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This descriptive study utilized a validated questionnaire to determine the profile of two sets of students
and their level of consideration in deciding to enroll in their University. It also determined whether their
level of consideration in deciding to enroll in their University significantly differed from each other. It
was found out that most of the University of the East (UE) and National University (NU) respondents
were male respondents taking up Information Technology. They did not have a home province, lived in
Manila and Quezon City, lived in family-owned houses, belonged to a family with five family members,
and travelled at least an hour in going to school through jeepneys. On the other hand, they were different
in terms of family monthly income (most of the UE respondents belonged to a family with a higher family
monthly income) and number of family members who studied in the University (most of the NU respondents had at least one member who studied in the same university). It was also noted that more than a
quarter of NU respondents lived near their school. UE and NU respondents agreed that they considered
nine and five, respectively, of the eleven institutional image indicators in deciding to enroll in the university. UE respondents had the highest consideration on admission process and course offering while NU
respondents had the highest consideration on scholarships and grants. Test of difference between means
revealed that the level of considerations of the respondents on the institutional image indicators significantly differed in nine out of the eleven indicators. Thus, the null hypothesis stating that there is no significant difference in the level of consideration of the respondents in deciding to enroll in the two universities in terms of institutional image indicators is partially rejected. Conclusions, recommendations, and
limitations of the study were also discussed.
Keywords: Competition; Computing Students; Information Technology; Institutional Image; School
Choice; School Marketing

Introduction
Education is regarded as a very important commodity. Such
importance has been viewed in individual and national levels.
In the individual level, a person can become confident, aware,
and active in the society (Ur Rehman et al., 2010; Vaduva et al.,
2011). In the national level, education plays an important role
in the socio-economic development of the country (Ur Rehman
et al., 2010). It can accelerate economic growth (Ur Rehman et
al., 2010), and develop the human resources skills (Ur Rehman
et al., 2010; Ud Din et al., 2011) of the nation. A nation with
uneducated people could be left behind in every field of life
(Bashir et al., 2011).
Higher education institutions (HEIs) are committed to serving these demands. However, HEIs all over the world are experiencing financial problems in sustaining their daily operations. Banya & Elu (2001) reported that HEIs in Sub-Saharan
African lacked resources and needed multiple means of funding.
In Pakistan, lack of financial resource was accounted as one the
impediments in enhancing the quality of public higher education (Khan & Iqbal, 2011). It was observed in the Middle East
and North Africa (MENA) countries that the demand for higher
education was increasing (Nahas, 2011). Along with this observation, HEIs in MENA countries, except Lebanon, were also
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facing financial problems (Nahas, 2011). In Jordan, the noncontrol over student tuition fees and student enrollment posed
funding constraints to HEIs (Kanaan et al., 2011). Universities
are striving to continue serving the demand for education
stimulated by demographic changes, technological innovations,
and a more competitive labor market environment at a time of
tight budgetary constraints (Fahim & Sami, 2011).
Private HEIs (PHEIs) are financed through gifts, grants, research contracts (Leifner, 2003), but primarily through tuition
fees (Leifner, 2003; Ho & Wang, 2011; Kanaan et al., 2011;
Kabbani & Salloum, 2011). Tuition fees greatly depend on
student enrollment. A significant decrease in the student enrollment could greatly affect the finances of the schools.
Universities in the Philippines offering degree and non-degree programs in computing (Information Technology, Computer Science, Information Systems, and Associate in Computer
Technology) are also experiencing the same problem. This is
aggravated by the fact that the interest in a career in programming is declining (De Raadt, 2004) and few women are attracted to the field of computing (De Raadt, 2004; Tsagala &
Kordaki, 2007; Leiviskä & Siponen, 2010). Other problems
were related to the antisocial image of technology courses, the
cyclic nature of demand on the degree, and the notion of outCopyright © 2012 SciRes.
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sourcing of technology jobs overseas (Lenox et al., 2008). The
recent moratorium of the Commission of Higher Education
(CHED) of the Philippines on computing degree programs also
significantly affects the enrollment on the said degrees. Also,
the imminent outcomes on university enrollment of the implementation of K-12 program of the Philippine government will
also be felt in the future. As such, PHEIs are now actively informing possible enrollees what they could offer. PHEIs are
now driven towards competition brought by these political and
economic forces.
Philippine HEIs are now employing marketing techniques
and business models to inform possible enrollees. However,
there is a dearth of studies on what students consider in deciding to enroll in a school in Philippine setting. Though marketing strategies might work, the lack of solid and sound basis for
such strategies is apparent. As a consequence, school choice in
a local setting is almost unknown. Thus, this study was conceived.
Toward these goals, the study sought answers to the following questions: 1) What is the profile of the freshmen in terms of
gender, degree program, home province, city home location,
type of house residence, household income, number of family
members, number of family members studying in the same
university, travel time from house to school, and mode of
transportation? 2) What is the level of consideration of the respondents in deciding to enroll in the University in terms of
institutional image indicators, such as Tuition Fee, Tuition Fee
Payment Scheme, Admission Process, Schedule of Classes,
Course Offering, Facilities, Faculty Profile, Scholarships and
Grants, Kinship Patronage, Security in Campus, and Accessibility? and 3) Is there a significant difference in the level of
consideration of the respondents in deciding to enroll in the two
Universities in terms of the institutional image indicators?
The paper was subdivided into five main sections in order to
answer the above questions. In Literature Review section, studies conducted related to this research were presented. This section also served as basis in the formulation of the Research
Paradigm and Hypothesis of the study. The Methodology part
presented how data were analyzed and followed immediately
by the Findings and Discussion. The summary of the study was
presented in Conclusions, Recommendations, Limitations, and
Future Research.

Literature Review
Literature shows that competition has benefits. Harrison
(2005a) and Novak (2006) commented that competition is a
powerful tool that can be used in the school sector to benefit the
consumers (i.e., students) and raise productivity. Competition
may contribute to improve the quality of education (Gabriel et
al., 2008; Bukowska & Siwinska-Gorzelak, 2011). School administrators are compelled to make improvements and developments in their schools because of pressure from competitors
and the need to attract students (Harrison, 2005b; Duarte et al.,
2010). Most schools that cannot cope with the competition are
likely to be left behind in attracting students. Unsatisfied students may drop out (Belanger et al., 2002) and may move to a
superior private school (Harrisson, 2005a). In other words,
schools in the different parts of the world are stimulated by
competition and are promoting choice among consumers
(Gabriel et al., 2008).
Szekeres (2010: p. 429) commented that “the climate of
Copyright © 2012 SciRes.
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competition for students in the higher education sector makes it
imperative that institutions increase their marketing efforts,
both domestically and internationally, to help sustain student
numbers.” This makes competition over possible enrollees
stiffer (Szekeres, 2010). They are now competing for students
(Duarte et al., 2010) in terms of not only their abilities and cognitive skills but also their social background (Robert, 2010).
This resulted in applying a number of standard marketing practices in higher education institutions (Szekeres, 2010).
Universities are employing marketing strategies to inform
possible enrollees on what they could offer. It was found out
that successful recruitment strategies could attract students
(Kerstetter, 2011). Rizvi & Khan (2010) clarified that marketing in schools is not only about informing their clients or customers, but also knowing that what is required by the clients or
customers thus ensuring that the schools give ultimately the
product and service they need while maintaining its quality.
Schools are maintaining and looking for ways to improve their
image (“the organization’s portrait made in the mind of a consumer”) and reputation (“the degree of trust or distrust in an
organization’s ability to meet customers’ expectations on a
given attribute”) (Nguyen & LeBlanc, 2001: p. 305).
Many articles were written to determine what were considered by the students in choosing a school. Hu and Hossler
(2000) found out that tuition fee was directly related to the
preference of students in choosing a school. Fee, a component
of price, was one of the factors in choosing a school in England
(Maringe, 2006). The studies of Jackson (1980) and Pereda et al.
(2007) also had similar findings. Flexibility of tuition fee payment was also considered (Maringe, 2006). Salahuddin et al.
(2008) also confirmed through factor analysis that flexibility of
tuition fee payment was found to be one of the important factors in choosing a private university.
Students would apply in schools that would accept them
(Drewes & Michael, 2006). For example, one of the most important choice factors in choosing a school of Canadians in the
United States was grade requirements (McCarthy et al., 2012).
This shows that students considered the admission procedures
and policies of the school. This was found to be consistent in
the study of Sidin et al. (2003). Students also had consideration
for schedule of classes that allotted time for extra-curricular
activities (Parker et al., 2007), and offered face-to-face and
web-based study (Hagel & Shaw, 2008).
Kerstetter (2011) advocated that degree offerings of a school
should be one of the foci of marketing strategies. This was
found to be correct in the literature. Reddy (2011) found out
that academic offerings were one of the factors in choosing a
business school of Indian students. Canadian students studying
in the United States also considered this factor in choosing a
school (McCarthy et al., 2012). Meanwhile, Pauline (2010)
revealed that Lacrosse players of the National Collegiate Athletic Association chose a college that could provide an academic program that would lead to career opportunities after
graduation.
The overall impression of quality education was significantly
correlated (positively) with the quality and accessibility of the
IT facilities. It also predicted students’ satisfaction (Brewer &
Carnes, 2008; Nadiri et al., 2009). This factor was also supported by Shah and Nair (2010), and McCarthy et al., (2012).
Quality of teaching staff (Shah & and Nair, 2010; McCarthy et
al., 2012) was also an important choice consideration for the
students since the kind of teachers greatly affected the learning
1071
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outcomes of the students.
Scholarships and grants for financially challenged yet bright
students could also contribute to the institutional image of the
University. This factor was also found to influence school
choice (Pauline, 2010; Kerstetter, 2011; McCarthy et al., 2012).
Kinship patronage in the forms of recommendations of friends
and family members was also found to influence school choice
(McCarthy et al., 2012).
Students spent most of their time in school. In the study of
Warrington (2005 cited in Andre-Bechley, 2007), it was found
out that school location was important to working parents because they were concerned about the violence or crime in the
area. Thus, security was considered an important factor of
school choice (Belanger et al., 2002).
Dahari & Ya (2011) argued that young children should not
spend long periods of time in going to school. They found out
that parents in Malaysia would send their children to schools
close to their homes or close to their workplace. Thus, accessibility of school was considered a factor in school choice.

Research Paradigm and Hypothesis
The foregoing review of related literature and studies served
as basis for the formulation of the research paradigm below.
Figure 1 shows the two sets of respondents—computing
freshmen from the University of the East and those from National University. A validated questionnaire provided data on
their demographic profile and their level of consideration in
deciding to enroll with respect to the eleven institutional image
indicators. With the use of proper statistical tools, the difference between their levels of consideration in deciding to enroll
in the University with regard to the eleven institutional image
indicators was also determined. To this end, it was hypothesized (H0) that there is no significant difference in the level of
consideration of the respondents in deciding to enroll in the two
universities in terms of the institutional image indicators.

Methodology
Research Design, the Subjects, Sample Size, and
Sampling Design
The study employed a descriptive design. It used a descriptive-survey as the research instrument. Freshmen taking up
Information Technology (IT)-related degree and non-degree
programs from the National University and University of the
East answered the questionnaire. There were 147 (5 class sections) and 667 freshmen (18 class sections) at the National
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University (NU) and University of the East (UE), respectively.
Sloven’s formula with an error of 5% was utilized to compute
for the sample sizes. The sample size for NU was 110. To accommodate a low return rate, 120 were distributed and 113
were retrieved. These were all used in the analysis.
On the other hand, one hundred (100) students who participated in the pretest of the questionnaire were deducted from the
total population of UE respondents. Thus, the actual population
considered for UE was 567 and its computed sample size was
235. Two hundred eighty-eight (288) forms were distributed to
accommodate a low return rate. Two hundred seventy-seven
(277) were retrieved and all of these were used in the analysis.
Students were randomly selected through their class sections.
The class sections were written on a piece of paper and were
randomly picked out. Students (regardless of age, gender, etc.)
of the selected sections answered the questionnaire. Table 1
shows the details of forms distributed and retrieved per section.
(The names of the sections were changed to protect the privacy
of the students.)

Research Instrument, Validation of the Research
Instrument, and Statistical Treatment of Data
The questionnaire consisted of two parts. The first part gathered data on the profile of the respondents in terms of name,
gender, degree program, home province, etc.
The second part of the questionnaire determined the level of
consideration in deciding to enroll in the university with regard
to institutional image indicators, such as tuition fee, tuition fee
payment scheme, admission process, schedule of classes,
course offering, facilities, faculty profile, scholarships and
grants, kinship patronage, security in campus, and accessibility.
Questions were based on the last stage of school choice—matriculation stage (Chapman, 1986). All questions began with the
phrase “I decided to enroll in the university because…”. They
could respond from 1 (Disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree) (See
Table 2). The mean and mean ranges (shown in Table 2) were
utilized to determine the level of consideration in the choice of
the university.
The questionnaire was pretested to 100 freshmen. Confusing
and vague words were revised based on the pretest. The validity
and reliability of questionnaire were determined through factor
Table 1.
Distributed and retrieved survey forms.
UE

NU

Section Distribution Retrieved
Institutional Image Indicators
UE Computing
Freshmen

NU Computing
Freshmen

Figure 1.
The research paradigm.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Tuition Fee
Tuition Fee Payment Scheme
Admission Process
Schedule of Classes
Course Offering
Facilities
Faculty Profile
Scholarships and Grants
Kinship Patronage
Security in Campus
Accessibility

Section

Distributed Retrieved

A

40

38

A

30

29

B

39

37

B

30

27

C

12

12

C

30

29

D

40

38

D

30

28

E

39

37

F

38

37

G

40

39

H

40

39

TOTAL

288

277

TOTAL

120

113

Copyright © 2012 SciRes.
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Table 2.
The 5-point scale, its mean range, and verbal interpretation.
Weight/Scale

Mean Range

Verbal Interpretation

5

4.51 - 5.00

Strongly agree

4

3.51 - 4.50

Agree

3

2.51 - 3.50

Moderately agree

2

1.51 - 2.50

Slightly agree

1

1.00 - 1.50

Disagree

and Cronbach alpha analyses. Factor analysis determined the
validity of the questions that made up each variables (Dancey &
Reidy, 2002) while Cronbach alpha analysis determined the
internal consistency of the questions (Alese & Owoyemi, 2004).
Factor and Cronbach’s alpha analyses revealed that all constructs were found to be valid (factor loading  0.50) and reliable (  0.70) (George & Mallery, 2009; Pallant, 2001). Table
3 shows the validity and reliability of the constructs.
Frequency counts, percentages, and mean were utilized to
describe the data. Maps were used to show the place of residence of the respondents. Test of difference (independent samples) was used to determine whether there was a significant
difference in the level of consideration in deciding to enroll in
the University. Test of difference (independent samples) is used
“when the participants perform in only one of two conditions,
i.e., an independent, between-participants or unrelated design”
(Dancey & Reidy, 2002: p. 206). A 5% level of probability
with 95% reliability was adopted to determine the degree of
significance of the findings.

ET

of NU respondents could reach the school by walking while
only a small portion (f = 26% or 9%) of UE respondents was
living within in the vicinity of the school. The disparity was
attributed to the location of the two universities (See Figures 2
and 3. Maps were taken from Google Map). Ocular inspections
revealed that residential houses were situated near NU. Thus,
students living near NU would only reach the school in less
than five minutes. On one hand, UE is situated in a more commercialized area where business establishments outnumber the
residential houses.

Level of Consideration in Deciding to Enroll in the
University
Table 5 shows that NU respondents rated “Agree” (Admission Process = 3.71, Schedule of Classes = 3.59, Course Offering = 3.77, Faculty Profile = 3.78, and Scholarship and Grants
= 3.86) on five of eleven institutional image indicators. The
findings support the findings of Drewes & Michael (2006), and
Sidin et al. (2003) on Admission Process; Parker et al. (2007),
Table 3.
Validity and reliability of constructs.
Institutional Image Indicators

Factor
Loading

Cronbach’s
alpha

Tuition Fee*

0.779

0.709

Tuition Fee Payment Scheme

0.875

0.781

Admission Process

0.692

0.758

Schedule of Classes

0.751

0.832

Findings and Discussion
Profile of the Respondents
Table 4 shows the profile of the respondents. The profile of
NU and UE respondents shared common characteristics as
shown in Table 4. Most of the respondents were taking up degree program in Information Technology (NU: f = 95% or 84%;
UE: f = 227% or 82%), male (NU: f = 74% or 65%; UE: f =
208% or 75%), do not have a home province (NU: f = 38% or
34%; UE: f = 77% or 28%), lived in family-owned house (NU:
f = 50% or 44%; UE: f = 164% or 59%) in the city of Manila
(NU: f = 62% or 55%; UE: f = 110% or 40%), and belonged to
a family with five family members family-owned house, and
spent an hour or less (NU: f = 97% or 86%; UE: f = 110% or
76%) in going to school by means of jeepneys (NU: f = 73% or
65%; UE: f = 204% or 74%).
Meanwhile, the profile of respondents of the two universities
also differed in some aspects. Most NU respondents belonged
to families whose monthly income did not exceed Php 40,000
(about US $1000) while UE respondents belonged to families
whose monthly income was at least Php 40,000. In terms of
number of family members who studied in the same university,
fifty-one percent (51%) (f = 57) of NU respondents had at least
one member of the family who studied in NU. On the other
hand, fifty-four percent (54%) (f = 151) of UE respondents did
not study in UE.
The average travel time of NU respondents (average travel time
= 40 minutes) was shorter than that of UE respondents (average
travel time = 54 minutes). Twenty-six percent (f = 29% or 26%)
Copyright © 2012 SciRes.
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Course Offering

0.810

0.820

School Facilities

0.637

0.831

Faculty Profile

0.777

0.844

Scholarships and Grants

0.850

0.760

Kinship Patronage

0.814

0.738

Security in Campus*

0.697

0.719

Accessibility

0.698

0.795

*

Note: One item was deleted.

Figure 2.
Map Showing the Location of the University of the East.

1073

R. P. BRINGULA

ET

AL.

Table 4.
Profile of the respondents.
Findings
Profile of the Respondents

NU

UE

f

%

f

%

Information Technology

95

84

227

82

Computer Science

18

16

48

17

Associate in Computer Technology

-

-

2

1

Male

74

65

208

75

Female

39

35

69

25

Figure 3.
Map showing the location of the national university.

None

38

34

77

28

Table 5.
Level of consideration in deciding to enroll in the university.

Region III

27

24

32

12

Region IV-A

15

13

69

25

Degree Program

Gender

Home Province

Other Provinces

33

29

99

Mean

Tuition Fee

3.00

35

City Address

NU Respondents

Institutional Image
Indicators

Moderately
agree
Moderately
agree

Mean

V. I.*

3.28

Moderately
agree

3.77

Agree

62

55

110

40

Tuition Fee
Payment Scheme

3.38

Quezon City

18

16

56

20

Admission Process

3.71

Agree

4.04

Agree

Other Parts of Metro Manila

33

29

111

40

Schedule of Classes

3.59

Agree

3.97

Agree

Course Offerings

3.77

Agree

4.04

Agree

Facilities

3.43

Moderately
agree

3.85

Agree

Family-Owned

50

44

164

59

Apartment-Rented

30

27

46

17

Others

33

29

67

24

Family Monthly Income
Less than or Equal to Php 40,000

77

68

137

49

Greater than or Equal to Php 4000

36

32

140

51

An Hour or Less

97

86

110

76

More than an Hour

16

14

67

24

Faculty Profile

3.78

Agree

4.03

Agree

Scholarship and
Grants

3.86

Agree

3.99

Agree

Kinship Patronage

2.76

2.97

Moderately
agree

Security in Campus

3.08

3.54

Agree

Accessibility

3.25

3.56

Agree

OVERALL MEAN

3.42

3.73

Agree

*

Travel Time

Average Travel Time: NU = 40 min;
UE = 54 min
Mode of Transportation
Jeepney

73

65

204

74

Walking Distance

29

26

26

9

LRT/MRT

20

18

95

34

5

-

5

-

None

56

49

151

54

At Least One (1)

57

51

126

46

Average Number of Family Members
Number of Family Members Studied in
the University
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V. I.

Manila

Type of House Residence in the City
Address

*

UE Respondents

*

Moderately
agree
Moderately
agree
Moderately
agree
Moderately
agree

Note: *V. I. = Verbal Interpretation.

and Hagel & Shaw (2008) on Schedule of Classes; Kerstetter
(2011), Reddy (2011), McCarthy et al. (2012), and Pauline
(2010) on Course Offering; Shah & Nair (2010), and McCarthy
et al. (2012) on Faculty Profile; and Pauline (2010), Kerstetter
(2011), and McCarthy et al. (2012) on Scholarships and Grants.
Scholarships and Grants got the highest mean rating while
Kinship Patronage (mean rating = 2.76, “Moderately agree”)
got the lowest mean rating. Follow-up interviews with the NU
respondents confirmed that they decided to enroll in their University because of the financial assistance and the prestige of
the scholarship provided by their school.
As shown in Table 1, most of NU respondents belonged to a
Php 40,000 or less-family monthly income. The average tuition
fee per semester for IT-related degree programs in NU is about
Php 32,000 (US $800). Thus, a high consideration on Scholar-

Copyright © 2012 SciRes.
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ship and Grants can be attributed to the financial capability in
paying tuition fees of the NU respondents. This implies that NU
should inform possible enrollees, especially those who belong
to a Php 40,000 or less family income, about the financial assistance they could offer.
Meanwhile, UE respondents “Agree” that they considered
nine institutional indicators in choosing their school. These
indicators were Tuition Fee Payment Scheme (mean rating =
3.77), Admission Process (mean rating = 4.04), Schedule of
Classes (mean rating = 3.97), Course Offering (mean rating =
4.04), Facilities (mean rating = 3.85), Faculty Profile (mean
rating = 4.03), Scholarship and Grants (mean rating = 3.99),
Security in Campus (mean rating = 3.54), and Accessibility
(mean rating = 3.56). Admission Process and Course Offering
got the highest mean ratings while Kinship Patronage got the
lowest mean rating.
Studies found to be consistent with these findings are given
below.
 Tuition Fee Payment Scheme—Maringe (2006), Salahuddin
et al. (2008), McCarthy et al. (2012)
 Admission process—Drewes & Michael (2006), and Sidin
et al. (2003)
 Schedule of Classes—Parker et al. (2007), and Hagel &
Shaw (2008)
 Course offering—Pauline (2010), Kerstetter (2011), Reddy
(2011), and McCarthy et al. (2012)
 Facilities—Brewer & Carnes (2008), Nadiri et al. (2009),
Shah & and Nair (2010), and McCarthy et al. (2012)
 Faculty profile—Shah & and Nair (2010), and McCarthy et
al. (2012)
 Scholarship and Grants—Pauline (2010), Kerstetter (2011),
and McCarthy et al. (2012)
 Security in Campus—Warrington (2005 cited in AndreBechley, 2007), and Belanger et al. (2002)
 Accessibility—Dahari & Ya (2011)
Admission Process refers to the convenience of admission
(i.e., from acquiring an application form) to enrollment (i.e.,
selecting subjects and paying tuition fees) procedures. This
shows that respondents decided to enroll in UE because of its
fast and convenient admission procedures. Moreover, Course
Offering in UE portrays a good image as perceived by the respondents. Course Offering refers to the prestige (e.g., high
level of accreditation status, demand and popularity of the degree program, and government-recognized degree programs) of
the degree programs offered by the University.
These findings reveal that UE portrays the best institutional
image in terms of its Admission Procedures and Course Offerings. These findings also suggest that UE administrators should
continuously find ways to improve the admission procedures
and to seek higher level accreditation status of its IT-related
degree programs. In other words, they should direct their marketing strategies to those students whose major considerations
in deciding to enroll in the University are convenient and fast
admission procedures, and established IT-related degree programs.

Difference between Level of Consideration in
Deciding to Enroll in the University of the
Respondents
Table 6 shows the test of difference (independent samples)
between the level of consideration in deciding to enroll in the
Copyright © 2012 SciRes.
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Table 6.
Test of difference between level of consideration in deciding to enroll
in the university of UE and NU respondents.
Institutional Image
Indicators

Difference between
Means (D) (UE – NU)

t-valuea

Sig.

Tuition Fee

0.27306

3.269

0.001

Tuition Fee Payment
Scheme

0.39774

4.288

0.000

Admission Process

0.33680

3.430

0.001

Schedule of Classes

0.38712

4.029

0.000

Course Offerings

0.27020

2.781

0.006

Facilities

0.42006

4.847

0.000

Faculty Profile

0.24907

2.722

0.007

Scholarships and
Grants

0.13051

1.462

0.144

Kinship Patronage

0.20930

1.852

0.065

Security in Campus

0.45384

4.214

0.000

Accessibility

0.30542

2.582

0.011

Note: adgrees of freedom (df) = 388.

University of UE and NU respondents with regard to the institutional image indicators. Responses in terms of Scholarship
and Grants (D = 0.13051, t(388) = 1.462, p-value > 0.05) and
Kinship Patronage (D = 0.20930, t(388) = 1.852, p-value > 0.05)
were not found to have significant difference.
On the other hand, it was found out that there were significant differences on the responses on the following nine institutional image indicators.
 In terms of Tuition Fee, UE respondents had higher consideration (D = 0.27306) in deciding to enroll in their University than NU respondents. The t-value of 3.269 (df = 388)
with an associated p-value of 0.001, which is less than 0.05
level of significance, shows that the difference is unlikely to
have arisen from sampling error. Similarly, UE respondents
also had higher consideration in deciding to enroll in their
school than NU respondents in terms of Tuition Fee Payment Scheme (D = 0.39774, t(388) = 4.288, p-value < 0.05).
This is attributed to the scholarships and grants received by
NU respondents. Informal interviews with two NU teachers
confirmed that most of computing freshmen were scholars.
NU respondents tend to have lower considerations (and
conversely, UE had higher consideration) on these institutional image indicators since their financial assistance from
scholarships and grants would cover the cost of their education. Therefore, they were less concerned about paying their
tuition fees.
 The same reason also can also be attributed to the higher
consideration of UE respondents on Course Offerings (D =
0.27020, t(388) = 2.781, p-value < 0.05), Facilities (D =
0.42006, t(388) = 4.847, p-value < 0.05) and Faculty Profile (D = 0.24907, t(388) = 2.722, p-value < 0.05). Since
most UE respondents were “paying clientele”, they wanted
to get the best out of their tuition fees. They expected more
credible course offerings, up-to-date facilities, and qualified
faculty.
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The differences between the responses of UE and NU respondents in terms of Admission Process (D = 0.33680,
t(388) = 3.430, p-value < 0.05) and Schedule of Classes (D
= 0.38712, t(388) = 4.029, p-value < 0.05) were found to be
significant. The positive difference (D) indicates that UE
respondents had higher consideration in deciding to enroll
in their University than NU respondents. It can be noted
that Admission Process refers to the convenience and fast
procedures in enrolling in the University while Schedule of
Classes refers to the flexibility and convenience of class
schedules of the University. The higher consideration of UE
respondents on these indicators can be attributed to the
home location of the UE freshmen. Sixty percent of UE respondents were from other parts of Metro Manila (see Table 4). An enrollment procedure that could not be finished
in one day meant more frequent visits to the University and
higher cost of transportation. Schedule of classes not suited
to the students resulted in poor attendance in class or in
dropping the subject. Therefore, fast and convenient admission procedures, as well as flexible and expedient class
schedules would be very beneficial to commuting enrollees.
 The home location of the respondents also explains the
significant difference in their level of consideration in deciding to enroll in the University in terms of Accessibility.
UE respondents had higher consideration than NU respondents in this indicator (D = 0.30542, t(388) = 2.582, p-value
< 0.05) since UE respondents live farther than NU respondents. Thus, a school which can be easily accessed (i.e.,
convenience of getting to the school, short travel time, diverse modes of transportation in going to school, and roads
leading to the school are in good condition) would be a
greater consideration for those who live farther.
 It was found out that UE respondents had higher consideration in Security in Campus (D = 0.45384) than NU respondents. The result is unlikely to have arisen from sampling error (t(388) = 4.214, p-value < 0.05). This can be attributed to the location of the school. UE is situated in a
more commercialized area (see Figure 2). The vibrant
economic activities in the area fuel the fast circulation of
money which, in turn, attracts people from all walks of life
including lawless individuals, or groups. Unfortunately, as a
result, students could be victims of these lawless individuals
or groups. The home location of the respondents could
partly explain the difference.
School administrators (particularly, UE administrators) could
consider these indicators to direct marketing strategies for possible enrollees. School administrators could stress that students
could receive the best value of their money and students could
settle their tuition fees in an easy-payment-plan. As such, policies could be formulated on how to meet this easy-paymentplan and constantly look on ways on how to improve this payment scheme. They could also stress that students’ fees were
utilized to serve them better in terms of pursuing higher accreditation status, providing state-of-the-art facilities, and hiring
qualified faculty members.
Careful consideration should also be given in terms of admission process and schedule of classes. A long and unmoving
line of enrollees during admission can be an indication that
there is something wrong in the admission processes. This may
leave a negative impression on possible enrollees that could
have visited the school for admission inquiries. Home location
of the students and the ease of access in going to school may
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warrant a flexible schedule of classes. The University can offer
varied class sessions (e.g., morning, afternoon, or evening sessions) that can cater to commuters and non-commuters alike.
Lastly, security within and outside the University justifies the
need for the visibility of security guards, local law enforcers,
and policemen. This institutional image serves not only the
students but also their parents.
As a summary, the discussions above show that the findings
can be translated into practice. These have implications on the
marketing and policy formulation of the Universities in order to
attract possible enrollees. The findings also suggest that school
choice varies even from the same type of respondents (i.e.,
students). In other words, other students may have had higher
considerations in deciding to enroll in the University because
they are more meticulous in choosing a school.

Conclusion, Recommendations, Limitations, and
Future Research
It was found out that UE respondents had higher considerations than NU respondents in deciding to enroll in the University based on nine out of eleven institutional image indicators.
They had higher considerations in terms of the Tuition Fee,
Tuition Fee Payment Scheme, Admission Process, Schedule of
Classes, Course Offerings, Facilities, Faculty Profile, Security
in Campus, and Accessibility. Thus, the null hypothesis stating
that there is no significant difference in the level of consideration of the respondents in deciding to enroll in the two Universities in terms of the institutional image indicators is partially
rejected. In other words, school choice differs even among the
same type of respondents.
The findings of the study could serve as a basis in directing
the marketing and operational planning of the schools. The two
universities could focus on their strongest institutional image
indicators while improving on their weakest. Students and parents would be informed on what the schools could offer. This
could lead to a wholesome competition between schools, thereby directly giving benefits to the consumers (e.g., students).
The indicators considered could also serve as basis for the formulation of survey forms in determining freshmen satisfaction
on the services provided by the Universities. This could pinpoint which institutional indicators were met and which were
not.
Since the study is relatively a pioneering study in school
choice in the Philippines, it recognizes its limitations. The
findings of the study are limited only to two Universities with
IT-related programs. The comparison of school choice among
three or more Universities offering IT-related programs can be
initiated. This would greatly contribute to a better understanding of the school choice of possible IT freshmen. Second, the
questionnaire was based on the last stage of school choice.
Institutional image indicators not considered in the last stage
might be considered in the previous stages. Furthermore, future
studies could determine which institutional image indicators
could be considered in each stage.
Third, in this study, the demographic profile of the respondents was used only for the purpose of describing the respondents. It did not look into the possibility that the profile of the
respondents could also affect school choice (Jimenez & Salas-Velasco, 2000). Consequently, school choice based on the
particular profile of the respondents (e.g., income, gender, family size, etc.) can also be investigated. These studies can further
Copyright © 2012 SciRes.
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illuminate the differences found in this study.
Fourth, it is interesting to note that even though UE provides
various scholarship programs, freshmen from NU did not opt to
enroll at UE. The study could not answer this gap due to the
limitations of the design of the study and of the questionnaire.
The questionnaire only focused on what the respondents considered in choosing their school without referencing to other
schools. Thus, it is unclear whether they had considered enrolling in UE or not, or they never had the chance to know that UE
offered such scholarships. It is recommended that the quantitative approach employed in this study be augmented by a qualitative approach. In this manner, the research gap mentioned
above could be filled or addressed accordingly.
Lastly, a study on school choice based on the reputation (e.g.,
Daily et al., 2010; Padlee et al., 2010; Pauline, 2010) of the
school could be explored.
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