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Abstract

Higher education in Indonesia experienced masshanges in policy, governance, structure and statimese
changes have an effect on the operation of higaecation institutions and seen as the driving ferf® intense
competition in this industry. Considering all chasgthat higher education institutions faced withsirealized
that institutions will have to become more markgtimiented. The aim of this study is to obtain itifuence of
marketing mix towards students’ decision makingsklecting higher education institution. The surgemstions
were organized based on marketing mix combinatioeducation developed by Kotler and Fox which iaof
seven elements: the program, the place, the ptieepromotion, the physical facilities, the peoples process.
This research employed the survey method with gaimé approach. The sample of the survey wasntake
randomly consists of 300 students majoring in aotiog and business management, bachelor’'s degregrams
at Widyatama University. The collected data waslaed by using statistical methods such as corigiat
analysis. The research findings indicate that mtmige mix has significant and positive relationshigth
students’ decision making for selecting a univgrsit
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I ntroduction

In recent years, massive changes in policy, govesastructure and status of higher education baea taken
place all over the world, including Indonesia. trddnesia higher education institutions experiemsérenmental
changes, such as privatization, diversificatiom;etdralization, internationalization and increasednpetition.
These changes have an effect on how higher edociastitutions operate nowadays and they are sedhea
driving forces for marketing orientation of highetucation (Maringe, 2006).

Marketing in higher education sector is not newrkéting in higher education is needed to mitightedffects of
decreasing government funding and increase in ctitigme(Des Jardin, 2006). In order to survive dadchieve
a sustainable competitive advantage, higher educatstitutions should use a marketing frameworkyiand
Brown, 2003).

Private higher education institutions in Indonessaone of national assets in producing qualifiethdouresources
should then develop marketing strategy for theirvisal. Private higher education institutions faseme
challenges, such as: the decrease of student nuenbering the higher education institution, theréase of
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competition from national and international inditas as well. Private higher education institui@s one of the
national assets in producing qualified human resmsithen should develop marketing strategy for thaivival.
Kotler and Fox (1995) suggested that marketinglisvant to higher education institutions becatséli bring
benefits to the institution, includes: greater ssscin fulfilling the institution’s mission, impred satisfaction of
the institution’s public and market, improved aitian of marketing resources and improved efficienc
marketing activities. Marketing mix is one of thieraents of marketing strategy that can be appledigher
education institutions. The present paper triedigouss the effects of marketing mix on the stuslatdcision for
selecting higher education institution.

Literature Review
Marketing Mix in Higher Education

The development of a marketing strategy inweltke coordination and combination of the marketmix
elements (Hawkingt al, 2001, Kotler and Fox, 1995, Ivey, 2008). It ie ttombination and coordination of the
elements in the marketing mix that enables orgéioiza to meet customers’ need and provide custounsue. A
traditional marketing mix consists of the followieements: Product, Price, Promotion, Place (Ko#@08).

Higher educations have all the characteristics s#raice industry, which are:

D Customers do not obtain ownership. Customers ysdallive value from a service without obtaining
ownership of any tangible elements

D Service products are intangible performances. gitd@s refer to something that is experienced and
cannot be touched or preserved.

D Customer involvement in the production process.t@unsrs are often actively involved in helping to
create the service product by helping themselvédsy @ooperating with the service personnel.

D People as part of the service product. Given tloe tfzat different service personnel mat deliver the
service to customers, it is difficult to achievafarmity in service delivery.

D Importance of time. Customers have to be physiqaiygent to receive services.

D Services are perishable and can not be storegliisical product.

As a service, higher education marketing is sudfidy different from the marketing of products ahcheeds
different marketing mix.

Kotler and Fox (1995) have developed a version wiaaketing mix which is designed specifically fatueation
institutions, and which seems to address the Itmaita set by marketing mix for products. The marigimix
developed by Kotler and Fox (1995) can be explaasetbllow:

Program

The first element in marketing mix is program. Reog is the most basic decision that higher eduecatio
institutions have to make. Developing program tetisfy consumers’ wants and needs are criticaketiaug
activity for education institutions (Hoyer and Maolg, 2001). In higher education there are threeraativities
as service offered: teaching, research and comyngeitvice Higher education should evaluate its ecac
program and service product mix periodically, aadipularly when considering modifications.

Quality of higher education institutions servicescdmes important as a trigger for customer satisfacBut,
every stakeholder in higher education has a paatisiew of quality, dependent on their specifieds.
Pricing

Price is the amount of money (or some other iteat ith exchanged or bartered) that the buyer exdsafag a
service provided by the seller (Lamb etal, 2004higher education, price usually is related tdidni fees
offered, and any monetary related issues. Pricagymajor influence on marketing strategy as ntostesits and



their parents are concerned about the financialiGajion of attending university. According to Ketland Fox
(1995) price for students, consists of a monetast as well as other cost, for example effort gqesychological
cost and time cost.

Place

The third element of marketing mix in higher edimatis place or distribution. Kotler (2008) defidistribution
as ... In higher education place refers to thelabitity of education/program to potential studeimsthe most
convenient and accessible way. A typical deliverydmn for education services is for the institutionptesent
courses at one location, with students gatherimgclassroom instruction (Kotler&Fox, 1995).But teEement
place is not restricted to geographic locationhasihformation technology development provide alives in
delivery the education service. Higher educaticstiation may use distance learning and new teagyoin
serving their students to enhance their compet#oheantage.

Promotion

Education institution need to communicate it's f@¥ to the target market through promotional sgat Lambs
et al (2004) argued that promotional strategy is a fanoptimal use of the elements of promotion, namel
advertising, sales promotion, publicity and persgeding.

The promotion elements that can be used by higthacagion institution is determined by the studentgket’'s
expectation and requirements of the service aner @lements of institution marketing decisions.n®stion can
very well have the central role in the marketindpigher education. Promotion can enhance name néewgand
provide exposure for the university (Rudd & Milk)08).

Higher education institution can use pull strategyl push strategy in promoting its services (Sagd2006).
The combination of promotional mix of higher edusat consists of direct marketing, sales promotion,
advertising, internet and sponsorships (Rudd & 3$vIiR008).The most critical matter for higher ediorat
institution in developing promotion strategy isutaderstand the students as their primary consumers.

People

The people element of the higher educational meatgehix refers to the employees in the universitius,

people refers to all the teaching and administeasitaff through which the service is delivered andtomer
relation built (Kotler and Fox, 1995).The importanaf people ensue from the fact that the stafftheemost
crucial factors for successful service deliveryole also include institution’s current and forrsardents. This is
because prospective students tend to ask abouthaa#t with current and former students on thedng.

Lovelock & Wright (2004) suggested that direct ilmament in service marketing means that customeahiate
the quality of employees’ appearance and sociissis well as technical skills and consequently ighreflected
on the way of offer is judged. In designing a mérigestrategy an institution is recommended on tpiag its
staff. The personal appearance, attitudes and lwhafiuence customers’ perception of the seride Plesiss
& Rouseau, 2005). A student’s first impression ohigher education institution is often based on'has
interaction with the people of the institution.

Process

Processes refers to the way an institution doeméss and this relates to the whole administragpstem to this
element (Kotler,2008).Procedures, mechanism andldleof activities by which service are consumed the
essential elements of the marketing mix (Palmed520

Higher education institutions need to ensure thatents understand the process of acquiring acgerProcess in
higher educations refer to the things happen innatitution, such as the process of managemenglreant,
teaching, learning, social and even sport activitie

Physical Facilities and Evidence

Physical facilities or evidence refer to all of tphysical, tangible items an institution makes kadée to
customers ranging from brochures to the infra stinec Physical evidence is very important because t
intangible nature of the service offered by highducation institution. The environment in which #g@vice is



delivered, both tangible and intangible help to oamicate, perform and relay the customer satisfadio the
potential customer (lvy & Fattal, 2010).

Kotler et al (2008) suggest that physical evidemoeld give the first impression about the universihd usually
they see the building and facilities. Further Giasd Knapp (2002) add that the condition of thespta} location
contribute greatly on the image of the institutiGor example: technologies used, cleanliness ahspdibrary,
etc.

Student Choice

Student choice is a part of consumer behavior, ih&ow individuals or group select, buy and usedgoor
services (Kotler & Fox, 1995). There are five stapstudents choice of selecting a university: ¢heme needs and
motives, information gathering, evaluating alteive, decision making and post choice evaluation.

Fig 1. Student Choice Model
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In the step of student choice, marketing staffighbr education institution should try to establise consumers’
unmeet or unsatisfied needs, so they are ablentbwiays to fulfill these needs. Students’ needddceary in

nature (Soedijati, 2006). Marketer can not createds but they can however activate need recogrhi@ugh

raising their awareness of unperceived needs (KBi2008).

Once the needs for studying at the university Has®en recognized, the potential students then sdarcthe
information to meet these needs. Kotler (2008)stfi@sl the information sources as personal and pemsonal
sources. Personal sources for examples: familgnds, teachers. Non personal sources: advertissment
prospectuses, and mass media.

The next step that the students take after obwitiie needed information, then evaluate the altiwesa of
universities that he/she can enroll. The processvafuating alternatives involves the reductiorclabices until
one or two remain (Kotler and Fox, 1995). The stidevaluates the potential university based onrabau of
attribute such as: the program, the cost, theitiasil the process, the teachers and the locatogt(&Brown,
2003).

The final step in the decision making process, hathe post purchase phase, consists of four comsnpost
purchase dissonance, service product use, semodeg disposition and purchase evaluation.

Kotler and Fox (1995) suggested that each of theketiag mix elements plays a crucial role on itsnoin
students’ selection of institution; however, theportance of each P and the importance of different
subcomponents within those Ps are varied betwdfaratit educational settings.



Methodology

In this study a questionnaire form was designeshéasure influence of marketing mix on the studéwoice for
selecting university.The 7Ps item of marketing riuk higher education and student choice (decisi@king)
developed by Kotler & Fox, 1995 was used to measgwrenarketing mix element and student choice.

The survey instrument used in this study was astrad questionnaire for empirical study. The Jalga of the
study were measure using multiple items. All of fltale items represented in the survey instrumtdiging a
five point Likert scal. The anchors used includad1= strongly disagree, b) 2= disagree, c) 3=heeiagree nor
disagree, d) 4= agree, e) 5= strongly agree.

The data were gathered from 300 students of Busiaesl Management program and Accounting program
(bachelor degree) which were randomly choosen.

Results and Discussion

Validity of thescale

Validity refers to how wll the scale measures wkatets out to measure ( Nazir, 2006). Construladitsais the
most important type of validity. It refers to hovelvthe measure confroms with theoritical expeotati

In this study, the validity of the construct wasasered by checking the square root of the averagance for
each construct. The value of all constructs arevalfo3, those values indicated that the constraicsvalid as
suggested by Nazir (2006).

Reliability of the scale

Cronbach coefficient alpha is the most common aeckeformula for assessing the reliability of measuent
scale with multi point item ( Sugiono, 2008). Thiphe measures was 0.944, this value is greater tiran
minimum of 0.7 required for constructs to be deemnedidble (as suggested by Nazir, 2006).

The correlation of Marketing Mix on Student choice

Marketing mix is how considered as important fagtior managing sustainability of higher educatiostitation.
Marketing mix for higher education consist of 7Wsich include: Program, Price, Place, Promotiospte ,
Process, Physical Facilities (Kotler & Fox, 1995).

From the study table 1 shows the correlation masdenix component ( 7Ps ) to the students’ decisnaking in
selecting higher education. As can be seen frore thly that all components have positive correfatio the
students decision making. Program (r= 0.526), R®d¢e = 0.650), People (r = 0.604), Physical evidefr =
0.588) have stronger correlation to students datisiaking compare to other components, Promotien0(428),
Place (r = 0.351) and Price (0.390).



Table 1. The Correlations of Marketing Mix on Decision Making

Correlations

Program Price Place Promotion People Process Physical Decision
Program Pearson Correlation 1 A87* 377 473 .583* .545* 499*4 .526*4
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Price Pearson Correlation A87* 1 517 541 516" .408*4 452+ .390*4
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Place Pearson Correlation 377 517+ 1 .539*4 4324 .353* 4524 .351*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Promotion  Pearson Correlation AT73% 541+ .539*4 1 539" 444 .527*4 428
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
People Pearson Correlation .583*4 .516*1 4324 .539*4 1 750" 5224 .604*4
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Process Pearson Correlation 5454 .408*1 .353*4 4444 750%1 1 .546*4 .650*4
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Physical Pearson Correlation .499*4 452%4 A52%H 5274 .522*4 .546*4 1 .588*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Decision Pearson Correlation .526™ .390* 3514 4284 .604* .650*4 .588*4 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The effect of marketing mix on student decision making in selecting university

Table 2 shows the effects of marketing mix on tiielents decision making in selecting higher edoaoati
institutions

Table 2 The effect of marketing mix on student decision making in selecting univer sity

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 §242 .525 513 46825

a. Predictors: (Constant), X7, X3, X1, X2, X6, X4, X5

The effects of marketing mix which is express oa #alue o r square is 0.525. It means that maidketiix
influences the student decision making significatb2.5%) and 47.5% are influenced by other factbat are
not including in this study.

The findings of this research shows that marketimg has significant influence on students decisiaking in
selecting higher education institution. From thesuits , it is sugested that higher educationtuigins should
integrate all their organizational functions andrke#ing activities to sustain their existancy. Hengolicies and
decisions of higher education institution must faam in-depth knowledge of customer needs, goats an
expectations.



With respect to pratical contributions, the findsngf this study can be used as a guideline by treagement to
improve the education service. The management gtielni education institution as service provider tres
responsiblity to provide facilities, and teachingfssufficiently because these two elements infbesthe process
of teaching and learning. Inability to manage stgathing and learning facilities and teaching stafy decrease
student satisfaction. This result in line withrélsearch conducted by Hoyt and Brown (2003) whgted quality
of faculty and instruction as one of most importanoice factors of selecting university. But unsmer should
not leave other elements of marketing mix becaash ®f the seven Ps are interrelated. Briggs (2006)s
study also support the findings. In his study hentdied several factors that influence studentiah@f higher
education. These factors include: academic rejugErogram), location, teaching reputation, quaiitfaculty,
information supplied by institution and researchimmnment, promotion, and school fee.

Conclusion

In summary, the result of this study shows thadlirseven dimensions of servive marketing mix hsigaificant
correlation to the student choice of higher edoeatiThe findings have implications for universigcruitment
strategies in order to have deeper knowledge abmtstudent choice process and also to improve thei
knowledge on how to deal with the influences ttaat form student prceptions. The 7 Ps marketingisniset of
controllable elements a university uses to shapefier to the market.
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