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Abstract Is the satisfaction of university graduates explained by their pre-university 
background, by the nature and financial returns of the professional work in which they are 
now engaged, or by other factors? This paper seeks to provide some quick answers to this 
question. This study focuses on the relative impact of variables that have a direct and indi-
rect effect on work satisfaction and satisfaction with the university’s degree program. The 
data include measures of satisfaction of 587 graduates from two professional degree pro-
grams, psychology and teaching, who studied in three universities in Chile. Correlational 
and path analysis link graduates’ satisfaction to family background, type of secondary 
school, employment in the public or private sector, and salary. The graduates’ level of sat-
isfaction was found to vary by degree program and level of university prestige but also by 
their current salary and satisfaction with the conditions of their employment. Expressions 
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of satisfaction by graduates tell us as much about their jobs as they do about the quality of 
their university formation.

Keywords Graduate satisfaction · University prestige · Path analysis · Employment

University relationships with graduates are essential. They serve several purposes. First, 
graduates can influence the educational spending of future prospective students, or “con-
sumers” as they are identified by the university’s marketing department (Senior et  al., 
2017; Thomas & Galambos, 2016; Wilkins et al., 2013). Testimonials from graduates pro-
vide material to improve the university’s public image and consequently their ability to 
attract applicants and donors. Tracing graduates can provide evidence useful for recruiting 
and fundraising (Ebert et al., 2017; Schomburg, 2014; Snijders et al., 2019).

Little is known about how Chilean graduates, once they are employed, perceive their 
university formation (Espinoza et al., 2024). Some studies have focused on graduates from 
the traditional professions, such as engineering or medicine (Caprara et  al., 2006; Sears 
et al., 2017; Soto-Hernández & Díaz, 2018). As demand has saturated, interest has grown 
in other fields of study. Teaching had previously attracted mainly students from low-income 
families, but universalization of secondary education has attracted university students 
from higher-income families. Our previous work on graduates in psychology and teach-
ing assessed the relationship between program satisfaction and work experience (Espinoza 
et al., 2019, 2022). The first paper showed that current employment experience influenced 
graduates’ retrospective evaluation of the university degree program. The second paper 
found that other factors influenced levels of satisfaction with the degree program. When we 
took these other factors into account, the relationship between job satisfaction and program 
satisfaction was reduced.

This article reports on responses to the same questionnaire by an enlarged sample of 
graduates. It focuses on the relative impact of variables that have a direct and indirect effect 
on work satisfaction and satisfaction with the university’s degree program. Is program 
satisfaction explained principally by graduates’ pre-university background, by the nature 
and financial returns of the professional work in which they are now engaged, or by other 
factors?

Literature review

Satisfaction with the university experience

Research in Spain (Beerli & Pérez, 2002), India (Thomas & Galambos, 2016), Lebanon 
(Azoury et  al., 2013), Thailand (Kunanusorn & Puttawong, 2015), and Spain (Iriondo, 
2022) has demonstrated that cognitive responses—for example, the perceived importance, 
value, or utility of an event or situation—precede the affective response of satisfaction. 
If we achieve what we were seeking, we feel good and are satisfied (Westbrook & Reilly, 
1983).

Satisfaction is influenced also by direct experience. This was shown clearly by the 
1998 Higher Education and Graduate Employment in Europe Study known as CHEERS. 
Researchers surveyed 3000 graduates from 11 European countries and Japan four years 
after graduation. The questionnaire asked their reaction to environmental factors, field of 



Satisfaction of university graduates: What does it tell us?  

1 3

study, and the usefulness of study (Murdoch, 2002). Graduates who were most satisfied 
with their course of study rated course content and nonacademic social aspects (e.g., rela-
tionships with other students) very highly (Vila et al., 2007). The most important factors 
were contacts with fellow students. Course content was less important but not insignificant 
(García-Aracil, 2009). Limited opportunities to participate in research projects and limited 
teaching materials and facilities (e.g., textbooks and labs) were major determinants of dis-
satisfaction. Their level of satisfaction with time spent at the university was influenced by 
their perceptions of the quality of programs as compared to current employment experi-
ences (García-Aracil, 2009; Mora et al., 2007).

As noted above, satisfaction with one’s university can differ from satisfaction with the 
degree program completed. One study asked 3600 graduates of public Spanish universities 
with degrees in five different fields whether they would repeat their studies in the same 
field, and in the same university (Luque & Doña, 2013). The intention to repeat in the 
same field was highly related to the graduates’ assessment of the educational quality of 
their degree program, but not to their rating of the university. Satisfaction with the qual-
ity of services and facilities in the university predicted intention to repeat in the university 
but was not related to intention to repeat in the same field. The researchers have published 
two more studies, based on different samples of graduates, that reach the same conclusions 
(Doña & Luque, 2018; Luque & Doña, 2019). The authors concluded that satisfaction was 
a function of (characteristics of) the education received and of experiences in the labor 
market but did not mention factors that occurred prior to entering the university.

Research carried out in Ireland found that adopting modes of teaching and attention to 
noncognitive personal development of students (NCPD) is important for overall satisfac-
tion with the university experience and formal disciplinary training. Whelan and McGuin-
ness (2021, p. 2272) reported that “college satisfaction was highest among individuals who 
reported that the course was a good basis for enhancing their personal development, further 
learning on the job and the development of entrepreneurial skills”. Five years after gradua-
tion, satisfaction levels were higher among graduates with some on-the-job learning expe-
rience and much higher among those with more NCPD. Interviews with 14,000 students at 
the University of Pisa in Italy resulted in the conclusion that the quality of services of the 
university had a profound impact on satisfaction (Masserini et al., 2019).

Retrospective feelings of satisfaction can therefore be influenced by graduates’ current 
situation, independent of their university experience. In Spain, university image or prestige 
was deemed to be of secondary importance. Schlesinger et al. (2017) found that loyalty to 
the university depended not just on satisfaction with the student experience, but also on 
values and trust shared among alumni, and of course job qualities. Researchers in the Neth-
erlands showed that increasing engagement of alumni in a university’s life developed per-
sonal relationships which increased the alumni’s loyalty to the university (Snijders et al., 
2019). Nonmonetary involvement in university affairs increased their trust in benevolence 
and affective commitment to the institution.

Similarly, graduates’ satisfaction with their field of study can vary independently of the 
perceived academic quality of the program. Prior research suggests that psychological fac-
tors, especially personality, can play an important part. If their work allows the graduates 
to act out their desired role or engage in favorite activities or focus on favorite ambitions, 
then they will be satisfied. A study covering employed graduates from 33 institutions in the 
United Kingdom asked their reasons for choosing their field of study (Chevalier, 2002). 
Men more frequently chose their field of study based on expected financial returns. Women 
appeared to be more risk-averse and chose their careers based on affinity and affiliative 
values. Men valued career development more than women, who preferred satisfaction. 
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Women were more satisfied with their career choices and less likely to express regret than 
men, even though in the same jobs they were paid 12 percent less than men.

A telephone survey in Colombia of graduates in the years 2013–2018 found that women 
held a higher opinion of the quality of their formation than did men (and also higher grade 
point averages) (Moreno-Gomez et al., 2022). Even today, a German study reports, wom-
en’s choice of university field of study is not influenced by potential earnings (Finger et al., 
2020). A recent French study compared male and female graduates of highly competitive 
secondary schools. Independent of their academic performance, girls were less likely to 
choose a science degree program (Landaud et al., 2018). On the other hand, women are 
more likely to opt for other higher-paying professions formerly dominated by men (Galos 
& Kulic, 2023). These preferences are held by women from well-educated and higher-
income families. Women from less privileged families are more likely to pursue lower-
income occupations. In both cases, women look for programs with high completion rates. 
Lower-income men, on the other hand, enter degree programs that promise higher incomes 
but with a lower completion rate.

Satisfaction with employment

Graduates’ satisfaction with their university often is linked to current employment experi-
ences, but other factors can moderate the level of satisfaction. A study in six European 
countries found that satisfaction varied widely both by field of study and occupations. Par-
ticipants expressed satisfaction along several dimensions, including the prestige of the posi-
tion, opportunities for learning, use of skills acquired in university and autonomy, as well 
as salary (Gajderowicz et al., 2014; Suleman & Figueiredo, 2020). Graduates can, there-
fore, express different levels of satisfaction although they have similar work experiences.

In many studies employment satisfaction is linked to salaries (Espinoza et  al., 2024; 
Iriondo, 2022; Lee & Sabharwal, 2014). Salaries are mediated by a variety of other varia-
bles. As a consequence, there is wide variability in the factors that explain the employment 
satisfaction of different groups of workers. In many economies women with similar lev-
els of education and experience and similar responsibilities are paid less than men (Franc-
esconi & Parey, 2018; Bordon et al., 2020). In South Korea four-year college degrees do 
not always attract a higher wage premium than two-year college degrees, particularly for 
men from poorer family backgrounds. For females, by contrast, family background is still a 
strong predictor of earnings (Lee & Vignoles, 2022).

Levels of satisfaction with working conditions, financial returns, and personal fulfill-
ment, however, are changing. The rapid growth of university enrollments, and in some 
countries of graduates, has changed the match between graduates’ expectations and the 
current working conditions and salary levels. A survey of Spanish 2006–2007 public uni-
versity graduates found women to be more satisfied with their university formation than 
were men even though women’s salaries were less (Sanchez-Gelabert & Navarro-Cende-
jas, 2016). Similar results have been reported in studies in Norway (Mastekaasa & Smeby, 
2008), Canada (Schweitzer et al., 2011), and Chile (Espinoza et al., 2019). By 2022, how-
ever, researchers in Colombia found that gender no long explained differences in satisfac-
tion with salaries (Moreno-Gomez et al., 2022). In Argentina, on the other hand, there were 
no differences in employment satisfaction levels of men and women, but women were more 
satisfied with their salaries (DeSantis et al., 2021).

In most studies, level of earnings has been related to graduates’ satisfaction, which 
in turn is related to university selectivity and prestige (Broecke, 2012). In Russia, 
graduates from the most selective institutions receive wages that are 23 percent higher 
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than those given to graduates from the least selective university (Roshchin & Ruda-
kov, 2016). In Canada, university selectivity has a wage premium of 7 percent (Milla, 
2018).

Contrary results were found by Coelho and Liu, who studied the relative importance 
of university selectivity, field of study, and economic sector on wages in the United 
States. In their research the field of study (and therefore graduates’ occupation) was 
more closely related to salary than was their university (Coelho & Liu, 2017). Dif-
ferent research found that, controlling for field of study, university selectivity had a 
strong correlation with wages four and ten years after graduation. The relationship was 
moderated, however, by gender, parents’ income, achievement test performance, and 
sector of the economy in which employed (Witteveen & Attewell, 2017). On the other 
hand, in South Korea, university prestige correlated highly with wages, but was not 
related to satisfaction (Jung & Lee, 2016). Among graduates of eight prestigious uni-
versities in Australia, the impact of selectivity is slight, as is the impact of field of 
study. Most important is the sector of the economy in which the graduate is employed 
(Birch et al., 2009).

Research questions suggested by prior research

Events and experiences in the family influence what a student experiences in second-
ary school, which in turn influences what they experience in the university. Satisfac-
tion with the university is affected by the interaction between characteristics of the 
institution and those of the individual students. This is a dynamic process. As events 
in each stage can vary in intensity, the relative contribution to satisfaction with the 
outcome can vary widely. A student’s choice of a university degree program may be 
related to their family background or gender, their academic ability and social experi-
ences in secondary school, or the quality and prestige of the university attended. Once 
in the university, however, current experiences can change their perspectives.

The field of study influences what employment will be pursued on graduation, but then 
graduates compare their current situation with what they had imagined their professional 
life would be like. One comparison is between the knowledge and skills taught in the 
degree program, and the presumed demands of the graduate’s occupational position. A sec-
ond is between the salary or wages expected given the field of study and current earnings. 
These and other comparisons define the work satisfaction of the graduate. When asked to 
reflect on their prior university experience, the graduates’ assessment of their university 
formation will be conditioned by their current situation.

To explore these possibilities further, we developed the following hypotheses:

(1) Salary has the largest effect on employment satisfaction.
(2) Satisfaction with the current level of employment affects the retrospective assessment 

of the graduate’s university degree program.
(3) The size of the effect of university prestige on degree program satisfaction is influenced 

by the level of work satisfaction.
(4) Mother’s education has a direct effect on university degree satisfaction.
(5) The size of the effect of work satisfaction on satisfaction with the university degree 

program depends on the graduate’s gender.
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Methods

Sample

The universe for this study was 1242 graduates receiving degrees in psychology, or in 
teaching (grades 1–8) from three Chilean universities in the 2012–2016 period. All partici-
pants were chosen randomly until there was a sample large enough to ensure a 95 percent 
confidence level at significance level of 5 percent and a margin of error of 3.0 percent. 
Those selected were contacted by email inviting their participation. Those who did not 
accept the invitation were randomly replaced. The differences in the number of cases for 
each university are a function of enrollment size.

This procedure was carried out twice. The first occurred during September 2015, to 
select 266 graduates from 2012 to 2014. The analyses of that group appear in the first two, 
now published, studies (Espinoza & McGinn, 2018; Espinoza et  al., 2019). The second 
group was sampled in December 2017, yielding 321 more graduates from 2015 to 2016.

The two degree programs award graduates a professional license after completing four 
to five years of a specified curriculum. These two programs were until recently among the 
most popular degree programs in Chile (CNED, 2021). In recent years the number of new 
enrollees in teaching has declined but remained steady in psychology.

The three universities are located in Santiago. Two of the universities are private; one 
is public. One of the universities can be considered highly prestigious (HP). It is ranked 
among the top 10 of Chile’s 60 universities, and among the top 1200 in international rank-
ings (Times Higher Education, 2019). The university we have labeled MP (Moderately 
Prestigious) ranks just below the top one-third of universities in Chile. The LP (Less Pres-
tigious) university is in the bottom half of the national rankings.

The three universities vary in their degree of selectivity, which varies directly with their 
prestige. Selection is based in part on a national test of knowledge of the secondary school 
curriculum (Test of University Selection, or PSU), which predicts university grades in the 
first year of enrollment (Pearson, 2013). Test scores average 510 and have a standard devia-
tion of 110. The HP university only admits students who score 600 or higher on the PSU. 
The MP university was one of the first of the new private universities opened after 1980. 
A minimum of 475 points on the PSU is required for admission. Students entering the 
MP had average scores of 550. The LP university, which closed permanently in December 
2019, was private. LP graduates between 2012 and 2014 had taken an admission examina-
tion applied by the university, but all were selected. Their average PSU score was below 
500 (Table 1).

Data

In September 2015 and December 2017, a questionnaire was administered to the 587 par-
ticipants (of the 1242 graduates) who had graduated between 2012 and 2016. The ques-
tionnaire had three parts. The first section asked about the university and degree program 
attended, year of graduation, gender, residence, mother’s education level, and the type of 
secondary school attended (municipal or public, private subsidized, or private fee-based).

The second section included questions concerning employment: how long it had taken 
the graduate to find a job, the type of work obtained, whether the position was in the public 
or private sector, and the salary received. The third section of the questionnaire presented 
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26 Likert-type items that solicited the graduate’s expression of satisfaction with different 
aspects of the degree program. Ten descriptive statements dealt with the content and teach-
ing of courses; eight were about the formational quality of the program as it affected the 
graduate; four described the facilities provided in the program; and four referred to connec-
tions between the program and its content, and the world of work.

Variables

The graduate’s degree program was represented by two variables: Psychologists and Teach-
ers. Mother’s Education was represented by an ordinal variable ranging from only primary 
education to complete university studies. We constructed variables to represent the three 
types of secondary schools that graduates had attended: Municipal, Subsidized-Private, 
and fee-charging Private. The three universities were assigned a rank based on their level 
of selectivity, scored from 1 (lower) to 3 (higher). About 56 percent of the Psychologists 
were employed in the public sector, while almost 60 percent of the Teaching graduates 
were working in private (both subsidized and fee-charging) schools. Not all the graduates 
were working full-time. Based on the number of hours worked per week, we calculated a 
full-time salary equivalent.

The questionnaire included three questions about satisfaction with current employment. 
One asked the graduate’s opinion of match between the content and requirement level of 
the degree program and the job. Two other questions asked about conditions on the job, 
salary, and whether the job situation made it possible for graduates to see themselves as 
professionals. We combined the three variables to form a scale, Work Satisfaction, with a 
relatively low alpha reliability coefficient of 0.60. Scores on Work Satisfaction were signif-
icantly higher for Teachers than Psychologists (one-way ANOVA, F = 17.295, p = 0.000).

We submitted the 26 attitudinal items evaluating the graduate’s degree program to a pri-
mary component factor analysis (PCA). The PCA indicated two major factors that together 
explained 58 percent of the variance, and two lesser factors that together explained 9 per-
cent more of the total variance. The factor analysis had a Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin sampling 
accuracy of 0.958, and a Bartlett Sphericity score significant at 0.000.

We combined the items included in the factors to make four scales, five of the items 
appearing in two scales. The scales measured satisfaction with curriculum and teaching 

Table 1  Obtained sample of cases by university and program 
Source: Authors’ elaboration.

University Program Population Number of cases Proportion in 
sample (% of 
total)

Less Prestigious University (LP) Psychology 209 74 35.4
Teaching 175 81 46.3

Moderately Prestigious University (MP) Psychology 231 93 40.3
Teaching 154 86 55.8

Highly Prestigious University (HP) Psychology 306 132 43.1
Teaching 167 121 72.5
Total 1242 587 35.4
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(11 items), level of professional formation (11 items), program and university facilities (4 
items), and program linkages with employers (5 items).

Finally, we constructed a path model that represents our understanding of the 
sequence in which the phenomena measured by the variables occurred in real time. Path 
analysis is similar to multiple regression but allows for the detection and estimation of 
direct and indirect relationships between variables that would not appear in linear multi-
ple regression (In’nami & Koizumi, 2013).

Figures  1 and 2 below represent our conception of the sequence of variables with 
one-directional arrows. For example, Mother’s Education occurred before any of the 
other variables. The university in which a graduate was educated could be influenced 

Figure 1  Path analysis for psychologists

Figure 2  Path analysis for teachers
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in part by the mother’s level of education, and the type of secondary school attended, 
but not the other way around. Salary rates vary by sector and may be influenced by the 
university in which a job candidate studied but could not have influenced the choice 
of which university to attend. MyFormation (graduate’s opinion of the level of profes-
sional formation attained) is the dependent variable. The numbers at the heads of the 
arrows are coefficients representing the size of the effect the prior variable has on the 
receiving variable. A coefficient of .06 means that an increase of 1 unit in the score of 
the prior variable would increase the score of the receiving variable by 6 percent.

All analyses, including the path analysis, were carried out using SPSS Statistics 26 and 
AMOS 25.

Results

Table 2 compares the distribution of female and male graduates in three types of second-
ary schools, arranged by the education level their mothers reached. Previous research has 
indicated that women seek different objectives in their employment than do men, and 
often choose different occupations. Men are more likely to pursue financial rewards from 
their work, while women more often have affiliative interests (Chevalier, 2002). Our study 
reflects that difference. Women are 56 percent of the total number of tertiary education 
graduates in Chile, but 73 percent of the two professions included in the study, both of 
which are considered “caring professions”. The graduates’ values are partially shaped by 
their parents, who also determine where they attend secondary school.

Male and female graduates were more likely to have attended a subsidized private than 
a municipal or fee-charging private secondary school. The proportion of students in Chile 
who attended subsidized private schools increased notably from their inception in the 
1980s. About one-third of the subsidized schools in Chile are associated with a church 
or social justice organization and located in lower socioeconomic status (SES) neighbor-
hoods. Public secondary schools in Chile at one time enrolled 75 percent of all students; at 
present they enroll about 40 percent. The proportion attending private fee-charging schools 
has remained constant over time, at between 10 and 15 percent.

Table 2  Distribution of 
university graduates by gender, 
maximum level of mother’s 
education, and secondary school 
attended 
Source: Authors’ elaboration.

*Missing values for 9 cases

Female Municipal Subsidized Private N* %

University graduate 10.3% 13.6% 41.3% 69 17.2
Some university 20.5 26.2 26.1 109 42.0
Secondary graduate 29.0 34.3 17.4 137 25.2
Complete primary 40.2 25.9 15.3 124 15.6
N 107 286 46 439
Male
University graduate 30.0 25.8 38.1 40 14.6
Some university 22.0 19.6 14.3 45 32.8
Secondary graduate 32.0 19.7 38.1 32 23.4
Complete primary 16.0 34.9 9.5 20 29.2
N 50 66 21 137
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Male graduates with mothers who have less education were more likely to have attended 
fee-charging private schools. Women whose mothers are better educated, with incomplete 
and complete tertiary-level education, were slightly more likely than men to have attended 
a municipal school. Research in other countries has found that parents are more willing 
to spend on education for their sons than for their daughters (Bharadwaj et al., 2015). In 
Chile both gender and mother’s education make a significant contribution to differences in 
secondary attendance, with gender most important. The difference in secondary attendance 
between male and female students is statistically significant (χ2 = 31.40, p < 0.000), as is 
the difference between mothers with different levels of education (χ2 = 12.21, p = 0.002).

As anticipated, gender was also related to career choice. All the Teaching graduates 
worked directly helping others (i.e., students), but one-third of the Psychologists worked 
as personnel officers in government or private sector offices. Men were more likely than 
women to have opted to study psychology (69% as compared to 57%, χ2 = 6.52, p = 
0.010). The relationship between gender, mother’s education, and career choice was not 
linear. Psychology was more frequently chosen by those graduates whose mothers had 
moderate levels of education, more than primary but not complete university. Teaching was 
more frequently chosen by graduates whose mothers had only primary schooling or who 
were university graduates. This difference was significant for women but not for men.

Which university graduates attended was not, however, explained by their gender or 
mother’s education. There was no significant relationship between these two variables 
and the university attended, nor was there a significant relationship between the university 
attended by graduates and the type of secondary school they attended (Table 3).

The salaries that graduates received were not related to their gender, mother’s educa-
tion, or secondary school attended, but were related to their field of study in the university. 
Graduates of the HP university were paid more than graduates of the other two (one way 
ANOVA, F = 8.33, p = 0.000).

The big difference in salaries was between Psychologists and Teachers. As expected, 
Psychologists earned much more than Teachers (F = 13.59, p = 0.000). About 40 per-
cent of the Psychologists worked in the private sector, some in clinics, others as person-
nel or human resources officers in private firms. Public sector Psychologists in Chile are 
employed in government clinics or in schools. On average, Psychologists earn more than 
Teachers in the public sector but not in the private sector. In addition, there was a signifi-
cant difference in salary for public as compared to private sector employees (F = 15.88, p 
= 0.000), but it benefited only Psychologists.

Table 3  Distribution of universities in which graduates enrolled, by secondary school attended 
Source: Authors’ elaboration.

χ2 = 7.56, p = 0.109.
*Missing values for 9 cases

Secondary Lower prestige 
U (%)

Moderate prestige 
U (%)

Higher prestige 
U (%)

% N*

Municipal 25.8 30.2 44.0 100.0 159
Subsidized private 34.1 24.7 41.2 100.0 352
Fee-charging private 20.9 26.9 52.2 100.0 67
N 153 175 250 578
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How do these differences affect the perceived match of the academic formation with 
work requirements, and with work satisfaction? There was no significant relation between 
gender, mother’s education, type of school, or university and work satisfaction. However, 
the two types of graduates differed in some ways in their responses to questions about their 
work. Teachers were more satisfied with their autonomy, working conditions, and the fit 
between their university formation and their job’s requirements (F = 17.295, p = 0.000).

These results suggest that the work experiences of Teachers differed significantly from 
that of Psychologists. If so, then we might expect that graduates in the two professions also 
differed in the satisfaction they express for their degree program. We lacked the data to 
determine whether differences in reactions of the two groups of graduates can be explained 
by variations in the actual quality of their programs or universities or in their expectations. 
We can, however, see if differences in their retrospective evaluation of their program could 
be explained by the effect of other variables.

A path analysis model of determinants of satisfaction

To construct the path model, we computed multiple correlations between the program sat-
isfaction scores and the independent variables. These correlations appear in Table 4. We 
have separated Psychologists from Teachers. For the Psychologists, the mean satisfaction 
scores were slightly positive (above the midpoint of 2.5) for the first two measures of sat-
isfaction with the four dimensions of the degree program, Curriculum and Teaching, and 
MyFormation. Satisfaction was less for Facilities and Links with Work. Scores for the 
Teachers were slightly higher on all four scales.

Table 4 results indicate that the level of satisfaction of Psychologists with the curricu-
lum and teaching experienced in the university was not related to their gender, mother’s 
education, secondary school, or university attended, salary, or location of work. Only Work 
Satisfaction was significantly correlated with their satisfaction with Curriculum and Teach-
ing. The other three measures of program satisfaction, their personal Formation, Facilities, 
and Links with Work, were significantly related to University Prestige, Salary, and Work 
Satisfaction.

The Teachers’ level of satisfaction with their university program was negatively associ-
ated with their mother’s level of education. The correlations were significant with respect 
to Curriculum and Teaching, My Formation, and Links with Work. Teachers with better-
educated mothers were more critical of their university experience. University prestige was 
related to satisfaction with formation and links with employers, but not to curriculum and 
teaching or facilities. Salary was related to all four satisfaction measures, and Work Satis-
faction to three, excluding Facilities.

Using previous research findings as a guide, we constructed one model to compare the 
two professions. The patterns of relationships between variables related to work and pro-
gram satisfaction are displayed separately for Psychologists and Teachers in Figures 1 and 
2. The arrows or vectors are meant to convey temporal directionality, not causality, as in 
fact all the variables were measured at the same point in time.

The numbers near the heads of the arrows are standardized regression coefficients (or 
effect sizes). In Figure 1, Mother’s Education has a coefficient of 0.09 on Work Satisfac-
tion, and − 0.02 on My Formation. The selectivity level of the university the Psychology 
graduate attended has a standardized regression coefficient of 0.29 on My Formation and 
0.02 on Work Satisfaction. Note that Mother’s Education has an insignificant negative 
direct effect on My Formation (− 0.02) but a direct effect size of 0.10 on university, which 
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in turn affects My Formation. The number on the upper right corner of the variable rec-
tangle is the squared regression coefficient for all the independent variables connected to 
it. The model accounts for 14 percent of total variance in scores on My Formation and 14 
percent of variance in scores on Work Satisfaction.

The goodness of fit of path analysis models is usually evaluated with three different 
statistics: the chi-square, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Root Mean Square of 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Hooper et al., 2008; Peugh & Feldon, 2020). Table 5 
summarizes the results of the fit tests for Psychologists and Teachers. A high chi-square 
indicates badness of fit, so a p above 0.05 is to be preferred. The CFI should be above .9, 
and the RMSEA between .02 and .07. Table 5 indicates that the Psychologists model meets 
all three tests, and the Teachers model meets only one test.

Figures 1 and 2 present the results for the two sets of graduates. The model for Psychol-
ogists accounts for 14 percent of variance in scores on WorkSatisfaction and 14 percent 
of variance in scores on MyFormation. WorkSatisfaction is determined principally (.38) 
by the FullTimePayRate. Satisfaction with the degree program is influenced slightly by 
PayRate (.08). University Selectivity has a significant impact (.29). Working in the public 
sector is associated with higher salaries (.16) but has no effect on any of the other vari-
ables. Similarly, Mother’s Education and attending a Subsidized secondary have little or no 
influence on the other variables.

The model for Teachers accounts for 7 percent of the variance in MyFormation and 6 
percent of WorkSatisfaction (Figure 1). WorkSatisfaction is affected most (0.19) by Full-
TimePayRate. PayRate also has an impact (.18) on satisfaction with the degree program 
(MyFormation), as does University (.16). Note that University has an effect on Pay (.21) 
and those salaries are higher in the public sector.

Discussion and conclusions

For both Psychologists and Teachers, the FullTimePayRate (Salary) is significantly related 
to satisfaction with the formational results of the university degree program. Work satisfac-
tion influences the level of retrospective satisfaction with the degree program. This is sup-
ported for both Psychologists and Teachers.

There was no evidence that the level of satisfaction with current employment is related 
to the selectivity of universities. For Psychologists, university selectivity is insignificantly 
related to work satisfaction. On the other hand, graduates of selective universities have 
a higher opinion of their degree program (0.29). A similar but more modest relationship 
holds for Teachers. This confirms the results of our earlier study (Espinoza et  al., 2019, 
2022) that the graduates’ satisfaction with their university is biased by selectivity.

Table 5  Goodness of fit 
statistics for psychologists and 
teachers 
Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Chi-square CFI RMSEA

F test p

Psychologists
WS →MF 14.067 .242 .969 .021
Teachers
WS →MF 31.051 .003 .536 .049
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There is no significant relationship between mother’s education and satisfaction with the 
degree program. There is no evidence that gender affects the level of satisfaction with the 
degree program.

It is likely that graduates in the two professions had different origins. The data suggest 
that Teachers were more likely to have been raised by mothers with lower levels of edu-
cation, and to have attended subsidized private schools, probably those of lower quality. 
Psychologists were more likely to have mothers with relatively higher levels of education. 
These factors could have influenced the students’ sense of self-efficacy and therefore their 
choice of what to study in the university (Schweitzer et al., 2011; Tang et al., 2008), as well 
as their likelihood of being admitted into a more selective university. There is, however, 
no evidence that it affected their response to either their university training or their current 
employment.

The Teaching graduates from the selective university were offered more attractive sala-
ries than graduates from the less-selective universities. Other studies have shown that both 
university selectivity and field of study influence graduates’ earnings (Dale & Krueger, 
2011; Eide et al., 2015; Iriondo, 2022; Ma & Savas, 2014). In public schools, teacher sala-
ries are uniform. It may be that teaching graduates from more prestigious universities more 
easily find work in expensive private schools.

These results support an argument that the assessments university graduates make of the 
quality of their university training are influenced by their current situation. Once employed, 
their perception (or memory) of their university formation is altered to be consistent with 
their current experiences. That modification may be slight or radical, depending on the 
immediate situation. What we call satisfaction is a sentiment or feeling that varies accord-
ing to prior experiences and the current context. Satisfaction is predictable only if we can 
predetermine prior experience and the current context. This is not possible, as universities 
are complex organizations: each faculty or degree program has its own admission stand-
ards, rules, curriculum, professors, and facilities.

Students enter the university from a wide variety of backgrounds, with the consequence 
that graduates can vary widely, in ability and in expectations of how the world will regard 
them. Graduates and employers differ as to what skills are required (Lisá et al., 2019). Stu-
dents arrive with a variety of expectations, experience a variety of situations during their 
degree program, and encounter more variety on entering the labor market (Jusoh et  al., 
2011). Scores on tests yield averages, but they are aggregates of dissimilar elements.

The results we obtained in this study differ in significant ways from those found in two 
earlier studies, although we included the same universities, degree programs, and profes-
sions. With a larger sample of graduates, our results were less striking statistically but suf-
ficiently definitive enough to establish the limited validity of our first set of conclusions, 
as well as the present set. Satisfaction is a pleasant emotion, but we cannot be sure what a 
measure of satisfaction tells us.

References

Azoury, N., Daou, L., & El Khoury, C. (2013). University image and its relationship to student satisfaction: 
Case of the Holy Spirit University of Kaslik, Lebanon. Journal of Executive Education, 12(1), 1–13.

Beerli, A., & Pérez, P. (2002). The configuration of the university image and its relationship with the satis-
faction of students. Journal of Educational Administration, 40(5), 486–505.



Satisfaction of university graduates: What does it tell us?  

1 3

Bharadwaj, P., Dahl, G., & Sheth, K. (2015). Gender discrimination in the family. In E. Redmount (Ed.), 
The economics of the family: How the household affects markets and economic growth (pp. 237–266). 
ABC-Clio.

Birch, E., Li, I., & Miller, P. (2009). The influences of institution attended and field of study on gradu-
ates’ starting salaries. Australian Economic Review, 42(1), 42–63. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467- 8462. 
2009. 00524.x.

Bordón, P., Canals, C., & Mizala, A. (2020). The gender gap in college major choice in Chile. Economics of 
Education Review, 77, 102011. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. econe durev. 2020. 102011.

Broecke, S. (2012). University selectivity and earnings: Evidence from UK data on applications and admis-
sions to university. Economics of Education Review, 31(3), 96–107.

Caprara, G., Barbaranelli, C., Steca, P., & Malone, P. (2006). Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs as determinants 
of job satisfaction and students’ academic achievement: A study at the school level. Journal of School 
Psychology, 44, 473–490. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsp. 2006. 09. 001.

Chevalier, A. (2002). Education, motivation and pay of UK graduates: Are they different for women? Euro-
pean Journal of Education, 37(4), 347–369.

CNED [Consejo Nacional de Educación] (2021). Tendencias indices 2021 [Trends in indices 2021]. CNED, 
Santiago. https:// www. cned. cl/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ 02_ infor mepre grado 2021_ final. pdf

Coelho, P., & Liu, T. (2017). The returns to college education—An analysis with college-level data. Eastern 
Economic Journal, 434, 604–620.

Dale, S., & Krueger, A. (2011). Estimating the return to college selectivity over the career using administra-
tive earnings data. National Bureau of Economic Research. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3386/ w17159.

De Santis, M., Florensa, M., & Gáname, M. (2021). Job satisfaction of recent university graduates in eco-
nomics sciences: The role of the match between formal education and job requirements. Journal of 
Happiness Studies, 22, 3157–3197. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10902- 021- 00360-x.

Doña, L., & Luque, T. (2018). How loyal can a graduate be? The influence of motivation and employment 
on student loyalty. Studies in Higher Education, 45(2), 353–374.

Ebert, A., Lwankomezi, E., Pistor, P., & Sella, S. (2017). Applying graduate tracer surveys as an integrated 
education quality management tool. Journal of Education and Practice, 8(18), 87–94.

Eide, E., Hilmer, M., & Showalter, M. (2015). Is it where you go or what you study? The relative influence 
of college selectivity and college major on earnings. Contemporary Economic Policy, 34(1), 37–46. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ coep. 12115.

Espinoza, Ó., González, L., McGinn, N., Castillo, D., & Sandoval, L. (2019). Factors that affect post-grad-
uation satisfaction of Chilean university students. Studies in Higher Education, 44(6), 1023–1038. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 03075 079. 2017. 14073 06.

Espinoza, Ó., González, L., Miranda, C., Sandoval, L., Corradi, B., Larrondo, Y., & McGinn, N. (2024). Job 
satisfaction among university graduates in Chile. Higher Education, Skills and Work Based Learning. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ HESWBL- 10- 2023- 0286.

Espinoza, Ó., González, L., Sandoval, L., McGinn, N., Loyola, J., & Castillo, D. (2022). Investigating the 
major factors that contribute to satisfaction with university training in psychology and teaching in 
Chile. Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, 32(1), 37–53. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 08841 241. 
2020. 18074 47.

Espinoza, Ó., & McGinn, N. (2018). Graduates’ satisfaction as a measure of quality: Evidence from two 
programs in three Chilean universities. International Journal of Educational Research, 90, 133–143. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijer. 2018. 05. 009.

Finger, C., Solga, H., Ehlert, M., & Rusconi, A. (2020). Gender differences in the choice of field of study 
and the relevance of income information. Insights from a field experiment. Research in Social Stratifi-
cation and Mobility, 65, 100457. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. rssm. 2019. 100457.

Francesconi, M. & Parey, M. (2018). Early gender gaps among university graduates. IZA discussion paper 
11361. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2139/ ssrn. 31374 92

Gajderowicz, T., Grotkowska, G., & Wincenciak, L. (2014). Graduates’ job satisfaction across domains of 
study. International Journal of Manpower, 35(4), 470–499.

Galos, D., & Kulic, N. (2023). Variations of gender gaps in the labour market outcomes of graduates across 
fields of study: A (combined) test of two theories. Sociology, 57(4), 882–903. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
00380 38522 11224 00.

García-Aracil, A. (2009). European graduates’ level of satisfaction with higher education. Higher Educa-
tion, 57(1), 1–21.

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. (2008). Structural equation modelling: Guidelines for determining 
model fit. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 6(1), 53–60.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8462.2009.00524.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8462.2009.00524.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2020.102011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.09.001
https://www.cned.cl/sites/default/files/02_informepregrado2021_final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3386/w17159
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-021-00360-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/coep.12115
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2017.1407306
https://doi.org/10.1108/HESWBL-10-2023-0286
https://doi.org/10.1080/08841241.2020.1807447
https://doi.org/10.1080/08841241.2020.1807447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2018.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2019.100457
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3137492
https://doi.org/10.1177/00380385221122400
https://doi.org/10.1177/00380385221122400


 O. Espinoza et al.

1 3

In’nami, Y., & Koizumi, R. (2013). Structural equation modeling in educational research: A primer. In M. 
S. Khine (Ed.), Application of structural equation modeling in educational research and practice (pp. 
23–51). SensePublishers. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978- 94- 6209- 332-4_2.

Iriondo, I. (2022). Graduate labour market outcomes and satisfaction with university education in Spain. 
PLoS ONE, 17(7), 1–28. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 02706 43.

Jung, J., & Lee, S. (2016). Influence of university prestige on graduate wage and job satisfaction: The case 
of South Korea. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 38(3), 297–315. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 13600 80X. 2016. 11744 08.

Jusoh, M., Simun, M., & Chong, S. (2011). Expectation gaps, job satisfaction, and organizational commit-
ment of fresh graduates. Education + Training, 53(6), 515–530.

Kunanusorn, A., & Puttawong, D. (2015). The mediating effect of satisfaction on student loyalty to 
higher education institutions. European Scientific Journal, 1, 449–463.

Landaud, F., Ly, S.-T., & Maurin, E. (2018). Competitive schools and the gender gap in the choice of 
field of study. Journal of Human Resources, 55(1), 278–308. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3368/ jhr. 55.2. 0617. 
8864R.

Lee, S., & Vignoles, A. (2022). Does college level the playing field? Socioeconomic gaps in the earnings 
of similar graduates: Evidence from South Korea. Higher Education, 83, 1335–1354. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10734- 021- 00745-0.

Lee, Y., & Sabharwal, M. (2014). Education–job match, salary, and job satisfaction across the public, 
non-profit, and for-profit sectors: Survey of recent college graduates. Public Management Review, 
18(1), 40–64. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 14719 037. 2014. 957342.

Lisá, E., Hennelova, K., & Newman, D. (2019). Comparison between employers’ and students’ expec-
tations in respect of employability skills of university graduate. International Journal of Work-
Integrated Learning, 20(1), 71–82.

Luque, T., & Doña, L. (2013). What do graduates think? An analysis of intention to repeat the same 
studies and university. Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, 23(1), 62–89.

Luque, T., & Doña, L. (2019). Yes, I can (get satisfaction): An artificial neuronal network analysis of 
satisfaction with a university. Studies in Higher Education, 44(12), 2249–2264. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 03075 079. 2018. 14839 11.

Ma, Y., & Savas, G. (2014). Which is more consequential: Fields of study or institutional selectivity. 
Review of Higher Education, 37(2), 221–247. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1353/ rhe. 2014. 0001.

Masserini, L., Bini, M., & Pratesi, M. (2019). Do quality of services and institutional image impact 
students’ satisfaction and loyalty in higher education? Social Indicators Research, 146(1), 91–115. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11205- 018- 1927-y.

Mastekaasa, A., & Smeby, J. (2008). Educational choice and persistence in male- and female-dominated 
field. Higher Education, 55(2), 189–202.

Milla, J. (2018). The Canadian university selectivity premium. Review of Economic Analysis, 10(4), 
313–349.

Mora, J., García-Aracil, A., & Vila, L. (2007). Job satisfaction among young European higher education 
graduates. Higher Education, 53(1), 29–59.

Moreno-Gómez, J., Silvera-Hernández, L., Henríquez-Calvo, L., Hernández-Gómez, H., & Moreno-
Gómez, G. (2022). Factors that contribute to graduates’ satisfaction: Does gender play a moderat-
ing role? International Journal of Business Environment, 13(1), 109–124.

Murdoch, J. (2002). The heterogeneity of new entrants and the selectivity of higher education institu-
tions: Some results using data from the CHEERS project. Higher Education, 44(3/4), 379–392. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/A: 10198 21717 970.

Pearson PLC (2013). Final report evaluation of the Chile PSU. https:// educa cion2 020. cl/ wp- conte nt/ 
uploa ds/ 2013/ 01/ 20130 13110 57540. chile_ psu- final report. pdf

Peugh, J., & Feldon, D. (2020). How well does your structural equation model fit your data?: Is Marcou-
lides and Yuan’s equivalence test the answer? CBE Life Sciences Education, 19(3), 1–8. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1187/ cbe. 20- 01- 0016.

Roshchin, S., & Rudakov, V. (2016). The impact of university quality on wages of Russian university 
graduates. Vaprosy Ekonomiki, 8, 74–95.

Sanchez-Gelabert, A., & Navarro-Cendejas, J. (2016). Graduates’ assessment of their university educa-
tion. An approach from their current employment status. Revista Complutense de Educación, 27(2), 
669–688.

Schlesinger, W., Cervera, A., & Pérez-Cabañero, C. (2017). Sticking with your university: The impor-
tance of satisfaction, trust, image, and shared values. Studies in Higher Education, 42(12), 2178–
2194. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 03075 079. 2015. 11366 13.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6209-332-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0270643
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2016.1174408
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2016.1174408
https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.55.2.0617.8864R
https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.55.2.0617.8864R
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-021-00745-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-021-00745-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.957342
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2018.1483911
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2018.1483911
https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2014.0001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1927-y
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1019821717970
https://educacion2020.cl/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/201301311057540.chile_psu-finalreport.pdf
https://educacion2020.cl/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/201301311057540.chile_psu-finalreport.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.20-01-0016
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.20-01-0016
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2015.1136613


Satisfaction of university graduates: What does it tell us?  

1 3

Schomburg, B. (2014). Key methodological issues of tracer studies—Challenges for a guide on tracer 
studies. Validation seminar on methodological guides for skills anticipation and matching. Cede-
fop-ILO-ETF Expert Seminar, Prague, 6–7 March 2014.

Schweitzer, L., Ng, E., Lyons, S., & Kuron, L. (2011). Exploring the career pipeline: Gender differences 
in pre-career expectations. Industrial Relations, 66(3), 422–444.

Sears, C., Boyce, M., & Boon, S. (2017). Predictors of student satisfaction in a large psychology under-
graduate program. Canadian Psychology, 58(2), 148–160.

Senior, C., Moores, E., & Burgess, A. (2017). I can’t get no satisfaction: Measuring student satisfaction 
in the age of a consumerist higher education. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 980. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
3389/ fpsyg. 2017. 00980.

Snijders, I., Wijnia, L., Rikers, R., & Loyens, S. (2019). Alumni loyalty drivers in higher education. 
Social Psychology of Education, 22(3), 607–627. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11218- 019- 09488-4.

Soto-Hernández, V., & Díaz, C. (2018). Formación inicial docente en una universidad chilena: Percep-
ciones de sus egresados [Initial teacher training in a Chilean university: Perceptions of its gradu-
ates]. Praxis & Saber, 9(20), 191–216.

Suleman, F., & Figueiredo, M. (2020). Entering the labour market in the context of higher education 
reform and economic recession: young bachelor and master graduates in Portugal. Journal of Youth 
Studies, 23(10), 1396–1417. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13676 261. 2019. 16797 44.

Tang, M., Pan, W., & Newmeyer, M. (2008). Factors influencing high school students’ career aspira-
tions. Professional School Counseling, 61(5), 285–295.

Thomas, E., & Galambos, N. (2016). What satisfies students? Mining student-opinion data with regres-
sion and decision tree analysis. Research in Higher Education, 45(3), 251–269.

Times Higher Education (2019). THE world university rankings 2020: Reaching critical mass. https:// 
www. times highe reduc ation. com/ world- unive rsity- ranki ngs/ world- unive rsity- ranki ngs- 2020- reach 
ing- criti cal- mass

Vila, L., García-Aracil, A., & Mora, J. (2007). The distribution of job satisfaction among young Euro-
pean graduates: Does the choice of study field matter? The Journal of Higher Education, 78(1), 
97–118.

Westbrook, R., & Reilly, M. (1983). Value-percept disparity: An alternative to the disconfirmation of 
expectations theory of consumer satisfaction. In R. Bagozzi & A. Tybout (Eds.), Advances in con-
sumer research (pp. 256–261). Association for Consumer Research.

Whelan, A., & McGuinness, S. (2021). The determinants of degree program satisfaction. Studies in 
Higher Education, 46(11), 2262–2278. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 03075 079. 2020. 17163 23.

Wilkins, S., Shams, F., & Huisman, J. (2013). The decision-making and changing behavioral dynamics 
of potential higher education students: The impacts of increasing tuition fees in England. Educa-
tional Studies, 39(2), 125–141. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 03055 698. 2012. 681360.

Witteveen, D., & Attewell, P. (2017). The earnings payoff from attending a selective college. Social Sci-
ence Research, 66, 154–169. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ssres earch. 2017. 01. 005.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published 
maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds exclusive rights to this article under 
a publishing agreement with the author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of such publishing agreement and applicable 
law.

Oscar Espinoza is a full-time professor at the Universidad de Tarapacá. In the past, he has worked on 
research projects funded by international and national agencies on issues associated with access, equity, 
quality assurance, academic performance, and higher education policies. Currently, he participates in vari-
ous networks, including the Comparative International Education Society (CIES), the Latin American Stud-
ies Association (LASA), and the Network of Epistemological and Theoretical Studies in Educational Policy 
(RELEPE). He is the author of numerous publications, including 10 books, 60 book chapters, and 130 arti-
cles. He holds an EdD in Policy, Planning, and Evaluation in Education from the University of Pittsburgh, 
USA.

Luis González is a senior researcher at the Programa Interdisciplinario de Investigaciones en Educación. 
His research focuses on higher education, educational policies, social mobility, technical and vocational 
education, and youth and development. He is the author of more than 50 books and 400 articles. He also 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00980
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00980
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-019-09488-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2019.1679744
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/world-university-rankings/world-university-rankings-2020-reaching-critical-mass
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/world-university-rankings/world-university-rankings-2020-reaching-critical-mass
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/world-university-rankings/world-university-rankings-2020-reaching-critical-mass
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2020.1716323
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2012.681360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2017.01.005


 O. Espinoza et al.

1 3

works as an external consultant for various international organizations, such as UNESCO, ECLAC, the 
Organization of American States, the Inter-American Development Bank, and the World Bank. He holds an 
EdD in Educational Administration and Planning from Harvard University, USA.

Luis Sandoval  received his master’s degree in political science from the Pontificia Universidad Católica 
de Chile. He currently serves as the Teaching Director at the Universidad Tecnológica Metropolitana and is 
an associate researcher at the Instituto Interuniversitario de Investigación Educativa (IESED-CHILE). His 
research focuses on issues related to equity, employment, management, and higher education policies.

Noel McGinn earned his PhD in social psychology from the University of Michigan. He currently holds 
the positions of Professor Emeritus at the Harvard Graduate School of Education and Fellow Emeritus at 
the Harvard Institute for International Development. His authored books include ‘Build a Mill, Build a City, 
Build a School: Education and the Modernization of Korea’; ‘Framing Questions, Constructing Answers: 
Linking Research with Education Policy for Developing Countries’; ‘Decentralization of Education: Why, 
When, What and How?’; and ‘Learning to Educate: Proposals for the Reconstruction of Education in Devel-
oping Countries’. He is also the co-editor of ‘Handbook of Modern Education and its Alternatives’ and 
‘Comparative Perspectives on the Role of Education in Democratization’, and editor of ‘Crossing Lines: 
Research and Policy Networks for Developing Country Education’ and ’Learning through Collaborative 
Research’. Noel McGinn served as the president of the Comparative and International Education Society 
(CIES). In 1998, he was honored with the Andres Bello Award by the Organization of American States for 
his outstanding contribution to education in Latin America.


	Satisfaction of university graduates: What does it tell us?
	Abstract 
	Literature review
	Satisfaction with the university experience
	Satisfaction with employment

	Research questions suggested by prior research
	Methods
	Sample
	Data
	Variables

	Results
	A path analysis model of determinants of satisfaction

	Discussion and conclusions
	References


