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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to propose and test a model of educational quality in marketing-management by

5
Received 25 September 2017
Revised 13 December 2017
Accepted 15 December 2017

incorporating resource-capability variables that are linked to learning outcomes for students and the
competitive positioning of universities.
Design/methodology/approach – Drawing on the resource-dependence theory, this study develops a
comprehensive model for measuring educational quality. A sample comprising Spanish university teachers
has been used to test the hypothesised relationships by using a two-stage least squares regression analysis
while controlling for the possible effect of the public/private nature of the university.
Findings – The results validate the model and show that educational capabilities are reliable variables for
predicting the educational quality of marketing-management programmes at Spanish universities.
Research limitations/implications – Similar to all educational research studies, certain problems have
been acknowledged with respect to the data and the theoretical constructs that are used in the study. Future
studies can replicate this study’s model by using more direct objective measures of the theoretical constructs
and extend the study to other countries with different educational contexts.
Practical implications – The results provide guidance to marketing teachers at a university in designing
high-quality marketing-management educational programmes and in developing self-diagnostic tools that
can determine a university’s likelihood of competitive success.
Originality/value – This study is one of the few studies to apply the resource-dependence theory to the
analysis of the variables associated with the quality of marketing-management education. In doing so, the
study presents original multiitem scales to improve the measurement of model constructs.
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1. Introduction
As education has increasingly become a competitive factor in a knowledge-based economy,
quality in higher education has emerged as an important international issue (Cooke and
Leydesdorff, 2006). The European Commission has stated that European universities must
achieve and maintain educational excellence if Europe is to achieve its aim of becoming the
most competitive knowledge-based economy in the world (Diaconescu, 2009; Pickernell
et al., 2010).
Given that marketing managers are frequently involved in decisions that have
signiﬁcant effects on corporate and national economies, education in marketingmanagement is important in promoting national competitiveness (Pride and Ferrell, 2000;
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Sinkovics and Schlegelmilch, 2000). It has been contended that traditional marketing
strategies do not work in the current turbulent business environment (Courtney et al., 1997;
Fortier et al., 1998), and the gap between academia and practice is widening (Tapp, 2004).
Despite such concerns, the literature suggests that a bias exists in marketing education
towards the achievement of academic status through writing and publishing of papers
(Baumgartner and Pieters, 2003) rather than towards an improvement in marketing
education per se (Straughan and Albers-Miller, 2000). Although some studies have
addressed issues in marketing education – such as innovative teaching (Albers-Miller et al.,
2001), marketing curricula (Athaide, 2005) and course structure for learning key marketing
concepts (Eriksson and Hauer, 2004) – it would seem that insufﬁcient attention is being paid
to the quality of contemporary teaching in marketing-management.
The principal reason for the failure to assess the quality of education in marketingmanagement seems to be that different conceptions of higher education lead to different
conceptions of educational quality (Bertolin, 2015), making it impossible to arrive at one set
of standards for institutional assessment that would be applicable to all countries (UNESCO,
1998). Another possible reason for failure in this ﬁeld is that few teachers actually
participate in what might be called the “education quality agenda”, making it difﬁcult to
know what teachers regard as “quality” in higher education (Watty, 2003), and further, most
of the information about management education is generated in the USA, which is of
varying relevance to other countries (Imbs, 1995). Finally, given that the expectations of the
public change continuously, previously satisfactory approaches to business education
rapidly become outdated (Lengnick-Hall and Sanders, 1997; Kaplan et al., 2010). There is a
need to examine the assumptions on which current practices of business education are
founded, especially in countries that are seeking to compete on a global scale (Rowley et al.,
1998).
The present study proposes an exploratory model of educational quality with a view to
identifying and testing the variables that determine the learning outcomes of marketing
students and the competitive positioning of universities. This study uses a sample of
Spanish universities with an appropriate context because European Commission experts
agree that Spain needs to develop intellectual infrastructures associated with marketing
skills if the country is to advance an economic model based on high added value
(Vanguardia Digital, 2006). In the ﬁrst national survey of the public image of the Spanish
university system, few respondents believed their training prepared them sufﬁciently for the
labour market (El Mundo Digital, 2006). Moreover, a consensus exists that the country needs
to improve its education system (Royo, 2010). Indeed, this situation prompted the European
Commission to declare that Spanish universities produce too many candidates for
unemployment (Davies and Walker, 2014).
Section 2 presents the theoretical framework of the study and extant models of quality of
education; Section 3 proposes a model for assessing quality in marketing-management
education; Section 4 describes the research design and the main features of the methodology
of the empirical study used to test the proposed model; Section 5 presents an in-depth
analysis of the results; and Section 6 presents a discussion of the managerial implications
and future lines of research.
2. Theoretical framework
Despite the abundant literature on educational quality assurance in various countries, there
is no consensus on several issues including: deﬁnition of educational quality; appropriate
assessment indicators; and suitability of the models that have been proposed (Srikanthan
and Dalrymple, 2003; Woodhouse, 1996).

There is considerable disagreement about the deﬁnition of educational quality, which is
testimony to the complexity and multifaceted nature of the concept (UNICEF, 2000;
UNESCO, 2002). The notion of “quality” in education is not only multidimensional but also
often subjective (PHARE, 1998), because it depends on the speciﬁc goals of the local
educational context in which it is being assessed (Adams, 1993; Beeby, 1966). According to
Fife and Janosik (1999), deﬁning educational quality is an almost impossible task.
The choice of assessment indicators is similarly problematic (Campbell and Rozsnyai,
2002). According to Ramina (2003), educational quality should be assessed by a set of
appropriate indicators and a monitoring system, but this has not been done because
educational quality is inﬂuenced by factors, many of which are non-measurable. There is
therefore widespread disagreement on the selection of objective indicators, especially
regarding attempts to quantify concepts such teaching, learning and research (Kaiser and
Yonezawa, 2003). These difﬁculties are exacerbated when attempts are made to make
international comparisons because the collection of objective data can be hampered by
legislative differences about conﬁdentiality and data protection. Kaiser and Yonezawa
(2003) have advocated the use of plain descriptive information as an alternative to objective
data.
For assessing educational quality, many suggestions have been made. The “Harvard
model”, in which the quality of an educational institution is measured against that of the
most prestigious institution, suffers from the conceptual weakness of assuming that all
customers want the same thing (Fife and Janosik, 1999). Other models have drawn on the
philosophy of Total Quality Management (TQM), but these approaches have been criticised
because these models tend to focus on the exercise of control (Radford et al., 1997; Salter and
Tapper, 2000); the adoption of TQM in academia (in general) is rather limited (Birnbaum and
Deshotels, 1999; Vazzana et al., 2000). Other models have been based on pedagogical,
cultural, social and economic perspectives. None of these models has achieved widespread
acceptance, and the only consensus that appears to have emerged is that the measurement of
quality in education will remain an elusive concept (Matsuura, 2003).
3. Conceptual model and research hypotheses
3.1 Paradigm underlying the proposed model
To overcome the perceived inadequacies of the models noted above (see Section 2), the
paradigm of “input–process–outcome” was selected as the basis for this study’s proposed
model for assessing the quality of marketing-management education.
This paradigm was chosen among the variety of theoretical frameworks in this area of
knowledge, as many authors’ views coincide to indicated that the topic of quality of
education could be deﬁned regarding the human and material resources that are invested
(Salam, 2015; REIP, 2002). Also, it conceives of quality education as an ongoing process that
transforms the participants (Harvey and Green, 1993). Moreover, this paradigm facilitates
that educational quality can be measured by assessing efﬁciency in the use of resources
(Scheerens et al., 2011) and by examining the educational outcomes (Choon Ling et al., 2010).
This paradigm assumes that high-quality educational institutions empower their
students with speciﬁc skills, knowledge and attitudes required to live and work in a
knowledge society (Campbell and Rozsnyai, 2002; European Foundation for Quality
Management – EFQM, 1995). This notion of educational quality is appropriate when
“learner proﬁles” are subject to signiﬁcant changes (Harvey and Knight, 1996).
Another justiﬁcation for choosing this paradigm is that it allows integration of the theory
of resource dependence. Although this theory was developed to study company
performance, the present study contends that the resource-dependence theory can also be
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used to explain university competitiveness – which is essentially based on the effective
management of educational resources and capabilities (Scott, 2003). Thus, this theory
permitted the identiﬁcation of the level of resources and capabilities used by the institutions
in our study and the analysis of how these variables will affect the quality of their learning
outcomes.
According to the literature (Lado and Wilson, 1994; Tumer and Crawford, 1994), such
capabilities can be classiﬁed into four categories:
(1) organisational capabilities;
(2) input-based capabilities;
(3) managerial capabilities; and
(4) technical organisational capabilities.
This classiﬁcation is used in the present study to describe the hypothesised relationships
among the variables of the proposed model for assessing quality in marketing-management
education.
3.2 Variables and hypothesised relationships
3.2.1 Organisational capabilities (based on outputs). The organisational capabilities of the
institution represent the dependent variables of the proposed model. These are the tangible
and intangible outputs that provide added value for clients (Lado and Wilson, 1994) and/or
enhance corporate reputation and image (Clark and Wheelwright, 1992; Verdin and
Williamson, 1994). In the context of marketing education, the organisational capabilities of
interest are the learning outcomes of marketing-management education (LOMME) and the
competitive outcomes of marketing-management education (COMME).
Lengnick-Hall and Sanders (1997) deﬁned excellence in management education as the
achievement of increased knowledge and skills, the application of new knowledge and skills
and the positive response of students. Although these general criteria are relevant and
useful in evaluating an institution, these should be augmented by consideration of how well
an institution responds to criticism of its output. For example, teaching in the ﬁeld of
marketing-management has been criticised for failing to meet the demands of new business
environments, to focus on real job markets and to develop links with the business
community (Rowley and Rowley, 2000). In addition, it has also been claimed that
contemporary business education does not develop interpersonal skills and teamwork
(Lerner, 1995) and that it has failed to address issues such as social responsibility and the
need for leadership training (UNESCO, 1998). Canzer (1997) emphasised the acquisition of
subject knowledge and theoretical concepts, together with the ability to apply this
knowledge to real marketing situations. McMullen (1998) suggested that graduates must be
able to handle problem-solving, communicate effectively and exercise managerial
judgement. Walker et al. (1998) favoured the ability to integrate and use marketing
knowledge in a creative and synergistic manner. Adrian and Palmer (1999) and Stern and
Tseng (2002) recommended skills include leadership, people management, power
distribution, team-building and interpersonal skills to promote effective interaction with
subordinates, peers and superiors, as well as linkages to business practice.
The proposed model evaluates the ﬁrst dependent variable, LOMME, in terms of
applicability to the needs of companies, contribution to solving national problems and
students’ ability to solve real problems, work in teams, develop innovative solutions and
demonstrate leadership.

The second dependent variable is COMME. Universities depend on their reputation and
image to ensure funding for educational programmes and research initiatives (Martínez,
2005). As a consequence, the pursuit of prestige is typical of academic institutions
worldwide (Brewer, et al., 2002). According to Holdswoth and Nind (2005), universities
compete in the “marketplace of public opinion” on the basis of their prestige or reputation.
League tables and rankings thus assume great importance as indicators of a university’s
market position in the educational system and the likelihood that it will acquire the
resources it needs (Lombardi et al., 2001). Prestige has been described as a form of
“brand-name recognition”, which is derived from historical visibility; as such, prestige
actually precedes market share (Bok, 2003). Prestige effectively differentiates an institution
from its competitors in ways that stakeholders ﬁnd meaningful. The proposed model
evaluates the second dependent variable COMME, based on a university’s prestige or
reputation as perceived by students, donors, market competitors and employees.
3.2.2 Input-based capabilities. The ﬁrst of the independent variables in the model is
associated with the input-based capabilities of the institution (availability of the various
resources: ﬁnancial, physical, human and technological) that enable any organisation to
create and deliver products and services valued by customers (Grant, 1991; Amit and
Schoemaker, 1993).
Several studies have conﬁrmed that resource availability enhances learning achievement
at all levels of education (Carron and Châu, 1996; Glewwe and Jacoby, 1994). Many
universities have recognised that a well-resourced system of incentives attracts and retains
the best professors (Henry et al., 1997). These institutions understand that they also require
physical resources to meet the challenges of providing education within a changing business
environment (Rowley et al., 1998). Institutions from other regions (including Central
America, South America and Europe) have also recognised that a link exists between a
university’s level of competitiveness and the procurement of ﬁnancial resources (EUA,
2003).
The following hypotheses are proposed:
H1. A higher level of resource availability is associated with (a) a higher level of
learning outcomes and (b) a higher level of competitive outcomes.
3.2.3 Managerial capabilities. The next group of independent variables in the model is
associated with managerial capabilities: the manager’s ability to: develop a beneﬁcial
relationship between an organisation and its environment (Lado and Wilson, 1994), design
the organisation and coordinate its various functions (Boyatzis, 1999) and provide direction
and control in implementing organisational systems to realise organisational objectives
(Tumer and Crawford, 1994). In the context of the present study, managerial capabilities are
evaluated in terms of: management style, teaching methods and evaluation of faculty
performance.
Management style: Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) contended that the organisational
environment of an academic department could be more important for student learning than
the subject matter itself. “Participatory” management style promotes the fulﬁlment of a
university’s social responsibilities (Neave, 1998; UNESCO, 1998) and provides a climate for
optimal adjustment to changing societal conditions (Dill, 2003). This management style is
also said to provide an atmosphere in which teachers can focus on instruction and student
achievement (Wyman, 2001), thus fostering “learning departments” (Walvoord et al., 2000).
In this regard, quality assurance is increasingly based on the autonomous participation of
all organisational members in the pursuit of quality, rather than on explicit external quality
control (Frackmann, 2000; Leithwood and Menzies, 1998).
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The following hypotheses are proposed with regard to the relationship between
management style and competitive outcomes:
H2.1 A higher level of participatory management style is associated with: a higher level
of learning outcomes and a higher level of competitive outcomes.
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H2.2 A higher level of non-participatory management style is associated with (a) a
higher level of learning outcomes and (b) a higher level of competitive outcomes.
For teaching methods, we assess whether the academic staff are adequately conveying the
knowledge they wish to impart (Frost and Fukami, 1997). Several studies support that
teaching methods should aim to develop critical thinking as a problem-solving tool (Bok,
1986; Dubois, 1995). The current teaching method posits the lecturer as the authority from
whom all knowledge emanates (Rowley and Rowley, 2000), with the students posited as
passive recipients of information (Lengnick-Hall, 1996), encouraging an algorithmic reading
of reality (Bergadaà, 1990) and the development of resources that are not actually used in
business practice (Cova et al., 1994).
It has been contended that marketing-management education requires non-structured
teaching methods that involve students as active participants in the learning process instead
(Alavi, et al., 1995; Leidner and Jarvenpaá, 1995) and co-producers of their training
(Lengnick-Hall and Sanders, 1997), and this is consistent with contemporary developments
in organisational management, which encourage teamwork and good interpersonal skills
(Baldwin et al., 1997). UNESCO (1998) has stated that higher education must implement
pedagogical methods based on participatory knowledge if graduates are to learn how to be
innovative and creative in their future work.
On the basis of the above discussion, the following alternative hypotheses are proposed:
H3.1 A higher level of non-structured teaching methods is associated with (a) a higher
level of learning outcomes and (b) a higher level of competitive outcomes.
H3.2 A higher level of structured teaching methods is associated with (a) a higher level
of learning outcomes and (b) a higher level of competitive outcomes.
Evaluation of faculty performance can be done by: government-imposed and/or external
stakeholders’ criteria. The ﬁrst refers to the assessment of faculty performance on the basis
of government-mandated criteria (such as seniority and “civil service” procedures). The
second refers to the assessment of faculty performance by student surveys, academic and
scientiﬁc publishing and consultancies.
Cave et al. (1997) have suggested that academic quality is equivalent to the quality of
teaching at a university. The reaction of students to a course is a way of determining how
well a teaching system is working – because education is a service in which the participation
of the customer (student) inﬂuences both the service process (learning) and the results of that
service process (Lengnick-Hall and Sanders, 1997). In addition, because academic quality is
also associated with sharing information on best practices (Zhou, 2000), faculty performance
can be assessed on the basis of the number of textbooks and educational materials that are
published and the number of consulting contracts that are secured for the university. The
publication of research papers in scholarly journals and conferences represents an additional
criterion of faculty performance; such publications not only complement effective teaching
but also represent the accepted sine qua non of academic excellence (Braimoh, 2002).
The following alternative hypotheses are proposed with regard to the relationship
between the evaluation of faculty performance and the learning outcomes and competitive
outcomes:

H4.1 A higher level of government-imposed criteria in the evaluation of faculty
performance is associated with (a) a higher level of learning outcomes and (b) a
higher level of competitive outcomes.
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H4.2 A higher level of external stakeholder criteria in the evaluation of faculty
performance is associated with (a) a higher level of learning outcomes and (b) a
higher level of competitive outcomes.
3.2.4 Technical organisational capabilities. Technical organisational capabilities are
essentially the talents and skills that enable inputs to be turned into outputs (Lado et al.,
1992; Green, 1999). They represent sources of competitive advantage because they are often
difﬁcult to copy and remain embedded in the tacit routines and practices of the organisation
(Kogut and Zander, 1996).
These capabilities are assessed in terms of the variable teacher qualiﬁcation. Educational
research has established that, in all forms of education, positive relationships exist between
years of teaching experience and student outcomes (Greenwald et al., 1996) and between
teachers’ academic qualiﬁcations and learning outcomes (Strauss and Vogt, 2001). These
relationships have been conﬁrmed at the level of higher education, where quality has been
positively associated with the level of education and qualiﬁcations of faculty members
(Ramina, 2003; Pawlowski, 2004). Also, there is a relationship between the level of
international experience of teachers and the quality of education (Heyl and McCarthy, 2003).
The following hypothesis is proposed between variables, teacher qualiﬁcation, learning
outcomes and competitive outcomes:
H5. A higher level of teacher qualiﬁcation is associated with (a) a higher level of
learning outcomes and (b) a higher level of competitive outcomes.
3.2.5 Control variable. Because the private or public nature of an educational institution
might affect the perception and use of variables associated with educational quality, the
proposed model includes a dichotomous control variable that indicates the nature of the
university (“0” = private; “1” = public).
The literature offers conﬂicting points of views on whether the quality of education is
affected by the private or public nature of an institution. Private institutions tend to have a
reputation for relaxed academic standards, and prospective employers can be sceptical
about the quality of the education received by the graduates of such institutions
(Bernasconi, 2003). Others have contended that private institutions are more efﬁcient and
ﬂexible than public institutions, and that they provide the type and quality of education that
students (and their parents) demand (Lockheed and Jiménez, 1994).
In Spain, private universities tend to be younger and to have a larger academic staff,
more library resources and better facilities. They are usually smaller, more specialised and
offer fewer degree programmes. In contrast, public universities in Spain are typically
crowded and have fewer staff; however, they offer more degrees, and their academic level is
reported to be higher (E-campus, 2006).
The control variable in the proposed model was included to account for these differences
and their potential impact on the variables associated with education quality.
4. Methodology
4.1 Sample and data collection
To apply and test the proposed model for assessing the quality of marketing-management
education, an empirical study was conducted among academic staffs who conduct courses
in marketing-management in Spanish universities. For this purpose, a self-completed
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questionnaire was developed and distributed to a cross section of potential respondents.
Because there is no comprehensive directory of all university teachers of marketing courses
in Spain, a list was created by consulting individual university websites. The ﬁnal list of
potential respondents consisted of individuals who: were designated as teachers of
marketing-management courses at their universities and could be contacted by either e-mail
or postal mail.
We use the e-mail to present the research and the survey. But, the survey was sent by
postal mail in an envelope with the address and postal stamp to facilitate the return of the
survey. It is convenient to point out that our survey did not use the online format because a
pretesting showed that the survey was perceived too long and very complex for the use of
Likert scales.
The questionnaire was sent to the entire target population. To maintain the anonymity of
the respondents, they were asked to only respond to their membership in a public or private
university. Although ideal would have been to have identiﬁed the response rate by
university, it was not possible. Thus, we ﬁnally settled on the number of professors who
responded to the survey, allowing us to maximise the size of the sample and thus use
multivariate analysis.
The returned questionnaires were divided into quartiles according to the date on which
they were received (with the ﬁrst quartile containing the earliest returns and the fourth
quartile containing the latest returns). Those in the ﬁrst and fourth quartiles were compared
by t-tests, indicating that there were no signiﬁcant statistical differences on average scores
for most measures.
The overall response rate from the complete list of potential respondents was 14 per cent
(with data from ﬁve respondents being discarded because of missing and invalid data). The
ﬁnal sample included 124 teachers in public institutions (70.45 per cent of the sample) and 52
teachers in private institutions (29.55 per cent of the sample). There were 136 male
respondents (77.27 per cent) and 40 female respondents (22.73 per cent). Also, respondents
were asked to indicate training received outside their home country (none = 40.34 per cent;
some courses = 23.86 per cent; bachelor’s degree = 6.82 per cent; master’s degree = 18.18
per cent; doctorate =10.80 per cent). In relation to their years of experience, the following
distribution was obtained: 1-4 years = 23.9 per cent; 5-10 years = 35.2 per cent; þ10 years =
40.9 per cent. By category or academic rank, the following distribution was found: other
(lecturer, etc.) = 8.87 per cent; associate professor = 39.52 per cent; professor = 30.65 per
cent; full Professor = 20.97 per cent.
4.2 Measures
4.2.1 Resources for teaching. The variable “resources for teaching” was evaluated in terms
of eight items:
(1) government funding for higher education;
(2) support for faculty salaries;
(3) support for administrative salaries;
(4) student library resources;
(5) faculty library resources;
(6) technical resources;
(7) political support; and
(8) private funding for higher education.

The responses were recorded on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = none; 5 = extensive). Cronbach’s
alpha for this variable was 0.8214, indicating an acceptable degree of reliability for this
scale. Factorial analysis grouped all items into one factor (eigenvalue = 2.93474).
4.2.2 Management style. The variable “management style” was assessed by four items
derived from Cameron and Quinn (1999). The responses were recorded on a scale from 1 to 5
(1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). The chi-square for this variable was 17.0226 ( p <
0.0007) and Kendall’s W measure was 0.263. These results indicate a low (although
signiﬁcant) level of agreement among the respondents’ ratings.
The variable management style was recoded as two subsidiary variables:
(1) non-participatory management style (characterised by rules and procedures and
by distinguished staff members exercising the most inﬂuence); and
(2) participatory management style (characterised by a collegiate and egalitarian
management style, regardless of rank).
4.2.3 Teaching methods. The variable “teaching methods” was assessed by seven items
derived from Roach et al. (1993) and Clow and Wachter (1996). The responses were recorded
on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = none; 5 = extensive). The chi-square value for this variable was
345.0293 (p < 0.0000) and Kendall’s W measure was 0.3993. These results indicate a low
(although signiﬁcant) level of agreement among the respondents’ ratings.
The variable teaching methods was recoded as two subsidiary variables:
(1) structured teaching methods (characterised by class lectures, structured
presentations, conferences); and
(2) non-structured teaching methods (characterised by case studies, role-playing,
business games and internships).
4.2.4 Evaluation of faculty performance. The variable “evaluation of faculty performance”
was assessed by six items derived from Braun and Merrien (1999) and Burton (1983). The
responses were recorded on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = none; 5 = extensive). The chi-square
value for this variable was 70.8143 (p < 0.0000) and Kendall’s W measure was 0.3628. These
results indicate low (although signiﬁcant) level of agreement among respondents’ ratings.
The variable evaluation of faculty performance was recoded as two subsidiary variables:
(1) government-imposed criteria (characterised by assessment of faculty performance
on the basis of seniority and civil service criteria); and
(2) external stakeholder criteria (characterised by assessment of student surveys,
academic and scientiﬁc publishing and consultancies, etc.).
4.2.5 Teacher qualiﬁcation. The variable “teacher qualiﬁcation” was assessed by three
items: teacher’s experience, academic level and international experience. Responses with
regard to teaching experience were recorded on a scale from 1 to 3 (1 = 14 years; 2 = 510
years; and 3 = more than 10 years). Responses with regard to academic level were based on
the respondent’s highest degree: (1 = bachelor’s degree; 2 = master’s degree; and 3 =
doctorate). To assess international experience, respondents were asked to indicate whether
they received training outside their home country (1 = none or some courses; 2 = bachelor’s
degree or master’s degree; 3 = doctorate). The chi-square value for this variable was 73.2947,
and Kendall’s W measure was 0.3290 ( p < 0.0000). These results indicate that there was
signiﬁcant agreement among the respondents’ ratings. Factorial analysis grouped all items
onto one factor (eigenvalue = 1.77515).
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4.2.6 Learning outcomes. The dependent variable of LOMME was evaluated by six
items. Respondents were asked whether the educational outcomes of their course:
(1) are adapted to business needs;
(2) are instrumental in solving the country’s needs;
(3) develop students’ problem-solving skills;
(4) develop student teamwork;
(5) develop innovative solutions; and
(6) provide students with leadership skills.
The responses were recorded on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly
agree).
Cronbach’s alpha for this variable was 0.8584, indicating a high degree of reliability of
this scale. Factorial analysis grouped all items onto one factor (eigenvalue = 3.55246).
4.2.7 Competitive outcomes. The second dependent variable, COMME, was evaluated by
four items:
(1) reputation and positioning with regard to students;
(2) reputation and positioning with regard to donors;
(3) reputation and positioning with regard to market competitors; and
(4) reputation and positioning with regard to employees.
The responses were recorded on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = poor positioning; 5 = good
positioning).
Cronbach’s alpha for this variable was 0.8098, indicating a high degree of reliability of
this scale. Factorial analysis grouped all items onto one factor (eigenvalue = 2.58161).
5. Results
5.1 Descriptive statistics
Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, of the variables are
reported in Table 1.

Variables
Resources for teaching
Teacher qualiﬁcation
Non-participatory style
Participatory style
Structured teaching methods
Non-structured methods
Government criteria
External criteria
Learning outcomes
Competitive outcomes

Table 1.
Descriptive measures Note: n = 176
of variables
Source: Own elaboration

Mean

SD

2.09
1.98
3.09
2.72
4.02
2.19
3.36
2.78
3.30
3.29

0.68
0.87
0.69
1.10
0.67
0.72
0.75
0.89
0.88
0.79

5.2 Data analysis
Three procedures were used in data analysis:
(1) correlation matrix;
(2) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA); and
(3) two-stage least squares regression analysis.
MANOVA was chosen (rather than structural equation modelling) because it is a suitable
technique for testing theory in the early stages of development, when research questions are
more concerned with the existence of relationship than with their strength (Pedhauzer and
Schmelkin, 1991). If the results are signiﬁcant, it is appropriate to conduct individual
multiple regression analyses for each dependent variable (which was done in this study).
The results of the correlation matrices between the independent variables and the
dependent variables are shown in Table 2 (learning outcomes) and Table 3 (competitive
outcomes). These ﬁndings suggested partial acceptance of the hypotheses.
A MANOVA test was used to assess the overall effects of the independent variables on
the dependent variables (learning outcomes and competitive outcomes). The multivariate
F value was signiﬁcant (Wilks’ lambda: 0.28; p = 0.000), which showed that the dependent
variables were related to variations in the independent variables.
5.3 Testing of hypotheses
The third data-analysis procedure used a two-stage least squares regression analysis (with
an SPSS statistical package) to assess the effect of each of the model variables on the two
dependent variables (LOMME and COMME).
5.3.1 Hypothesised relationships with learning outcomes. Table 4 shows the results of the
regression analysis with LOMME as the dependent variable. The results indicate that some
of the hypothesised relationships of the model were statistically signiﬁcant (at p < 0.01). The
independent variables explained about 33 per cent of the variation in the LOMME.
Table 4 also shows the results of testing H1a, which proposed that a higher level of
resource availability is associated with a higher level of learning outcomes. The positive
relationship between resources and learning outcomes was conﬁrmed when the control
variable (type of university) was included (Model 2). This shows that the hypothesised
relationship is conditioned by the type of institution (public or private).
The results also conﬁrm the positive relationship between a participatory management
style and the level of LOMME, as proposed by H2.1a. (In contrast, the exploratory results
shown in Table 3 suggest that a non-participatory management style did not have a positive
relationship with the learning outcomes of an educational institution.) When the control
variable (type of university) was added (Model 2), the positive relationship was enhanced,
suggesting that the inﬂuence of the management style on learning outcomes is affected by
the different work environments of public and private universities. These results might be
due to the fact that private universities often have more freedom in decision-making than
public universities, where the work environment is more likely to be conditioned by
bureaucratic rules and controls.
H3 proposed that teaching methods inﬂuenced LOMME. The results in Table 3 conﬁrm
H3.1a, which proposed that non-structured teaching methods improve educational
outcomes. Although this was a strong and signiﬁcant relationship, it was also sensitive to
differences in the methods used in public and private universities.
H4 proposed that methods used in evaluating faculty performance were related to
LOMME. Table 4 shows that the use of external stakeholder criteria (student surveys,
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Table 2.
Correlation matrix of
learning outcomes
and model variables

Notes: n = 176; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.000
Source: Own elaboration

H1: Resources
H2.1: Participatory management style
H2.2: Non-participatory management style
H3.1: Structured teaching methods
H3.2: Non-structured teaching methods
H4.1: Government-imposed criteria for faculty
assessment
H4.2: External stakeholders’ criteria for faculty
assessment
H5: Teacher qualiﬁcation

0.2170*
0.2474*
0.0730
0.0266
0.2457***
0.1826*
0.1729*
0.1555

0.2266*
0.3290***
0.0915
0.2499*
0.1639*
0.2352*
0.2976***
0.2546*

0.3415***
0.2250*

0.4163***

0.2918***
0.2120***
0.0156
0.0577
0.2330*

0.3115***
0.2487*

0.0000

0.2124*
0.3473***
0.0697
0.0745
0.3367***

0.3589***
0.2489*

0.0967

0.2610*
0.2673***
0.0382
0.0581
0.3859***

Innovative
solutions

0.2576*
0.2460***

0.2568*

0.1151
0.2734***
0.1070
0.0962
0.4710***

Leadership
skills

16

Hypotheses

Learning outcomes
Adapted
Solving
Problem-solving
business needs country’s needs
skills
Team-work

0.3722***
0.2884*

0.2962*

0.2132*
0.3501***
0.0216
0.0577
0.3684***

Average

JEFAS
25,49

Hypotheses
H1: Resources
H2.1: Participatory management style
H2.2: Non-participatory management style
H3.1: Structured teaching methods
H3.2: Non-structured teaching methods
H4.1: Government-imposed criteria for
faculty evaluation
H4.2: External stakeholder’s criteria for
faculty evaluation
H5: Teacher qualiﬁcation

Competitive outcomes
Students Donors, market Competitors Employees Average
0.2026*
0.1901*
0.0096
0.0795
0.1725*

0.1424
0.1109
0.0251
0.0971
0.0647

0.1805*
0.0619
0.0538
0.1543*
0.0490

0.2391**
0.3786**
0.3769**
0.1556 *
0.1596*

0.2509*
0.2939**
0.2656*
0.1365
0.1431*

0.0930

0.2241**

0.2396**

0.1538*

0.1611*

0.2867**
0.2324**

0.2699**
0.1748*

0.1202
0.2153**

0.1906*
0.0682

0.2860**
0.1521*

Notes: n = 176; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.000
Source: Own elaboration

Variables
H1a: Resource availability
H2.1a: Participatory management style
H3.1a: Non-structured teaching methods
H4.2a: External stakeholder criteria for faculty evaluation
H5a: Teacher qualiﬁcation
Summary statistics
Multiple R
R2
Adjusted R2
4R2
F-statistic
p

Model 1

Model 2

1.452þ
2.771*
3.210**
1.893þ
2.915*

2.519*
3.370**
3.746**
2.764**
1.336þ

0.55470
0.30769
0.27781

0.59774
0.35729
0.32693
0.04912
11.76676
0.0000

10.29636
0.0000

Notes: n = 176; þp < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.000
Source: Own elaboration

academic and scientiﬁc publishing, consultancies) in evaluating faculty had a positive
relationship with learning outcomes, as proposed by H4.2a. However, the inﬂuence of these
criteria on learning outcomes was appreciable only when the control variable (type of
university) was incorporated (Model 2). The explanation for this ﬁnding could be that
private institutions are more likely to base their evaluation on external (or market) criteria,
whereas public universities are more likely to use government-imposed evaluation criteria
(seniority and civil service criteria).
H5a, which proposed a positive relationship between teacher qualiﬁcation and the
learning outcomes, was partially conﬁrmed. This relationship was previously shown to
exist in Spain in a qualitative exploratory study by Cambra and Cambra (2003); however,
the relationship in the present study was weaker – because the control variable (type of
university) was included in this study. It would thus seem that the positive relationship is
conditioned by the fact that Spanish universities differ in terms of faculty-accreditation
criteria. In Spain, only public universities control teaching accreditation; however, there
have recently been demands for similar regulation in the private sector.
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Table 3.
Correlation matrix of
competitive
outcomes and model
variables

Table 4.
Two-stage least
squares regression
analysis with
LOMME as
dependent variable
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In summary, the results show that higher levels of educational capabilities (inputbased, managerial, organisational and technical organisational) have a positive
relationship with learning outcomes in marketing-management education in Spanish
universities.
5.3.2 Hypothesised relationships with competitive outcomes. Table 5 shows the results of
the regression analysis with COMME as the dependent variable. The results show that
several hypothesised relationships in the model were statistically signiﬁcant (at p < 0.01).
The independent variables explained approximately 42 per cent of the variation in the
COMME.
H1b, which proposed that a positive relationship exists between availability of resources
and the level of COMME, was conﬁrmed. The relationship was enhanced with the inclusion
of the control variable (type of university) (Model 2).
The ﬁndings also conﬁrm H2.1b, which proposed that a positive relationship exists
between a participatory management style and competitive outcomes. The results also
support H3.1b, which proposed a positive relationship between non-structured teaching
methods and COMME; this relationship was also enhanced when the control variable (type
of university) was included (Model 2).
The results also show that the use of external stakeholder criteria in evaluating faculty
performance (student surveys, academic and scientiﬁc publishing criteria, consultancies)
had a positive relationship with COMME, as proposed by H4.2b; indeed, the use of external
stakeholder criteria in the evaluation of faculty performance was the most inﬂuential
independent variable with regard to COMME.
H5b, which proposed a positive relationship between teacher qualiﬁcation and COMME,
was not conﬁrmed. The initial weak relationship (Model 1) was eliminated when the control
variable (type of university) was included.
In summary, the results provide general support for the proposed model, thus
substantiating the contention that the suggested variables are reliable in predicting the
levels of educational quality (as measured by LOMME and COMME) in marketingmanagement programmes at Spanish universities.

Variables
H1b: Resource availability
H2.1b: Participatory management style
H3.1b: Non-structured teaching methods
H4.1b: Government-imposed criteria for faculty evaluation
H4.2b: External stakeholders’ criteria for faculty evaluation
H5b: Teacher qualiﬁcation

Table 5.
Two-stage least
squares regression
analysis with
COMME as
dependent variable

Summary statistics
Multiple R
R2
Adjusted R2
4R2
F-statistic
p
Notes: n = 176; þp < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.000
Source: Own elaboration

Model 1

Model 2

2.016*
3.604**
2.333*
2.398*
2.180*
1.380þ

2.820**
3.712**
2.507**
2.116*
3.944**

0.5827
0.3959
0.3659

0.66827
0.44659
0.4196
0.0537
16.54306
0.0000

12.64452
0.0000

6. Conclusions, implications and limitations
The purpose of this study was to propose and test a model of variables for assessing the
quality of marketing-management education, which was deﬁned in terms of students’
learning outcomes and the university’s competitive positioning. The study also examined
how the inﬂuence of the proposed variables is moderated by the inclusion of a control
variable.
There are some theoretical implications in this research. Our results support that the
paradigm of “input–process–outcome” is useful to study the quality of education as a
productive system, in which inputs are transferred into outcomes. This paradigm permits
empirical testing to support that the resources and capabilities used by the institutions in
our study affect the quality of their outcomes.
Likewise, this paradigm allows us to integrate the theory of resource dependence.
Although this theory was developed to study company performance, the present study
conﬁrms that the resource-dependence theory can also be used to explain university
competitiveness. Thus, our ﬁndings contributed and advanced the existing literature on
higher education quality.
These results have important implications for organisational theory, as they suggest that
fostering organisational performance is a multicapabilities’ endeavour, including
organisational capabilities, input-based capabilities, managerial capabilities and technical
organisational capabilities, which are essential and interdependent, from the perspective of
competitive advantage, these results can support the resource-based perspective that
sustainable competitive advantage is the outcome of rational managerial choices regarding
the disposition of resources. As a consequence, the study suggests that the implementation
of an educational strategy is likely to be most successful when these various teachers and
organisational variables are addressed simultaneously.
In term of managerial implication, our research provides some insights and feedback for
the administrators of higher education institutions. Our results provide them with the use of
managerial strategies for incorporating the resource-capability variables linked to learning
outcomes for students and the competitive positioning of universities. Moreover, some
scales of this survey (management style, teaching methods, evaluation of faculty
performance) are a potential self-diagnostic tool for managers, as they describe the
administrative actions that higher education institutions could use to implement competitive
strategies for their organisations.
Because marketing-management education inﬂuences a ﬁrm’s competitiveness,
practitioners are directly and indirectly affected by the quality of educational outcomes in
the country where their ﬁrms operate. Therefore, our results are important for a globalised
labour market where companies can hire students trained in other European countries.
Thus, managers have guidelines to compare the education that candidates have received,
according to the resource-capability variables that have been used in their training, which
may vary according to the countries where they have been trained.
The study provides guidance to ﬁrms that develop training policies for their marketing
directors. The results help identify the teaching methods that are the most effective for
internal personnel training and indicate the potential skills to be expected of a graduate of a
particular university. The learning outcomes included in the study can also assist in setting
career-development objectives and the best methods to attain them and provide parameters
that managers can use for self-evaluation or employee evaluation.
The ﬁndings have several implications for policymakers, especially those responsible for
developing policy for Spanish and European education. First, it shows that the respondents
believed that several capabilities were at moderate or low levels at their universities. This
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ﬁnding is in accordance with the fact that the economic downturn has led many European
Union countries to reduce investment in education (Katsarova, 2015).
Secondly, structured teaching methods were found to be common in Spanish universities,
and participatory management styles were found to be relatively uncommon in Spanish
university marketing departments. These ﬁndings are signiﬁcant for policymakers because
it has been claimed that these factors can impede the development of good universities in
Spain (Pérez-Díaz, 2006).
The major limitations of this study are common to all research in education. Data were
imperfect, and the structures of the educational variables used in the study might well be
incomplete (Todd and Wolpin, 2003). Also, the study was limited by the individual and
organisational cross-level relationships in the model, as well as the auto-selection bias
inherent in the sample. Despite these limitations, the sampling procedure and reliability
tests conducted on the variables have ameliorated these difﬁculties to some extent.
To enhance the validity and generalisation of the research ﬁndings, future studies could
use more direct objective measures of the theoretical constructs and explore the causal
relationships among the variables. In addition, future studies might examine the proposed
model with scholars from different countries and from diverse disciplines. Thus,
comparative studies might be carried out as a further research.
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