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Abstract Quality assessment by service users or students is becoming increasingly
important. Institutions in caring about quality should question students’ satisfaction
with service provided regularly. The subject of research in this paper is both
students’ perception of higher education quality (in general) and students’ satisfac-
tion with the quality of service on the example of Polytechnic in Croatia. The paper
aims to explore what is the quality of higher education from students’ perspective
and how students perceive the quality of service at the selected Polytechnic.
The research for this paper was conducted using an online questionnaire, compiled
by the authors of this paper, in June/July 2019, on a sample of 102 full-time students.
The research results indicate that, according to the students’ perception, the most
important determinant of quality in higher education process is quality of teaching
staff, kindness of administrative staff, availability of teachers, and quality of study
programs. On the other hand, the least important determinants of quality are quality
of incoming students, visibility and demand for graduates, and schedule exam time
without overmatching. Regarding the students’ satisfaction with the quality of
service at the selected Polytechnic, the research results indicate that students are
very satisfied with quality of service provided (3.8 on scale 1–5) and, for the most
part, they are satisfied with their choice of higher education institution (63%).
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1 Introduction

Perception of quality from the students’ perspective is very important for higher
education institutions (HEIs). When defining the term quality, it can be found that
quality is in the eyes of the beholder, i.e., the user of service (Mencer 2005; Sinković
and Sinković 2008). Since the beneficiaries of service in HEIs are students, this
paper aims to explore what is the most important determinant of quality in higher
education (HE) and how the full-time students at the selected Polytechnic in Croatia
are satisfied with the quality of service provided. The questionnaire for an online
survey was created by the authors of this paper, after a detailed analysis of the
literature. The aim of the survey was to explore students’ perceptions of quality in
HE in terms of teachers’ quality characteristics, curriculum content, learning and
teaching experiences, applicability of acquired knowledge in practice, institutional
resources, assessment, etc. and the quality of those parameters at the selected
Polytechnic in Croatia. The study population was full-time students at the selected
Polytechnic because they are obliged to participate in classes and thus are more
competent in evaluating quality in HE than part-time students.

Academic literature is full of papers on the topic of higher education quality. The
common issue to all professional and scientific literature is the difficulties in defining
and determining the quality of educational process. The literature review presents the
papers that explore students’ satisfaction with the quality of service at their HEI. As
it is difficult to define what the quality of HE is and regarding the deficit of this
research in the Republic of Croatia, the mentioned research was conducted to fulfil
the literature gap as well as to gain a platform for further improvements in the quality
assurance system in the Republic in Croatia.

The paper is structured into five chapters. After the introductory discussion, a
brief overview of the literature on quality in higher education from students’
perspective is provided. The third chapter presents the methodology of the
conducted research and results of empirical research. The last chapter presents the
main conclusions of the paper and some recommendations for lecturers and man-
agement of the selected Polytechnic.

2 Literature Review

When searching what the quality in higher education (HE) is, usually, we get an
answer that it is not possible to give an unambiguous answer about it. Since it is hard
to define what the quality in HE is, this paper makes an effort to explore what the
literature says and what students think about it. Regarding that, this section presents
the scientific and professional literature on what is considered as a quality in HE and
the literature about the evaluation of HE quality from students’ perspectives.

In his paper, Mencer (2005) concludes that insisting on finding a commonly
accepted definition of quality is a waste of time. The conclusion is based on the fact
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that quality of HEIs can be discussed from different perspectives, that is, depending
on the perceptions of primarily interested users. The perception of quality, therefore,
depends on the interest of a state, which has its view of quality. Then, it depends on
the interest of students who experience quality in a completely different way, as a
contribution to personal development and preparation for assuming the responsibil-
ity at work and in society. Then, it depends on teachers who define it as a good
transfer of knowledge, learning conditions, and the like, and it depends on employers
and the public. Given the complexity of the concept and the different meanings for
different people, it is impossible to give a clear explanation of quality in HE.

Sinković and Sinković (2008) state that quality is defined by users and other
stakeholders and that they are the basic criterion for determining quality. In the
mentioned thesis, they argue with the same type of car and different degree of
satisfaction of their users. Regardless of the product having the same characteristics,
customer expectations were different, and therefore, their satisfaction was different.
If the above logic transfers to higher education, when considering and defining
quality in HE, it is necessary to take into account all stakeholders in the HE process,
i.e., students, employers, teaching staff, society (locally and nationally), and beyond.
This again leads to a situation of different perceptions of quality and sometimes
opposed attitudes and expectations. There are different opinions about the student as
a user of higher education. They are most often described as service users, with
which some authors disagree (Dicker et al. 2017). Dicker et al. (2017) point out that
it is wrong to consider students as users in HE process, considering them as active
partners in learning and teaching process.

Hill’s (1995) study briefly discusses a group of students’ expectations and
perceptions of service quality over time (in the United Kingdom). Their expectations
at the beginning of the study and their evaluations beginning year three were
examined. There appears to be a significant mismatch between students’ expecta-
tions and the perceived quality they have experienced concerning many of the
service factors, up to the beginning of their final year of study. This mismatch is
most disturbing for the academic service factors such as course content, teaching
quality, teaching methods, personal contact with academic staff, and feedback. On
the other hand, it is interesting that service factors such as careers, counseling/
welfare, health, and physical education appear to have exceeded students’
expectations.

Oldfield and Baron (2000) showed on a sample of 333 undergraduate business
and management students in the United Kingdom that students’ perceived service
quality has three dimensions: “requisite elements,” which are essential to enable
students to fulfill their study obligations; “acceptable elements,” which are desirable
but not essential to students; and “functional elements,” which are of a practical or
utilitarian nature. A comparison of the perception of service quality between first-
and final-year students suggests that perception of service quality elements changes
throughout the study, with “acceptable elements” having increased importance. Hill
et al.’s (2003) main findings in their study (the United Kingdom) are that the quality
of the lecturer and the student support systems are the most influential factors in the
provision of quality education.
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Douglas et al. (2006) conclude that physical aspects of university services are not
important with regard to student satisfaction. It seems that a university’s physical
facilities influence only students’ choices. Once a student has enrolled, the most
important for them is the quality of teaching and learning experience. The quality of
teaching and learning will cause their satisfaction or dissatisfaction. They conclude
that regarding the international competitiveness and the aim to recruit and retain
students, all HEIs should aim to enhance student satisfaction and reduce student
dissatisfaction. “The students are the sole judges of whether or not this has been
achieved therefore student satisfaction surveys should be undertaken regularly, and a
university’s service offering adapted accordingly” (Douglas et al. 2006, p. 264).

Sinković and Sinković (2008) analyze the results of students’ surveys (regular
student surveys) and the possibility of using those results to raise the overall quality
in the educational process. The average grades (from students’ survey) at the level of
each question were analyzed, a total of 15 questions, and the students’ attitudes
about the importance of each question were subsequently examined. The paper
compares the experience of conducting a students’ survey in Italy, where some
students’ skepticism regarding the use of those surveys was confirmed.

Pavlina et al. (2011) emphasize the importance of examining students’ opinions
about the quality of the education process (teaching and curricula). They examine the
perception of 104 students from the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences in
Croatia—students were asked to rank by importance teacher and course character-
istics. The results of that research were compared with results of the same research
conducted in 2007 and 2009. Teacher quality characteristics are divided into three
categories: teacher expertise, teaching competence, and personal qualities. The most
important teaching expertise characteristic, identified by students, is “gives good
examples and exercises.” The most important teaching competence characteristic,
identified by students, is “teaches course content clearly and self-explanatory.” And
the most important personal quality characteristic is “regards students properly and
respectfully.”

Using a questionnaire on a population of 500 students, Rahman (2013) surveys
students’ perceptions of quality at ten private HEIs in Bangladesh. He examined
500 senior undergraduate- and graduate-level students. The results of the analysis
indicate that the students have a positive perception of the HE quality of private
universities in Bangladesh. They have an overall positive perception of the service
quality provided by the private universities of Bangladesh.

Klemenčič and Chirikov (2015) emphasize that student experience has become a
central tenet of quality assurance in higher education. They also indicate that
“attention has shifted from student experience to student engagement which con-
ceives students as active partners in the educational process and as responsible for
their learning and formation” (Klemenčič and Chirikov 2015, p. 361). They advocate
caution when using students’ survey results. The reliability and validity of student
survey data as evidence in decision-making are questionable. An overview of the
most influential student experience and engagement surveys, followed by a discus-
sion of methodological limitations of survey research, is given in the paper. They
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conclude with a set of recommendations on quality standards for survey design and
the use of student survey data as evidence in decision-making.

Puška et al. (2015) present the results of research on students’ satisfaction and
loyalty at the eMPIRICA College. To improve the quality system, they needed to get
feedback on the students’ perception of the quality system. Therefore, they examine
the relationship between perceived quality of higher education and student satisfac-
tion and between student satisfaction and loyalty. The research results indicate a
positive correlation between the analyzed parameters, that is, between the perceived
level of quality and the level of loyalty and satisfaction, and between student
satisfaction and their loyalty. The paper emphasizes the importance of students’
perception of quality research to improve the quality system in HEIs.

Hrnjic (2016), according to her research results, recognized six factors associated
with student satisfaction. The most important is teaching/learning process, and
supporting processes at universities have the least impact in student satisfaction
(such as administration/admissions office activities or university library services
delivery).

Dicker et al. (2017) aim to identify what students at Kingston University identi-
fied as markers of quality and if discernible differences occurred based on these
factors. A questionnaire consisting of 15 questions was made, which students could
answer with agree, disagree, or unsure. Each answer was assigned with a certain
number of points: agree with 1 point, disagree with 0 points, and unsure with 1 point.
Students rated academic relationships most highly, followed by interactions with
their peers and teaching and learning. By contrast, the lowest rating was given to the
support category. In responses to the statement “I feel that I am getting a high-quality
education,” of the total responses, 19% were unsure, 6% disagreed, and 75% agreed
that they were getting a high-quality education. The paper further analyses the
differences in responses by gender, ethnicity, year of study, and the like.

Ghobehei et al. (2019) in their study emphasize a branding-based approach as a
main factor in increasing the quality at HEIs. The results they have got from the
Iran’s higher education industry reveal that perceived brand orientation has a
positive impact on trust, loyalty, and students’ satisfaction, i.e., perceived brand
orientation has a positive impact on perceived service quality.

Allam (2018), on a sample of 91 students (Prince Sattam Bin Abdulaziz Univer-
sity, Saudi Arabia), explores students’ perceptions of quality in higher education in
terms of curriculum content, learning and teaching experiences, institutional
resources, assessment, and outcome. According to research results, teaching and
learning experiences maintain the highest meanings, followed by institutional fac-
tors, curriculum content, and so on.
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3 Methodology and Results of Empirical Research

3.1 Methodological Framework of Research

The primary objective of this paper is to examine students’ perceptions of quality in
higher education (HE) in terms of teachers’ quality characteristics, curriculum
content, learning and teaching experiences, the applicability of acquired knowledge
in practice, institutional resources, assessment, and outcome. After examining stu-
dents’ views on what they consider to be the quality of HE, their perception of
particular determinants of teaching quality, curriculum content, and the like at the
Polytechnic in Pozega (VUP) was examined. The population studied was the full-
time students at the Polytechnic in Pozega. At the time of the research, there were
335 full-time students. Namely, the Polytechnic in Pozega provides classes for full-
time and part-time students. For this paper, only full-time students were interviewed,
as they must participate in classes, as opposed to part-time students. So, they are
considered to be more competent in evaluating the quality of the educational process
at VUP. An online questionnaire was created by the authors of this paper. It was
structured after a detailed analysis of the literature on the searched topic. The survey
was conducted online during June and July 2019. The questionnaire was uploaded to
the LimeSurvey online survey tool, and it consists of five questions related to the
researched topic and three general issues such as gender, course, and year of study.

There are five undergraduate professional courses (Accounting, Commerce,
Administration, Food Technology, and Viticulture-Oenology-Pomology) at the
VUP and one specialist professional graduate study (Trade Business). The online
link containing the online questionnaire was forwarded to each group of students. At
the time of the survey, 335 full-time students were enrolled at VUP, and 102 of them
have answered the questionnaire completely, representing 30.5% of the total student
population covered by the survey. Most students that responded are from the
professional study Accounting (40.2%) and then Administration (22.5%), Com-
merce (11.8%), Food Technology (10.8%), Trade Business (7.8%), and Viticulture-
Oenology-Pomology (6.9%). Most students who completed the questionnaire were
from the second (34.3%) and third (34.3%) year of their undergraduate professional
study (a total of 68.6%). From the first year of undergraduate professional study,
the questionnaire completed 19.6% of students and from the first and second year of
the graduate study 11.8% of them. That is entirely acceptable regarding the topic of
the research since first-year students are less competent in judging the quality of
VUP (though not incompetent) than more experienced second- and third-year
students.
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3.2 Results of Empirical Research

Regarding the aims of this paper, the first part of the questionnaire examines
students’ perceptions of the most important determinants of quality in higher
education (HE). Seventeen determinants of HE quality were offered to the students,
and they could add something extra. Students were required to rate from 1 (least
important) to 5 (extremely important) the importance of the quality determinant
offered. The results of their evaluation are visible in Fig. 1.

According to Fig. 1, quality of teaching staff, their availability, courtesy of
administrative staff, and quality of study program and curricula are the most
important determinant of quality in higher education, according to the students’
perspective. The least important features are quality of enrolled students, visibility
and demand for graduates, and schedule exam time without overmatching. Interest-
ingly, students consider teachers and administrative staff as the main determinant of
quality, while they do not recognize their responsibility in creating the output of the
educational process. It can be concluded that students see themselves exclusively as
users of the HE service and less as partners in the process of teaching and learning. It
is also surprising that courtesy of administrative staff, according to the students’
evaluation, takes a high second place, immediately after the quality of teaching staff.

If the differences of the research results in what is most and least important as a
determinant of the HE quality are analyzed, according to the year of study, no
significant differences between the students of the first, second, and third year can
be highlighted. It is common to all of them that quality of teaching staff, followed by
kindness of administrative staff (second and third year), is the most important
determinant, while to the students of the first year, the quality of teaching staff and

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

Schedule exam time without over-matching
Visibility and demand for graduates

Quality of enrolled students
Amount of information presented and requested

Computer equipment
Fewer students per professor

Mentoring of students
Diversity of subjects

Proficiency of students upon graduation
Technical equipment

Applicability of acquired knowledge in practice
Quality of teaching process

Quality of curricula
Quality of study program

Availability of teachers
Courtesy of administrative staff

Quality of teaching staff

Average grade (1-5)

Fig. 1 The importance of HE’s quality determinants according to students’ perception Source:
Results of empirical research
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study program is the most important and then the kindness of administrative staff. It
is also common to all respondents that the least important determinants are exam
timetable, visibility, and demand for graduates and quality of incoming students. If
the responses of students at undergraduate level are compared with responses at the
graduate level, the ranking is also the same for both the most important and least
important determinants. The only difference is that graduate students generally gave
higher grades to all quality determinants than did undergraduate students. For
example, it is common to all of them that the quality of teaching staff is the most
important determinant of HE quality. Its average grade (on scale of 1–5) for the
undergraduate students is 4.1 while for the graduate students is 4.66.

Along with the offered quality features, students were given the possibility of an
open response. Among the answers received, the better organization of students’
professional practice should be mentioned, in terms of institutional contracting of
professional practice, rather than an independent selection from students. In general,
a large number of students further emphasized the importance of teaching staff
quality. In the open-ended answers, none of the students surveyed emphasized the
importance of the quality of inputs, that is, enrolled students.

In the next question, students were required to grade from 1 (lowest quality) to
5 (highest quality) offered determinants of quality at Polytechnic in Pozega (VUP).
They were offered 16 quality determinants. The results of evaluation can be seen in
Fig. 2.

Analyzing the respondents’ answers, it is evident that knowledge and skills of
teachers, kindness of administrative staff, and quality of teachers are the best-
evaluated determinants of quality at VUP. They are slightly less satisfied with
courses and curricula, while they are least satisfied with knowledge evaluation
methods (average grade 3.6), quality of professional practice (3.5), and connection
between theory and practice (3.5). The analyzed responses should serve as an
indicator of necessary reforms at VUP. A general conclusion is that quality at

3.2 3.4 3.6 3.8 4 4.2 4.4

Relationship between theory and practice
Quality of professional practice

Knowledge evaluation methods
Course content

Learning outcomes
Quality of curricula

Adequate equipment
Quality of teaching process

Quality of teaching methods and knowledge…
Quality of study program

Professor's correctness towards students
Teachers' evaluation survey

Lecturers' availability
Quality of teaching staff

Courtesy of administrative staff
Lecturers' knowledge and skills

Average grade (1-5)

Fig. 2 An average grade of quality determinants at VUP. Source: Results of empirical research
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VUP, from the students’ perspective, is very good since the worst evaluated deter-
minants of quality are still rated with an average grade of 3.5. With this analysis, the
weakest features of study programs and educational process at VUP were detected.

When analyzing the differences in respondents’ answers, regarding the year and
course of study, the situation is as follows. Students at graduate level, on average,
rated all quality determinants with a higher grade. The percentage of graduate
students who evaluated the quality of teaching staff with grades 4 and 5 (high
quality) is 100% and, on the other hand, at the professional study of Commerce
75%, Food Technology 72.6%, Accounting 70.2%, Administration 60.8%, and
Viticulture-Oenology-Pomology only 42.85%. This analysis highlights the direc-
tions in which additional efforts need to be done in terms of improving the quality of
teaching, learning, and the accompanying processes at VUP.

The next question was aimed to explore the satisfaction and loyalty of VUP
students since opinions and attitudes about the quality of HE process do not
necessarily mean that students are satisfied with their choice. Students’ satisfaction
and loyalty were examined using four statements, which students were required to
rate from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The results of the evaluation are
shown in Fig. 3.

Analyzing the satisfaction and loyalty of VUP students, it is evident that most
students are satisfied with their decision to study at VUP; 63% of them choose rank
4 and 5 (I agree and strongly agree). In addition, 20% of them are unsure, i.e., they
neither agree nor disagree, and 17% of the respondents are not satisfied with their
decision. Likewise, as many as 57% of the surveyed students are proud to be a VUP
student, 31% are unsure, and about 12% are not proud to be a VUP student.

Regarding the given analysis, management and staff of VUP may only partially
be satisfied with students’ satisfaction and loyalty. Satisfaction is not complete since
there are 17% of students who are not satisfied with VUP. It is necessary to do some
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about VUP.

I am proud to be a student
at VUP.
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1 Strongly disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neither agree nor disagree 4 Agree 5 Strongly agree

Fig. 3 Satisfaction and loyalty of VUP students (number of respondents, a total of 102). Source:
Results of empirical research
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extra research to explore reasons for students’ dissatisfaction as well as students’
indifference (30% of the researched students’ population express neither their
satisfaction nor dissatisfaction with their choice of VUP).

When analyzing the student satisfaction and loyalty by year of study, it can be
found that the most satisfied are the first-year students (72%), then second-year
students (70.73%), and only 50% of the third-year students (those who choose I
agree and strongly agree). Students’ satisfaction according to the course of study is
evident in Fig. 4.

According to the course of study, the most satisfied students (75%) are from
graduate study of Trade Business and students at undergraduate professional study
of Commerce (75%). The least satisfaction is at the undergraduate professional study
of Viticulture-Oenology-Pomology, only 14.3% of students. Based on the given
analysis, it can be concluded that most students are satisfied with their choice of
study and institution. Extra research should be done about the dissatisfaction of
students at the undergraduate professional study of Viticulture-Oenology-
Pomology.

Further analysis considered students who were not satisfied with their decision to
study at VUP. Their answers about the importance of HE’s quality determinants and
their average grades of quality determinants at VUP are analyzed. It is expected that
those students rate with lower grades quality determinants at VUP (compared to the
overall average) but that there is no significant deviation from the average ratings of
importance of HE’s quality determinants in general. The results of evaluated quality
at VUP from all students and dissatisfied students are presented in Fig. 5.

The results of the analysis indicate the expected. Dissatisfied students rated all
quality determinants at VUP with lower grades than the whole sample. On average,

75 75 68.3 63.6 56.5

14.3

8.3 12.5 17
9 21.7
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120

Trade Business Commerce Accounting Food
Technology

Administration Viticulture -
Oenology -
Pomology

Satisfied Dissatisfied Unsure

Fig. 4 Students’ satisfaction with their choice of the VUP according to the course of study (in %).
Source: Results of empirical research
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all quality determinants at VUP were rated with 3.37, while the average of all
students was 3.8.

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

Relationship between theory and practice
Quality of professional practice

Knowledge evaluation methods
Course content

Learning outcomes
Quality of curricula

Adequate equipment
Quality of teaching process

Quality of teaching methods and knowledge…
Quality of study program

Professor's correctness towards students
Teachers' evaluation survey

Lecturers' availability
Quality of teaching staff

Courtesy of administrative staff
Lecturers' knowledge and skills

Dissatisfied students All students

Fig. 5 An average grade of quality determinants at VUP (dissatisfied and all students). Source:
Results of empirical research
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Quality of teaching staff

Dissatisfied students All students

Fig. 6 An average grade of the importance of HE’s quality determinants (dissatisfied students and
all students). Source: Results of empirical research
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The importance of the HE’s quality determinants according to the perception of
dissatisfied students in relation to the perception of the whole sample is presented in
Fig. 6.

Figure 6 indicates that students who are unsatisfied with their choice of VUP
generally evaluated all HE’s quality determinants below the overall average. It was
expected that dissatisfied students will rate the quality of VUP below the average,
but it was not expected that they will rate all quality determinants of HE also below
the average. It is necessary to search the causes of students’ dissatisfaction so that
quality of educational process at VUP can be significantly improved.

The literature review in this paper presents papers that explore students’ satisfac-
tion with the quality of service at their HEI. Regarding the literature gap that exists in
Croatian academic literature, a research for the purpose of this paper was conducted.
The results of the research are very similar to Douglas et al.’s (2006) findings, i.e.,
the quality of teaching is the most essential part of HE quality. Unlike Klemenčič and
Chirikov (2015), who indicate that attention has shifted from students’ experience to
students’ engagement and students as active partners in the educational process,
responsible for their learning, this is not the case with the awareness of the students
surveyed in this study. Respondents in this paper do not see their responsibility in
shaping the quality of the higher education process.

4 Conclusion

The main objective of this paper was to explore students’ perceptions of quality in
higher education (HE) in terms of teachers’ quality characteristics, curriculum
content, learning and teaching experiences, applicability of acquired knowledge in
practice, institutional resources, assessment, etc. and the quality of those parameters
at the Polytechnic in Pozega (VUP). Full-time students of the VUP were surveyed
via an online questionnaire. 30.5% of the total surveyed student population has
responded to the questionnaire.

The research results indicate that, according to the students’ perception, the most
important determinant of quality in HE process is the quality of teaching staff, the
kindness of the administrative staff, the availability of teachers, and the quality of
study programs. On the other hand, the least important determinants of quality are
the quality of incoming students, the visibility and demand for graduates, and the
schedule exam time without overmatching. Analysis of the responses by year of the
study indicates that there is no significant difference in the evaluation and ranking of
the various determinants of HE quality. The conclusion from the above analysis
indicates that students do not see their responsibility in contributing to the quality of
higher education since they evaluated their quality as the least important determi-
nants (both when entering the HE system and their competence when leaving the HE
system). It can be concluded, therefore, that students see themselves solely as users
of the HE service and not as active partners in creating the output of the HE process,
i.e., knowledge.

344 M. J. Raguž et al.



The results of the research, related to the evaluation of quality determinants of the
VUP, indicate that all 16 offered quality determinants to the students were evaluated
with an overall average grade of 3.8. The highest ratings were given to the lecturers’
knowledge and skills, courtesy of administrative staff and quality of teaching staff in
general. What has been observed as the least quality dimension at the VUP is
the quality of professional practice and the relationship between theory and practice.
The research revealed the weakest points of the educational process at the VUP, from
the students’ perspective.

Analyzing the results of research related to the satisfaction and loyalty of the VUP
students, it can be concluded that 63% of students are satisfied with their decision to
study at the VUP, 20% are unsure, and 17% are not satisfied. Likewise, 57% of
respondents are proud to be a VUP student, 31% are unsure, and 12% are not proud
to be a VUP student. Management and staff of the VUP can be satisfied since the vast
majority of students are satisfied with their choice and loyal to the institution.
However, there is a small number of dissatisfied students, and in this direction, it
is necessary to make some additional efforts. Furthermore, about a quarter of
respondents are unsure about their choice, and about a third of respondents do not
feel proud to be a VUP student.

This research revealed some positive and less positive things about quality at the
VUP from the students’ perspective. The determinants of quality, which students
have given the lowest grades, need additional attention and effort from management
and staff. Similarly, further work is needed to raise the awareness of students about
their responsibility when creating the quality in HE, because through their active
approach to learning and teaching process they contribute to improving the quality of
HE process. Students need to be aware that they are not passive participants in the
HE process (users) but active partners in the learning and teaching process.
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