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Psychology is one of the most popular undergraduate majors in North America, yet few studies have
examined psychology majors’ views of their degree program. The purpose of the present study was to
identify the factors that contribute to students’ satisfaction with their psychology degree. The participants
were psychology majors (N ⫽ 237) graduating from a large Canadian undergraduate program. Three
cohorts of graduating students (classes of 2013, 2014, and 2015) completed a comprehensive exit survey.
Multiple regression analyses indicated that key predictors of students’ satisfaction with their degree
program included the quality of teaching in lectures, level of academic challenge, and opportunities for
research experience. Additional analyses showed that students with a research thesis requirement
reported significantly higher satisfaction than students in a conventional course-based major. These and
other findings lead to several recommendations for increasing students’ satisfaction in psychology
undergraduate programs.
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student feedback in their strategic planning and decisionmaking.
Although there have been several recent studies examining
psychology graduate programs in Canada (Bedi, 2016; Carleton,
Peluso, & Asmundson, 2010; Farrell et al., 2016; Votta-Bleeker,
Tiessen, & Murdoch, 2016), psychology undergraduate programs
and students have received relatively little attention. The purpose
of the present study was to identify the factors that are associated
with students’ satisfaction with their psychology undergraduate
program. Understanding the factors that contribute to higher student satisfaction provides departments with the information necessary to optimize the allocation of their limited resources in the
context of competing demands.

Psychology is one of the most popular undergraduate majors
in North America (The Princeton Review, 2015). For example,
according to the most recently available data in Canada (2008 –
2009), psychology is the third most popular major after liberal
arts and sciences and general business/commerce (Canadian
Association of University Teachers, 2011–2012). The most
recent data published by the National Center for Education
Statistics (U.S. Department of Education, 2013) indicated that
psychology ranked fourth behind business, social sciences, and
health services as the undergraduate program that conferred the
most degrees in 2011–2012. Despite this strong interest, many
departments have struggled to obtain the resources necessary to
accommodate demand for their undergraduate programs, and
for some departments one consequence has been larger classes
and higher student-to-faculty ratios (Ontario Confederation of
University Faculty Associations [OCUFA], 2014). At the same
time, the increasing number of psychology programs has made
it challenging for established departments to attract and retain
the best students, as many students have more than one option
to consider when planning their undergraduate education. These
competing demands have motivated some departments to examine their programs from a student perspective and to consider

Assessing Student Satisfaction
Student satisfaction is a widely used measure of program quality
and has been defined in a variety of ways. For example, Bean and
Bradley (1986) defined student satisfaction as “a pleasurable emotional state resulting from a person’s enactment of the role of being
a student” (p. 398). More recently, Elliott and Healy (2001) described student satisfaction as a “short-term attitude resulting from
an evaluation of the student’s educational experience” (p. 2).
Letcher and Neves (2010) argued that student satisfaction is best
thought of as the “favourability of a student’s subjective evaluations of the various outcomes and experiences associated with
education” (p. 3; see also Hunt, 1977; Oliver, 1989). Clearly,
student satisfaction is a complex construct consisting of multiple
dimensions that incorporates many subjective appraisals. As a
consequence, a thorough assessment of students’ satisfaction will
by necessity be multidimensional and take numerous factors into
account.
There are several reasons why departments should consider
student satisfaction when evaluating their programs. Although
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the perspective that students should be viewed as consumers of
education is controversial (Clayson & Haley, 1990; Gruber et
al., 2012; Hennig-Thurau, Langer, & Hansen, 2001), many
institutions perceive and market education as a paid service
(Letcher & Neves, 2010; Oldfield & Baron, 2000; Sines &
Duckworth, 1994). Consistent with this perspective, Eliophotou
Menon (2002) argued that low levels of student satisfaction
reflect a failure on the part of an institution to serve its “customers” and to ensure that their educational services are competitive in the marketplace. Sines and Duckworth (1994) were
more emphatic, stating that,
it’s time for educational institutions to face two facts: [T]hey are in a
competitive battle for students, and students are customers . . .
students are increasingly seeking out those institutions offering them
the treatment they believe they deserve as paying customers. (p. 2)

A comprehensive examination of undergraduate education
(Hacker & Dreifus, 2010) reached the same conclusion, and the
fact that tuition has been increasing at a rate higher than inflation
(Cain, 2016; Hacker & Dreifus, 2010; OCUFA, 2014) no doubt
contributes to this perception. Considered from this perspective,
understanding the most important factors that contribute to student
satisfaction allows departments to direct their resources to maximize the benefits that higher satisfaction yields.
Additional benefits for departments that can increase student
satisfaction include increased student recruitment and retention
(Juillerat & Schreiner, 1996; Patterson, Johnson, & Spreng,
1997; Reisberg, 1999; Schreiner, 2009; Schreiner & Nelson,
2013). With respect to retention, Schreiner and Nelson assessed
student satisfaction and retention in a wide variety of degree
programs in a sample of 29,383 undergraduates attending 61
universities across the United States. A major goal of their
study was to determine whether student satisfaction predicts
persistence in university. They found that student satisfaction
accounted for about 35% of the variance in students’ intentions
to reenroll the following year. Schreiner and Nelson also found
that student satisfaction significantly predicted retention one
year later. With respect to recruitment, student satisfaction data
contribute to university rankings, which are widely consulted
by prospective students and parents (Brown, Wood, Ogden, &
Maltby, 2015). Moreover, satisfied students are more likely to
recommend their degree program to others (Childers, Williams,
& Kemp, 2014; Clemes, Gan, & Kao, 2007), a fact of obvious
importance for recruitment. Several studies have found that the
benefits of increased student satisfaction in specific programs
generalize to the entire institution (e.g., Einarson & Matier,
2005; Elliott, 2002; Juillerat & Schreiner, 1996; Schreiner,
2009; Schreiner & Nelson, 2013; Umbach & Porter, 2002). For
these reasons, departments that are able to improve student
satisfaction will likely have greater success recruiting and retaining the best students.
In addition to these benefits, research has shown that higher
levels of student satisfaction are associated with academic and
personal gains for students. Academic advantages include increased motivation (Elliott & Shin, 2002), educational involvement (Finney & Finney, 2010), class attendance (Clemes, Gan,
& Kao, 2007), and higher achievement (Pike, 1993; Flores,
2014). The higher academic achievement of satisfied students
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may act as a mediator between satisfaction and retention
(Einarson & Matier, 2005; Thomas & Galambos, 2004; Umbach
& Porter, 2002). Researchers have also noted that departments
that make an effort to understand students’ positive and negative experiences acknowledge the importance of the student
voice in helping to shape their educational experience (Braxton,
Bray, & Berger, 2000; Kane, Williams, & Cappuccini-Ansfield,
2008). This can be a significant acknowledgment for many
students, as a common concern of undergraduates is that they
are undervalued members of the university community and that
their input is not important (e.g., Williams, 2011), a perception
that can negatively influence student motivation, academic
achievement, and retention. Ultimately, and regardless of
whether one adopts a consumer-oriented approach or a student
success perspective, departments will benefit from efforts to
understand and improve student satisfaction.

Previous Research on Student Satisfaction
Although a number of studies have examined student satisfaction, the literature has largely been limited to studies assessing predictors of satisfaction within specialized courses (online,
modular, technical, etc.; e.g., Anderson, Tredway, & Calice,
2015; Beqiri, Chase, & Bishka, 2010; Biasutti, 2011; Flores,
2014; Palmer & Holt, 2009; Zhu, 2012), vocational programs,
and business administration and management programs (e.g.,
Clemes et al., 2007; DeShields, Kara, & Kaynak, 2005; Oldfield
& Baron, 2000). Despite the limited scope of this research,
several factors that contribute to higher student satisfaction
have been identified. The most consistent predictor of higher
satisfaction is quality of instruction—students who rate the
quality of instruction in their courses highly are more satisfied
with their experience (e.g., Curran & Rosen, 2006; Guolla,
1999; Schreiner & Nelson, 2013). Other predictors with more
varied support include the provision of career information (e.g.,
Ahmad, 2015), opportunities to be involved in faculty research
(e.g., Bowman & Waite, 2003; Rogers, Kranz, & Ferguson,
2012), student–faculty interaction (e.g., Browne, Kaldenberg,
Browne, & Brown, 1998; Clemes et al., 2007), and program
advising (e.g., Corts, Lounsbury, Saundargas, & Tatum, 2000;
Tessema, Ready, & Malone, 2012).
Few studies have examined predictors of satisfaction for
students in psychology programs specifically (for a recent review, see Green, Hood, & Neumann, 2015). Most of these
studies have focused on satisfaction with a single course rather
than examining overall satisfaction with a degree program (e.g.,
Bowman & Waite, 2003; Brewer, Dewhurst, & Doran, 2012;
Butterfield, 2015; Lyke & Frank, 2012; Maki & Maki, 2003;
Rogers et al., 2012; Sain & Brigham, 2003). Moreover, researchers who have examined program satisfaction have typically employed a confirmatory approach, selecting a single
factor for examination and testing the strength of its association
with students’ level of satisfaction (e.g., Holmes, 2014;
Malouff, Hall, Schutte, & Rooke, 2010). For example, Malouff
et al. (2010) focused specifically on the use of motivational
learning techniques and found that these techniques improved
students’ satisfaction in their psychology courses. In a quite
different study, Holmes (2014) examined students’ scientist and
practitioner interests and found that students with a strong
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interest in research valued the scientific emphasis of their
psychology program, whereas students with strong applied interests were less likely to be satisfied with their major and less
likely to complete their degree.
Considered together, previous studies that have examined
factors that contribute to student satisfaction have provided
important information, but they have not provided a comprehensive understanding of the key factors that predict student
satisfaction in a psychology degree program. In our view, an
exploratory approach is necessary for developing such an understanding given that the key factors that predict satisfaction
have not been conclusively identified in the literature. An
exploratory approach has been adopted successfully by other
investigators studying student satisfaction; for example, Oldfield and Baron (2000) used an exploratory methodology to
assess predictors of satisfaction for students majoring in business administration. In the present study, we adopted a similar
approach, by first documenting the factors that students identified as being related to their satisfaction (via focus groups)
and then creating a survey that incorporated these factors to
assess their ability to predict student satisfaction.

The Present Study
The purpose of the present study was to identify the key
predictors of psychology majors’ satisfaction with their degree
program. The participants were graduates of a large psychology
undergraduate program (with over 700 majors), comparable in
size and organization to many 4-year psychology programs in
Canada and the United States. As noted, we used an exploratory
approach to derive our initial set of predictors, using focus
groups of students to identify common themes relating to student satisfaction (e.g., quality of teaching in lectures, career
information, student-faculty interaction). Like Ahmad (2015),
we reasoned that student satisfaction with a program is best
assessed during students’ final year, because graduating students have the most experience with the program. In addition,
graduating students are at an important transition in which they
are mindful of the steps they will take after they graduate to
pursue their career objectives, a perspective that likely provokes an assessment of their experiences in a program. On the
basis of the themes identified during the focus groups, an online
survey was created and distributed to students graduating in
2013, 2014, and 2015. Our analyses focused on the relative
importance of a set of 10 potential predictors of student satisfaction.
We also examined whether student satisfaction was related to
three important demographic variables—whether students worked
full- or part-time during their studies, whether students were members of the psychology student club, and the type of degree
program students had completed (a conventional course-based
major or an honors program with a research thesis requirement).
We predicted that student satisfaction would be lower when students were working full- or part-time (because they would have
less time to dedicate to their studies) and would be higher when
students were members of the student club (because of their
greater involvement in and identification with their major). We
also expected that satisfaction would be higher for students in the
honors degree program (who completed a faculty-supervised re-

search thesis during their final year) relative to students who were
in the conventional course-based psychology degree program,
because honors thesis students would typically receive more mentorship and research experience.

Method
Participants. Participants were students in the psychology
undergraduate program at the University of Calgary, a large urban
university located in Calgary, Alberta, Canada, a city with a
population of approximately 1.2 million. In the fall of 2015, the
university had a student enrollment of approximately 30,000
(about 24,000 undergraduates and 6,000 graduate students); the
Department of Psychology consisted of 36 full-time faculty and six
support staff, and there were approximately 80 graduate students
(MSc/PhD) and 700 undergraduate majors (BA/BSc).
Participants were recruited via an e-mail sent to all graduating
psychology majors in April of 2013 (n ⫽ 127), 2014 (n ⫽ 129),
and 2015 (n ⫽ 163). A total of 237 students completed the entire
survey (56.5% of all graduating psychology majors during the 3
years of data collection); another 12.1% started the survey but did
not complete at least 50% of it (the data from these students were
excluded from the analyses reported below). The final sample also
excluded students who reported completing less than 75% of their
courses at the university (i.e., students who had transferred from
other institutions, 4.6%).
The mean age of participants was 23.9 (SD ⫽ 4.5) and 86.1%
identified as female. Most reported working full- or part-time
during their final year of studies (71.3%), with those who worked
reporting an average of 10.4 hours of work per week (SD ⫽ 9.5).
Most participants expected to receive a bachelor of arts (BA)
degree at graduation (63.5%) and the remainder expected to receive a bachelor of science (BSc) degree. Approximately half of
the final sample (113 of 237, or 47.6%) were in the honors degree
program, which required students to complete a faculty-supervised
research project and thesis during their final year of studies; the
remainder were conventional psychology majors who were not
required to complete a research project as part of their degree
(although many of these students reported acquiring some research
experience, as either a paid or volunteer research assistant). Students in the honors degree program were overrepresented in the
final sample given the percentage of honors thesis students in a
typical graduating class (approximately 30%), which suggests that
they were more inclined to complete the survey than conventional
majors.
Materials. The survey was designed to assess students’ satisfaction with the psychology program along 10 dimensions: (a)
quality of teaching in lectures, (b) quality of teaching in labs, (c)
student–faculty interaction, (d) level of academic challenge, (e)
opportunities for research experience, (f) variety of courses available, (g) opportunities for class discussions, (h) opportunities to
write about views and ideas, (i) program advising, and (j) career
information. As noted, these dimensions were identified during
two 90-min focus groups with senior psychology students that took
place prior to the creation of the survey (8 to 12 students participated in each group). Focus group participants were asked to
identify themes that could be used to predict satisfaction with the
psychology program and created a set of potential items with the
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assistance of the focus group leader; these items were subsequently
edited and refined for use in the survey.
In the survey, each of the 10 dimensions identified via the focus
groups was represented by a single item (e.g., “Please rate your
satisfaction with the quality of teaching in Psychology lectures”);
each item was rated on a 7-point scale ranging from very satisfied
to very unsatisfied, with intermediate points on the scale labelled
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neutral, somewhat dissatisfied, and
dissatisfied. To facilitate interpretation, prior to the data analyses
these responses were numerically coded from ⫹3 (very satisfied)
to ⫺3 (very unsatisfied), with neutral coded as 0. The survey
included demographic questions (age, sex, type of degree program,
membership in the psychology student club, number of hours a
week working full- or part-time) that were used in several of the
analyses reported subsequently. Students could navigate forward
and backward in the survey.1
Satisfaction with the psychology program was measured with
two items: “Please rate your overall satisfaction with your experience in the Psychology program” (rated on a 7-point scale
ranging from very satisfied to very dissatisfied), and “How likely
are you to recommend the Psychology program to others?” (rated
on a 7-point scale ranging from very likely, likely, somewhat likely,
undecided, somewhat unlikely, unlikely, to very unlikely). These
items were placed near the beginning and near the end of the
survey, respectively. Responses to both of these items were coded
on a ⫹3 to ⫺3 scale, with neutral/undecided coded as 0. Not
surprisingly, responses to these two items were correlated (r ⫽ .71,
p ⬍ .001), but we reasoned that there was potential value in having
satisfaction measured both directly (“Please rate your overall satisfaction with your experience in the Psychology program”) and
indirectly (“How likely are you to recommend the Psychology
program to others?”). We therefore used both measures in our
analyses and determined whether the predictors would be the same
or different for these two measures.
Procedure. In April 2013, 2014, and 2015, an e-mail describing the survey was sent to all undergraduate psychology majors
registered to graduate during the June convocation. The e-mail
included a hyperlink to the survey, which was administered via
Qualtrics, a web-based survey tool (www.qualtrics.com). To encourage participation, students who completed the survey were
entered in a draw for one of three $50.00 (CAN) gift certificates.
The study was approved by the institutional research ethics board,
and all participants provided informed consent. Most students
completed the survey in less than 20 min.

Results
To identify the key predictors of student satisfaction, we carried
out several multiple regression analyses. For each analysis the
predictors were the 10 items described earlier, namely, quality of
teaching in lectures, quality of teaching in labs, student–faculty
interaction, level of academic challenge, opportunities for research
experience, variety of courses available, opportunities for class
discussions, opportunities to write about views and ideas, program
advising, and provision of career information. Descriptive statistics for these predictors and correlations among them are listed in
Tables 1 and 2, respectively. All predictors were entered into the
regression analyses simultaneously, as we had no a priori reasons
to give priority to a specific item or set of items.2 Given the
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for the Two-Criterion Variables (“Overall
Satisfaction With Psychology Program” and “Likelihood to
Recommend the Program to Others”) and the 10
Predictor Variables
Variable

M

SD

SE

Overall satisfaction with psychology program
Likelihood to recommend program to others
Quality of teaching in lectures
Quality of teaching in labs
Student-faculty interaction
Level of academic challenge
Opportunities for research experience
Variety of courses available
Opportunities for class discussions
Opportunities to write about views and ideas
Program advising
Career information

1.69
1.43
1.81
1.49
1.25
1.64
1.09
1.11
1.56
.98
.79
⫺.03

1.10
1.41
1.16
1.31
1.48
1.14
1.69
1.61
1.33
1.48
1.50
1.68

.07
.09
.07
.08
.09
.07
.11
.10
.08
.09
.09
.11

number of regression analyses carried out, we used an alpha level
of .01 to determine statistical significance in order to reduce the
probability of making Type I errors.
For the first regression analysis, the dependent variable was
overall satisfaction with the psychology program (assessed by the
item “Please rate your overall satisfaction with your experience in
the Psychology program”). Together the predictors accounted for
a significant percentage of the variance in the satisfaction ratings
(R ⫽ .79, R2 ⫽ .63, adjusted R2 ⫽ .62), F(10, 211) ⫽ 35.66, p ⬍
.001. As shown in Table 3, only three predictors were statistically
significant (p ⬍ .01): quality of teaching in lectures, level of
academic challenge, and opportunities for research experience (in
order of importance based on their semipartial correlations of .33,
.25, and .13). For each of these predictors, higher ratings on the
very unsatisfied to very satisfied scale were associated with greater
satisfaction with the psychology degree program.
The second regression analysis used responses on the item “I
would recommend the Psychology program to others” as the
measure of student satisfaction. The predictors accounted for a
significant percentage of the variance in these ratings (R ⫽ .67,
R2 ⫽ .45, adjusted R2 ⫽ .42), F(10, 211) ⫽ 16.68, p ⬍ .001.
About 20% less of the variance was accounted for in this
measure of student satisfaction (42% vs. 62% in the analysis of
the overall satisfaction variable described earlier), but the same
set of predictors was statistically significant. That is, as we
found in the analysis of the overall satisfaction ratings, quality
of teaching in lectures, level of academic challenge, and opportunities for research experience were the only significant predictors (with semipartial correlations of .27, .23, and .15, respectively; see Table 4). Higher levels of satisfaction for each
of these predictors were associated with a higher likelihood to
recommend the program. These results show that measuring
satisfaction in terms of students’ likelihood of recommending
the program produces the same set of predictors compared with
1
The survey can be downloaded from www.psyc.ucalgary.ca/CCD/CSLab/Study_Materials/Student_Satisfaction_Survey/
2
Analyses using a step-wise regression procedure produced the same
results.
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Table 2
Correlations Between the Predictor Variables
Predictor
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Quality of teaching in lectures
Quality of teaching in labs
Student-faculty interaction
Level of academic challenge
Opportunities for research experience
Variety of courses available
Opportunities for class discussions
Opportunities to write about views and ideas
Program advising
Career information

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

—
.46
.58
.43
.36
.40
.38
.51
.44
.33

—
.32
.36
.25
.30
.37
.31
.23
.23

—
.40
.68
.41
.41
.62
.58
.54

—
.40
.31
.34
.33
.37
.37

—
.37
.36
.64
.51
.53

—
.37
.40
.37
.39

—
.52
.32
.31

—
.53
.52

—
.58

—

Note. All p values ⬍ .001.

when satisfaction is measured with a direct question, although
the percentage of variance accounted for is much lower in the
former case.3
Student satisfaction by degree program. We predicted that
student satisfaction would differ between students in the honors
degree program (who completed a faculty-supervised research
thesis during their final year) and students who were in the conventional course-based degree program. Comparisons between
these two groups of students on the 10 key predictors and the two
satisfaction variables (overall satisfaction and likelihood to recommend) are shown in Table 5. Honors thesis students (n ⫽ 113)
were significantly more satisfied with student–faculty interaction
and opportunities for research experience than were conventional
majors (n ⫽ 124). They were also significantly more satisfied with
program advising and career information. With respect to their
overall satisfaction with the psychology program, honors thesis
students’ satisfaction was significantly higher than that of conventional majors, and honors thesis students were significantly more
likely to recommend the program than conventional majors. These
results indicate that students who complete a research thesis experience significantly higher satisfaction with their degree program than those who pursue a conventional course-based degree.
Given these differences in the satisfaction of honors thesis
students and conventional majors, we carried out separate regression analyses for these two groups to determine if the significant
predictors of satisfaction identified in the regression analyses
described earlier (which included both honors thesis students and
conventional majors) would be the same for honors thesis students
and majors when their data were analyzed separately. The same set
of 10 predictors was used in these analyses.
For the overall satisfaction variable (assessed by the item
“Please rate your overall satisfaction with your experience in the
Psychology program”), for honors thesis students, the predictors
accounted for a significant percentage of the variance in the
satisfaction ratings (R ⫽ .84, R2 ⫽ .70, adjusted R2 ⫽ .67), F(10,
94) ⫽ 21.81, p ⬍ .001. There were two significant predictors:
quality of teaching in lectures, t(94) ⫽ 7.84, p ⬍ .001, and level of
academic challenge, t(94) ⫽ 3.93, p ⬍ .001 (the semipartial
correlations were .44 and .22, respectively). For conventional
majors, the predictors accounted for slightly less variance in the
overall satisfaction ratings than they did for honors thesis students,
(R ⫽ .78, R2 ⫽ .61, adjusted R2 ⫽ .58), F(10, 106) ⫽ 16.69, p ⬍
.001, but the same two predictors were statistically significant:

quality of teaching in lectures, t(106) ⫽ 3.69, p ⬍ .001, and level
of academic challenge, t(94) ⫽ 4.33, p ⬍ .001 (the semipartial
correlations were .22 and .26, respectively). Note that, unlike the
results of the analysis that combined both honors thesis students
and conventional majors, opportunities for research experience
was not a significant predictor in either of these analyses. This
outcome is likely due to a restriction of range within each group on
the measure of research experience; although there was substantial
variability between these groups on this measure, there was limited
variability within each group.
Separate regression analyses for honors thesis students and
conventional majors were also carried out for the “likelihood to
recommend” variable (assessed by the item “I would recommend
the Psychology program to others”). For honors thesis students, the
predictors accounted for a significant percentage of the variance in
the likelihood to recommend ratings (R ⫽ .75, R2 ⫽ .56, adjusted
R2 ⫽ .52), F(10, 94) ⫽ 12.14, p ⬍ .001. Quality of teaching in
lectures, t(94) ⫽ 6.24, p ⬍ .001, and level of academic challenge,
t(94) ⫽ 4.10, p ⬍ .001, again emerged as significant predictors
(the semipartial correlations were .43 and .28, respectively). For
conventional majors, the percentage of variance accounted for was
lower than it was for honors thesis students (R ⫽ .64, R2 ⫽ .40,
adjusted R2 ⫽ .35), F(10, 102) ⫽ 6.91, p ⬍ .001, and only level
of academic challenge was significant in predicting conventional
3
Analysis of the distributional characteristics of the criterion variables
and predictors indicated that responses on most of the items were negatively skewed, as students were generally satisfied with the quality of
teaching, level of academic challenge, and the other variables assessed (as
shown in Table 1, the means ranged from ⫺0.03 to 1.81 on a scale from ⫺3
to ⫹3). We expect that this would be the case when surveying graduating
students in many psychology programs because highly dissatisfied students
would tend to switch majors or move to other institutions prior to their
graduation year. To determine what impact this may have had on our
analyses, we transformed each variable by first reflecting its values (creating a positively skewed distribution) and then using a logarithmic function (log 10) to normalize the distribution prior to carrying out the regression analyses. The regression analyses with these transformed variables
produced very similar results—for the overall satisfaction variable and the
likelihood to recommend variable the significant predictors (p ⬍ .01) were
quality of teaching in lectures, level of academic challenge, and opportunities for research experience, which were the same predictors identified in
the analyses of the untransformed data. The only difference was that
provision of career information was a significant predictor of overall
satisfaction in the analysis of the transformed data (p ⫽ .004), whereas in
the analysis of the untransformed data it was not (p ⫽ .076).
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Table 3
Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis for the Criterion Variable “Overall Satisfaction With
Your Experience in the Psychology Program”
Predictor

r

b

SE

␤

sr

t

p

Quality of teaching in lectures
Quality of teaching in labs
Student-faculty interaction
Level of academic challenge
Opportunities for research experience
Variety of courses available
Opportunities for class discussions
Opportunities to write about views and ideas
Program advising
Career information

.670
.398
.550
.594
.523
.344
.380
.515
.387
.433

.446
⫺.035
.006
.278
.130
⫺.041
.007
.058
⫺.040
.064

.056
.043
.051
.047
.041
.034
.041
.047
.041
.036

.464
⫺.042
.008
.300
.204
⫺.061
.008
.077
⫺.053
.100

.33
⫺.03
.01
.25
.13
⫺.05
.01
.05
⫺.04
.08

7.91
.81
.12
5.88
3.16
1.21
.15
1.21
.96
1.78

⬍.001
.418
.900
⬍.001
.002
.228
.874
.226
.335
.076

Note. r ⫽ zero-order correlation with criterion variable. b ⫽ regression coefficient (unstandardized). SE ⫽
standard error of regression coefficient. ␤ ⫽ standardized regression coefficient. sr ⫽ semi-partial correlation.
t ⫽ t statistic for regression coefficient. p ⫽ probability value for t statistic.

majors’ likelihood to recommend, t(102) ⫽ 3.30, p ⫽ .001 (the
semipartial correlation was .25). Taken together, the results of
these analyses reinforce the conclusion that quality of teaching and
level of academic challenge are important predictors of students’
overall satisfaction and their likelihood to recommend their program to others.
Student satisfaction and employment. We predicted that
student satisfaction would be negatively affected when students
were working full- or part-time because they would have less time
to dedicate to their studies. Consistent with this prediction, there
was a significant correlation between the number of hours worked
per week and students’ ratings of satisfaction, r(246) ⫽ –.18, p ⬍
.01, with higher numbers of hours worked associated with lower
satisfaction.
To explore whether this association held for both honors students and conventional majors, we analyzed the satisfaction ratings
using a 2 ⫻ 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA), with degree program
(honors thesis student vs. conventional major) and employment
status (working vs. not working) as between-subjects factors (the
percentage of honors thesis students and conventional majors who
worked was 46.9% and 53.1%, respectively). The analysis revealed significant main effects of degree program, F(1, 233) ⫽

9.89, MSE ⫽ 11.41, p ⫽ .002, and employment status, F(1, 233) ⫽
5.62, MSE ⫽ 6.49, p ⫽ .02, but no interaction, F(1, 233) ⫽ 1.00,
MSE ⫽ 1.15, p ⫽ .31. Consistent with the correlation described
earlier, students who worked reported lower satisfaction than those
who did not work (M ⫽ 1.60 vs. 1.96). Honors students reported
greater satisfaction than conventional majors, as discussed previously (see Table 5). Despite the more rigorous requirements of the
honors program, the absence of an interaction indicated that the
difference in satisfaction between students who worked and students who did not work was no more pronounced for honors thesis
students than it was for conventional majors.
Interestingly, a different pattern of results emerged in the corresponding analyses of the likelihood to recommend ratings. First,
the correlation between the number of hours worked per week and
the likelihood to recommend ratings was not significant, r(246) ⫽
–.13, p ⫽ .06. Second, the only significant effect to emerge in the
ANOVA was the main effect of degree program, F(1, 233) ⫽
17.96, MSE ⫽ 33.79, p ⬍ .001, which reflected the previously
discussed finding that honors thesis students were more likely to
recommend the program than were conventional majors (see Table
5). Neither the main effect of employment status nor the interaction were significant, F(1, 233) ⫽ 1.38, MSE ⫽ 2.61, p ⫽ .24, and

Table 4
Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis for the Criterion Variable “Likelihood to
Recommend the Psychology Program to Others”
Predictor

r

b

SE

␤

sr

t

p

Quality of teaching in lectures
Quality of teaching in labs
Student–faculty interaction
Level of academic challenge
Opportunities for research experience
Variety of courses available
Opportunities for class discussions
Opportunities to write about views and ideas
Program advising
Career information

.516
.276
.407
.504
.444
.280
.390
.424
.284
.392

.484
⫺.119
⫺.116
.325
.195
⫺.040
.162
.012
⫺.105
.127

.091
.068
.081
.074
.065
.054
.067
.076
.065
.056

.385
⫺.110
⫺.121
.274
.239
⫺.046
.154
.013
⫺.110
.158

.27
⫺.09
⫺.07
.23
.15
⫺.04
.13
.01
⫺.08
.12

5.29
1.74
1.43
4.38
2.98
.74
2.40
.16
1.61
2.26

⬍.001
.082
.152
⬍.001
.003
.456
.017
.873
.108
.024

Note. r ⫽ zero-order correlation with criterion variable. b ⫽ regression coefficient (unstandardized). SE ⫽
standard error of regression coefficient. ␤ ⫽ standardized regression coefficient. sr ⫽ semi-partial correlation.
t ⫽ t statistic for regression coefficient. p ⫽ probability value for t statistic.
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Table 5
Comparisons Between Honors Thesis Students and Conventional Majors
Variable

Honors

Majors

t

p

Overall satisfaction with psychology program
Likelihood to recommend program to others
Quality of teaching in lectures
Quality of teaching in labs
Student-faculty interaction
Level of academic challenge
Opportunities for research experience
Variety of courses available
Opportunities for class discussions
Opportunities to write about views and ideas
Program advising
Career information

1.91 (.99)
1.78 (1.26)
1.89 (1.06)
1.58 (1.29)
1.57 (1.33)
1.70 (1.27)
1.79 (1.41)
1.21 (1.62)
1.64 (1.34)
1.12 (1.43)
1.13 (1.47)
.29 (1.72)

1.50 (1.15)
1.10 (1.48)
1.74 (1.24)
1.42 (1.32)
.95 (1.56)
1.58 (1.02)
.46 (1.67)
1.02 (1.59)
1.50 (1.32)
.85 (1.52)
.48 (1.47)
⫺.33 (1.59)

2.91
3.72
1.00
.91
3.26
.77
6.55
.86
.76
1.35
3.34
2.83

.004
⬍.001
.317
.362
.001
.440
⬍.001
.389
.446
.177
.001
.005

Note. Means are on a scale from ⫹3 (very satisfied) to ⫺3 (very unsatisfied). Standard deviations are in
parentheses. t ⫽ t statistic for independent groups t test. p ⫽ probability value for t statistic.

F(1, 233) ⫽ 3.65, MSE ⫽ 6.88, p ⫽ .06, respectively. Students
who worked were not significantly less likely to recommend the
program than those who did not work (M ⫽ 1.38 vs. 1.57), and this
was true for honors thesis students and conventional majors (hence
the lack of an interaction). Assuming that the differences observed
reflect causal processes, the overall pattern of results for these two
dependent measures suggests that although working full- or parttime has a negative impact on students’ satisfaction with their
degree program, it does not reduce the likelihood that students will
recommend their program to others.
Student satisfaction and membership in the psychology student club. Finally, we predicted that students who were members of the psychology student club (n ⫽ 81) would report higher
satisfaction than those who were not members (n ⫽ 156), due to
their increased engagement and identification with the program.
Surprisingly, this was not the case. We examined the effect of
student club membership using a 2 ⫻ 2 ANOVA, with the factors
club membership (members vs. nonmembers) and degree program
(honors thesis students vs. conventional majors). (Honors thesis
students were more likely to be club members than conventional
majors; 54.9% vs. 45.1%.) This analysis produced a main effect of
degree program, F(1, 233) ⫽ 7.94, MSE ⫽ 9.35, p ⫽ .005 (as
shown in Table 5), but no main effect of club membership, F(1,
233) ⫽ 1.60, MSE ⫽ 1.88, p ⫽ .20, and no interaction, F ⬍ 1. The
same results were obtained in the ANOVA analysis of the likelihood to recommend ratings: there was a main effect of degree
program, F(1, 233) ⫽ 14.12, MSE ⫽ 26.83, p ⬍ .001, no main
effect of club membership, F(1, 233) ⫽ 2.50, MSE ⫽ 4.76, p ⫽
.11, and no interaction, F ⬍ 1. Student club members were no
more satisfied with the program than were those who were nonmembers (M ⫽ 1.61 vs. 1.74) and were no more likely to recommend the psychology program than were nonmembers (M ⫽ 1.30
vs. 1.51). Thus, club membership was not associated with higher
satisfaction, nor did it influence the likelihood that students would
recommend the program to others.

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to identify the factors that predict
students’ satisfaction with their undergraduate psychology program. We used focus groups of graduating students to identify

common themes relating to student satisfaction and created an
online survey that was distributed to three cohorts of graduating
students (the classes of 2013, 2014, and 2015). Multiple regression
analyses were used to assess the relative importance of 10 predictors of student satisfaction derived from the common themes
identified in the focus groups (quality of teaching in lectures,
quality of teaching in labs, student–faculty interaction, level of
academic challenge, opportunities for research experience, variety
of courses available, opportunities for class discussions, opportunities to write about views and ideas, program advising, and career
information). In what follows, we first discuss our main findings
and recommendations, and we then discuss the limitations of our
study and directions for future research.
Predictors of program satisfaction. Although the focus
groups identified 10 variables that could potentially contribute to
student satisfaction, analyses of the survey data indicated that a
much smaller number of variables accounted for most of the
variance in the satisfaction ratings. For the sample as a whole (i.e.,
ignoring the distinction between honors thesis students and conventional majors), only quality of teaching in lectures, level of
academic challenge, and opportunities for research experience
significantly predicted student satisfaction. The regression analysis
indicated that the majority of the variance in the satisfaction
ratings was explained by these three predictors, which suggests
that they are important contributors to students’ satisfaction with
their psychology degree program. We also found that these three
predictors were important when predicting the likelihood that
students would recommend their degree program to others.
Quality of teaching in lectures and level of academic challenge
may be especially important predictors of student satisfaction
because they significantly predicted satisfaction for both honors
thesis students and majors. The finding that quality of teaching, in
particular, predicted satisfaction for all students, regardless of
whether they were pursuing a conventional or honors degree, is
consistent with previous research showing that instructional quality is a significant contributor to student satisfaction in a wide
variety of contexts (e.g., Bigne, Moliner, & Sanchez, 2003; Corts
et al., 2000; Curran & Rosen, 2006; Elliott & Healy, 2001; Guolla,
1999; Smimou & Dahl, 2012; Tessema et al., 2012). There is a
large literature on students’ evaluations of university teaching and
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the utility and psychometric validity of such ratings (e.g., Marsh,
2007; Marsh & Roche, 1997, 2000; Perry & Smart, 2007), and our
results highlight the importance of this research. From the students’ perspective, satisfaction with the quality of teaching in
courses is positively associated with overall satisfaction and the
likelihood to recommend their degree program, and so it is advantageous for departments to properly assess teaching quality and to
stay abreast of this literature.
It is notable that, for both honors thesis students and conventional majors, level of academic challenge predicted satisfaction,
given that some studies have reported that students provide more
positive course evaluations in courses where they receive higher
grades (e.g., Childers et al., 2014; Maki & Maki, 2003). These
studies suggest that some students do not prefer to be challenged
academically, an interpretation supported by Maki and Maki’s
(2003) finding that a lighter course load was associated with higher
student satisfaction. On the other hand, Bain (2004) noted that
although course evaluations tend to be higher when students expect to receive higher grades, students typically give higher evaluations in courses that both challenge them intellectually and are
perceived to support them in meeting those challenges, relative to
courses that students perceive to be easy or in which little learning
occurs. It is unclear whether Bain’s findings are directly relevant
to our results because we did not assess students’ perceptions of
support and we examined predictors of program satisfaction rather
than course evaluations. Nevertheless, our results lend support to
the view that many students prefer to be challenged academically
and derive greater satisfaction from their undergraduate experience
when this is the case.
Our results also show that opportunities for research experience
are an important contributor to student satisfaction. Our results are
therefore consistent with previous studies that have documented
the value of research experience for students’ academic engagement and achievement, as well as for their personal and career
development (Brewer et al., 2012; Henkel, 2006; Kuh, 2007;
Rogers et al., 2012; Ware, Badura, & Davis, 2002). For example,
undergraduates who take part in research demonstrate stronger
scientific thinking (Henkel, 2006), writing skills (Ware et al.,
2002), and are more likely to pursue graduate level study (Kuh,
2007). Research also suggests that students recognize the numerous benefits of being involved in research whether or not they
intend to pursue a career in the sciences (Brewer et al., 2012;
Rogers et al., 2012). Our study thus contributes to the growing
literature documenting the advantages of undergraduate research
for students, faculty, and departments (e.g., Russell, Hancock, &
McCullough, 2007; Wayment & Dickson, 2008).
Satisfaction of honors thesis students versus majors. We
found that honors thesis students were significantly more satisfied
than conventional majors with the level of academic challenge in
their program, student-faculty interaction, and research opportunities. Honors thesis students were also more satisfied with the
provision of career information and program advising. Most important, students in the honors thesis program were significantly
more satisfied with their degree program and were more likely to
recommend their program to others.
These findings suggest that the more enriched educational experience of honors thesis students produces a higher level of
satisfaction along multiple dimensions. However, it is important to
keep in mind that honors thesis students tend to differ from
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conventional majors in ways that could contribute to the differences that we observed. Honors students constitute a select group
of students in that they typically have higher grades than conventional majors and are usually selected via a competitive application
process designed to identify students with above average research
interests and potential. Further research is necessary to determine
to what extent the differences we observed reflect the impact of the
honors thesis experience on students’ satisfaction versus the impact of greater academic success and motivation.
Student satisfaction and employment. The effect of full- or
part-time work on students’ satisfaction revealed that students who
worked full- or part-time while completing their degree were less
satisfied than students who did not. Further analyses revealed that
working had a negative impact on the satisfaction of both honors
thesis students and conventional majors. Other researchers have
reported that full- and part-time work is associated with lower
student satisfaction, although they did not distinguish between
honors thesis students and conventional majors in their studies. For
example, Tessema, Ready, and Astanie (2014) found that the
number of hours that senior undergraduate students worked was
negatively associated with satisfaction. This association is likely
due to the complexities associated with balancing the competing
demands of work and school, which of course becomes more
difficult as the number of hours worked increases. Although the
honors thesis students in our study were balancing work with more
rigorous academic and research requirements (relative to the requirements for conventional majors), there was no evidence that
their satisfaction was negatively affected by working any more
than it was for majors. Another interesting finding was that students who worked reported lower satisfaction with the program but
were not less likely to recommend the program to others. This
outcome suggests that students are able to take into account their
personal circumstances in their recommendation decision.
Student satisfaction and club membership. In many psychology departments there is an undergraduate club or student
organization that provides opportunities for students to gather,
network, and participate in social events and information sessions.
We found that students who were members of the psychology club
were no more satisfied with their degree program and no more
likely to recommend the program than students who were not club
members, and this was true for both honors thesis students and
conventional majors. This finding was somewhat surprising, as
one might expect that students involved in a club would experience
higher satisfaction due to their greater engagement and identification with their program and peers (e.g., Fischer, 2007, found that
students’ social ties within the campus community significantly
predicted satisfaction). On the other hand, membership in a student
club does not necessarily reflect greater engagement, and even if it
did, one would expect that the degree of engagement would vary
among club members.
The absence of a difference between club members and nonmembers in our study may also be attributed to the fact that our
participants were about to graduate. That is, many student clubs’
efforts focus on connecting students with each other to build a
sense of community, a goal that may be more beneficial to students
in the first years of their program when they likely know few of
their peers. If so, participating in a student club was likely less
valued by students in our study than more proximal factors such as
quality of instruction, academic challenge, and research opportu-
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nities. It is also possible that membership in a student club might
have greater opportunity to influence satisfaction in departments
that do not offer an honours thesis option or similar researchintensive experience. To the extent that completing a research
thesis provides students opportunities to share similar experiences
and develop a sense of community, departments that do not offer
such a program may find that membership in a psychology club
does influence student satisfaction.
Implications for psychology programs. The results of our
study have several implications for administrators and faculty who
wish to improve the satisfaction of students in a psychology degree
program. By identifying the key predictors of student satisfaction
in our sample, we have provided departments with the information
necessary to engage in evidence-based decision-making and planning. Taken together, our findings provide clear direction to departments that seek to optimize and focus their resources on
enhancing student experiences. Fortunately, for most of the predictors identified, it is possible for many departments to envision
ways to modify existing policies and practices to increase students’
satisfaction along the relevant dimensions.
The importance of teaching quality as a major predictor of
student satisfaction underscores the value of promoting faculty
participation in activities that can improve the quality of teaching
in courses (e.g., teaching workshops and seminars; teaching and
learning conferences; peer feedback) and the value of promoting
engagement with the extensive literature on the scholarship of
teaching and learning (e.g., Hattie, 2009; Perry & Smart, 2007). Of
course, the effectiveness of these activities is strongly related to the
importance that a department (and institution) places on teaching
quality; faculty are unlikely to be motivated to improve their
teaching if there is neither support nor incentives to do so. The
provision of significant incentives can be an issue in researchfocused departments that value research success (e.g., publications, grants) more than teaching success. What should be kept in
mind, however, is that in this study students’ satisfaction with
teaching quality was strongly related to their overall satisfaction
with their degree program and the likelihood they would recommend their program to others. Significant improvements in either
measure would be consistent with the goals of a research-focused
department, given that it could enhance a department’s reputation
and its ability to recruit the best applicants to its graduate programs
and thesis-based honors programs.
The second key result was that students’ perceptions of the level
of academic challenge were positively related to their satisfaction,
and this was true for both honors thesis students and conventional
majors. This outcome should reassure faculty and administrators
that challenging students academically will not invariably result in
lower levels of satisfaction. On the contrary, our results contribute
to the literature that suggests that creating an academically rigorous curriculum can produce higher student satisfaction, so long as
instructors make efforts to ensure that students feel supported and
receive adequate feedback on their performance (Bain, 2004).
Challenging students academically is an important goal of higher
education, but to do so effectively, students should feel confident
that their efforts will be recognized and rewarded.
With respect to opportunities for research experience, our results
suggest that departments should look for a variety of ways to
provide undergraduate students with research experiences in addition to an honors or senior research thesis. The provision of course

credit for time spent working in laboratories would be a simple
way to provide such experience to a larger and more diverse group
of undergraduate students, including those who may decide not to
pursue a thesis-based degree. Although many students volunteer as
research assistants, providing academic credit for this activity
allows a student’s work to be formally recognized and counted
toward his or her degree program, which likely increases the
attractiveness of such opportunities for students. In addition, for
some faculty members this arrangement may offer an incentive to
supervise such students because it grants them formal recognition
of their supervisory activity. Providing academic credit for single
semester research projects, fieldwork, and part-time internships
prior to students’ final year are other options for providing research opportunities other than the traditional senior year research
thesis.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Several limitations of this study deserve consideration. First, we
used single-item measures to gauge both our criterion variables
(overall student satisfaction and likelihood to recommend) and our
predictors (teaching quality, level of academic challenge, opportunities for research experience, etc.). The limitations of singleitem measures have been known for some time (Churchill, 1979;
Peter, 1979) and multiple-item measures are generally acknowledged to be superior to single-item measures, especially when a
construct is complex. On the other hand, some studies have found
that single- and multiple-item measures of complex constructs,
such as job satisfaction and brand attitudes, are highly correlated
(e.g., Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997) and exhibit comparable
levels of predictive validity (e.g., Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007).
Another limitation of single-item measures is that they lack
specificity. In the present study, for example, our use of a singleitem to measure satisfaction with research opportunities masked
potential differences between satisfaction with the quantity versus
the quality of such research experience. Multiple-item measures of
student satisfaction do exist (e.g., the Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory; Bryant, 2006). However, we are aware of no
measure that would have allowed us to assess the 10 factors
identified in our focus groups as important contributors to student
satisfaction. Moreover, given the length of our survey, we were
forced to make difficult decisions when selecting scales and items
in an effort to balance the number of items with the time required
of participants to complete them. Realistically, we knew that
students were busy at the time of year we recruited them (in April,
during the final exam period), and that we could not expect to
recruit a large sample if the survey was lengthy and time consuming. Accordingly, we chose to use single-item measures for our
criterion and predictor variables to minimize the demand on students’ time and attention while maximizing the breadth of variables we could include in our analyses. Researchers should carefully weigh the advantages and disadvantages of single-item
measures when assessing student satisfaction in their undergraduate programs.
As previously noted, a second limitation of our study is that
students in the honours program were overrepresented in our final
sample (relative to their proportion in a typical graduation class),
with the end result that approximately equal numbers of honours
thesis students and conventional majors completed our survey. Of
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course, the fact that honours thesis students were more likely to
complete the survey is very likely related to their greater satisfaction with their undergraduate experience. To mitigate this selection
effect, we conducted our analyses on the full sample (collapsing
across type of student) and then separately for honors thesis
students and conventional majors. In future studies, developing
strategies to increase the response rate for conventional majors
would help to avoid unrepresentative samples. At the same time,
the large number of honors thesis students in our sample allowed
us to test for differences between these students and conventional
majors and to assess whether the predictors of satisfaction were the
same for both groups of students; a smaller number of honors
thesis students would have made such comparisons (especially the
regression analyses) problematic.
Third, although we intentionally surveyed graduating students
on the assumption that, in comparison to more junior students, they
would be more familiar with the program and therefore in the best
position to evaluate it, it is possible that this decision may have
influenced our results in important ways. For example, some
studies (e.g., Billups, 2008; Juillerat, 2000) have observed an
inverse relationship between student satisfaction and year in program, such that satisfaction decreases as students’ progress
through their degree. If student satisfaction tends to decrease in
this manner, then perhaps there are corresponding temporal
changes in the factors that predict satisfaction. If so, testing a
cross-section of students who are at varying stages of program
completion or conducting a longitudinal study of student satisfaction would provide a more complete picture of the predictors of
student satisfaction. If certain factors predict student satisfaction
more effectively at different points in program than at others, then
this information would enable departments to develop targeted
strategies to maximize student satisfaction and retention throughout students’ programs.
Fourth, our research assessed predictors of student satisfaction
in a single psychology undergraduate program. Although we are
confident that the findings of this study can be used to inform
similar programs, the single site nature of the research may limit
the generalizability of our findings to programs that are similar in
size and focus (i.e., research-oriented departments with large undergraduate and graduate programs). The extent to which our
findings generalise to institutions that are undergraduate focused
and to psychology undergraduate programs outside of Canada is
also unclear. Questions about the generalizability of our findings
will remain unresolved until researchers evaluate the utility of
these same predictors for students in other undergraduate programs.
Finally, although the predictors considered in this study accounted for a significant percentage of the variance in student
satisfaction ratings (62%), they left considerable variability unaccounted for. This indicates that variables that were not captured by
our focus groups also contribute to student satisfaction. It is likely
that many of these variables are idiographic (e.g., a student’s
personal or family challenges; a poor fit between the student’s
interests and their major) and would be challenging to measure
accurately, but this should be a goal of future studies nevertheless.
It may also be the case that students do not have insight into all of
the factors that contribute to their satisfaction with their degree
program (see Bargh & Morsella, 2008). For this reason, it may be
useful to ask other stakeholders (e.g., program administrators,
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program advisors, faculty) what factors they consider important to
student satisfaction and to incorporate these factors into student
satisfaction assessments.

Conclusions
The results of this study highlight the importance that psychology majors place on the quality of the teaching in their courses and
the academic challenge they experience during their studies. The
opportunity to acquire research experience is also highly valued, to
the extent that students who complete a research thesis are generally more satisfied with their degree program than those who do
not. These findings will be informative for psychology departments seeking to improve the satisfaction of students in their
undergraduate programs.

Résumé
La psychologie est l’un des programmes d’études de premier cycle
les plus populaires en Amérique du Nord. Pourtant, très peu
d’études se sont penchées sur l’opinion des diplômés au sujet de
leur programme. L’objectif de la présente étude était de déterminer
les facteurs qui contribuent à la satisfaction des étudiants envers
leur diplôme en psychologie. Les participants étaient des personnes ayant obtenu un baccalauréat spécialisé en psychologie
(N ⫽ 237) dans une grande université canadienne. Trois cohortes
(ayant terminé en 2013, 2014 et 2015) ont répondu à un questionnaire d’enquête de sortie exhaustif. Des analyses de régressions
multiples ont permis de déterminer les principales variables prédictives de la satisfaction des étudiants à l’égard du programme
d’études, tels la qualité de l’enseignement, le niveau du défi
intellectuel et les possibilités de travaux de recherche. Des analyses additionnelles ont révélé que les étudiants devant soumettre un
mémoire de recherche ont rapporté un niveau de satisfaction
significativement plus élevé que eux qui ont suivi un programme
composé uniquement de cours. Ces résultats ainsi que d’autres
mènent à plusieurs recommandations visant à accroître la satisfaction des étudiants des programmes de premier cycle en psychologie.
Mots-clés : satisfaction des étudiants, programme de premier cycle
en psychologie, qualité de l’enseignement, recherche au premier
cycle, défi intellectuel.
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