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Abstract

In this sense, the improvements to be made for al the dimensions in the scale highlight the
importance of this study to determine the problems students will encounter during their
school life and to reflect these experiences to students or athletes after graduation. Quality of
school life can be considered as an indicator of students communication, love and respect
towards other individuals at the school, and their satisfaction with all kinds of physical and
social facilities of the school. In the field of quality of school life education, research has
examined the issue of quality of university life, which is the highest level of education and
training. The educational structure and administrative differences of universities made it
compulsory to examine the quality of university life separately. Quality of university life
includes the level of satisfaction with the university and the constructive experiences of
students in the learning process. The study aimed to examine the differences of Harran
University School of Physical Education and Sports students' scores obtained from the
dimensions of the “Quality of University Life Scale” according to gender, athlete identity,
year of study, age, and residence variables. The research consised of 311 participantsin total,
135 females and 176 males. Independent sample t-test and one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) were performed to determine whether the quality of university life varied
according to the variables of students. A statistically significant difference was found in social
opportunities dimension in favor of males, in participation in decisions dimension in favor of
females, and in student-student communication dimension in favor of males, and in identity,
social opportunities and future dimensions according to year of study (p < .05). In the study,
no difference was found among students regarding the gender variable and quality of life. As
a result, it is thought that increasing the quality of life in universities will increase the
academic success of the student group, and the faculties will become institutions that train
more qualified, happier and equipped teachers.
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1. Introduction

Quality of school life can be considered as an indicator of students' communication, love and
respect towards other individuals at the school, and their satisfaction with al kinds of
physical and social facilities of the school.

Universities differ in terms of education and training opportunities, academic and
administrative staff numbers and qualifications, social opportunities, research and
development, communication, accommodation and transportation opportunities. This
situation may lead to differences in students perceptions of university life quality in the
university learning process. At the same time, considering another dimension, it is thought
that their expectations of social-cultural and sports activities may also differ. This study was
carried out to examine the quality of university life of the students of the School of Physical
Education and Sports.

The multi-component concept of quality of life is a whole. Education, which is one of the
most important factors in this concept, constitutes one of the most important dimensions of
the overall quality of life. According to (Doganay & Sari, 2006), as the school being one of
the indicators of the quality of life, it expresses the level of satisfaction of the children for
many years while growing up with the demands and expectations of the society since
childhood. As with the quality of life, it is not successful enough to make a statement that
contains only one discipline due to the multifaceted nature of the concept of quality of school
life. The reason for this is that both objective and subjective components are among the
dimensions of the quality of life (Karaduman, 2006). However, the concept of quality is
directly proportional to the perceptions of the individual in terms of subjectivity and relativity,
and this reflects the socio-cultural characteristics of the person (Ersoy, 2005). The fact that
the quality of school life including these features has more than one dimension has caused not
to make clear expressions in explaining this concept. Many research studies about the quality
are available in the world and Turkey with the title life quality in the field of health (Schuster,
2005; Bastug et a., 2018; Ertem et a., 2009; Kiling, 2016; Al-Huwailah, 2017; Cilhoroz,
2018; Trajkovska-Anchevska & Trakov, 2019). Also, in the field of education in Turkey,
studies for students regarding quality of life have started to be conducted. Many of these
studies are in the field of examining the perception of quality of life of students in the
university, as well as their quality of school life (Eris, 2016; Keles & Taskiran, 2017,
Ozdemir, 2018; Doganay & Sarl, 2006).

In the field of quality of school life education, research has examined the issue of quality of
university life, which is the highest level of education and training. The educational structure
and administrative differences of universities made it compulsory to examine the quality of
university life separately. Quality of university life includes the level of satisfaction with the
university and the constructive experiences of studentsin the learning process (Eris, 2016).

Quality of life is considered as an important element of education in the university, and it is
important in terms of students reaching the desired level (Mok & Flynn, 2002). Quality of
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school life means that education provides students with the desired achievements
academically, socially, and culturally as well asin terms of sports and health at an optimum
level (Doganay & Sari, 2006). Akylz et a. (2017) determined that the quality of life and
happiness concepts of the students studying in the School of Physical Education and Sports
were positively related to each other and as the quality of life of the students increased, the
level of their happiness increased.
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Considering that the student groups spend most of their time at school, improving the quality
of the schools will make great contributions to students’ feelings and thoughts towards the
school and all aspects related to school and help them reach the desired level in terms of
academic achievement and social and psychological states. The high quality of school lifein
the development of students academic and sportive achievements will contribute
significantly to the maximum level of acquisition of the targeted achievements.

Another factor that affects the academic success and positive behavior of university students
is that it is thought that there will be studies in this direction that will contribute to their
school life. As in all higher education institutions, a student’'s successful graduation from
these departments is not only connected with the success of the courses defined in the official
program, but also with the fact that the student is well designed and able to meet hig/her
needs (Ozdemir, 2012).

2. Method
2.1 Data Collection Tools

In this study, the reliability analysis of “Quality of University Life Scale” developed by
Doganay and Sari was performed with the scores obtained from the participants, and the
reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s Alpha) was calculated as 0.82 for the entire scale. The
scale consists of 33 items and seven sub-dimensions. The sub-dimensions are;
Instructor-Student Communication (18-24-25-30-31-33); Identity (6-8-12-17-23); Social
Opportunities ~ (2-7-14-20-29);  Participation in  Decisions  (4-11-16-22-27-32);
Student-Student Communication (5-10-19-26); Future (1-13-28); and Classroom
Environment (3-9-15-21), respectively. The scale is a five-point Likert-type scale rated as “I
totally disagree” (1 point), “I disagree” (2 points), “I am neutral” (3 points), “I agree” (4
points), and “I totally agree” (5 points).

2.2 Data Analysis

SPSS 22.0 package program was used for the analysis of the data obtained. Parametric tests
were used for each variable (gender, athlete license, year of study, age, residence) after the
normality analyses were performed before each analysis since the data were fit for the
normality assumption. Independent sample t-test was used to determine whether quality of
university life differentiated according to gender and athlete license variables, and one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether it differentiated according to
year of study, age and residence variables.
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2.3 Population and Sampling

When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that 135 (43.4%) female and 176 (56.6%) male students
participated in the study. While 199 (64%0) of these students had an athlete license, 112 (36%)
did not have any athlete license. While 55.6% of the students participating in the study were
between the ages of 18-20, only 3.5% were between the ages of 27-29. Considering the
distribution by year of study, 148 (47.6%) students were in thefirst year, 129 (41.5%) werein
the second year and 34 (10.9%) were in the third year. Congdering the distribution of the
participants according to their residence, 190 (61.1%) students lived with their families, 58
(18.6%) students lived in a house separate from their families, and 63 (20.3%) students lived
in the dormitory.

3. Findings

In this section, the findings obtained for the research questions are included.

Table 1. Distribution of students according to their demographic features

N %
Gender
Famele 135 43.4
Mae 176 56.6
Licence Status
Available 199 64
Not available 112 36
Age (Year)
18-20 173 55.6
21-23 100 32.2
24-26 27 8.7
27-29 11 35
ClassLeve
1.Class 148 47.6
2.Class 129 415
3.Class 34 10.9
Place of Residance
With family 190 61.1
At student house 58 18.6
Student dormitory 63 20.3
Total 311 100
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The results of the t-test for independent groups conducted to test whether the mean scores of
the dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale differed according to the gender
variable are shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2. T-test results according to the sub-dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale,
the gender score means and standard deviation values

Gender | N X ss sd |t p

Male 176 | 3.1070 | .68318 | 309 | 1.494 | .136
Female | 135 | 2.9914 | .66770
Male 176 | 3.1364 | .93615 | 309 | .487 .627
Female | 135 | 3.0859 | .86336
Male 176 | 2.8818 | 61867 | 309 | 2.139 | .033*
Female | 135 | 2.7259 | .66005
Male 176 | 2.8911 | .49567 | 309 | -2.964 | .003*
Female | 135 | 3.0543 | .46200
Male 176 | 2.9801 | .63721 | 309 | 4.338 | .000*
Female | 135 | 2.6556 | .67530
Male 176 | 3.1989 | .87880 | 309 | .677 499
Female | 135 | 3.1333 | .80029
Male 176 | 2.8040 | .74349 | 309 | .163 871
Female | 135 | 2.7907 | .66299

Lecturer-student communication

| dentity

Social opportunities

Participation in decisions

Student-student communication

Future

Classroom Environment

Note. *p < 0.05.

As seen in Table 2 above, as a result of the t-test, there were no significant differences in
terms of gender in the student-instructor communication, identity, future and classroom
environment dimensions of Quality of University Life Scale (p > .05). However, a
statistically significant difference was found in favor of males in terms of social oppartunities
dimension, in favor of females in participation in decision dimension, and in favor of males
in the student-student communication dimension (p < .05).

The results of the t-test for independent groups conducted to test whether the mean scores of
the dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale differed according to whether the
students participating in the study had a sports license or not are shown in Table 3 below.
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Table 3. T-test results according to the sub-dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale
of the athlete license score means and standard deviation values

\ Macrothink Journal of Educational |ssues

AthleteLicense | N | X Ss sd |t p
o Available 119 | 3.0503 | .67958 | 309 | -.227 | .821
L ecturer-student communication -
Not available 112 | 3.0685 | .67767
_ Available 119 | 3.0884 | .92606 | 309 | -.676 | .500
|dentity -
Not available 112 | 3.1607 | .86611
_ - Available 119 | 2.7960 | .63308 | 309 | -.666 | .506
Social opportunities -
Not available 112 | 2.8464 | .65539
o . Available 119 | 2.9162 | .51052 | 309 | -2.218 | .027*
Participation in decisions -
Not available 112 | 3.0432 | .43366
o Available 119 | 2.8744 | .67648 | 309 | 1.229 | .220
Student-student communication -
Not available 112 | 2.7768 | .66387
Fut Available 119 | 3.1139 | .88976 | 309 | -1.576 | .116
uture
Not available 112 | 3.2708 | .75208
. Available 119 | 2.8015| .72791 | 309 | .109 | .914
Classroom Environment -
Not available 112 | 2.7924 | .67608

Note. *p < 0.05.

As seen in Table 3 above, as a result of t-test for independent groups, the Quality of
University Life Scale was not found to be significant in terms of whether students had a
license or not in terms of instructor-student communication, social opportunities, the
student-student communication, identity, future and classroom environment dimensions
(p > .05). However, a statistically significant difference was found in favor of those who did
not have alicense in the participation in decisions dimension (p < .05).

The results of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to test whether Quality of
University Life Scale dimensions differed according to year of study are shown in Table 4
below.
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Table 4. Anova test results according of the Quality of University Life Scale, class level
variable means and standard deviation values

N | X ss sd | F p Lsd
1Class | 148 | 3.1160 | .66173 | 308 | 1.711 | .182
2.Class | 129 | 3.0336 | .69171
3.Class | 34 | 2.8873 | .68007
1Class | 148 | 3.3730 | .86304 | 308 | 12.419 | .000* | 1>2
2.Class | 129 | 2.8713 | .89750 1>3
3.Class | 34 | 29118 | .81529
1.Class | 148 | 2.8824 | .68410 | 308 | 5.061 | .007* | 1>3
2.Class | 129 | 2.8186 | .55702 2>3
3.Class | 34 | 2.5000 | .66652
1Class | 148 | 3.0248 | .47115 | 308 | 2.432 | .090
2.Class | 129 | 2.8979 | .47247
3.Class | 34 | 29314 | .58476
1.Class | 148 | 2.8750 | .72228 | 308 | 2.393 | .093
2.Class | 129 | 2.8605 | .62493
3.Class | 34 | 2.6029 | .58749
1Class | 148 | 3.3378 | .79586 | 308 | 7.976 | .000* | 1>2

L ecturer-student communication
| dentity

Socia opportunities
Participation in decisions

Student-student communication
Future

Classroom Environment

L ecturer-student communication

| dentity
Social opportunities

Participation in decisions

o 2.Class | 129 | 3.0879 | .84832 1>3
Student-student communication
3.Class | 34 | 2.7549 | .87351 2>3
1.Class | 148 | 2.7990 | .69109 | 308 | .015 .985
Future 2.Class | 129 | 2.7926 | .73959

3.Class | 34 | 2.8162 | .68343

Note. *p < 0.05.

Asseenin Table 4 above, as aresult of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), there was
no significant difference according to year of study in the instructor-student communication,
participation in decisions, the student-student communication and classroom environment
dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale (p > .05). However, a statistically
significant difference wasfound in identity, social opportunitiesand future dimensions (p < .05)
LSD test, one of the post hoc tests, was performed to determine in which groups these
differences existed. LSD test is suitable for use in cases where variances are equal and samples
are not equal (Kayri, 2009, p. 56). Asaresult of LSD test, it is seen that the mean scores of the
1st year students in identity dimension (X = 3.3730) were significantly higher than the mean
scores of the 2nd year students (X = 2.8713), and 3rd year students (X = 2.9118). The mean
scores of the 1st year students in terms of social opportunities dimension (X = 2.8824) were
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significantly higher than the mean scores of the 3rd year students (X = 2.50); and the mean
scores of the 2nd year students (X = 2.8166) were significantly higher than the mean scores of
the 3rd year students (X = 2.50). In the future dimension, the mean scores of the 1st year
students (X = 3.3378) were significantly higher than the mean scores of the 2nd year students
(X =3.0879) and the 3rd year students (X = 2.7549); and the mean scores of the 2nd year
students (X = 3.0879) were significantly higher than the mean scores of the 3rd year students
(X =2.7549).

The results of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to test whether Quality of
University Life Scale dimensions differed according to age digribution are shown in Table 5
bel ow.
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Table 5. Anovatest results by age distribution of the Quality of Life Scale variable means and

standard deviation values

Age(Ye)

sd | F p Lsd

L ecturer-student communication
I dentity

18-20 (1)

173

3.0231

.66213

307 | 5.020 | .002* | 3>1

21-23 (2)

100

2.9700

.66935

3>2

24-26 (3)

27

3.4815

.64605

27-29 (4)

11

3.3333

.71880

Socia opportunities
Participation in decisions

18-20 (1)

173

3.1480

.87062

307 | .525 | .665

21-23 (2)

100

3.0320

94312

24-26 (3)

27

3.1259

1.00483

27-29 (4)

11

3.3091

.86424

Student-student communication
Future

18-20 (1)

173

2.7931

.66364

307 | .452 | .716

21-23 (2)

100

2.8400

.65874

24-26 (3)

27

27778

40510

27-29 (4)

11

3.0000

.60663

Classroom Environment
L ecturer-student communication

18-20 (1)

173

2.9923

44490

307 | 1.519 | .210

21-23 (2)

100

2.9583

52565

24-26 (3)

27

27778

40298

27-29 (4)

11

2.9697

.83273

I dentity
Socia opportunities

18-20 (1)

173

2.8613

.70524

307 | .646 | .586

21-23 (2)

100

2.7750

.63315

24-26 (3)

27

2.8611

.56896

27-29 (4)

11

3.0227

.75378

Participation in decisions
Student-student communication

18-20 (1)

173

3.1869

.87035

307 | .527 | .664

21-23 (2)

100

3.0967

.84260

24-26 (3)

27

3.2963

.73574

27-29 (4)

11

3.2727

14264

Future

18-20 (1)

173

27775

72209

307 | .437 | .727

21-23 (2)

100

2.7875

.70297

24-26 (3)

27

2.9167

.67582

27-29 (4)

11

2.9318

.67167

Note. *p < 0.05.

As seen in Table 5 above, as a result of the one-way analysis of variance conducted, it was
observed that the mean scores of identity, social opportunities, participation in decisions, the
student-student communication, future and class environment dimensions of the university
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life quality scale did not differ significantly according to age distribution (p > .05), while only
instructor-student communication dimension appears to have differed significantly according
to age distribution (p > .05). LSD test, which is one of the post hoc tests, was carried out to
determine the age groups in which the instructor-student communication dimension differed.
As aresult of this test, the mean scores of the instructor-student communication dimension of
the studentsin the 24-26 age group (X = 3.4815) were found to be significantly higher than the
mean scores of the students in the 21-23 age group (X = 2.97) and 18-20 age group (X =
3.0231).

The results of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to test whether Quality of
University Life Scale scores differed according to students' residence are shown in Table 6
below.

Table 6. ANOVA test results by residence distribution of the Quality of Life Scale variable
means and standard deviation values

Residence N X s sd | F p Lsd
With family 190 | 3.0930 | .69101 | 308 | 2.080 | .127
Student House 58 | 3.1063 | .59946

Lecturer-student communication
| dentity

Student dormitory | 63 | 2.9021 | .69344
With family 190 | 3.2011 | .90091 | 308 | 2.450 | .088
Student House 58 | 3.0310 | .94761
Student dormitory | 63 | 2.9302 | .85093
Student House 190 | 2.7874 | .67224 | 308 | .443 | .643
Student dormitory | 58 | 2.8448 | .59003

Social opportunities

Participation in decisions

Student-student communication

Future

With family 63 | 2.8667 | .59024

Student dormitory | 190 | 2.9237 | .49232 | 308 | 1.860 | .157
Classroom Environment ] -

o With family 58 | 3.0603 | .50984

L ecturer-student communication

Student House 63 | 2.9868 | .44228

With family 190 | 2.8724 | .68320 | 308 | .597 | .B51

I dentit
Y Student House 58 | 2.7802 | .64393

Student dormitory | 63 | 2.7937 | .66983
With family 190 | 3.1456 | .90096 | 308 | .438 | .646
Student House 58 | 3.1552 | .74199
Student dormitory | 63 | 3.2593 | .76069
With family 190 | 2.8316 | .71218 | 308 | .835 | .435
Future Student House 58 | 2.7974 | .71245
Student dormitory | 63 | 2.6984 | .69584

Social opportunities

Participation in decisions

Student-student communication

Note. *p < 0.05.
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As seen in Table 6 above, as a result of the one-way analysis of variance, it is seen that the
mean scores regarding the dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale did not differ
significantly according to the student’s place of residence (p > .05). In short, the students
residence with their families, their residence at a student house or in the dormitory does not
cause any difference in the scores of the students on the Quality of University Life Scale.

4. Discussion

The aim of this study is to determine the school life quality perceptions of university students
receiving sports education. The findings obtained in this direction and other studies were
examined. In the examinations made, different findings were determined according to the
characteristics of the variablesin other studies. It isnot possibleto reach asingle conclusionin
terms of the dimensions of the university life quality and the variables of the participants, but
when other studies are examined, for example; In his study, Ozdemir explained that the quality
of university life expresses to what extent university life meets the needs and expectations of
students, satisfaction and pleasure in university life, that is, how the student perceives the
internal and external conditionsin higher life. He aso determined that students with high
social skill scores had ahigh quality of life perception (Ozdemir, 2018).

However, a statistically significant difference was found in favor of males in terms of social
opportunities dimension, in favor of females in participation in decisions dimension, and in
favor of males in the student-student communication dimension (Doganay & Sari, 2006)
determined in their study that the dimension with the highest mean score was “Identity” and
the dimension with the lowest mean score was “ Classroom environment”.

In the study, no difference was found among students regarding the gender variable and
quality of life. Studies with similar results are observed. It can be said that there was no
significant difference between the gender variable and the participants ‘ quality of life, and it
was not an effective variable on students' perceptions of quality of school life according to
gender (Demirdag, 2019; Aykit, 2017; Y 1lmaz, 2019).

However, when the dimensions were examined, it was found that there was a difference in
some studies in terms of gender and year of study. Students' level of quality of university life
varied significantly according to gender, faculty and membership to the student community. It
was observed that there was no significant difference in terms of year of study, monthly
income and type of residence where families reside (Eris & Anil, 2015). Other study gender
is gignificantly influence the social relationships and environment well-being among
university students. However, this study gender was not significantly influence the
psychologica well-being among university students (Al-Nagger et al., 2013).

There was no significant difference in terms of year of study in the instructor-student
communication, participation in decisions, the student-student communication and classroom
environment dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale. However, a statistically
significant difference was found in identity, social opportunities and future dimensions: In
fact, in some studies, it was found that the dimension that students perceived the quality at the
highest level according to their perceptions about university life quality was “Participation in
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decisions’, and the dimension they perceived at the lowest level was “Future” (Argon &
Kosterelioglu, 2009). In this study, it is seen that students from the age group of 24-26
differed from the younger students significantly in the instructor-student communication
dimension according to the age distribution.

It was determined that the findings obtained differed from other studies. When the
relationship between Yalova University students ages and quality of university life was
examined, it was found that p-value was 0 and there was a significant difference in favor of
students aged 19 and under compared to those aged 21 and over (Y Uksel Oktay et a., 2019).
According to the findings obtained, the mean scores of the 1st year students in Identity
dimension were significantly higher than the mean scores of the 2nd year and 3" year students
some studies are similar to this study in this respect. Students stated that as the year of study
increased, their perception of quality of their school life decressed (Cenksever & Sari, 2012);
(Sahin & Ozbay, 1999). Researchers explained that these results were related to maturation
and experience. When the studies were examined, it was seen that there are studies in which
different findings were obtained in students perceptions of the quality of life according to the
status of doing sports. When the mean scores that the students obtained from the Quality of
Life Scale were examined, it was observed that the students who stated that they did not do
sports had a higher quality of life than the students who stated that they were doing sports.
Although they did not do sports actively, the fact that they had sports backgrounds was
thought to be effective in students' quality of life (Ulukan & Esenkaya, 2020).

According to the results of simple linear regression analysis conducted to demonstrate the
power of university students sporting attitudes to explain their quality of life, it was found
that the sporting attitude had a positive and significant relationship at the level of quality of
life (Coban et a., 2020).

In the research conducted by Sénmezoglu et al. (2020), the quality of life of those who did
sports in terms of instructor-student communication, socia opportunity, the student-student
communication and future sub-dimensions was found to be higher. However, in this study, as
a result of the t-test regarding the variable of the athlete license, there was not a significant
difference in terms of whether the students held a license or not in the instructor-student
communication, socia opportunities, the student-student communication, identity, future and
classroom environment dimensions of the Quality of University Life Scale. However, a
statistically significant difference was found in favor of those who did not have a license in
the participation in decisions dimension.

The reason for the significant difference in favor of those who did not have a license in
participation in the decisions dimension may be due to the high expectations of students with
a sports license from the university. The students residence with their families, their
residence at a student house or in the dormitory did not cause any difference in the scores of
the students on the Quality of University Life Scale.

According to the findings we obtained from our research and other studies, it is not possible
to explain the quality of university life in a single dimension. At the same time, when
examined in terms of variables, different researchers found different findings for each
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variable.
The following can be concluded from these:

v' There may be a difference in the perceptions of quality of university life of students
from different socio-cultural levelsin different universities.

v/ Students' perceptions of quality of life in different faculties of universities may be
different.

v" Depending on the number of lecturers and students in universities, limited life
opportunities may affect this situation.

It is thought that increasing the quality of life in universities will increase the academic
success of the student group, and faculties will become institutions that train more qualified,
happier and equipped teachers.

5. Suggestions

Social-cultural activities organized at the school, activities such as activities related to the
administrative staff working in the school and the unit, organized activities such as
socio-cultural activities organized at the school to read again, high university life quality
thinking and evaluation can be beneficial in relation to academic achievements and
psychologica and sociological factors. In addition, it is thought that it isimportant to achieve
high academic success with the attendees and to update the graduate quality perceptions.
When the educational extracurricular activities are examined, time to increase such activities
or to bring better levels, or to meet expectations, positive perceptions towards the school and
others that pay off. In this sense, it should be learned what they expect from the faculties they
are affiliated with. This discovery will help research to improve the quality of life perceptions
of research.
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