence cause satisfaction too. They are not usually displayed in the analysis. The
relationship between the appearance of a characteristic and satisfaction is illustrated
in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1. Kano-model
Source: Shahin et al., 2013

In the questionnaire, the respondents have to rate two statements. The so-called,
functional question asks how they would feel if the attribute is included or highly
present in the product. The dysfunctional question refers to how they would feel if
the feature was not included or only at a low level. They are asked to rate this on a
scale of 1 to 5, where 1 - I like it, and would be happy with it, 2 - I like it, and would
expect it, 3 - does not matter, 4 — I do not like it but could accept it, 5 — I do not like
it and could not accept it. Based on the responses received, a rating table is used to
determine the dimension of the attribute, see Table 1 below.

Table 1. The evaluation table of Kano-model

. Dysfunction
Requirements

1.12.13.]4.]5.

1 QIA|A|A|O

g 2 RII|I|I|M
S |3 |R[1[1]I|M
2 |4 [R|I]I]1]|M
5 R|R|IR[R|Q

Notes: Q — Questionable, A — Attractive, O — One-dimensional, M — must be features, I — Indifferent, R —
Reverse quality attributes
Source: Shahin et al., 2013
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3. Data and Methodology

In our research we use questionnaire to measure students’ requirements against the
elements of partnership with lecturers. We examined 24 aspects based on the work
of Téth — Bedzsula (2021). These were:

There are informal activities with lecturers outside the classroom.
Lecturers are personally available for students (outside the classroom as
well).

The lecturer is helpful with student's problems.

The lecturer maintains a direct and attentive relationship with students.
Students can trustingly contact their instructors with their problems.
Lecturers and students are treated equally (e.g. when keeping the
deadlines).

The lecturer articulates clear rules and requirements.

Fair student performance assessment.

The lecturer prefer group work.

The lecturer adapts the curriculum to students’ career goals.

The lecturer consider students as colleagues.

Lecturers ask for feedback on their work.

The lecturer consider students' opinion.

Students pay attention and are active during lectures.

Students give feedback on the education and the lecturer including positive
ones as well.

Students are curious and open to the curriculum.

The students constructively assist the instructor in solving the problems that
arise.

Prompt bidirectional communication

Mutual respect and politeness

The lecturer works and does research with students

The lecturer mentors and supervises the talented and interested students
The lecturer supports the manifestation of students individually

The lecturer recognizes the student performance

The lecturer inspire students and motivate them to participate in common
problem solving

The sample was collected in the spring semester of 2023 using google forms.
Students were asked to complete the questionnaire at the beginning of class. We
tried to distribute the questionnaire to all year groups in all degree courses, both full-
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time and part-time. Sample size were N=320 cases. After data collection we use K-
means cluster to identify groups of students with homogenous requirements. First
we use Hierarchical Cluster Analysis with Ward method to identify the proper
number of clusters. On the base of this we determined 4 cluster is proper. But as the
4™ class contains only 4 responses, thus we excluded this from further analysis.
Otherwise, this small number of class is remained in the case of 3 and 5 clusters as
well. Clusters’ attributes is represented by the Tables 2-5 below.

Table 2. The clusters’ distribution according to gender

1 2 3 Total
Gender | Man Count| 57 60 14 131
% 37,5% | 44,1% | 50,0% | 41,5%
Woman | Count| 95 76 14 185
% 62,5% | 55,9% | 50,0% | 58,5%
Total Count| 152 136 28 316
% 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0%
Note: y? test significance value: 0,33
Source: own analysis
Table 3. The clusters’ distribution according to age
1 2 3 Total
Age|18-23yo|Count| 137 114 27 278
% 90,1% | 83,8% | 96,4% | 88,0%
24 - 30 yo | Count 12 11 1 24
% 7,9% 8,1% 3,6% 7,6%
31 -49 yo | Count 3 11 0 14
% 2,0% 8,1% 0,0% 4,4%
Total Count| 152 136 28 316
% 1100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0%

Note: ¥ test significance value: 0,07

Source: own analysis

Table 4. The clusters’ distribution according to category of students

1 2 3 Total
Count 16 25 0 41
Part time | % 10,5% | 18,4% | 0,0% | 13,0%
Full fime Count| 136 111 28 275
% 89,5% | 81,6% | 100,0% | 87,0%
Total Count| 152 136 28 316
% 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0%

Note: ¥ test significance value: 0,014

Source: own analysis
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Table 5. The clusters’ distribution according to level of education

1 2 3 Total
level of | Fosz* | Count 43 25 15 83
graduation % 28.3% | 18,4% | 53,6% | 26,3%

Bsc |Count| 101 107 13 221
% 66,4% | 78,7% | 46,4% | 69,9%

Msc | Count 8 4 0 12
% 5,3% 2,9% 0,0% 3,8%
Total Count| 152 136 28 316

% 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,0%
Note: %2 test significance value: 0,02,

*Fosz — higher vocational education

Source: own analysis

The first cluster composed by students with a very mixed level of education, but
master level has the highest % here, and an average age of 21 years old mostly full-
time students. The second cluster is typically made up of bachelor students and older
part-time students. The third cluster consists only of young students with an average
age of 20 years, who learn typically at lower level (Fosz) education.

3. Results

The results of our analysis is represented by the Table 6 below. We can conclude
that the difference between clusters is given by the amount of indifference
categories. The members of the third cluster (with the youngest and lowest level of
education) are totally uninterested, as all elements fall into Indifference Kano-
category We can call them Disinterested students, they give 8,9% of the whole
sample. The first cluster has more interest as they have 13 indifferent, but 8 attractive
and 3 one-dimensional categories. Here should be note, that there are no must be
elements, that represent basic needs, instead one dimensional features are those, that
show important attributes, as their lack result in dissatisfaction. These are clear rules
and requirements (7), fair assessment (8), and mutual respect and politeness (19).
Others like helpful lecturer (3), direct and attentive relationship (4), contact with
instructor (5), considering students’ opinion (13), interest of courses (17), mentoring
(21), performance recognition (23) and inspiring (24) are all attractive elements, and
their lack doesn’t matter, but their presence cause satisfaction. We can call them as
group of interested students and according to the demographic distribution, master
students are mostly such students.

The second cluster consist of those students, who have the most interest, since
almost all attributes are attractive one. They evaluated only 2 categories as
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indifferent, like groupwork (9) and active participation in lectures (14). Informal
activities with lecturers (1), availability of lecturer (2) equal treatment with lecturers
(6), consideration of career goals (10), consideration as colleagues (11), asking
feedback (12) and feedback on education (15), common problem solving (17) and
bidirectional communication (18), common research with lecturers (20), and
individual support (22) became attractive features, so they happy about them.
Helpful lecturer (3) has become a one-dimensional attribute, so they are
disappointed if they won’t get it. We can see that these are mainly older part time
students at bachelor level. We can call them enthusiastic students, and they give
43% of students.

Table 6. The most frequent Kano-category of partnership elements in different clusters.

Clusters
2

. Informal activities with lecturers

. Availability of lecturer

. Helpful lecturer

. Direct and attentive relationship

. Students can trustingly contact their instructors

. Equal treatment with lecturers

. Clear rules and requirements

. Fair assessment

O[R[N || |[WIN|—

. Groupwork

. Consideration of career goals

U N
— | o

. Consideration as colleagues

—_
N

. Lecturer asks feedback

—_
98]

. Consider students' opinion

,_
~

. Active participation in lectures

—_
W

. Feedback on the education

—_
=)}

. Students are interested in course

—_
3

. Students assist in solving problems

—_
e ]

. Prompt bidirectional communication

—_
Nel

. Mutual respect and politeness

[\
(=)

. Common research

\S}
—_

. Mentoring of talented students

N
[\

. Individual support

[\
98]

. Performance recognition

gk g gieolegi g g il g g il fol il ol g
[ SV S (S S (VY U S vy e S SN SR S Sy v (S S ey S T Sy gy p—y e

[\
=

. Inspiring participation
Source: own analysis

724



The Annals of the University of Oradea. Economic Sciences
TOM XXXII, 1% Issue, July 2023

It should be note that although there were no attribute, where the most frequent
category were reversal, but the active participation in lectures (71 votes) and
groupwork (48 votes) were those, where this category received a significant vote,
so every 5" student doesn’t like to participate in lectures, and 15% don’t like
groupwork. On other side we can see, that clear rules (75 votes) are must be
attributes for every 4" student, while fair evaluation (69 votes) was the same for
22% of the students.

We assumed that these differences would thank to the different motivation of
students. And we asked them why they participate in tertiary education. At the
lowest level (Fosz) student want to learn new things (42%), want to get a degree
(31%), but knowing new people (11%) and get status (7%) were also significant. At
bachelor level get a degree (78%), while at master level the same (25%) and learn
new things (58%) were the most frequent answer. But between the clusters there
were no significant difference (significance value is 0,254, but 50% of the cells
expected value is less than 5) in the motivation of students. But it should be note
that in the totally unmotivated group 61% of student said, that they wanted (only) a
degree, or 3% were here because of good entertainment options and only 36%
wanted to learn new things.

4. In Conclusion

In our research we examined the elements of student partnership using Kano-model.
We analyser 316 students answer at business area. We found that there are 3 main
groups of student with decreasing requirements. The most important features of the
education are clear rules and requirements, fair assessment and mutual respect as
the lack of these cause dissatisfaction in most of the students (91%). For some
students (43%) helpful lecturer also have the same effect. These findings are parallel
with Téth and Bendzsula’s (2021) results, as they also found that the first two
attributes were the most important for students. We also found that 43% of students,
mostly elder and part-time students, were enthusiastic and evaluate, if they are
treated as colleagues, or involve in common research, problem solving, have
bidirectional communication with lecturers and can give feedback on education.
These finidings are the opposite of Téth and Bendzsula (2021), as the first two
statement along with common informal activities were the least preferred elements
according to their research. One-fifth of the students doesn’t like to participate in
lectures, and 15% hate groupwork. Finally we identified the 9% of students as totally
uninterested, as they have no requirements only want to get a certificate.
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The limitation of our research is the sample size, and the regional nature of students,
although we wanted to measure only the opinion of the student in our faculty. It
should be note, that the response rate of the part-time students was lower. So we
would continue data collection in order to get robust results.

5. Acknowledgements
We want to thank the support and help of our colleagues in data collection.

References

1. Bovill, C. (2014). An investigation of co-created curricula within higher education in the
UK, Ireland, and the USA. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, Vol. 51.
No. 1., pp. 15-25.

2. Bovill, C. (2017). A Framework to Explore Roles Within Student-Staff Partnerships in
Higher Education: Which Students Are Partners, When, and in What Ways? International
Journal for Students as Partners, vol. 1. no. 1., DOI:10.15173/ijsapp.v1i1.3062

3. Cook-Sather, A., & Felten, PP. (2017). Ethics of academic leadership.: Guiding learning
and teaching. In F. Su, & M. Wood (Eds.), Cosmopolitan perspectives on academic
leadership in higher education (pp. 175-191). London: Bloomsbury Academic.
http://doi.org/10.5040/9781474223058.ch-010

4. Cook-Sather, A., Bovill, C., & Felten, PP. (2014). Engaging students as partners in
learning and teaching: A guide for faculty. Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, p. 304., IBSN: 978-
1-118-43458-1

5. Dvorakova, L. S., & Matthews, K. E. (2016). Graduate learning outcomes in science:
variation in perceptions of single- and dual-degree students, Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education, vol 42, no. 6., pp- 900-913.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2016.1208804

6. Healey, M. & Healey R.L. (2019). Students as Partners Guide: Student Engagement
Through Partnership A guide to the Advance HE Framework, Higher Education Academy.
Available

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/338096919 Students as Partners Guide Stude

nt_Engagement Through Partnership A guide to the Advance HE Framework

7. Healey, M., Flint, A., & Harrington, K. (2014). Engagement through partnership:
Students as partners in learning and teaching in higher education. Higher Education
Academy. Available:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/264240134 Engagement through partnership s
tudents_as_partners_in learning_and teaching_in_higher education

8. Kano, N., Seraku, K., Takahashi, F. & Tsuji, S. (1984), Attractive quality and must-be
quality, The Journal of the Japanese Society for Quality Control, vol. 14., no. 2., pp. 39-48.

726



The Annals of the University of Oradea. Economic Sciences
TOM XXXII, 1% Issue, July 2023

9.Lee, Y.C,, Lin, S. B. & Wang, Y. L.. (2011), 4 New Kano’s Evaluation Sheet. The TQM
Journal, vol. 23., no. 2, pp. 179-95., DOIL: 10.1108/17542731111110230.

10. Madzik PP., Budaj PP., Mikulas D. & Zimon D. (2019), Application of the Kano Model
for a Better Understanding of Customer Requirements in Higher Education—A Pilot Study,
Administrative Sciences, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 1-18. https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci9010011
11. Mcdowall, M. PP. (2016), Applying The Kano Model To Higher Education: Moving
Beyond Measuring Student Satisfaction, Thesis and dissertation, University of North
Dacota, ppp. 153.

12. Mercer-Mapstone, L., Dvorakova, L. S., Matthews, K. E. & Abbot, S., Cheng, B.,
Felten, PP., Knorr, K Marquis, E. Shammas, & Swaim, K. (2017). 4 systematic literature
review of students as partners in higher education. International Journal for Students as
Partners, vol. 1, no. 1. May 2017., pp- 1-23, Available:
https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/162694

13. Mihans, LI, Richard, J., Long, D.T. & Felten, PP. (2008). Power and expertise: Student-
faculty collaboration in course design and the scholarship of teaching and learning.
International Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, vol. 2, no. 2.,
DOI:10.20429/ijs0t1.2008.020216

14. Shahin, A., Pourhamidi, M., Antony, J. & Park, S. H. (2013), Typology of Kano Models:
A Critical Review of Literature and Proposition of a Revised Model, International Journal
of Quality & Reliability Management, Vol. 30., No. 3., pp. 341 - 358,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02656711311299863

15. Shahrestani, H. V., Shahin A., Teimouri H., & Barzoki A. S. (2020) Revising the Kano
Model for Designing an Employee Compensation System, The TQM Journal, Vol. 32., No.
1. pp. 78-91., DOI 10.1108/TQM-05-2019-0153

16. Toth Zs. & Bedzsula B. (2021) Treating Students as Partners — Is it so Simple? An
empirical Investigation of Student Partnership in a Business Education Context,
Vezetéstudomany/Budapest Management Review, vol. 52., no. 5., pp. 38-51., DOL:
10.14267/VEZTUD.2021.05.04

17. Werder, C., & Otis, M. M. (2009). Engaging student voices in the study of teaching and
learning. Stylus Publishing, Sterling,. pp. 240., ISBN 9781579224202

727



