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Abstract 

The purpose of this research is to determine the effect of faculty life quality on 
student loyalty according to student perceptions. The study was designed in a 
descriptive relational survey model. The participants of the research consist of 
randomly selected 342 undergraduate students studying at Kütahya Dumlupınar 
University, Faculty of Education in the 2021-2022 academic year. In the study 
“Quality of faculty life scale” and “Student loyalty scale” were used. In the study, 
it was found that students' perceptions of the quality of faculty life and student 
loyalty levels were high. The study also revealed a highly positive and significant 
relationship between the quality of faculty life and student loyalty. In addition, it 
has been determined that the quality of faculty life is an important predictor of 
student loyalty. Universities and the Council of Higher Education (CoHE) can 
periodically measure the perceptions of university students regarding the quality 
of faculty life and their loyalty, and by evaluating the results they carry out 
necessary improvement studies. 

 

Keywords: quality of faculty life, student loyalty, school life, higher education. 

1. Introduction 
   The effects of globalization bring rapid change and transformation processes in the 
education sector, as in every field. The increase in the demand of individuals to receive 
education at the higher education level, especially in developed and developing countries, 
causes significant increases in the number of higher education institutions. Increasing number 
of higher education institutions have to survive in an increasingly competitive environment. 
University administrations are looking for ways to become the preferred university by 
students, and intensive studies are carried out for this purpose. 

   The increase in the competition among universities necessitated the examination of the 
reasons that have an impact on the students' choice of these institutions. One of these reasons 
is student loyalty (Köse, 2012). Although the scores obtained in the university entrance exam 
are one of the most important factors in the selection process in our country, it is known that 
other factors can also affect student preferences. In the literature, it is stated that the family 
(Bahar, 2002), the social structure (Reay, 2001), the quality of the program (Akar, 2012) and 
the characteristics of the city (Cokgezen, 2014) affect the university preference. Student 
loyalty, which is one of the dimensions of these factors, has a positive effect on both the 
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preference process and the education process (Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Hennig-Thurau, 
Lager, & Hansen, 2001). 

   Student loyalty is students' commitment to the university and the services provided by the 
university (Köse, 2012). Yu and Kim (2008) define student loyalty as the psychological 
attachment that creates a student's identification with and belonging to the university. Student 
loyalty is a concept that is effective in keeping students at their university and continuing 
their relationship with their institution after graduation (Helgesen & Nesset, 2007). 

   The loyalty of students who continue their education in higher education institutions has 
both institutional and individual consequences. Students with a high level of loyalty to their 
institution are expected to prefer their own universities when they need a new education 
service. In this way, the university will benefit from their students for a long time (Helgesen 
& Nesset, 2007). In addition, high-level loyalty students will participate in the lessons 
effectively and the quality of their learning processes will increase (Rashid & Raj, 2006). 
Alvesson (2000) states that if the student is loyal to the university, he will reconcile his own 
goals with the goals of the university and will undertake beneficial works for the university. 
In this way, he will recommend his university to other people and contribute to the formation 
of a positive perception in the society about the university. After graduating from the 
university, the student can recommend the university to others (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003). 
As a result, the benefit of students' loyalty to the university is not only limited to the period of 
study, but also continues after graduation. 

   There are many factors that affect student loyalty in higher education institutions. Some of 
these factors include taking part in projects carried out at the university, supporting their 
research by the university, having the opportunity to access and participate in social and 
sportive activities (Henning-Thurau Lager & Hansen, 2001), and the opportunities provided 
to the students by the university (Helgesen & Nesset, 2007). However, it is considered that 
the quality of school/faculty life of students who spend most of their time at the university 
may also have an impact on student loyalty. 

   The quality of school life is defined as the climate in which student attachment, school 
safety and learning processes are supported (Austin et al., 2007). Anderson (1982) associates 
the quality of school life with the quality of life and defines it as one of the indicators of 
students' well-being in school. It is seen that the students who have the opportunity to 
participate in the social, sports and cultural activities organized for the students at the 
university, have good relations with the academics who attend their classes with their friends 
in the classroom and outside, interact successfully with their environment, and reach 
satisfaction by making use of the opportunities provided by the university, will easily 
continue their education life and individual development (Singh, Augsutine & Singh, 2010). 
In this direction, it is inevitable that the student's motivation and academic success will be 
affected by the experiences and attitudes he has developed about his school, and it is 
expected that his perception of school life will develop in a positive way (Özdemir et al., 
2013). 

   The positive perception of the student about the quality of school life is effective in 
increasing academic success (Karatzias, Power & Swanson, 2001). Similarly, the learning 
processes of the students will be facilitated and their tendency to drop out will decrease (Sarı, 
2007). In addition, the studies on this subject revealed that one of the reasons for student 
absenteeism is the student's perception of the quality of school life (Ainley, 1991; İlmen, 
2010, Leonard, 2002). 
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   It is seen that the research on the quality of faculty life in higher education is carried out in 
the universities and faculties (Argon & Kösterelioğlu, 2009; Çokluk Bökeoğlu & Yılmaz, 
2007; Doğanay & Sarı, 2006; Ilias & Nor, 2012; Milbrath & Doyno, 1987; Özdemir, 2012; 
Roberts & Clifton, 1992; Yılmaz & Çokluk Bökeoğlu, 2006). In these studies, it is seen that 
the topics such as students' expectations towards university, school life and satisfaction levels 
are examined. It is understood that the results obtained in this study are considered as an 
important data source in increasing the service standards and quality of universities. 

   Higher education institution administrators can carefully examine the variables that affect 
student loyalty in order to keep their students in their systems and attract new students in the 
increasing competitive structure. For this, they can determine the loyalty level of the students 
in their institutions at regular intervals and work to increase the loyalty level. In particular, 
students' satisfaction with the quality of their faculties will enable them to conduct research 
and develop themselves. Satisfaction with the quality of faculty life will lead to commitment 
to the faculty and contribute to student loyalty. For this reason, investigating the effect of 
quality of life in faculties on student loyalty will both guide the development of universities 
and contribute to the literature. In this context, the aim of the research is to determine the 
effect of the quality of faculty life on student loyalty according to student perceptions. The 
sub-problems determined in this study are as follows: 

1. What is the quality of faculty life according to student perceptions? 

2. What is the level of student loyalty according to student perceptions? 

3. What is the relationship between the quality of faculty life and student loyalty according to 
student perceptions? 

4. Does the quality of faculty life significantly predict student loyalty according to student 
perceptions? 

2. Method 

      2.1. Research design  

   This research is in the descriptive relational survey model. Relational survey is a model that 
aims to determine the existence and degree of co-variance between two or more variables 
(Karasar, 2015). 

     2.2 Participants 

  The participants of the research consist of 1394 students studying at the Faculty of 
Education at Kütahya Dumlupınar University in Turkey (Dumlupınar University Faculty of 
Education, 2022). According to the 95% confidence interval, the lower limit for the sample 
size of the study is 306 (Gürbüz & Şahin, 2014). The sample of the research consists of 342 
undergraduate students studying at Dumlupınar University Faculty of Education in the 2021-
2022 academic year. The number of samples according to the population in this study is 
sufficient according to the 95% confidence interval (Gürbüz & Şahin, 2014). 

   The sampling of the students was carried out with simple random sampling, which is one of 
the random sampling methods. Randomness defines the probability of choosing the units 
based on the sampling as being equal (Büyüköztürk, Çakmak, Akgün, Karadeniz, & Demirel, 
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2012). Table 1 includes descriptive statistics on demographic variables (gender, age, 
department and class). 

     Table 1. Descriptive statistics on demographic variables 

Variables  N % 

Gender  Female  271 79.2 

 Male  71 20.8 

Age  19 and below 7 2.0 

 20-22 age 240 70.2 

 23 age and above 95 27.8 

Department  Science teaching 25 7.3 

 Elementary Mathematics Teaching 52 15.2 

 Pre-school teaching 85 24.9 

 Classroom teaching 68 19.9 

 Social studies teaching 73 21.3 

 Turkish teaching 39 11.4 

Grade  1.grade 4 1.2 

 2. grade 121 35.4 

 3. grade 97 28.4 

 4. grade 120 35.1 

Total 342 100 

 

   When the table is examined, it is seen that the rate of girls (79.2%) is higher than boys 
(20.8%) according to the gender variable. According to the age variable, the group with the 
highest rate is 70.2% with the age of 20-22, and the group with the lowest rate is the students 
aged 19 and below with 2%. According to the department variable, the group with the highest 
rate is pre-school teaching with 24.9%, and the group with the lowest rate is the students in 
the Science teaching group with 7.3%. According to the grade variable, the group with the 
highest rate is the 2nd grade students with 35.4%, and the group with the lowest rate is the 1st 
grade students with 1.2%.  

      2.3. Data Collection Tools 

The quality of faculty life scale 
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   In the study, the "Quality of Faculty Life Scale" developed by Yılmaz and Çokluk 
Bökeoğlu (2006) was used to determine the quality of faculty life. The quality of faculty life 
scale is a five-point Likert scale. The tool, which consists of 37 items and aims to measure 
the level of quality of faculty life, was developed on the basis of three theoretical dimensions. 
These dimensions are “satisfaction with the faculty”, “satisfaction with the teaching staff”, 
and “satisfaction with the classroom environment and student relations”. In this context, 
confirmatory factor analysis was performed to confirm the factor design of the instrument. As 
a result of confirmatory factor analysis; the t values of the latent variables explaining the 
observed variables were found to be significant at the .01 level. Since significant t values 
were obtained for all items in the model, all indicators were included in the model. The 
results of confirmatory factor analysis of the quality of faculty life scale are given in Table 2. 

Table 2. Confirmatory factor analysis results of the quality of faculty life scale 

Fit indices Measurement value The reference range 

p .00 < .01 

X2/sd 4.68 ≤ 5 

RMSEA .08 ≤ .08 

SRMR .06 ≤ .08 

NNFI - CFI .90 - .91 ≥ .90 

 

   When the table is examined; it is seen that the p value is significant at the .01 level. In 
many confirmatory factor analyzes, it is normal for the p value to be significant due to the 
large sample size. For this reason, alternative fit indices regarding the fit between the two 
matrices were evaluated. In this context; it can be stated that the X2/sd value is moderate, and 
the RMSEA, SRMR, NNFI and CFI values are in good fit. In this context, it can be stated 
that the three-factor structure of the quality of faculty life scale consisting of 37 items (faculty 
satisfaction factor with 15 items, satisfaction with the teaching staff with 15 items, and 
satisfaction with classroom environment and student relations factor with 7 items) was 
confirmed as a model. 

   Within the scope of reliability analysis, first of all, item analysis was examined by using 
item-total correlation. In addition, the reliability of the scale was checked by using 
Cronbach's alpha. The results of the reliability analysis of the quality of faculty life scale are 
given in Table 3. 

 

 

Table 3. Reliability analysis results of the quality of faculty life scale 

Dimensions  Alfa value Item-total 
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correlation 

Satisfaction with the faculty .81 .35-.74 

Satisfaction with the teaching staff .88 .37-.82 

Satisfaction with classroom environment and student 
relations 

.71 .46-.72 

Scale (Total) .93 .32-.82 

 

   The total internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of the quality of faculty life 
scale is .93. In this context, it can be interpreted that the total internal consistency coefficient 
of the quality of faculty life scale is sufficient for the reliability of the scale scores. Item-total 
correlations for all items in the scale ranged from .32 to .82. When the item-total correlations 
are examined, it can be interpreted that the items in the scale distinguish individuals well. 

Student loyalty scale 

   In the study, the "Student Loyalty Scale" developed by Helgesen and Nesset (2007) and 
adapted into Turkish by Korumaz and Tekel (2017) was used to determine student loyalty. 
Student loyalty scale is a five-point Likert scale. The tool, which consists of 25 items and 
aims to measure the level of student loyalty, was developed based on six theoretical 
dimensions. These dimensions are “facilities of the faculty, the quality of received service, 
service quality, loyalty, the image of the work environment and the image of the university”. 
In this context, confirmatory factor analysis was performed to confirm the factor design of 
the instrument. As a result of confirmatory factor analysis; the t values of the latent variables 
explaining the observed variables were found to be significant at the .01 level. Since 
significant t values were obtained for all items in the model, all indicators were included in 
the model. The confirmatory factor analysis results of the student loyalty scale are given in 
Table 4. 

Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis results of the student loyalty scale 

Fit indices Measurement value The reference range 

p .00 < .01 

X2/sd 2.98 ≤ 3 

RMSEA .08 ≤ .08 

SRMR .03 ≤ .05 

NNFI - CFI .92 - .93 ≥ .90 

   When the table is examined; it is seen that the p value is significant at the .01 level. In 
many confirmatory factor analyzes, it is normal for the p value to be significant due to the 
large sample size. For this reason, alternative fit indices regarding the fit between the two 
matrices were evaluated. In this context, the X2/sd and SRMR values are excellent. It can be 
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stated that RMSEA, NNFI and CFI values have a good fit. In this context, as a result, the six-
factor structure of the student loyalty scale consisting of 25 items (3 items for the faculty's 
facilities factor, 3 items for the quality of received service, 6 items for the service quality 
factor, 7 items for the loyalty factor, 3 items for the image of the work environment factor 
and 3 items for the university image factor) was confirmed as a model. 

   Within the scope of reliability analysis, first of all, item analysis was examined by using 
item-total correlation. In addition, the reliability of the scale was checked by using 
Cronbach's alpha. The results of the reliability analysis of the student loyalty scale are given 
in Table 5. 

Table 5. Reliability analysis results of student loyalty scale 

Dimensions  Alfa value Item-total 

correlation 

Faculty opportunities .83 .62-.76 

Received service quality  .82 .67-.68 

Service quality .90 .64-.84 

Loyalty .94 .73-.85 

Image of the work environment .92 .79-.87 

Image of the university .89 .78-.79 

Scale (Total) .97 .56-.83 

 

   The total internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach alpha) of the student loyalty scale is 
.97. In this context, it can be interpreted that the total internal consistency coefficient of the 
student loyalty scale is sufficient for the reliability of the scale scores. Item-total correlations 
for all items in the scale ranged from .56 to .83. When the item-total correlations are 
examined, it can be interpreted that the items in the scale distinguish individuals well. 

2.4. Data Collection and Analysis 

   The measurement tools used in the research was between 20-29 April 2022. Within the 
scope of the analysis of the data, first of all, the situation of meeting the normality 
assumption of the data set was examined. In this direction, the coefficients of kurtosis and 
skewness, mean, mode and median values were examined. The values of kurtosis, skewness 
and standard deviation calculated on the basis of the total quality of the faculty life scale and 
the dimensions are as follows: The total scale is .39, -1.05, .51; faculty satisfaction dimension 
.64, -1.09, .54; the dimension of satisfaction with the teaching staff .83, -1.08, .57; the 
dimension of satisfaction with the classroom environment and student relations .22, -.99, .51. 
On the other hand, the values of kurtosis, skewness and standard deviation calculated on the 
basis of the total and dimensions of the student loyalty scale are as follows: The total scale is 
.09, -.92, .75; faculty's facilities dimension 1.98, -1.37, .79; received service quality 
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dimension -.16, -.92, 1.07; service quality dimension 1.30, -1.27, .77; loyalty dimension .43, -
1.06, .90; image dimension of work environment .54, -1.17, .93; the university's image 
dimension 1.06, -1.19, .78. The kurtosis and skewness values in the study are between ±2. 
These results are interpreted as the data set has a normal distribution (George & Mallery, 
2010). In addition, in the analyzes, it was determined that the arithmetic mean of the faculty 
life scale was 3.67, the mode value was 4.16, and the median was 3.86. In the student loyalty 
scale, it was determined that the arithmetic mean was 3.78, the mode value was 4.44, and the 
median was 4.00. The closeness of these values indicates that the data set is normally 
distributed (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011). In this context, parametric test techniques were 
used to test the sub-problems of the research. 

   The rating ranges of the scales are as follows; strongly disagree (1.00-1.79), disagree (1.80-
2.59), undecided (2.60-3.39), agree (3.40-4.19), completely agree (4.20-5.00). In line with the 
analysis of the data, primarily arithmetic mean and standard deviation techniques were used. 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) was calculated in the analysis of the 
relationships between the variables. The correlation coefficient, as an absolute value, between 
0.70 and 1.00 is defined as a high; between 0.70-0.30 is moderate; between 0.30-0.00 is low 
level relationship (Büyüköztürk, 2013). Multiple linear regression analysis was performed in 
order to determine the predictive levels of independent variables for dependent variables. In 
the interpretation of the regression analyzes, standardized Beta (β) coefficients and their 
significance t-test results were taken into account. 

 

4. Findings 

   Within the scope of the first sub-problem of the research, the level of quality of faculty life 
was examined according to student perceptions. Table 6 includes descriptive statistics 
regarding the quality of faculty life. 

Table 6. Descriptive statistics on quality of faculty life 

Dimensions N �̅� Sd 

Satisfaction with the faculty 342 3.63 .54 

Satisfaction with the teaching staff 342 3.75 .57 

Satisfaction with classroom environment and student 
relations 

342 3.60 .51 

Quality of faculty life (Total) 342 3.67 .51 

 

   When the table is examined, it is seen that students' perceptions of the quality of faculty life 
are at the level of "agree" (�̅�= 3.67). In addition, it is seen that students' perceptions of the 
quality of faculty life in the dimensions of satisfaction with the faculty is (�̅�= 3.63), 
satisfaction with the teaching staff is (�̅�= 3.75), and satisfaction with the classroom 
environment and student relations is (�̅�= 3.60) at the level of "agree". When the quality of the 
faculty life dimension is examined, the highest dimension is satisfaction with the teaching 
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staff; the lowest dimension is satisfaction with the classroom environment and student 
relations. 

   Within the scope of the second sub-problem of the research, the level of student loyalty was 
examined according to student perceptions. The descriptive statistics regarding the level of 
student loyalty are given in Table 7. 

Table 7. Descriptive statistics on student loyalty level 

Dimensions  N �̅� Sd 

Faculty opportunities 342 3.86 .79 

Received service quality  342 3.84 1.07 

Service quality 342 3.84 .77 

Loyalty 342 3.84 .90 

Image of the work environment 342 3.53 .93 

Image of the university 342 3.65 .78 

Student loyalty (Total) 342 3.78 .75 

 

   When the table is examined, it is seen that the perceptions regarding the level of student 
loyalty are at the level of "agree" (�̅�= 3.78). In addition, the faculty opportunities dimension 
is (�̅�= 3.86), the quality of received service is (�̅�= 3.84), service quality is (�̅�= 3.84), loyalty 
is (�̅�= 3.84), the image of the work environment is (�̅�= 3.53) and the image of the university. 
is (�̅�= 3.65). It is seen that the students' perceptions of the level of student loyalty in these 
dimensions are at the level of "agree". When the dimensions are examined, the dimension in 
which the level of student loyalty is perceived the highest is the facilities of the faculty; the 
lowest perceived dimension is the image of the work environment. 

   Within the scope of the third sub-problem of the research, the level of the relationship 
between the quality of faculty life and student loyalty was examined according to student 
perceptions. Table 8 includes the results of correlation analysis between variables. 

Table 8. Correlation analysis results between variables 

Variables 1 2 

1. The quality of faculty life 1.00 .88* 

2. Student loyalty  1.00 

* p< .01 

   When the table is examined, it is seen that there is a highly positive and significant 
relationship between the quality of faculty life and student loyalty (r= .88, p< .01). In other 
words, as the quality of faculty life increases, student loyalty also increases. 
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   Within the scope of the fourth sub-problem of the research the quality of faculty life 
significantly predicted student loyalty. In Table 9, the results of multiple linear regression 
analysis regarding the prediction of student loyalty are given. 

Table 9. Multiple linear regression analysis results on predicting student loyalty 

Variables  B 
Standard 
error B β t p 

Bilateral 
r 

Partial 

R 

Constant  -.961 .139 --- -6.903 .000 --- --- 

The quality of faculty 
life 

1.293 .038 .882 34.440 .000* .882 .882 

R= .882 R2= .777 F(1, 340)= 1186.100  p= .000 

* p< .01 

   When the bilateral and partial correlations between the predictor variable and the predicted 
(dependent) variable are examined in the table, it is seen that there is a positive and high-level 
relationship (r= .88) between the quality of faculty life and student loyalty. In addition, when 
other variables were controlled, the correlation between the two variables was calculated as 
r= .88.  

   The quality of faculty life has a high and significant relationship with student loyalty (R= 
.882, R2= .777, p< .01). The quality of faculty life explains 77% of the total variance in 
student loyalty scores. 

When the t-test results regarding the significance of the regression coefficients are examined, 
it is seen that the quality of faculty life is an important (significant) predictor of student 
loyalty. Also, the regression equation (mathematical model) for the prediction of student 
loyalty is as follows: Student loyalty= -.961+1.293Quality of faculty life. 

 

5. Conclusion and Discussion  

   In this study, the effect of the quality of faculty life on student loyalty was examined 
according to student perceptions. As a result of the research, it was found that students' 
perceptions of the quality of faculty life were at the level of "agree". In this context, it can be 
claimed that students see the faculty life positively. In other words, the students are generally 
satisfied with the quality of faculty life. A similar result was found in the study of Argon and 
Kösterelioğlu (2009), and it was concluded in the study that students positively evaluated the 
quality of university life. There are different studies in the literature showing that students' 
perceptions of the quality of faculty life are at moderate level. Özdemir et al. (2013) found 
that education faculty students' satisfaction with the quality of faculty life was at a moderate 
level. Similarly, Doğanay and Sarı (2006) in their research conducted in different faculties 
concluded that students' perceptions of university life quality were moderate. The positive 
perception of the student about the quality of school life is effective in increasing academic 
success (Karatzias, Power & Swanson, 2011). Moreover, the learning processes of the 
students will be facilitated and their tendency to drop out will decrease (Sarı, 2007). 
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   When the dimensions related to the quality of faculty life are examined, it is seen that the 
highest dimension of the students is the dimension of satisfaction with the instructors. In 
Terzi's (2007) study, students stated that the approach of the instructors to the students was 
mostly sufficient. Ayık and Ataş-Akdemir (2015) state that teachers' good relations with their 
students will enable students to develop positive attitudes towards school and to have positive 
views on school life quality. İlmen (2010) also states that one of the most important factors 
affecting students' positive and negative attitudes towards school is teachers. When the 
dimensions related to the quality of faculty life are examined, it is seen that the lowest 
perceived dimension by the students is satisfaction with the classroom environment and 
student relations. Durmaz (2008), in his study to determine students' perceptions of school 
life quality, found that the lowest average was in the student-student communication sub-
dimension. Alaca (2011) in his study examining the quality of life in schools, concluded that 
student-student communication is the lowest perceived dimension. Perdue, Manzeske, and 
Estell (2009) also revealed that the quality of friend relationships, peer support, and 
aggressive behaviors towards peers are closely related to school commitment. 

   In the study, it was seen that the perceptions of the students' loyalty level were at the level 
of "agree". Karatekin Alkoç (2017), in the research examining the variables related to student 
loyalty in higher education institutions, concluded that the students expressed an opinion at 
the level of agree. Alvesson (2000) states that if the student is loyal to the university, he will 
reconcile his own goals with the goals of the university and will undertake beneficial works 
for the university. Hening-Thurau et al. (2001) explains the importance of student loyalty for 
higher education institutions as that students who are loyal to their university indirectly 
increase the quality of teaching, and as students' loyalty to the institution increases, their 
motivation to learning activities will also increase and they will participate more willingly in 
research activities. Köse (2012) states in his study that student loyalty is one of the important 
factors that are effective in choosing higher education institutions. 

   In the study, it is seen that there is a highly positive and significant relationship between the 
quality of faculty life and student loyalty. In other words, as the quality of faculty life 
increases, student loyalty also increases. This finding supports the finding of a moderately 
strong relationship between student loyalty and satisfaction with the university in the research 
of Şirin et al. (2013), and the conclusion of İnal's (2009) study that the quality of school life 
will affect the school-student interaction and the findings that will emerge as a result of this 
interaction. In the studies of Öztürk and Faiz (2020), a positive relationship was found 
between the quality of university teaching and student loyalty. The results obtained in this 
research are also important in terms of showing that the quality of faculty life is an important 
factor on student loyalty. 

   In the study, it is seen that the quality of faculty life is an important (significant) predictor 
of student loyalty. According to Ayık and Ataş-Akdemir (2015), a quality school life 
provides students to have positive attitudes towards school and academic studies. Alaca 
(2011) concluded in his study that belonging to school, which is closely related to student 
loyalty, predicts quality of school life. Helgesen and Nesset (2007) state that the quality of 
the service provided by the higher education institution has an effect on student loyalty.    
Similarly, Köse (2012) states in his study that there are many factors that have an impact on 
student loyalty, and one of the most important of these is the quality of service offered by the 
university to students. In this context, it can be claimed that all kinds of practices and 
measures to improve university students' perceptions of the quality of faculty life and their 
perceptions of loyalty will contribute positively to both of these variables. 
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   When the results of both this research and other studies in the literature are evaluated 
together, it can be concluded that the quality of students' faculty life has a significant effect 
on student loyalty. It is clear that universities are in a race to be the choice of qualified 
students and to ensure the continuation of their student. Being a university with high student 
loyalty has a critical importance in order to be ahead in this race (Şenel, 2018). Determining 
the student loyalty of students studying or graduating from a university and improving the 
factors that affect student loyalty are important for the self-development of the university. 

     5.1 Recommendations 

   The results obtained by periodically measuring the perceptions of university students 
regarding the quality of faculty life and their loyalty can be evaluated within the body of the 
university and the Council of Higher Education (CoHE), and necessary improvement studies 
can be carried out. By determining the expectations of the students from their universities, 
necessary practices can be carried out by the university administrations to meet these 
expectations. As a result of universities determining the quality of life level of each faculty 
within their structure, good examples in faculties with high quality of faculty life can be 
spread in other faculties. Universities can diversify and increase the physical facilities and 
social activities they provide to students in order to increase student loyalty. The effects of 
student loyalty and the quality of faculty life on student success can be investigated. 

5.2 Ethical Text 

   “In this article, the journal writing rules, publication principles, research and publication 
ethics, and journal ethical rules were followed. The responsibility belongs to Mehmet 
Özdoğru for any violations that may arise regarding the article. " Ethics committee approval 
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