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ABSTRACT
The objective of this study was to understand which factors
contribute most to Psychology and Teaching graduates’ satisfaction
with their university professional formation. Two factors were
assessed: the level of admissions selectivity by the university
attended, and the salary received once employed. The participants
graduated from three universities in Chile, one public and two
private selected as representing three levels of university selectivity.
The sample was constructed by random selection among five
cohorts of graduates, from 2012 to 2016. A self-report questionnaire
was administered on two occasions, in 2015 for the first three
cohorts and in 2017 for the last two. The obtained sample included
587 graduates, in Psychology and in Teaching of Basic Education.
The results reveal that selectivity is related to graduates’ satisfaction
with their university experience; the more selective the university in
which they are admitted, the more graduates are satisfied. Salary,
on the other hand, is related to satisfaction only in the case of the
least selective university. The findings provide some directions for
how universities can improve graduates’ satisfaction.
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Introduction

Access to higher education in Chile has grown rapidly in recent years. The number of uni-
versity students expanded from 131,702 in 1990 to 749,149 in 2019 (Servicio de Informa-
ción de Educación Superior, 2019a). In part, this rapid growth of enrollments is in response
to the high rate of private return to investment in university education.

Chilean universities, like those in Europe, prepare students to exercise a particular pro-
fession. Their professional license is awarded on completion of the university’s program
requirements. Both students and employers regard the university experience as providing
knowledge and skills essential in the labor force, rather than as a general education in the
arts and sciences. There is no doubt that in Chile a professional degree offers the possibility
of earning an income much higher than that received by those without such a title. This
has been well-documented by the Supplementary Income Survey carried out yearly by the
National Statistical Institute of Chile (Instituto Nacional de Estadísticas, 2018) and by
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various other studies (Améstica et al., 2014; Canales & De Los Ríos, 2007; Mizala & Lara,
2015; Urzúa, 2012).

Prospective students (and their families) believe that universities that are selective, that
admit only a small portion of their applicants, provide better preparation. Graduates of
selective universities are presumed to receive higher salaries once employed (Ma et al.,
2016; Psacharopoulos & Patrinos, 2018; Webber, 2015).

One outcome of the growth in enrollments has been a significant increase in the supply
of professionals in the labormarket. Some fields can be said to be overcrowded, in the sense
that it is more difficult for graduates in those fields to find jobs. Salaries received by recent
graduates do not always meet their expectations (González-Velosa et al., 2015), especially
graduates from less selective institutions (Espinoza et al., 2019a, 2019b, 2015; Juliá & Gon-
zález, 2018; Meller & Lara, 2010; Urzúa, 2012). Less selective institutions enroll more students
from lower income families, who have attended lower quality secondary schools (Espinoza
et al., 2018a). These graduates are more likely to receive salary offers lower than those
offered graduates from more selective institutions (Espinoza & Urzúa, 2017).

These contradictions, between supposed high returns for university education and
actual employment experience, have prompted higher educational institutions in Chile
to look more carefully at their graduates’ experience in the labor market, They want to
know if their graduates are employed and, if they are, how long they took to find employ-
ment and the salary they are paid (Cifuentes et al., 2018; CINDA, 2012; Juliá & González,
2018; Orellana, 2018). In addition, universities have collected data on the level of satisfac-
tion of their graduates with the training and formation received in their professional pro-
grams. A high opinion of the quality of a program has been taken as an indication of
satisfaction. This ‘perceived quality’ or Satisfaction is an umbrella concept that refers to
the graduate’s assessment of social and academic experiences as well as to later outcomes
influenced the assessment of other persons. However, most of these institutional studies
have lacked methodological rigor and therefore scientific value, and rarely are published.
To the authorś best knowledge, published studies on the satisfaction of graduates in Chile
are scarce; even rarer are those that focus on satisfaction with specific programs.

Prospective students seek to enroll in that university that will maximize their life
chances once graduated. Their choice is influenced by the public image of the institution,
based principally on the success of previous graduates. The terms ‘image’, ‘prestige’ and
‘reputation’ are used interchangeably in this study, to refer to the general standing of
the university (Shenkar & Yuchtman-Yar, 1997). Universities that restrict admission to
those applicants most likely to succeed (as known by their previous achievement) are
more likely to have successful graduates than those institutions that admit all who
apply. Choice of university is also influenced by the public image of the quality of the
degree program offered by the institution.

Relatively little research has been published on Chilean university students’ satisfaction
or their assessment of the quality of their formation (Espinoza & McGinn, 2018c). Even less
is known about how graduates, once they are employed, perceive their university for-
mation. More is known about the traditional professions, such as Engineering or Medicine,
less about Psychology and Teaching (Caprara et al., 2006; Sears et al., 2017; Soto-Hernán-
dez & Díaz, 2018).

This study uses graduates’ Satisfaction as a proxy for program quality. For a review of
European efforts to assess university quality see Wächter and Kelo (2014). The study
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asks if graduates’ satisfaction with the results of their university experience in Psychology
or in Education is influenced by their current salary, or by the reputation of the university
they attended. Answers to this question could help in the design of campaigns to recruit
students, and to improve program quality and eventual outcomes.

Review of literature

There is a growing body of studies on the general satisfaction of graduates with their
degree programs (e.g. Alhassan et al., 2018; Cabrera et al., 2008; Espinoza et al., 2019b;
Glover et al., 2002; Luthra & Flashman, 2017; Candelas et al., 2013; Palominos et al.,
2016; Rosales-Jaramillo et al., 2017; Stephens, 2014).

In European universities, the factors that influence perceptions of quality of university
programs include context, the field of study, the usefulness of what is learned, as well as
characteristics of individual students (García-Aracil, 2009; Mora et al., 2007; Vila et al., 2007).
The graduates most satisfied with their programs rated positively course content and non-
academic social aspects such as relationships with other students. The determinants of dis-
satisfaction, on the other hand, were shortage of opportunities to participate in research
projects, together with teaching materials and perceived quality of facilities. The level of
graduates’ satisfaction also was influenced by the length of the program as well as their
success when seeking employment. Graduates’ willing to repeat the same studies in the
same university assign most influence to the perceived quality of the process they experi-
enced (Luque & Doña, 2013).

A study in Qatar found that perceived university reputation and perceived faculty com-
petency were the basis for students’ satisfaction (Elsharnouby, 2015). What is claimed to
have been the first American study examining satisfaction within Psychology reported
that teaching quality and expertise was the strongest defining factor (Green et al.,
2015). Researchers in Spain concluded that graduates’ satisfaction (as indicated in a posi-
tive response to whether the graduate would attend the same university and program if
necessary), was shown to be linked most strongly to the quality of the educational process
experienced (Luque & Doña, 2013).

A meta-analysis of 83 studies conducted between 1986 and 2016 identified six dimen-
sions or factors that contribute to overall student satisfaction (De Oliveira et al., 2017).
These are value of services, resources for students, perceived quality of service, image
or identity of the institution, university environment, and a market orientation. It is impor-
tant to note that their retrospective view of the experience in the university can also
depend on the external or public image of the particular profession studied (Alves &
Raposo, 2010; Azoury et al., 2014; Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Jung & Lee, 2016). In Chile,
for example, a commercial survey ranked Medicine and Engineering at the highest level
of social status, and Psychology and Education in the lower level of university degree pro-
grams (MORI, 2015). In the case of graduates of arts careers, Dumford and Miller (2017)
found that income received after graduation does not fully explain the satisfaction with
the program studied and inferred that disciplinary field was a key factor.

A universitýs prestige is related to the publićs perception of the academic quality of the
students admitted to the university, that is, to its selectivity (Kunanusorn & Puttawong,
2015; Schlesinger et al., 2017). In the United States, the academic reputation of a university
has been shown to be highly related to its students’ secondary school grade point average
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and college admission test scores (Conard & Conard, 2004). Admission standards (selectiv-
ity) are a signal to employers that graduates are likely to be well qualified (Meller & Lara,
2010; Urzúa, 2012; Weinstein, 2017).

A more recent study used regression analysis to demonstrate the effect of degree
program completed and level of a satisfaction with the training received (Espinoza et al.,
2019b). The study used a different measure of satisfaction and had a smaller sample. By ana-
lyzing satisfaction with work and satisfaction with their university formation in Psychology,
researchers concluded that satisfaction is determined principally by the prestige or selectiv-
ity of the university that offered that degree program (Espinoza et al., 2018a; Espinoza et al.,
2018b). In the same perspective, other studies state that satisfaction with various aspects of
the university (e.g. academic resources, student services, perceivedquality of service and cur-
riculum) positively predicts the perception of preparation for employment (Bauer, 2015;
Clemes et al., 2008; Ghosh et al., 2008; Martin et al., 2000; Mostafa, 2006; Tessema et al., 2012).

Employment (and consequent income) is one of the factors associatedwith theperceived
value of academic formation (Abas & Imam, 2016; De Vries et al., 2013; Teixeira et al., 2015). A
study in the United States provided evidence that income is strongly associated with satis-
faction with university studies (Gallup-Purdue University, 2015). Pike (1994) found that
graduates who had positive experiences with work were more likely to manifest high satis-
faction with their study program. Emphasizing the importance of institutional marketing,
Trullas and associates argue that students see employability as a joint product of the insti-
tution’s reputation and promotion of the employability of its graduates (Trullas et al., 2018).

Based on these results, it is possible to infer that students’ and graduates’ satisfaction is
explained by various factors. Among those that stand out are the institution’s selectivity,
the degree program completed, and the income obtained once employed. Not clear in
these studies, however, is the relative importance of these factors, and the extent to
which they are interdependent. Thus, it is of interest to establish whether this perception
of satisfaction is related exclusively to the university experience or is conditioned by other
factors. In some sense, this work is part of the perspective proposed by Doña and Luque
(2018) who tested a model that links loyalty to the university with image and satisfaction
and asked how these are conditioned by work status and the program studied.

In summary, satisfaction with one’s university experience may have several determi-
nants. These include:

. aspects of the degree program itself;

. the prestige of the profession pursued;

. the selectivity of the university in which training was provided, which influences the
public image of the institution; and

. the success of the graduate in finding work, in the salary received and in performance
on the job.

This study tests a model that links general satisfaction with the prestige of the univer-
sity, and with income on employment after graduation. The study poses the following
hypotheses:

(1) Graduates who receive higher salaries are more likely to report satisfaction with their
university than those who receive lower salaries.
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(2) Controlling on salary, graduates from more selective universities are more likely to
report satisfaction with their university than are graduates of less selective universities.

(3) Salary levels vary more as a function of field of study than university selectivity or sat-
isfaction with university training.

The null version of each of these hypotheses states that there is no relationship
between values on the variables considered.

Methods

Participants

Two professional degree programs, Psychology and Teaching, were selected for the study.
These programs were chosen because they attract a relatively large number of students,
and have received little attention in prior Chilean research. These two programs were in
5th and 11th place for total number of graduates in 2017 (Servicio de Información de Edu-
cación Superior, 2019b). In addition, both programs have high completion rates, a high
percentage of female graduates, and form part of the Social Sciences.

Three universities which offer these programs located in Santiago, Chile were chosen to
represent different levels of selectivity. The university labeled ‘highly selective’ (HSU) admits
only those applicantswhohave scored 600 or above on the national Test of University Selec-
tion (Prueba de Selección Universitaria or PSU) which is based on knowledge of the second-
ary school curriculum (Pearson, 2013). This test has a mean of 500 and a standard deviation
of 111. The university categorized as moderately selective (and referred to as the MSU)
requires a minimum score of 475 on the PSU for admission, but students entering the
MSU between 2011 and 2013 had average scores of 550. The less selective university
(LSU) admits all high school graduates who apply. Two of the universities are private, and
less than 50 years old. The third is public and about 150 years old. During the period
2012–2016, the three universities graduated 1242 students in Psychology and in Teaching.

A list was compiled of only those graduates who had attended day-time classes. Partici-
pants were selected randomly until there was a sample large enough to ensure a 95 per
cent confidence level at significance level of 5 per cent and a margin of error of 3.0 per
cent. This procedure was carried out twice, first during September 2015, to select gradu-
ates from 2012 to 2014, and again in December 2017 to select graduates from 2015 to
2016. We randomly selected study participants as a percentage of the number of gradu-
ates in their field in that year. Those selected were contacted by e-mail inviting their par-
ticipation. Those who did not accept the invitation were randomly replaced. The obtained
sample included 266 graduates from 2012 to 2014, and 321 graduates from 2015 to 2016.

Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire contained 47 questions arranged in three sections: (1) general data
(10 items), including questions on gender, birth date and educational level of themother; (2)
employment situation (10 items), covering questions about current employability (working
or not, income) but also the respondent’s subjective perception of self as a professional (e.g.
is s/he successful or not?); and (3) details of the training received (27 items).
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Included in Section 3 were 8 questions concerned with satisfaction with the degree
program. In Chile (as in other countries) it is customary to avoidmaking a negative response
if possible. For that reason, the Likert scale items we constructed did not include a ‘neutral’
option. Research has shown that the reliability and validity of four-point scales is compar-
able to that of five-point scales (Chang, 1994; Lozano et al., 2008). The response options
were Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree; they were assigned values 1–4.
The score on the Satisfaction scale is the average across the 8 items. Missing values were
replaced with the group mean. Table 1 presents the items. An exploratory factor analysis
yielded one factor. The scale produced by combining the 8 items has a Cronbach’s Alpha
of 0.9068, a Kayser Meyer Olkin value of 0.913, and a ChiSquare with a p<0.001 using the
Bartlett test of sphericity. Four variables were used to test the hypotheses. The first indepen-
dent variable is Salary, included in the survey as ‘Present average monthly income or that
received before leaving the job’; response categories were Less than 755 US$, Between
755 and 1510 US$, and More than $1500 US$. The second independent variable is Selectiv-
ity. The dependent variable, Satisfaction, based on the items in Table 1, is described above.

Analysis

The level of satisfaction of graduates from the three universities is compared using Analy-
sis of Variance (ANOVA) (Acock, 2018; Gall et al., 2006; Mitchell, 2015). The large obtained
sample meets the requirement of a normal distribution, as explained by the central limit
theorem. The results of the Bartlett test (χ2 = 2.653 and p=0.265) assure that the sample is
sufficiently homoscedastic. The random selection of respondents assures the indepen-
dence of the observation.

Analysis of variancewasused tohighlight thedifferential effect of Salary andSelectivityon
Satisfaction. The statisticmakes it possible to contrast theeffects at each level of the indepen-
dent variable. We used the TukeyMethod to assess whether the relationship between Salary
and Satisfaction is continuous or discontinuous. Stata IC/15.1 was used for the analysis.

Results

Characteristics of the sample

The overall sample includes more Psychology graduates (60 per cent) than graduates in
Teaching (40 per cent). Compared to the other two universities, the HSU has the largest
proportion of Psychology graduates (64 per cent). The LSU has the larger proportion of
Teaching graduates (47 per cent).

Table 1. Items included in the dimension general satisfaction with training received (Likert scale).
If I had the opportunity to study my degree program again, I would choose the institution where I studied.
The training I received in my program was high quality.
When I compare myself with graduate in other degree programs, I realize that employers were more favorable toward us.
The theoretical training that the program gave me was adequate.
The practical training that the program provided me was appropriate.
The personal and value training that the program delivered me was suitable.
The preparation that the program gave me matched the requirements of the labor market.
My program was very demanding.

Source: Authors.
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Overall and in each university, more of the survey participants are women (76 per cent
overall), as women tend to predominate in the two professions studied. Gender is not,
however, significantly associated with any of the other variables analyzed.

The great majority (85 per cent of the Psychologists and 90 per cent of the Teachers)
stated they were employed at the time of the survey (post-graduation). The highest
employment rate in Psychology is for graduates from the HSU (92%), with graduates of
the MSU the lowest (78%). In Teaching graduates of the HSU have the highest employ-
ment rate but the differences between the three universities are slight. In general, unem-
ployment rate in Chile was at all-time low in 2016 (ECLAC, 2017).

Comparison of monthly salary for graduates in Psychology and Teaching indicates that
most fall in the middle category (Table 2). On the other hand, a higher proportion (78.2 per
cent) of Psychology graduates earn 755 US$ or more per month, while 70.5 per cent of
Teachers earn 755 US$ or above. These results are consistent with national average salaries
using data from the Ministry of Education (2019). Adding the frequencies in the middle
and upper ranges it can be seen that highest salaries for Psychologists during the
period 2014–2017 were received by graduates from the HSU (81.5 per cent), followed
by the MSU and LSU graduates (73.3 per cent and 77.0 per cent, respectively). In the
case of Teachers, the most highly paid are graduates from the HSU (83.3 per cent) followed
by graduates of the MSU (71.7 per cent) and the LSU (56.3 per cent) (Table 2).

Satisfaction with the university experience

The relationship between Satisfaction and other variables can be tested using ANOVA and
the following model.

Xij = m+ tj + 1ij wheretj = (mj − m)

Xij represents the score of each respondent i in condition j. µ is the average score of all
respondents in the sample, and µj is the average score of all respondents in the sample
in condition j. τj is the degree to which the average of each respondent in condition j

Table 2. Income range by university and degree program (Percentage) (2017).

University Average Monthly Income

Degree Program

Psychology Teaching in Basic Education

HSU Less than 755 US$ 18.47 16.67
Between 755 and 1510 US$ 58.60 79.76
More than 1510 US$ 22.93 3.57
Total 100.0 100.0

MSU Less than 755 US$ 23.74 28.30
Between 755 and 1510 US$ 63.95 66.04
More than 1510 US$ 9.30 5.66
Total 100.0 100.0

LSU Less than 755 US$ 22.99 43.75
Between 755 and 1510 US$ 59.77 56.25
More than 1510 US$ 17.24 0.00
Total 100.0 100.0

Total Less than 755 US$ 21.82 29.49
Between 755 and 1510 US$ 60.30 67.74
More than 1510 US$ 17.88 2.76
Total 100.0 100.0

Source: Authors.
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varies from the general mean. Finally, εij, is the deviation of each respondent from the
average of their group (εij = Xij−µj).

In ANOVA each factor and their interaction have a null hypothesis. The null hypothesis
states that for each level (category) of the variable, means are equal. The information in
Table 4 makes it possible to test the hypotheses.

Combining the two sets of graduates, Psychology and Teaching, ratings of Satisfaction
are highest for HSU students and lowest among graduates of the LSU. A first step was to
examine the relationship between Satisfaction and Selectivity. The data in Table 3 indicate
that satisfaction is higher among graduates of more selective universities. Are these differ-
ences significant? A one-factor ANOVA is used to make that determination.

The analysis indicates that there are significant differences across levels of Selectivity,
which makes it possible to reject the null hypothesis. The critical level associated with
the F statistic (Sig. = 0.001 < 0.05) tell us that the model explains a significant part of the
observed variation in the dependent variable Satisfaction.

The Tukey analysis, which contrasts means at various levels, indicates that the differ-
ence in means of the high and low selectivity groups is significant as is the difference
between the middle and low selectivity groups. On the other hand, the difference
between the middle and high selectivity groups is not significant (see Table 5).

Given this finding, the question is: Is Salary significantly related to Satisfaction? If so,
does the relationship hold for each level of selectivity? Applying the ANOVA model
again produces the results shown in Table 6.

How significant is the effect of the independent variable Salary on Satisfaction? Table 6
demonstrates the results of one-factor ANOVA for these variables applied to the whole
sample. As the significant level (0.001) is less than 0.005, the null hypothesis of equal
means is rejected, and it is concluded that the different groups defined by the variable
Salary do not share the same degree of Satisfaction.

Table 4. One-factor ANOVA. Dependent variable satisfaction/independent variable selectivity.
Sum of Squares Df Quadratic mean F Sig.

Model 6.746 2 3.373 10.91 0.001*
Residual 180.164 583 0.309
Total 186.910 585 0.320

*Statistically significant. Source: Authors.

Table 3. Relationship between satisfaction and selectivity.
Level of selectivity Satisfaction

Low 2.915
Medium 3.099
High 3.166

Source: Authors.

Table 5. Multiple comparisons. Tukey Procedure (Dependent variable satisfaction/ independent
variable selectivity).
Comparisons by Level of Selectivity Mean Differences Std. Err. t p>|t| 95% Conf. Interval

Medium versus low .1841883 .0609931 3.02 0.007 0.0409 0.3275
High versus low .2508464 .054339 4.62 0.001 0.1231 0.3785
High versus medium .066658 .0567454 1.17 0.469 −0.0667 0.1000

Source: Authors.
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Although for the whole group there is a relationship between Satisfaction and, Income,
it may be that this relationship holds for only part of the distribution of the two variables.
For example, it may be that the importance of Income for Satisfaction levels off at higher
levels of income. We examined this possibility using the Tukey procedure, which compares
differences in Satisfaction at different levels of Income. The data provided in Table 7 show
that there is a significant difference (0.001) in terms of Satisfaction only between the
graduates in the Low Income category (Less than 755 US$) and those whose average
pay is in the middle category ($750 to $1510) (Sig. = 0.001 < .05). Those in the middle
level of Income have higher levels of Satisfaction. The difference between those who
have an income under 755 US$ and those who earn more than 1510 US$ is not significant.

Now the question is whether the impact of Salary on Satisfaction – shown to hold for
the entire sample – is found within each of the universities included in this study. In other
words, do graduates of a given university tend to view their training more favorably if they
receive more income from their employment? Table 8 shows the results of a one-factor
ANOVA that includes Satisfaction as the dependent variable, and Income, segmented
by universities (or levels of Selectivity). The data show that the effect of Income on Satis-
faction is significant only for graduates from the LSU (Sig. = 0.008 < .05). There is a

Table 6. One-Factor ANOVA. Dependent variable satisfaction/independent variable income.
Sum of Squares Df Quadratic mean F Sig.

Model 4.577 2 2.289 7.44 0.001*
Residual 167.082 543 0.308
Total 171.659 545

*Statistically significant. Source: Authors.

Table 7. Multiple comparisons. Tukey Procedure (dependent variable satisfaction/ independent
variable income).

Income
Mean difference (I-

J)
Typical
error Sig.

95 % Confidence level

Lower
limit

Upper
limit

Between 755 and 1510 US$ vs Less than 755 US$ 0.214 0.056 0.001 0.082 0.346
More than 1510 US$ vs Less than 755 US$ 0.106 0.084 0.417 −0.091 0.302
More than 1510 US$ vs Between 755 and 1510
US$

−0.108 0.075 0.322 −0.284 0.068

Source: Authors.

Table 8. One-factor ANOVA. Dependent variable satisfaction/independent variables income and
university.

Sum of Squares Degrees of Freedom Quadratic mean F Sig.

HSU Between groups 0.421 2 0.211 0.91 0.404
Within groups 54.919 237 0.232
Total 55.340 239 0.232

MSU Between groups 0.602 2 0.301 0.88 0.416
Within groups 46.384 136 0.341
Total 46.987 138 0.340

LSU Between groups 3.614 2 1.807 4.98 0.008*
Within groups 59.4634 164 0.362
Total 63.0778 166 0.380

*Statistically significant. Source: Authors.
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tendency to be more positive in ratings of Satisfaction among the MSU and HSU gradu-
ates, but the differences are not statistically significant.

Finally, we wanted to see if the graduates’ level of satisfaction is related to the inter-
action between Salary and Selectivity. We constructed an interaction variable by multiply-
ing Salary by Selectivity. We then computed a two-way ANOVA which permits estimating
the influence of both single variables and the interaction term on Satisfaction. Table 9
shows the results. The relationship between the interaction term and Satisfaction is not
statistically significant (F (7,435) = 1.19 ρ > 0.05). The relationship with the individual vari-
ables is as reported above.

Discussion

From the socio-economic point of view, the groups of graduates are relatively homogeneous.
The great majority of the graduates are employed, with graduates of the HSU enjoying the
highest employment rate (Espinoza et al., 2019a; Meller & Lara, 2010; Urzúa, 2012). The
high employment rate of Teaching graduates from the LSU is also notable. This could be
attributed to the match between the social origins of these teachers and the location of
the schools inwhich they teach (Espinozaet al., 2018a; Pugaet al., 2015).Mostof thegraduates
received incomes in themiddle range. The highest incomes are received by graduates in Psy-
chology from the HSU. In general, Psychologists received higher incomes than do Teachers;
Psychologists in private pay had the highest incomes. This is consistent with the results of
studies in other contexts (Juliá & González, 2018; Jung & Lee, 2016).

A significant number of LSU graduates held low levels of satisfaction with their degree
program. Research in other countries has suggested that graduates’ salaries are an
important contributor to their satisfaction (Doña & Luque, 2018; Dumford & Miller, 2017;
Gallup – Purdue University, 2015). There was a positive relationship between salaries
and satisfaction only among LSU graduates. Their levels of Satisfaction varied directly
with the salaries they received; most received lower salaries and also had less satisfaction
with their program.

Among graduates of the MSU and LSU on the other hand, there is no relationship
between satisfaction with the program and salaries received. We speculate that for some
of theMSUand LSUgraduates, institutional reputation or image, based in part on selectivity,
may moderate the effect of post-graduation salary on judgments of satisfaction, especially
in the two fields studied. The MSU and HSU emphasize preparation for public service over
self-aggrandizement. Perhaps someof their students enter these programsnot to earn large
salaries but to contribute to society. Receiving a larger salary than expected does not, there-
fore, affect these graduates’ post hoc satisfaction with their training.

Table 9. Two-way ANOVA. Dependent variable satisfaction/independents variables income and
selectivity.

Sum of Squares df Quadratic mean F Sig.

Model 1692.2235 13 130.17104 4.48 0.001 *
Income 613.94844 4 153.48711 5.28 0.001*
Selectivity 482.70448 2 241.35224 8.30 0.001*
Income#selectivity 242.45369 7 34.636242 1.19 0.3060
Residual 12,642.209 435 29.062548
Total 14,334.432 448 31.9965

*Statistically significant. Source: Authors.
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This study, by comparing the determinants of satisfaction with two distinct degree pro-
grams, makes clearer the importance of institutional selectivity and its covariate prestige
or public image.

Implications

Graduates’ satisfaction with the results of their degree program varies from one university
to another. This variation occurs not only because there are differences between charac-
teristics of the universities, but also because there are differences between the back-
grounds of students in those universities. These differences in student backgrounds are
related to their expectations with respect to future income. As noted above (González-
Velosa et al., 2015) salaries for recent graduates have been lower than expected. A
future study could explore whether the public image or reputation of the university
held by applicants shapes their expectations of future income with respect to what
they experience in their higher education training.

This study may be of interest especially to those higher education institutions
seeking to improve their general reputation, or that of degree programs in less presti-
gious professions such as Psychology and Teaching. The university’s public image, and
therefore its ability to attract applicants, certainly can be improved by raising the
quality of its programs. Public understanding of that quality, however, is influenced
by the salaries received by its graduates. If employers’ starting salaries are conditioned
by a university’s image, it may be effective to raise admission standards. Over time, this
could have two effects. It might change the public’s opinion about the institution’s
quality. Over time, admission of more qualified students could result in higher salaries
on graduation.

The expansion of higher education has led to much greater diversity in the university
student population. Once described as elite, university attendance has become a mass
phenomenon in most countries, and in a few is described as universal (Trow, 1972). As
a consequence, universities now must provide a broader, more complex variety of experi-
ences to those who attend. The attraction of applicants, and the retention of students once
enrolled, requires greater differentiation in recruitment strategies, more careful distinction
between the ‘right’ and the ‘wrong’ applicants (Harrison-Walker, 2010).

Limitations of this study

In this study, the prestige of the degree program per se had no apparent effect on satis-
faction. We suspect that in practice degree programs vary significantly in their attractive-
ness to prospective students. The inclusion of graduates in other fields might well have
produced different results, as Teaching is a relatively low status profession in Chile, and
psychology is relatively new and not well-known in the public. Most graduates in psychol-
ogy are employed in the public sector, which provides less visibility and opportunities for
distinction.

The sample used this study, graduates of two degree programs in three universities,
is too small to support any generalizations. Funding did not permit a larger sample, nor
the collection of more information about the institutions. The conclusions to be drawn
from this study may, therefore, have limited generalizability to other degree programs
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and other universities, in Chile as well as in other countries. The sample of graduates
was relatively small and includes graduates only from 2012 to 2016. The results
should be taken carefully, given the relatively small sample size. Care should be
taken in generalization to other degree programs, and to other universities, as well
as across countries.

Conclusions

While these are preliminary results, they can shed some light on criteria used by different
graduates in evaluation of their degree training in the university. The present study shows
that graduates of the low selectivity university (LSU) gave more importance to practical
considerations – in this case, income – when assessing their training.

The full explanation of this finding will require additional analysis. One potential expla-
nation has to do with the profile of the students included in this study. Given these higher
visibility and fame in Chile, the MSU and HSU attract students who are more critical of their
training.

Satisfaction is produced by outcomes that exceed expectations. In an era of education
for all, students entering universities differ widely in both their knowledge of what univer-
sities are like, and in their personal educational histories. The purpose of selectivity of
admission is to reduce the heterogeneity of entering students. This in turn facilitates
instruction and curriculum coverage, but it can have the effect of reducing diversity and
innovation among graduates.

Universities, and degree programs, that recognize the wide range of talent of incoming
students can provide training that expands the range of talents developed, as well as
raising their level. Over time, the university’s prestige, and therefore its attractiveness to
future generations of students, will be enhanced by the range of creative innovations of
their graduates. Emphasis on student satisfaction in degree programs is the long-term
strategy for insuring a steady flow of new students, but quality has to be understood
not as excellence in teaching what is known, but instead enabling students and graduates
to produce new knowledge. Prestige depends on a number of factors, such as the age of
the institution, the public success of its graduates in society, and its ability to hire
renowned teachers and researchers. These factors form a positive feedback system, in
which admission of capable students results in graduates who have no difficulty finding
employment, and who perform well in society increasing the prestige of the institution
and raising demand among potential future students.

This study confirms the importance of efforts by universities to improve their contacts
with future employers. The objective is not to minimize the broad educational goals of
higher education, nor to suggest that universities become training schools or employment
agencies. Rather, the return to increased collaboration between universities and employ-
ers can be both advances in the production of knowledge, and in the application of that
knowledge in society.
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