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ABSTRACT

UNIVERSITY QUALITY AS A PREDICTOR OF PERCEIVED FUTURE
EMPLOYABILITY OF SENIOR UNIVERSITY STUDENTS

KAYLAN, Buse
M.S., The Department of Educational Sciences, Educational Administration and Planning

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Serap EMIL

December 2022, 117 pages

Today, the increase number of universities and leads to transformation in higher
education, so it aroused questions regarding graduate employability and university
quality. In this study, the goal is to examine the relationship among senior students’
perceptions of quality at university and their future employability. University quality and
future employability responses with senior students’ GPA, work experience, gender, and
socioeconomic status are analyzed. This study has been conducted via correlational
model, and sample of the study with 628 senior students from Canakkale, Kocaeli, and
Balikesir Universities. Data collection of the study has been carried out by using Turkish
adaptations of Higher Education Performance Scale, Perceived Future Employability
Scale, and demographic information questionnaire. The result of the study indicates that
perceived university quality predicts students’ future employability perceptions. In
addition, academic achievement, gender, SES, and work experience status of students has
predicted both their employability and quality perceptions. In conclusion, senior students’
university quality and future employability responses prove that there is a positive
relationship among them. Therefore, higher education leaders should consider the
relationship between higher education quality and employability of students, and they

should work toward more quality in education for increasing graduate employability.



Keywords: graduate employability, university quality, Turkish higher education, higher

education policy, university students’ perception.



(074

UNIVERSITE SON SINIF OGRENCILERININ ALGILANAN GELECEK iSTIHDAM
EDILEBILIRLIGININ YORDAYICISI OLARAK UNIVERSITE KALITESI

KAYLAN, Buse
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri, Egitim Yonetimi ve Planlamas1 Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Serap EMIL

Aralik 2022, 117 sayfa

Giliniimiizde tiniversite sayisinin artmasi ve liniversite diplomasina olan talebin artmasi,
yuksekodgretimde doniisiime yol acarak, mezun istihdam edilebilirligi ve {iniversite
kalitesi konusunda soru isaretleri uyandirmistir. Bu g¢alisma, son siif 6grencilerinin
iiniversite kalitesi algilar1 ile gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlikleri arasindaki iliskiyi
incelemeyi amaglamustir. Universite kalitesi ve gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik tepkileri
s0z konusu 6grencilerin genel not ortalamasi, is deneyimi, cinsiyeti ve sosyoekonomik
durumu ile analiz edilmistir. iliskisel modele gére yiiriitiillen bu calismanin rneklemini
Canakkale, Kocaeli ve Balikesir Universitelerinden 628 son sinif égrencisi olusturmustur.
Arastirmanin verileri, Yiiksekdgretim Performans Olgegi ve Algilanan Gelecek Istihdam
Edilebilirlik Olgegi’nin Tiirkce uyarlamalari, ve demografik bilgi anketi kullanilarak
gerceklestirilmistir. Aragtirmanin sonuglari, algilanan {iniversite kalitesinin 6grencilerin
gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik algilarini yordadigini gostermistir. Buna ek olarak,
ogrencilerin akademik basarilari, cinsiyetleri, sosyoekonomik durumlar1 ve is deneyimi
durumlart hem istihdam edilebilirlik hem de kalite algilarin1 yordamaktadir. Sonug
olarak, son smif 6grencilerinin iiniversite kalitesi ve gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik
yanitlari, aralarinda pozitif bir iliski oldugunu gostermistir. Bdylece yiiksekdgretim
liderlerinin kalite ve mezun istthdam edilebilirligi iliskisini goz onilinde bulundurarak,
egitimde kalite konusu iizerinde daha fazla ¢alismalari mezun istihdam edilebilirligini

artirma konusunda 6nemli olacaktir.
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Anahtar kelimeler: mezun istthdam edilebilirligi, {iniversite kalitesi, Tiirkiye

yliksekogretimi, yiiksekdgretim politikasi, tiniversite 6grencilerinin algilari.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, background of the study, statement of the problem, purpose of the study,
significance of the study, research question and hypothesis of the study, and definition of

the terms are clarified.

1.1 Background of the Study

After World War II, in 1950s, the world was in great transformation. When it was
comparing with the previous centuries; in this era, there have happened to rapid
transformation in the areas of technology, industry, economy, and politics. Rising of
technological developments in defense industry in World War II proceeded in the
following years, but some countries turned this technology into other fields, such as
telecommunication, informatics, production, and finance (Ryan, 2021). In this context,
spreading of the globalization caused a new trend in international economic affairs, rather
than national economy, around the world (Green, 2006). With the changing trends in
economy and industry, different needs for workforce have occurred because of the shift to
knowledge-based economy and increasing technology integration into almost all sectors
(Svarc & Dabic, 2017). Also, governments concentrated on research and development
studies for keeping up with this accelerated transformation and global economy trend

around the world (Czarl & Belovecz, 2007).

Within this scope, higher education field has also been closely influenced by evolving
economic and industrial trends. With strengthening relationship between university and

industry, universities are considered as remarkable with their economic contributions to
1



the community more than before (Demain, 2001). From the higher education perspective,
this era led to pressure on universities in terms of contributing to the society, and in
addition to their teaching and research functions, ‘Third Mission’ has been apparent
(Compagnucci & Spigarelli, 2020). Third mission mainly involves contributing to the
society with transferring knowledge and technology (Agasisti et al., 2019). In 1963, the
Robbins Report, the report of the Committee on Higher Education in the United
Kingdom, stated purposes of the higher education. In this report, importance of university
education in terms of its crucial role on general division of labor had been underlined
(The Robbins Report, 1963). Similarly, college system became widespread in the USA, in
1950s because of growing relationship between university and industry, so vocational
training and future demands of human power found place in the curricula. In addition to
universities’ qualified human capital and their influence on the workforce, research
functions have also been another bridge between university and society. With dominancy
of knowledge-based market economy and developing technology, research studies in
STEM area and vocational training of the university have been focal points (Bear &
Skorton, 2018). Conducting academic research may cause to economic development by
leading to entrepreneurship opportunities, and this kind of relationships can be defined as
mutualist in terms of its financial feedback of the university and socioeconomic
contribution to the society. In addition to traditional importance of universities as being
research and teaching centers, their community engagement and mutualist relationship

with society evolved to marketization of the university.

Besides universities’ contributions to the community, at the individual level, they provide
people with social and economic welfare as well (Uysal & Aydemir, 2016). University
graduation promotes people’s social mobility and contributes to them to have a greater
level of income (Mok, 2015; Uysal & Aydemir, 2016) For that reason, the demand of
university education has getting bigger, and there has been expansion in higher
education institutions and university enrollment rates after 1990s. According to
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2021), tertiary education enrollment rate was 13.62% in
1990 while it reaches 40.24% in 2020 around the world. Rapid growth in university
population in those years aroused questions about massification of the universities.
According to Altbach (2012), massification in higher education causes lowering the

standards because students cannot access to best quality, so there is more diversified table

2



in the higher education system. Also, massification in higher education creates problems
such as funding, organization, and governance (Trow, 2000). Therefore, quality of
university education has been discussed more loudly than before. For the European
countries, Bologna Declaration has been the first formal step for quality assurance system
in higher education. Bologna Declaration mainly aims at ensuring high and equal
standards for European universities and increasing their competitiveness around the
world, and it was signed by 29 European countries on June 19, 1999 (EHEA, 2022).
Following years, Bologna Process has a growing body, and today, it has reached to 47
members. Turkey is the full member of the Bologna Process since 2001. Although
Bologna membership and collaboration of Turkey has been easier than many other
countries, mainly two issues need to be highlighted, which were lifelong learning and
quality assurance (Tekeli, 2003). Due to fulfilling requirements about Bologna Process,
Turkish Higher Education Council (THEC) and university committees worked together.
However, THEC did not prepare any strategic planning about existing higher education
system until 2005. In 2005, the report, which was presented to the President, rectors, and
THEC members, indicated the major problems in the higher education system. These
problems were summarized such as quality concerns in higher education, lack of faculty
members, and shortcoming in university numbers for meeting demand (Uysal &
Aydemir, 2016). Among these issues, meeting university demand has been one of the
most significant issues people studied on. Although university members and THEC have
great concerns on quality and substructural development for this rapid growth in
university numbers, universities started to spread over Turkey in a short time. While 76
universities continued to provide higher education in 2002, this number reached to 207 in
2021 (THEC, 2021). Following that, graduate size has also increased in 30 years.
Although growing of the university population is a remarkable improvement in terms of
their accessibility and research and development, accessing to similar standards gets
harder for university students. Students from different universities may not have equal
opportunities for accessing to educational sources during their education periods.
However, providing qualified education and supplying well-equipped education setting
should be prerequisite for the quality of university. Correspondingly, prestige,
preferability and funding resources of universities are also parallel to the quality
phenomenon. In Turkey, on the other hand, the quality range among universities causes

inequality in the learning outcomes.



Besides, the quality concerns in higher education and huge body of university graduates
create another question mark in terms of capability of handling this qualified human
power. Although there is a positive trend between education and youth employment,
today, with growing population of university graduates, graduate employment is one of
the issues to be emphasized for almost all countries. In the USA, when tertiary education
graduate unemployment rate had been 1.7% in 2000, it reached 4.8% in 2020 (Statista,
2022). In Europe, the unemployment of tertiary education graduates has been reported as
being 15.1% in 2021 (Eurostat, 2022). Unfortunately, the table is getting worse while
looking at Turkey’s data; the unemployment rate rises with involving university
graduates. Each year after 2019, there have been more than 1 million people graduating
from universities in Turkey (TUIK, 2020). According to the ISKUR data (2020), graduate
unemployment in Turkey doubled since 2016 to 2021. In 2016, there were 489.000
registered unemployed university graduates when it comes 2021, this number exceeds to
one million (ISKUR, 2020). According to Bora (2015), until 1990s in Turkey, university
degree meant employment for graduates; but in today’s Turkey, massification of
universities led to losing validity of this description. Especially, the low and middle-class
families' children who get university degree and become white collar employee have
particular importance in this context (Bora & Erdogan, 2015). However, rapid increase in
graduate population from different universities creates inequality among graduates. While
some university graduates may be employed in a short time, some others may face
challenges in the employment process, and they have to look for a job about their
profession for a long time, or they might start to work on temporal jobs (Erdogan, 2021).
Although bachelor’s degree diploma still provides an advantage for employment than
getting high school diploma, unemployment rate among university graduates has peaked

especially with COVID-19 pandemic. Besides, employment policies and external factors
like job fields, and employment rates, university education plays a significant role for
employability of graduates. However, there are two points to be emphasized here; firstly,
the issue of employment is liability of governments, and second one is that employability
is not an exact way of the employment. Knight and Yorke (2006) defined employability
as individual’s higher chances to be employed by having competencies in ‘generic’ and
‘core’ skills. Universities, as being academic and intellectual institutions, provide these
competencies for the students (Harvey & Green, 2001), and they already provide

specification in vocational areas, so employability outcomes have been located into the

4



quality standards of universities. Therefore, the students’ encouragement for acquiring
employability qualifications in their university education is discussed in this study. At
that point, development of the quality of universities and its guidance from students’
schools to their work areas can be defined as the crucial ways of encouraging

employability.

To sum up, the issue of graduate employability in Turkey is getting worse year by year.
Although the number of universities meets demand of getting a diploma, students may
experience opportunity disparity throughout their university period and after graduation
years. Quality differences matter has been increasing among universities. Furthermore,
there is a rising trend among university graduates, so many graduates, who think that their
diploma is not enough for their employability, tend to attend certificate courses, and some
other vocational trainings (Aygul, 2018). In this point of view, university students’
perceptions on their university education quality and their employability efficacies are
questioned. Therefore, observing expected future employability of senior university
students contributes to the field in terms of understanding its relationship with university

quality and other demographic values.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Unemployment of graduates is a multidimensional problem, and it contains many aspects
and factors which have impact on employment such as personal factors, institutional
factors, market situations, existing policies, and economic fluctuations, etc. (Akerlof, et
al., 1986; Blanchflower, et al.1994; Lindbeck, et al., 1988). With time and/or contextual
differences, some of these aspects may have more impact on people’s employability and
their employment status. For that reason, resolving the main reason under the graduate

unemployment is crucial for the problem statement of the study.

Last 15 years, university graduate unemployment rate rises tenfold in Turkey, and it
reaches to 25.6 percentage (ISKUR, 2019). Existing studies showed that graduate
employment policies, skills mismatch, compensation policies, massification in higher
education, increasing number of university graduates, low level contribution of university
for supporting employability among graduates, and passive employment policies are at

5



the front row about graduate unemployment issue in Turkey (Adiguzel, 2021; Apaydin,
2018; Asci, 2019; Durak & Kaya, 2014; Ergun, 2021; Gur, 2016; Ozoglu, 2016; Suna,
2020). In addition to this, growing body of university graduates in each year faced with
similar obstacles to be employed. While problems about graduate unemployment still
existed, the number of graduates also grows apace in each year. Also, there is imbalance
between increasing number of graduates and level of employment related to study fields
of these graduates, so being employed in their occupation gets harder and harder for them.
In addition to their occupational disadvantages, graduates encounter inequality of
opportunities during their university years. Some university students get a chance for
practicing their theoretical knowledge with extensive sources, and similarly, they can
access to academic support easier than their peers. On the other hand, some others
struggle for meeting their sheltering needs because of deficiency in university’s
dormitories. In these circumstances, academic attainment of students and their

employability competencies are limited correspondingly (Azar, 2010; Bicer, 2018).

Definition of ‘qualified’ for the labor market is also transforming in time (Dogur &
Mecik, 2021). After all, employers’ expectations of the related jobs and job descriptions
are reshaped. This transformation explains why education and employment relationship

does not only assure social security for labor power, but it also covers raising individuals
as being ‘employable’ despite of the changing needs of society and the market (Kosar,
2015). At that point, the collaboration of university, industry and government plays
crucial role for both individuals and the market (Kurt & Yavuz, 2013). Especially in the
last decade, universities’ interactional positions with both industry and government have
been strengthened in Turkey. Research and development studies, supporting to start-ups,
TUBITAK projects, internship opportunities, and cooperation with the companies
exemplify this interaction (Temel, 2019). These kinds of interactions can be defined as
mutual relationships for both universities and the industry. In that case, the university
provides employment opportunities to the students, and it can utilize technologic
substructures of the industry, and so, the industry can naturally profit the research and

development studies of the university.

Universities’ educational and pedagogical practices and their effectiveness on students’

self-development are significant for encouraging their employability. In addition to that,

6



Harvey (2001) indicated that employability conception shifted from individual
acquisitions to the institutional achievement. Indeed, university education can be
described as junction point of individual and institutional sides of employability. Higher
education promotes individual competencies by facilitating to get lifelong learning, multi-
tasking thinking skills, social skills, and subject knowledge, etc. In fact, it also brings

graduate identity as a result of its institutional identity or reputation (Harvey, 2001).

Qualified university education and its impact on student development have been pushing
factors on individual’s choices. As a result of that, escalating competition in higher
education field led to focus on graduate employment as a manner of institutional quality
of universities (Blackmore, 2016). Smith (2018) stated that employability is a strategic
direction for the competition in higher education. Since, employability outcomes take
advantage to universities for income generation, knowledge exchange, status, reputation,
and responsive provision (Blackmore et al. 2016). Therefore, enhancing employability
properties in both individual and institutional levels has been vital for progress of
university quality and prestige. In addition to that, developing employability
competencies of students is significant for investigating graduate unemployment problem.
University students as being future graduates are subject of the graduate employability
phenomenon, and they constitute the huge part of the university community. Hence,
ensuring an understanding about relationship between students’ university quality and

future employability perceptions is problematized in this study frame.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

The aim of this study is to examine the university quality perceptions of senior students as
a predictor of their graduate employability perceptions. Additionally, perceptions of
senior students about their university education quality and its influence on their future
employability perceptions are discussed. Another purpose of the study is investigating the
demographic characteristics of the students with their employability and quality

perceptions.

Furthermore, the graduate employability of students is analyzed with some demographic

variables of the participants. Demographic variables of the sample are specified as GPA,

7



gender, socioeconomic status, and work experience. In that case, importance of university

quality is conceptualized from employability framework of university students.

1.4 Significance of the Study

Morley (2010) indicated that government, academy, and industry boundaries have been
loosening and they are reformulated day by day, so the purpose of higher education tends
to be defined as corporate interests. In that case, gaining employability competencies by
university students, and getting advantageous position in labor market compared to other
university graduates are significant performance indicators for academic competition
among universities. While strengthening their position in the industry and enhancing their
preferability among their future rivals, university services are improved for meeting needs
of their members and qualifying their future graduates. However, massification in higher

education causes to lower the standards in universities as a result of the limited funding
and inequality in opportunities. Accordingly, raising competitive graduates for the labor
market is getting difficult, so graduate employability issue is one of the obvious obstacles

for quality in higher education.

From the university students’ perspective, there is a rising stress about after graduation
process. Existing studies showed that university students and graduates complain about
graduate employment issue, and they tend to think that 'did I get university diploma in
vain?', and 'university education had a big financial difficulty for my family, and I cannot
get back of this load' (Bora & Erdogan, 2015; Erdogan, 2021). In addition to that,
graduates continue to their get a-job journey while studying for exams, getting certificates
and additional courses at the same time. This long process is corrosive, and it creates
disappointment, hopelessness, and anger on young generation (Kicir, 2017). According to
Korkmazer (2020), students’ anxiety on their academic life starts from primary school to
their university education, and in their last year in the university, this anxiety peaks with
unemployment fear. Senior students, therefore, more tend to question their employability,
and search for job opportunities before their graduation (Kicir, 2017). Unfortunately, this
pessimist picture about graduate employability has not been examined by the university

quality frame. Therefore, this study is pioneering in the higher education literature in



terms of both its findings and research design approach about university quality and

graduate employability perceptions.

This research contributes to the literature for investigating relationship between perceived
university quality and perceived employability of university students from three different
cities in Turkey. Findings of the study shed lights on perceived graduate employability
among senior university students and its relationship with university quality pattern, so it
provides a framework about graduate employability studies in Turkey. In that way,
significance of developing internal and external quality assurance mechanisms and
focusing on graduate employability are commonly conceptualized. Conceptualizing
students’ perceptions

about their employability and university education is significant for enhancing quality
culture in universities and recruiting graduate employability issue, because students are
subjects of the issue as dealing with inequalities in opportunities and unemployment after
the graduation. Therefore, reflecting their perceptions with the related data is vital for

making their voice heard, and awaking policy makers, and other university members.

1.5 Research Question and Hypothesis

This study has conducted on a research question and hypothesizes related to the research
question. According to that, main research question of the study is ‘How well does
perceived university quality predict perceived university employability after controlling
the demographic characteristics of the senior students?’ Also, sub research question and

hypothesis of the study are mentioned at the below.

Sub Research Question: s there any significant relationship between the perceived
quality of university, and perceived future employability among senior university
students?

Hypothesis: There is a significant relationship between perceived future employability of

senior university students and perceived quality of university.



1.6 Definitions of Graduate Employability and Quality in Higher Education

Perceived employability: the individual’s perception of his or her possibilities of
obtaining and maintaining employment (Vanhercke et al., 2014). Operationally,

employability would be measured by Perceived Future Employability Scale (PFES).
Perceived quality: consumers' judgment about an entity's services containing overall

excellence or superiority (Snoj et al., 2004). Operationally, university quality would be

measured by Higher Education Performance Scale (HEdAPERF).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the literature subjects about higher education in Turkey, graduate

employability, university quality, and theoretical framework of the study are stated.

2.1 Higher Education in Turkey

In Turkey, higher education system has had long history of nearly 250 years since the
establishment of Dariilflinun; so it has contained many milestones before and after the
establishment of the Republic, such as educational organizations and reforms in Tanzimat
era, making the fields of engineering, health, and law under university education, and
1933 university reform (Tekeli, 2010). In the current higher education system, there are
especially two crucial points which are close to each other. First one is that the policy of
increasing number of universities in Anatolia, and second one is Turkey’s participation in
the Bologna Process. University quality and employability terms in higher education
system of Turkey have started to be discussed formally since that time like some other
European countries. In addition to that, examining of these two points is essential for

conceptualizing quality in university education and graduate employability.

Firstly, higher education system in Turkey has been in a transformation with the motto of
‘one university in every city’. In 2000s, this policy continued to be carried out by
establishing public universities in addition to private ones (Yalcintas & Akkaya, 2019).
Basically, it led every town to have a university, so it has promoted academic, cultural,
and economic reconstruction. Despite this policy weren’t mentioned in the strategic
planning or formal reports, it has been systematically conducted with changing
governments in years. It also causes that university population has been increasing in

different cities in Anatolia day by day. Since the middle of 2000s, the growth in
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university numbers led to the rise in the number of departments and their capacities, and
university graduation in Turkey. ‘One university in every city’ policy, in terms of its
outcomes, intersects with various fields such as economy, urbanization, employment, and
cultural development. However, it has been criticized that it has not been approached
from educational perspective adequately (Bora, 2015; Gul & Gul, 2014; Tekeli, 2010;
Uysal & Aydemir, 2016; Yalcintas & Akkaya, 2019). The rise in the number of higher
education institutions and graduates also means increase in the number of university
students, and need for academic staff. When it comes to 2020s, the massification of the
system became more apparent than before with growing bodies of graduated students and
inadequate number of academic members. Therefore, having access to similar educational
standards for university students is getting harder. Similarly, some university programs
have been fulfilled while some other programs have limited capacities for students and
labor market’s demand. This disequilibrium among university choices causes to
aggregation among graduate students from specific study fields and universities. In that
case, gap between educational standards of the universities and employability of graduate

students gets bigger.

Secondly, Turkey’s participation in the Bologna Process in 2002 has been a significant
step for processing the quality in Turkey’s higher education. Bologna Process is a
European reform which aimed to establish European Higher Education Area (EHEA) by
facilitating students and staff mobility, so one of its purposes is to strengthen European
universities in terms of their high standards and attractiveness (European Commission,
2022). Furthermore, the Bologna Declaration can be described as the first written
agreement among European countries which highlighted employability of university
students. Additionally, employability was the key issue of this declaration (Sin & Neave,
2016). After Bologna Process participation, systematic alterations of the higher education
system and formal steps about quality in universities has begun as well. Universities have
been supported to establish their inner quality assurance mechanisms, and a unit was
constituted in the Turkish Higher Education Council (THEC) as an external quality
mechanism. After that, Turkish Higher Education Quality Council (THEQC) was
established as an autonomous structure for quality assurance in 2015. By this way,

strategic planning about external quality assurance of universities have been conducted by

THEQC. In this process, Turkey’s Higher Education System has been liable to the key
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objectives of Bologna Process within the context of accommodation of European field of
Higher Education to support the university development.

In 2015, Bologna Process implementation report stated six main key objectives. These
goals were (1) regulations in degree systems, (2) enhancing internal and external quality
assurance systems, (3) supporting social dimension, (4) lifelong learning, (5) effective
outcomes and employability, (6) internalization and mobility (Bologna Process, 2015).
Congruently to the previous reports about Bologna Process Implementation, titles of
quality assurance, degree systems, employability, student mobility and internalization,
and lifelong learning have had enough attention (Bologna Process, 2005; 2007; 2009;
2012). Turkey, as a member, shaped its higher education system around these objectives

in addition to the local needs (Uysal & Aydemir, 2016).

2000s, for Turkey’s Higher Education, can be defined as the midpoint for its quick
growth and implementation of reforms about education quality. Moreover, when
examining today’s most common and problematic sides of the higher education system,
roots of them may have stemmed from those years. In the years of 2000s, there was an
increasing number of universities around Turkey, while the quality system was trying to
improve in higher education system. While doing that, consistency in the system was one
of the key objectives. Statistical data of the higher education in those years indicated that
the number of universities was 76 in 2002. Today, it reaches to 207 (THEC, 2021). By
this huge increase in 2000s, the number of university students corresponded to 1.8 million
(Koksal & Yurtseven, 2018), meanwhile in 2020, this number reached to 8.3 million
(THEC, 2021). When comparing this number to whole Turkey population, it estimates
that approximately each 10 out of 100 people were registered in a program in the
universities. As a result of this progress, university graduate numbers have reached to 10
million with increasing from 5.5 percentage to 13.9 percentage in 11 years (TUIK, 2021).
TUIK (2019) data showed that graduate unemployment has been doubled in the last three
years, and there are almost one million graduates unemployed. In 2005, unemployment
rate among university graduates was 10.6 percentage, while looking 2020 data, graduate

unemployment rate reached to 12.6 percentage.

In the recent years, the rapid growth in higher education aroused questions about the

quality of university education and graduate employability in Turkey. Even so, it would
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not be right to say that graduate employment is a responsibility of universities. Unvan
(2010) indicated that higher education plays significant role for students’ gaining lifelong
learning abilities and developing them for effective implementation to their work life
when they are employed. Meanwhile, removing obstacles about graduate employment is a
governmental responsibility. Furthermore, universities should provide an equal chance for
everyone who meets the conditions and wants to get university education; so restricting
capacities and trying to decrease graduate numbers are not the solution of enhancing
graduate employability (Unvan, 2010). It is understood that graduates’ employment
situation of the universities is not representative case of the employability of their
students because getting employed and ability to achieve related job tasks when got
employed are different terms. Getting employed of graduated students is responsibility of
the government while the employability is the responsibility of the universities. For that
reason, university education quality is crucial for enhancing students’ lifelong learning
skills and supporting their employability potential. Therefore, the main issue about the
graduate employability is that students’ access to similar higher educational standards
from different universities; so, massification in higher education is one of the obstacles of
this situation. From another perspective, undoubtedly, increasing number of university
and university graduates contribute to intellectual and economic development of Turkey

and university towns.

Due to quick growth, need for infrastructural equipment in universities, in terms of both
academic human capital, instructional and social services of the university, also increased
rapidly. Meeting these needs created an unfair competition among universities which are
old-new and private-public because of inequality problems in sourcing. Therefore,
inequality gap between universities have been more obvious than before with increasing

number of universities and limited sourcing. Due to some universities’ advantageous
positions in terms of their reputation, academic staff, curriculum, equipment, industry
relations, and services, quality and effectiveness issue has started to be discussed.
According to URAP (2021) Academic Performance Report, Hacettepe University, Middle
East Technical University (METU), Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul University,
and Koc University have been in the top ten. Similarly, in 2022, World University
Rankings of QS indicated its annual report that Koc, Sabanci, METU, Bilkent and

Bogazici University have been assessed as high-performance universities in Turkey.
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Although academic performance assessment or rankings of universities may not be
absolute or fair way to evaluate university’s quality, they provide statistical data about
university outputs or its performance in the light of the same assessment criteria.
Therefore, same university names became more prominent than others in existent
performance criteria. Although this table is similar with many other worldwide ranking
tables in terms of being same universities at the first rows, the primary concern specific to
Turkey context is the huge gap between first and last rows of the table. As mentioned
above, the aim of enhancing quality in universities is that providing university students
access to higher and equal educational standards in their universities, so supporting their

intellectual facilities, lifelong learning, and employability capabilities.

In conclusion, the quality of the university plays significant role for graduate
employability among students, and their school-to-work transition. As mentioned,
quantitatively growth in universities creates inequality among students in terms of
accessing to equal standards and leads to higher number of advantaged and disadvantaged
university graduates. Thus, the strength of academic, social, and career services which are
obtained by university and well-founded university-industry connection make differences
among students in terms of their employability in the labor market. Graduate
employability of university graduates is one of the crucial issues deepening in years both
in Turkey and global perspective. At that point, understanding quality of university
education and employability relationship from  students’  perspective  would be
helpful for enhancing university development and constituting of higher and equal

standards among universities.

2.2 Graduate Employability

Employability term is difficult to define simply in the literature. With changing trends in
economy, education and labor market, employability definition has involved different
dynamics in it. The prominent ones of these definitions focus on individuals’ skills,
capabilities, characteristics, and achievements. Knight and Yorke (2003) defined
employability as “set of achievements, understandings and personal attributes that make
individuals more likely to gain employment and be successful in their chosen
occupations”. Another approach to employability indicated that “employability is the

capability to move self-sufficiently within the labor market to realize potential through
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sustainable employment.” (Hillage & Pollard, 1998). According to Brown (2003),
employability is defined as “the relative chances of finding and maintaining different
kinds of employment.”. At that point, it should be indicated that employability and
employment are not the same phenomenon in terms of their meanings. Employment, on
the other hand, is defined as “the fact of someone being paid to work for a company or
organization.” (Cambridge, 2022). Although individuals can have employability facilities,
they may not get a job, so employability is not a direct way of the employment because
there are many other factors influencing employment of the individuals like policies, job
choices, job security, labor market, etc. Therefore, employability aims at rising possibility

to be employed.

Historically, employability phenomenon has been studied since the beginning of the 20th
century, but it has been addressed as composed of knowledge and abilities of individuals
for being able to get a job during economic turmoil era around the world at the end of the
1970s (Guilbert et al., 2016). Then, gradually, job diversification and growing needs of
expert employees for the market led to focus on qualifications which made people to be
employable. It is surely beyond doubt that being employable does not contain only
expertise in occupational field, it also comprises self and career management
qualifications. For that reason, with the employability trends in the market, higher
education institutions, which raise specialist people in various occupational field, has
shifted their focus on career education and ‘good learning’ besides their curricular
activities (Knight & Yorke, 2003). Harvey (2001) indicated that the higher education
institution provides employability-development opportunities which enable the graduates
to develop their ‘employability’ for the job opportunities. However, he also added that
there are other factors which have impact on recruitment procedures of graduates such as
individuals’ previous experience, extracurricular activities, their career intentions and
networks, and the quality and availability of the employability experience, etc. Although
higher education institutions cannot control overall process as governmental policies,
labor-market, and employment rate, etc. about employability outcomes, they can provide
supportive steps for promoting graduates’ employability. According to Teichler (2000),
higher education provides with individual’s employment opportunities. Enhancing
lifelong learning, higher order thinking skills, and vocational training have been

associated with employability facilities of universities (Heijden & Heijden, 2006).
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Moreover, existing studies showed that developed curriculum -focuses to improve
transferable and generic skills of students-, career services, work experience
opportunities, extra-curricular activities, and enhancing project-based learning are
described as some of the elements for promoting graduate employability of students in the
university frame (Bennet, 1999; Knight & Yorke, 2002; Rae, 2007; Dacre Pool & Sewell,
2007).

Graduate employability is defined as a set of achievements, understandings and personal
attributes that make graduate more likely to gain the job (Yorke, 2003). Similarly, Hillage
and Pollard (1998) described graduate employability as knowledge, skills and attributes
that graduates are expected to be able to demonstrate they have acquired in higher
education. In the higher education level, set of achievements or attributes among
graduates mainly contains reflective thinking, scholarship, moral citizenship, and lifelong
learning (Steur, Jansen & Hofman, 2012). In addition to that, they are related with higher
order thinking skills in Bloom’s taxonomy (Anderson, Krathwohl & Bloom, 2001).
According to Yorke (2003), existing studies about employability have contained absolute
and relative dimensions; and absolute dimension refers to characteristics of individuals

while relative ones are related to labor market. Similarly, graduate employability
approaches have been related with various dynamics in the literature such as education of
the individual, institutional factors, labor market, self-management, career planning, etc.
In addition to that, there is a theoretical uncertainty about the dimensions which enhance
graduate employability, and the literature refers these attributes as ‘core’, ‘common’,
‘transferable’, ‘key’, and ‘generic’ skills (Yorke, 2003). These terms and their contents
have been varied in accordance with particular approach, so they have been discussed

within their concepts in the following parts.

As mentioned, employability concept in higher education comes from 20th century, and
career development concepts had been more popular in universities than previous times.
Therefore, Law and Watts’s (1977) DOTS Model has been the main theoretical approach
about career planning development in higher education, and it can be assumed as the
beginning point of graduate employability approaches. This model indicated that career
services of higher education institutions should be designed to support students’ Decision

learning, Opportunity awareness, Transition learning, and Self-awareness as four stages
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(Law & Watts, 1977). The DOTS Model has still been used for career services of many
universities because it provides clear understanding and short-cuts about career planning
of students. Even if it is a popular model for development of career services of
universities, it did not directly refer to graduate employability phenomenon because it had
been built on student and university interaction rather than containing external or

individual factors.

Moreover, Hillage and Pollard (1998) indicated four elements to graduate employability.
First one of these elements is ‘employability assets’, and it contains individuals’
knowledge and skills. Another one is ‘deployment’ which is related to career planning
and management skills. Third element is ‘presentation’, and that represents how people
show their attributes for getting the job. The last one is ‘personal and external factors’ as

labor market situation and current opportunities for getting a job (Hillage & Pollard,
1998). This approach consists of different dynamics and their relations with each other
and employability of individuals; and it brings to contextual factors into employability

approach besides its related variables.

Graduate employability in higher education frame is discussed with five elements in
Bennett’s (1999) course provision model. These five elements are disciplinary content
knowledge, disciplinary skills, workplace awareness, workplace experience, and generic
skills. All these elements are related with each other directly and indirectly, and generic
skills is located as the core part of the other four elements, and it has been related with
others directly. Generic skills represent transferable skills from any discipline to different
contexts (Bennet, 1999) such as time management, adaptability, planning communication,
etc. Therefore, generic skills have been the key part of the model because Bennett (1999)
indicated that study fields of students have been differed in terms of their disciplinary
context, and some fields may have generic skills as their core skills such as using
communication skills in drama. In addition to generic skills, disciplinary content
knowledge and disciplinary skills may be defined as acquired elements for school to work
transition and facilitators for other two elements as workplace awareness and workplace
experience. Workplace awareness and experience are defined as employability elements
from the market perspective, and they contain both disciplinary knowledge, psychological

and logical qualifications of individuals for sustainability of workplace.
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Knight and Yorke’s (2003) USEM Model of employability has been one of the most well-
known approaches to graduate employability. The USEM Model comprises four broad
and interrelated concepts about employability (Yorke & Knight, 2003). The USEM
represents these four concepts’ first letters, and these are Understanding, Skills, Efficacy
beliefs, and Meta-cognition. According to this model, ‘understanding’ is defined as
knowledge, and it has been represented as key outcome of higher education by Yorke and
Knight (2003). “Skills’ are kind of adaptability of individuals to different settings, and
their achievements. As understood that, ‘understanding’ and ‘skills’ are significant
components of graduate employability, but ‘efficacy beliefs’ and personal qualities are
other determinant factors in this approach. Even individuals have higher level of
understanding and skills of getting employed, their personal circumstances have also an
impact on their employability such as their psychological situation. Last one is
‘metacognition’ of the students about employability. Meta-cognition is defined as
“awareness or analysis of one's own learning or thinking processes” (Merriam-Webster,
2022), so it is assumed that students’ awareness about their potential for being able to get
a job creates their metacognition on employability. Meta-cognition is discussed as crucial
concept of this model because it also represents willingness to lifelong learning in

students’ professional life (Yorke & Knight, 2003).

Another model about graduate employability is ‘key to employability model’ (Dacre Pool
& Sewell, 2007). This model contains five main components about employability such as
career development learning, experience, degree subject knowledge, generic skills, and
emotional intelligence. Pool and Sewell (2007) indicated that students’ reflection of these
five components result in their higher levels of self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-
confidence, so their employability. In this model, degree subject knowledge is defined as
core component. It contains students’ specification in a related field and gaining a degree
with higher qualification. Generic skills, similar within the Bennett’s model (1999),
represents specific skills to relevant subject, and imagination, adaptability, time
management, working in a team, communication skills are described as some of the
generic skills which are expected by the employers (Pool & Sewell, 2007). Emotional
intelligence is defined as the capacity for recognizing our own feelings (Goleman, 1998).

From the employability perspective, it is described as soft skills, and it is related with
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motivation, and emotional knowledge. Career development learning basically contains
supporting students’ awareness in terms of planning their career improvement such as job
interview simulations, CV planning courses, etc. Lastly, work experience is described as
another component of graduate employability. Students’ volunteer, part-time and/or full-
time jobs are assessed as work experience of them, and they have an impact on their
future employability. Key to employability model provides micro and detailed
perspective to graduate employability of students, and it comprises significant personal
components for rising individuals' employability. However, from the macro perspective,
institutional roles, both university and the market perspective, social background of

individuals, and policy level employability have not been mentioned.

Teichler (2016) has provided different perspective than previous self-theories of the
employability. In his theory, graduate employability has been discussed as institutional
phenomenon, so he indicated the employability role of universities. According to Teichler
(2016), employability has been a complex term in terms of its coverage, and it could be
defined as both individuals’ acquisitions for achieving work tasks or their performances
for other spheres of life. At that point, higher education institutions with its teaching and
learning facilities promote people for desirable competence, so high performance on the
work-related tasks is rewarded by employment (Teichler, 2016). Therefore, the main
issue is for understanding the success of higher education institutions about employability

which is related with ‘good graduate work’ or ‘employment success’ (Teichler, 2020).

Holmes (2013) discussed graduate employability from both micro and macro
perspectives. For that reason, his study provides broader perspective about graduate
employability phenomenon. He stated that there are two main aspects about graduate
employability studies. First one is that studies focused on variables as gender, ethnicity,
degree classification, salary earned, and subject discipline while examining graduate
employability. Secondly, role of higher education and its association with employability
are discussed about graduate employability. Universities, as living organisms, have micro
and macro level roles in the society. Governmental bodies, labor market, and inter-
governmental agencies represent universities’ macro level relations. From the university
perspective, these mutualistic relationships contain supplying qualified human capital to

the market. From the government and market perspective, university funding and
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supporting research activities in policy and economic level can be defined as university-

market relationship.

In his study, Holmes (2013) discussed graduate employability with three competing
approaches as possessive, positioning, and processual. Possessive approach (human
capital) involves ‘set of achievements and attributes of individuals. Positioning
approach (social capital) is associated with social positioning theory, and it is based
on -directly or indirectly- influence of social class on employment outcomes such as
family or class background of individuals. Then, processual approach (career self-
management) focused on the process of school to work transition among graduates and
developing graduate identity. For that reason, university education and its services play
crucial role on graduate employability and school to work transition. From the employer-
graduate employee perspective, higher education contributions have significant value for
individual’s employability (Andrews & Higson, 2008). Moreover, Clarke (2018) in her
integrated model stated that perceived employability is related with individual’s
employability with labor market effect as shown in Figure 1. In this study, therefore, data
of senior students’ perceived employability has been collected with perceived future

employability scale (PFES) improved by Gunawan (2019).
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Figure 1 Integrated Model of Perceived Employability. Source: Clarke, 2018
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Gunawan (2019) argued that existent perceived employability studies involving people
who were already in work (e.g., Berntson & Marklund, 2007; Rothwell & Arnold, 2007),
or they were designed to measure current employability in young adults rather than their
perceptions of future employability after completing their education (e.g., Pool et al.,
2014; Rothwell et al., 2009). However, he indicated in his study that ‘perceived future
employability is the representation of young adults’ occupational self after they have
completed their study and/or training’ (Gunawan, 2019), so his scale has been rooted

from future selves’ theory (Markus & Nurius, 1986). Therefore, while positive image of
future employability outcomes associated high engagement with goal-oriented behaviors,
negative outcomes represent low engagement about them (Gunawan, 2019). In addition to

that, university commitment of students is examined as a factor of future employability.

Perceived future employability scale contains six dimensions such as skills, accumulated
experiences, personal characteristics, networks, labor market knowledge, and reputation
of educational institution attended. Therefore, it has been suitable scale for understanding
from many dimensions in Holmes’s (2013) model. It can be understood that these six
dimensions refer to human and social capital dimensions of the model. Also, reputation of
educational institution dimension is associated with students’ perceptions about university
quality. Although university reputation may not directly refer to higher quality perception
among students, students’ positive experiences about the services and higher performance
outcomes about university are described as factors which may provide reputation for the
institution in short and long terms. Also, students’ having work experience or not is a
related factor for their labor market knowledge, so Gunawan’s scale (2019) has been
matched with this study’s objectives in terms of understanding perceived future

employability of senior students.

Furthermore, graduate employability tends to be related with higher education mainly, but
existent studies showed that it is also related with demographic values, extra-curricular
activities of individuals and contextual factors. Socioeconomic status, networking, work
experience, and studying field of the graduates are some of the other factors which also
have an impact on graduate employability. Studies show that socioeconomic status of
individuals has no direct influence on graduate employability (Holmes, 2001; Okay-

Somerville & Scholarios, 2015), but it has impact on individuals’ accessing to extra-
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curricular activities and networking; so improving their career development and
employability. Similarly, work experience is a factor that increases the probability of
employment for graduates (Spence, 1973; Davies,2000). In addition to that, part-time
jobs and voluntary work are also described as acquiring understanding of the labor
market (Harvey, Locke & Morey 2002). The studies show that subject of the study is
another factor about graduate employability. According to Harvey (2001), some
institutions have higher employment rates because they specialize in areas which have
good rates, such as pharmacy, computer science, mathematics. Likewise, departments or
study field of students can be described as another factor which influence the graduate

employability of students.

To sum up, there are many studies about graduate employability in the literature from
various disciplines. These studies have different starting points in terms of examining
employability like labor market focus as supply-demand sides, self-efficacy perspective,
networking behaviors, etc. Thus, university and university education are crucial elements
about graduate employability for each approach. In this research context, due to providing
micro and macro perspectives about graduate employability, Holmes’s (2013) competing
approaches on employability theory and Clarke’s (2018) integrated model to Holmes’s
theory have been significant in terms of their comprehensiveness as involving
institutional, individual, and labor market factors. In the light of that, Gunawan’s
perceived future employability scale (2019) has involved these micro and macro
perspectives in terms of its subdimensions, and it has been an effective instrument for
senior university students in terms of their student status and age group. In addition to
that, it has university factor into the future employability, so it’s related with university

quality variable in the study.

2.3 Quality in Higher Education

In its lexical meaning, quality is defined as how good or bad something is (Merriam-
Webster, 2022). Quality is business-based concept in terms of its historical development,
so its definition is mainly focused on customer satisfaction and ‘good’ production.
However, in higher education field, it is harder to define and assess quality than other
sectors because of its plural and complex structure. Also, many elements about the quality

are continuous discussion issues in terms of their suitability to higher education field as
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defining and assessing inputs, outputs, customer, supplier, product, services, and

production process.

The main and popular approach about definitions of higher education quality is that
Harvey and Green’s (1993) study about five interrelated categories of quality. These are
exceptional, perfection, fitness for purpose, value for money, and transformation
descriptions of the quality. Exceptional is based on traditional view of the quality, and it
refers to excellence and advanced academic achievement in higher education institutions.
Perfection definition of the quality focuses on meeting the process requirements with no
defect. Value for money approach defines the quality as an investment, accountability
view of higher education is focus point of this approach. The last one, transformation
discusses quality of higher education as changing process for the institution (Harvey &
Green, 1993). Harvey and Green’s (1993) approach provide broader perspective about
defining quality in higher education, and it can be described as the first step of
transforming quality term into higher education field even it has based on managerial
perspectives rather than pedagogical context. Also, quality refers to different meanings in
higher education because of its various members, roles, and complex relations.
Strikanthan and Dalrymple (2005) indicated four members of higher education and their
quality perspectives based on Harvey and Green’s (1993) quality definitions. According
to their study, there are four main stakeholders in higher education, and these are
providers (funding bodies), users of product (students), users of outputs (employers), and
the employees of the sector (faculty members and administration personnel). From the
providers’ perspective, quality refers to ‘value for money’, so they focus on return of their
investment. Students, users of products, define quality as ‘excellence’ because they tend
to take advantage of their career prospects. When looking at users of outputs or
employers of the system, quality is identified as ‘fitness for purpose’, and there should be
matching with roles and functions. Lastly, the employees of the sector, who are faculty
members and administrative staff, quality refers to ‘perfection’, and there should be an
enhanced job satisfaction. It is understood that quality definition may differ from member
to member in higher education, and that explains why quality is hard to define and assess

in higher education by only a perspective.
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Tam (2001) indicated that quality has multi-meanings for higher education because of its
plural and complex structure. Similarly, Barnett (1994) discussed about four dominant
concepts about higher education and their definitions of quality. First of these concepts is
‘higher education as the production of qualified manpower’, and this conception identifies
quality with students’ ability to succeed in the world of work; so students are regarded as
products of the organization. Secondly, quality concept is based on ‘higher education as a
training for a research career’. From this dimension, quality is assessed with research
facilities of the organization rather than students’ achievement. Another concept is
‘higher education as the efficient management of teaching profession’, and this tends to
identify quality as efficiency about performance and costs in instructional facilities.
Lastly, quality focuses on ‘higher education as a matter of extending life chances’, and
student demands, as potential ‘consumers’ become dominant in this concept (Barnett,
1994). As understood that there are different inputs, outcomes and quality definitions
related to this variety in higher education. Therefore, defining roles and members, and
identifying production, before clarifying quality, has been crucial for higher education

field.

Although defining quality provides a basis for assessment of it, development of quality
assessment criteria in higher education is based on business approach. One of the main
approaches about quality assessment is that Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry’s (1985)
ten dimensions about assessing quality. These dimensions are tangibles, reliability,
responsiveness, communication, credibility, security, competence, courtesy,
understanding the customer, and access. While looking briefly contents of these
dimensions, tangibles are physical qualifications of the services, and reliability refers to
trustworthiness about service process. Responsiveness is related to customers’ needs and
expectations, and communication focuses on informing to customers and understanding
them. Credibility is based on trustworthiness of the service provider, and security focuses
on decreasing risks or doubt. Competence is defined as service providers’ capability for
delivering the service, and courtesy refers to personnel’s positive approach to customers.
Understanding the customer contains customers’ needs and expectations and service
provider’s quick response to these expectations. However, it is hard to say that these
dimensions met needs of higher education quality assessment because of its customer

approach and lack of flexibility to adaptation of educational context.
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Following studies about quality assessment in higher education tend to change this
customer frame, and they added to different dimensions for understanding quality. For
instance, Bemowski (1991) indicated that students’ feelings about their educational
experience is significant pattern as well as their skill acquirements. In that way, student
experience in higher education has been the focus point for quality assessment, so non-
academic aspects such as management process, student affairs, etc. have been more
important than before. Moreover, Ruben’s (1995) three dimensions of quality in higher
education has been helpful guide for quality assessment. These dimensions have been
stated as academic, administrative and relationship quality. Academic quality contains
instructional and research-based outcomes, and administrative quality focuses on
institutional systems, processes, and information flow of the organization. Lastly,
relationship quality is based on members’ relations, which means strength of their
cooperation and collaboration, and service orientation (Ruben, 1995). Therefore, existent
quality management systems in higher education like TQM (Total Quality Management),
CQI (Continuous Quality Improvement), and QCI (Quality and Communication

Improvement) are based on improvement and assessment of these three dimensions.

Traditionally, university possess three main functions such as teaching and learning,
research, and community services. Quality assurance mechanisms basically assess the
university quality based on these three functions. Besides university members’ self-
assessment reports about the quality, statistical data are analyzed such as curriculum
objectives, student size, number of publications, citation numbers, etc. This is used as a
way of university performance indicators. Today, performance-based assessments of
quality determine wide range from funding to university reputation in national and
international level. As being different than the business sector, quality concerns in higher
education are based on academics, management, competitiveness, operational efficiency,

productivity,

service orientation and cost effectiveness (Ruben, 1995). In addition to that, quality of the
institution cannot be completely determined by short-term facilities, so it takes time for
sustainability of the quality. According to Ruben (1995), quality is provided by a process,
and there are many steps and participants for enhancing quality in higher education.

Firstly, quality of university education is experienced by key constituencies of the
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university as students, parents, employers. Then, these positive experiences create public
image and reputation of the university by media or word-of-mouth, so this image
influences individual decisions about attending this organization or not, support or not,
recommend or not, etc. At the end, this process creates a loop about quality of the
university. Besides that, external quality assurance bodies create competition among

universities in terms of their development and preferability.

Being liable to specific standards about quality leads to compete among universities to
enhance these standards and improve their organizational image. For example, Bologna
process is one of these external quality assurance bodies for enhancing attractiveness and
competitiveness of European higher education (EUA, 2010). Also, there are many other
private bodies for assessing quality of universities and ordering them subject to specific
standards. Although some of these systems are criticized in terms of their lack of
comprehensiveness about assessing quality for different university contexts, their
popularity for creating organizational image is incontrovertible. Another point is that
external quality assurance mechanisms can be described as one of the bridges between
university and community because it gathers university functions with society’s needs or

expectations.

As mentioned before, students are one of the key components of the university. Also, they
can be described as intersection of university and community relation because they are
existent part of the society as a university member, and they would be part of the society
and/or the market after graduation. However, the other inner members of the university
have been researchers and/or employees of the organization. For that reason, students’
experiences and expectations have been crucial for improving university quality in terms
of reflecting society’s needs. Therefore, universities, the locations of conducting research
and teaching facilities, are also places of students' expertizing in different disciplines and

getting vocational education. According to Morley (2001), boundaries among
universities, government and market have become indistinct in years, so the purpose of
higher education has been determined by corporate interests. Then, universities’ roles of
producing new workers have become more apparent than before (Morley, 2001).
However, this point of view has been criticized in terms of its inconsistency with idea of

university as being place of producing knowledge, and Cote and Allahar (2011) stated
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that there should be separated job training and higher education because this complexity
causes being pseudo vocationalism of higher education. Even so, graduate employability
of students, and their career advantages are still a criteria for quality assessment, and
booster factor for university attractiveness and prestige. In addition to that, employment
of graduate students is not a mission of the university but providing students to higher
order thinking skills and lifelong learning constitutes the university’s main facilities. In
that way, directly or indirectly, its quality in teaching and learning, researching functions
and its opportunities lead to students’ employability facilities, so they can achieve related
job tasks when they are employed. In his model, Firdaus (2006) indicated that
commercial competition in economy is one of the driven forces for higher education.
Moreover, universities’ focus on their students’ experiences in addition to society values
and academic standards, accreditation and performance indicators of teaching and
research (Firdaus, 2006). However, he argued that existent measurements as SERVQUAL
(Parasuraman et al., 1988) and SERVPERF (Cronin & Taylor, 1992) about university
quality did not represent comprehensive perceived quality approach about university.
Firdaus’s higher education performance-only scale (2005) has been prepared by analyzing
strong and weak sides of SERVQUAL and SERVPEREF, so it provides authentic and
comprehensive measurement about perceived university quality. Higher Education
Performance Only Scale (HEJPERF), Firdaus (2005) discussed higher education
institutions quality with six dimensions. These six dimensions are non-academic aspects,
academic aspects, reputation, access, program issues, and understanding, and they are
based on performance indicators of the institution. In addition to assessing service quality
of the university, it focuses on students’ experience and their access to related facilities
rather than measuring only services for them. As being different from other quality
measurements, HEAPERF provides reputation, access, and program issues aspects, so it
can be more related with graduate employability patterns which is used in this study.
University quality and its reputation are defined as significant factors in Holmes’s
graduate employability model (2013) as social capital of individuals. Besides that,
acquiring generic skills, and getting vocational education can be added to both human and
social capital dimensions. At that point, HEAPERF Scale provides students’ perceptions
about university education, and accessing to them. Thus, university’s performance and
students’ assessments about this performance are important for students’ higher education

process effectiveness. For that reason, graduates’ employability, as one of the outcomes
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of the university production, is related with students’ academic and non-academic process
at the university and how and what university services are provided. As mentioned in the
literature part, university and higher education quality are defined as crucial steps about
graduate employability, so senior students’ perceptions about university quality which
they attend have been expected to show parallelism with their own assessments about

employability.

While looking at Perceived Future Employability Scale (PFES) and HEJPERF Scale
relationship in this frame, it can be asserted that they feed each other based on the
research problem. HEAPERF represents numeric data that students’ general perceptions
about university performance under six dimensions, and PFES data comprise the
students’ future employability perception levels with six factors. In the light of that,
HEdPEREF value supports PFES value in terms of the theoretical frame of this research.
As mentioned, there is a significant relationship between university quality and reputation
and graduate employability (Parasuraman, 1985; Holmes, 2013; Clarke, 2018; Harvey,
2001). Therefore, students’ perceptions about university quality which they attend, and
their perceptions about future employability can be related because university is described
as the most important factor as determining of individual’s career (Bennett, 1999; Harvey,
2001). In the HEAPERF scale, there are some aspects which are not directly related with
employability variable such as academic, non-academic aspects, access and/or program
issues. However, these dimensions create that university education effectiveness among
students, so they indirectly have an impact on graduate employability. In addition to that,
positive student experience leads to increase university reputation and its preferability for
both labor market and future students at the university, so six dimensions are inseparable
for understanding university quality and its influence on graduate employability among

students.

Consequently, graduate employability among universities is one of the distinctive
examples about the quality concept. Explosion of higher education in the last 30 years
leads to higher enrollment and graduate levels, so quality concept is associated with
elitism and inequality in higher education (Lorbeer, 2020). In years, with increasing
attainment to higher education, quality issue is reconsidered in the literature from

different perspectives as criticizing customer approach, ranking issues, quality-quantity
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conflict, massification in higher education, graduate employability, etc. (Mok, 2016;
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1994; Radford & Raaheim, 1997; Raan, 2005).
According to Knight (2001), good quality in higher education is related with good jobs or
employability among graduates. Similarly, in the literature, employability concerns are
directly associated with quality concerns of the university (Harvey, 1993; Morley, 2001;
Little, 2010; Holmes, 2013). Employability of graduates is one of the outcomes of
universities, and enhancing this facility plays an important role on quality of the
institution. Related with that, in this study, graduate employability perceptions of senior
students have been examined in Holmes’s theory of graduate employability (2013) via
using Gunawan’s perceived future employability scale (PFES) (2019), and in this frame,
students’ quality perceptions about their universities have been measured by Firdaus’s
(2005) HEJPERF scale as a correlational factor for graduate employability of them.
While analyzing quality approaches in the literature, HEdPERF scale has been
determined as the most comprehensive questionnaire in terms of involving employability
and reputation subdimensions. Therefore, it has been associated with PFES for significant
results. Thus, employability and quality relationship can be defined as process which feed

each other.

2.4 Summary

Graduate employability has been related with skills, efficacy beliefs, social and academic
background, meta-cognition, content knowledge, work experience, etc. in the literature
(Hillage & Pollard, 1998; Bennett, 1999; Yorke & Knight, 2003; Dacre, Pool & Sewell,
2007). In Holmes’s study (2013), there is comprehensive approach to graduate
employability, so three dimensions of graduate employability are indicated as social
capital, human capital, and individual behaviors. In that case, higher education takes place
in social capital dimension, and it effects graduate employability of individuals (Holmes,

2013).

Its roles on community services as being provider of qualified human power have been
determinant factors for university's quality assessments. Therefore, quality of university
education, and enhancement of students about their career prospects have influenced both
university’s prestige and employability of its graduates (Barnett, 1994; Ruben, 1999;
Morley, 2001). It can be understood that graduate employability and university quality are
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two interrelated phenomena while they have various and complex dynamics to be
determined. Another point is that university students form the core part of these two
phenomena. Thus, examining students’ approach to university quality as a predictor of

their graduate employability relationship has been significant.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter involves that research design, population and sampling, instrumentation,

procedures, and data analysis of the study.

3.1 Research Design

The present study is designed as correlational research. Predictor variables of the research
are perceived university quality, and some demographic characteristics such as gender,
socioeconomic status, GPA, and work experience while the criterion variable is perceived

future employability of senior university students.

Theoretical framework of the research is rooted from Holmes’s (2013) graduate
employability model, and Firdaus’s (2006) higher education performance approach. At
the literature part, these two approaches have been given in detail. Literature about
graduate employability mainly focused three factors as individual, contextual, and market
perspectives. According to theoretical framework of this study, there are many
independent variables are appointed. These are described as demographic characteristics
of the sample, individual behaviors about career management, and contextual and labor

market factors about employability.

Firstly, demographic characteristics of the sample can be described as independent
variables of the study. Gender, socioeconomic status, GPA levels of students, differences
in their work experiences, study field variety of the sample represents demographic

characteristics of them, and they can impact on the study’s findings.
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For that reason, data analysis has been conducted with demographic characteristics of the
sample, so findings about these variables in terms of relationship between the research
variables are presented, and gender, socioeconomic status (SES), GPA, and work
experience status of participants are given as controlling variables of the study. However,
socioeconomic status data items were determined by using TUIK’s 2021 report.
According to that, at the beginning of 2021, minimum wage was 2.324 TL, so below of
2.000 TL has been defined as low socioeconomic status in this research. Socioeconomic
status of participants categorized with using the SES group variables; A, B, C, C2, D, and
E, and yearly income of families was considered respected to TUIK (2021) data. Also,
possible variations among sample subjects’ demographic characteristics represent
population variations. Existing studies indicated that networking behaviors have
significant impact on career management, but when coming to graduate employability,
students tend to focus their graduation rather than networking (Greenbank & Hepworth,
2008). Moreover, students indicated that they have enough time for networking after their
graduation (Caldwell & Cattermole, 2015). For that reason, in graduate employability
frame, networking aspect can be described as after-graduation rather than current impact
factor. As mentioned, graduate employability is described with three perspectives as
human capital, social capital, and individual behaviors. However, Okay-Somerville and
Scholarios (2015) indicated that social capital has no direct significant impact on graduate
employability. Although some other studies indicated direct or indirect influence of social
class on employability (Holmes, 2013; Clarke, 2018), university graduation of the

individuals is defined as one of the elements of their social capital.

Secondly, individual behaviors are defined as another independent variable of this study.
Even individual behaviors are significant for people’s career management, this aspect
does not only relate with graduate employability because it is more comprehensive aspect
in employability literature (Fugate & Kinicki, 2008). Also, university is a place that
provides career management opportunities for students, and university education and its
quality can be described as one of the elements for developing individual behaviors about
career planning (Harvey, 2001). Moreover, in this study with PFES, participants’

individual behaviors about career planning were also included with some aspects.

33



Lastly, contextual factors are defined as one of the independent variables of the study, and
these can be summarized as politic, economic, and global perspectives. At that point,
however, employment and employability have different meanings. When employable
refers to capability to be employed (Merriam-Webster, 2022), employment is defined as a
state of being employed (Merriam-Webster, 2022). Therefore, contextual factors can be
mainly related with employment. Employability, however, can be described as a self-
perspective about employment. Aim of the study is not examining students’ employment,
so main point is that understanding students’ future employability perspective. Even
contextual factors influence students’ self-assessment about employability, PFES contains

many aspects of these factors as economic, and policy based.

Perceived Quality

Gender

Work Experience

o
*\i SES

GPA

Perceived Employability

Figure 2 Regression Model of the Study

3.2 Population and Sampling

Target population of the study is all senior university students, who enrolled universities
in Turkey, and accessible population of the study is defined as senior university students
from Balikesir, Canakkale 18 Mart, and Kocaeli Universities. In Marmara region,
Balikesir, Canakkale 18 Mart, and Kocaeli Universities are selected as sample. There are
two main reasons for choosing these universities. At first, all of them established in 1992,
so they have similar historical background. In that way, time disadvantages among

sample universities were eliminated.
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Moreover, rankings of universities in Turkey were examined according to URAP Report
(2019). According to that, both Kocaeli, Canakkale and Balikesir Universities located in
the middle, so sampling of the study was shaped around this idea for balancing the
sample. Secondly, sample universities were carrying out hybrid education model rather
than distance education. Data collection of this study was conducted right after the
pandemic term as both online and face-to-face, and some of the universities continue their
education as distance. For that reason, sample accessibility has been at the front row
while sampling. Therefore, convenience sampling method has been applied for defining

sample of the study.

Kocaeli University (KOU) was established in 1992. There are 18 faculties, four institutes,
16 vocational schools. In 2022, there were 36.258 students who attended bachelor
programs, 2.497 academic staff, and 3.400 administrative staff. According to performance
report of KOU (2021), findings of satisfaction survey of students showed that the item of
“promotion and orientation about job options after graduation” got the lowest point by
students. The same report indicated that graduates from KOU has 82 percentage of self-
efficacy about their professional competencies. In addition to that, graduates’
employability perceptions given as above 80 percentage of satisfaction. While looking
graduate employment outcome of KOU, 6555 graduates were employed in 2020, and this
number reached 7641 in 2021 (KOU, 2021). Strategic planning of KOU highlighted to
enhancing internal quality assurance mechanisms, and cooperation with Turkish Higher
Education Quality Council (THEQC) (KOU, 2021). Furthermore, KOU has been located
as 37™ university in the list of Turkey’s university ranking in the light of 2018 — 2019
data of the URAP (URAP, 2019).

Balikesir University (BAUN) was established in 1992. There are 14 faculties, four
institutes, and 12 vocational schools. In 2017-2018 semester, Balikesir University has
37.259 students according to its website information. 2020 — 2024 Strategic report of
Balikesir University (BAUN) stated that faculty members have 48 percentage of
dissatisfaction about graduates’ communication and relationship with their employers
(BAUN, 2020). Also, BAUN indicated that the massification in higher education in
Turkey may be a threat about employment of their graduates in the future. Related with
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that, raising competitive graduates about employment has stated as a need for the
university, and enhancing employability and raising qualified graduates has been other
goals of BAUN in the report (BAUN, 2020). According to URAP 2018 — 2019 data about

universities in Turkey, Balikesir University has 66™ university among 157 universities.

Canakkale 18 Mart University (COMU) was established in 1992. There are 18 faculties,
and 13 vocational schools. In 2021, COMU has 41.370 students. In its website, COMU
shared results of their university members’ satisfaction surveys. According to these
results, COMU students mainly defined their university education quality as ‘good (3)’
from 5-point Likert scale (COMU, 2022). Similarly, in other questions about university
quality and satisfaction about university services, students tended to evaluate them as
‘good (3)’. Strategic report of COMU (2021) indicated that there is an unemployment
threat of graduate students. Also, loosening relationship between university and graduates
defined another issue about COMU. Then, growing body of students has described as a
crucial point because this issue creates demand for academic staff, and deficiency in
academic staff has negative impact on education quality in the university (COMU, 2021).
In addition to that, lack of participation into the quality assurance activities has underlined
as a threat of quality of the university. URAP statistics about university ranking in Turkey
showed that COMU is 46" university among 157 universities according to 2019 data
(URAP, 2019).
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of the Sample

Variables Frequency Percent
Kocaeli University 267 75.6
University Canakkale University 321 42.5
Balikesir University 40 6.4
Gender Female 475 75.6
Men 153 24.4
Engineering 136 21.7
Educational Sciences 426 67.8
Study Field Economics and Adm. 24 3.8
Social Sciences 32 5.1
Physical Sciences 10 1.6
Work Experience Having 248 39.3
Having not 380 60.5
Low 148 23.6
Socioeconomic Status  Moderate 213 33.9
High 267 42.5
Total 628 100

Demographic characteristics of the sample were analyzed for understanding their
relationship with the employability and quality perceptions. This study was conducted
with 628 senior university students from Kocaeli, Canakkale 18th March, and Balikesir
Universities. While looking distribution of participants among universities, 321
participants are senior students at the Canakkale 18™ March University, 267 participants
from Kocaeli University, and 40 participants from Balikesir University. Moreover,
distribution among gender of participants showed that 475 female and 153 men senior
students participated this research. Besides that, this study conducted with senior students
from various faculties in universities. These faculties classified as study fields of
participants, so five categories were formed as engineering, educational sciences,
economics and administrative sciences, social sciences, and physical sciences. According
to that, there are 136 participants from engineering field, 426 participants from

educational sciences, 24 participants from economics and administrative sciences, 32
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participants from social sciences, and 10 participants from physical sciences.
Furthermore, participants have been questioned whether they have a work experience
except their compulsory internship or not, and 248 senior students have got a work
experience while 380 of them have not. Socioeconomic status of participants was
measured with the question of their families” monthly income. In the light of that, there
were 148 participants from the group of low socioeconomic status, 213 participants from
the moderate socioeconomic status group, and 267 participants from the group of high
socioeconomic status. Table 1 showed that the demographic characteristics of the
participants. Then, participants’ responses on higher education quality and their

employability are explained in detail respect to the categorical variables.
3.3 Instrumentation

3.3.1 Demographic Information Questionnaire

Demographic information questionnaire contains 3 short answer and 4 multiple choice
questions about gender, university, study field, monthly family income, GPA, and work

experience of participants.

3.3.2 Perceived Future Employability Scale (PFES)

Perceived Future Employability Scale (PFES) was developed by Gunavan in 2019. PFES
was designed as a self-report which aimed to measure young adults’ perceptions about
their future employability levels. The six-points Likert scale consists of 24-items about
six dimensions of future employability as future appraised skills, accumulated
experiences, personal characteristics, networks, labor market knowledge, and reputation
of educational institution attended. In the scale, higher data value shows that young
adults’ readiness for work life, and positive attitudes towards their career planning (Alkin,
Korkmaz & Celik, 2019). Turkish adaptation of the Perceived Future Employability Scale
(PFES) has been developed by Alkin, Korkmaz and Celik in 2019. In this adaptation, 24-
items and six dimensions was used. For examining validity and reliability of the scale,

Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

were applied. While looking results of the validity and reliability of the scale, total

variances of 24-items were measured as 0.8. Cronbach Alpha internal consistency
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coefficients range from .82 to .95, and the study indicated that obtained value provided
adequate level for reliability of the scale. Moreover, item analysis performed to examine
the item discrimination of the PFES, it presented that the correlation between the item-
total score varied between .41 and .83, so these values were described as suitable for

discrimination index of the study (Alkin, Korkmaz & Celik, 2019).

3.3.2.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Perceived Future Employability Scale

Firstly, Mahalonobis distances were measured for detecting multivariate outliers, 47
outliers were detected above critical y2 values of 42.98 for df = 24, p < 0.01.
Furthermore, univariate, and multivariate normality assumptions have been checked. For
univariate normality, skewness and kurtosis values, Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-
Wilk tests, histograms, and Q-Q plots have been checked (Kline, 2011). For multivariate
normality check, Mardia’s test conducted, and significant result was assessed (p = 0.00),
and violation of the assumption has detected. Therefore, bootstrapping has performed to
handle the influence of nonnormality (Bollen & Stine, 1992) and CFAs has run via 2000
bootstrapped samples. For assessing linearity and homoscedasticity, bivariate scatterplots
have analyzed, and they did not include great deviations. Then, multicollinearity has been
examined through the inspection of bivariate correlations among scale items.
Multicollinearity did not be found, and the values did not be located above 0.90 (Field,

2009). Furthermore, VIF and tolerance values were controlled. VIF values were between
3.00 and 4.01 as being acceptable limits (lower than 4) and tolerance values also varied
between the acceptable range 0.29 and 0.33 (larger than 0.20). In that way, assumptions

of multicollinearity were validated.
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3.3.2.2 CFA Results for PFES

Since normality assumptions were violated, the model was tested with 2000 bootstrapped
samples at 95% confidence interval. Initial CFA results indicated a poor fitting model
with a significant chi- square (y2 (22) = 1317.16, p = 0.00), CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.91,
RMSEA = 0.09, and SRMR = 0.05.

Table 2
CFA Results for Models of Perceived Future Employability Scale

Model %2 df CFI TLI SRMR  RMSEA
Initial Model 1317.16 22 .92 91 .05 .09
Modified Model =~ 985.38 19 .95 .94 .05 .07

After the modification indices have been controlled, item pairs with the highest error
covariance were allowed to covary (g6-€7, €15-€16). Final CFA results showed
significant chi-square (2 (19) = 985.38 p = 0.00) again with improved fit indices: the
comparative fit index CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.07 and SRMR = 0.05. At the
Table 2, goodness-of-fit indicators have been showed. Results of the analysis indicated a
mediocre fit based on the cut-offs TLI > .90 and RMSEA < .08 proposed by Browne and
Cudeck (1992) and Hu and Bentler (1999). The Cronbach Alpha coefficient showed
excellent reliability as a = 0.96 because this value is located between 0.91 and 1.00, and

this range shows excellent reliability according to Konting (2009).

3.3.3 Higher Education Performance (HEdPERF)

Higher Education Performance (HEdPERF) has been developed by Firdaus in 2005 for
measuring students’ perceived quality level of universities. HEAPERF scale consists of 41
items with seven-point Likert scale, and 13 of these items were adapted from SERPERF
which is performance-based scale on university quality. In addition to that, HEAPERF
scale includes six dimensions as non-academic aspects, academic aspects, reputation,
access, program issues, and understanding (Firdaus, 2005). In the scale, higher data

value represents high performance-based quality in the institution.
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The HEdPERF transformed to Turkish by Bektas and Akman in 2013. In its Turkish
adaptation, 46 items would be used with five-point Likert scale. Validity and reliability of
the scale was measured by Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA). The scale’s six sub-dimensions are measured as 0.63 of the total
variances. In the study, the Cronbach’s Alpha value was found to be 0.911, and this value
indicated reliability of the scale as higher than 0.70 value. Also, Cronbach's Alpha values
calculated for the internal consistency of the factors were found to be 0.924, 0.807, 0.822,
0.741, 0.710 and 0.700, respectively. Then, CFA of the study showed that Critic N value
was measured as 227.01, and this value was considered an indication of adequate model

fit (Bektas & Akman, 2013).

3.3.3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Higher Education Performance Scale

At the beginning, Mahalonobis distances were measured for detecting multivariate
outliers, 42 outliers were detected above the critical ¥2 value of 1541.36 for df = 46, p <
0.01. In addition to that, univariate, and multivariate normality assumptions have been
controlled. Skewness and Kurtosis values, Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests,
histograms, and Q-Q plots have been assessed (Kline, 2011). Multivariate normality
check has been controlled by using Mardia’s test, and significant result has been found (p
= 0.00), so violation of the assumption detected. For that reason, bootstrapping has been
used to deal with the impact of non-normality (Bollen & Stine, 1992) and CFAs
conducted with 2000 bootstrapped samples. For assessing linearity and homoscedasticity
assumptions, bivariate scatterplots have been checked, and there were no great deviations.
Finally, multicollinearity has been controlled through the inspection of bivariate
correlations between the scale factors, and multicollinearity did not conclude, because of
no exceeding the value of 0.90 (Field, 2009). Besides that, VIF and tolerance values have
been checked. VIF values located between 1.28 and 4.01 as being into the related limits

(Lower than 4) and tolerance values were also between the cut-off points as 0.26 and 0.63

(larger than 0.20). In that way, assumptions of multicollinearity have been assessed.
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3.3.3.2 CFA Results for HEAPERF

Since normality assumptions were violated, the model was tested with 2000 bootstrapped
samples at 95% confidence interval. Initial CFA results indicated a poor fitting model
with a significant chi-square (2 (43) = 1541.36, p = 0.00), CFI = 0.87, TLI = 0.87,
RMSEA = 0.08, and SRMR = 0.05. After the modification indices were checked, item
pairs with the highest error co-variance were allowed to covary (€22-€23, €4-€8, €11-¢13,
€43-e44, £12-¢15). Final CFA results showed significant chi-square (y2 (38) = 1341.31,p =
0.00) again with improved fit indices: the comparative fit index CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90,
RMSEA = 0.07 and SRMR = 0.45. Goodness-of-fit indicators have been presented at the
Table 3. Therefore, the results showed that it is mediocre fit based on the cut-offs stated
by Browne and Cudeck (1992) and Hu and Bentler (1999) as being TLI > .90 and
RMSEA < .08. According to Konting (2009), values between 0.91 and 1.00 for The
Cronbach Alpha coefficient showed excellent reliability. Thus, The Cronbach Alpha

coefficient of this analysis was indicated as excellent reliability as a = 0.96.

Table 3

CFA Results for Model of Higher Education Performance Scale

Model 7 df CFI TLI SRMR  RMSEA
Initial Model 1541.36 43 .87 .87 .05 .08
Modified Model 1341.31 38 91 .90 45 .07

3.4 Data Collection Procedures

The sample of the study were identified via convenience sampling method from Balikesir,
Canakkale, and Kocaeli universities’ senior students. After defining sample and getting
permissions from ethical council, and related universities’ committees for data collection,
participants were informed about the study via university visits, and their university e-
mail address. Announcements of the study via e-mail addresses of the participants were
provided by faculty members and faculty secretaries. The study is based on volunteer
participations of the participants, so if they were volunteer to participating to the study,

they attended to the online survey. Correspondingly, at the university visits, researcher
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informed to the participants about the study, and volunteer participation were preserved.
There is no deception of the subjects about the study and the procedure. In the data
collection process, Kocaeli and Canakkale Universities were visited, and face-to-face data
collection were conducted. Data from Balikesir University were collected as online by
using METU Survey. In addition to that, sending e-mail to sample universities’ students
clubs, and social media accounts have been used for reaching the target sample. Online
and face-to-face data collection were conducted. Data have been collected via university
Higher Education Performance Scale (HEdPERF), Perceived Future Employability Scale
(PFES) from participants with demographic information questionnaire included
university, study field, gender, work experience, SES, and GPA information. For
preventing confusion about individual’s data among these two instruments, data
collection would be designed as one survey composed of HEdPERF, PFES, and
demographic information questionnaire. Data have been collected anonyms, so subject

confidentiality has been preserved.

3.5 Data Analysis

Data was analyzed by using SPSS 26 and SPSS AMOS. For preliminary analysis of the
study, normality of each variable and outliers of the sample have controlled. Therefore,
data have prepared for the analysis of the study. Demographic characteristics of the
sample have been analyzed as descriptive statistics by calculating mean, standard
deviation, and frequencies. In addition to that, validity, and reliability of the PFE and
HEDPEREF scales which used in the study were presented by using confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA).

Main data analysis of the study was conducted using two separate hierarchical regression
analysis. Firstly, quality data have been analyzed with demographic characteristics of the
sample with the regression models. Secondly, perceived employability data with both
quality data and demographic characteristics of the sample have been analyzed via
hierarchical regression models because of examining relationship among perceived

employability, quality, and other independent variables.
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3.6 Limitations of the Study

Possible limitations of the study are described as generalizability and lack of qualitative
analysis about the phenomenon. Firstly, the study has been conducted with three
universities from Marmara region, so generalizability of the study is limited with there.
However, choosing three universities from different cities in Marmara presents variability
in data set. In that way, sample can be more representator for the population. Secondly,
lack of qualitative analysis about the phenomenon is defined as limitation of the study.
This study is conducted as correlational research design, so data were collected as
quantitatively. Although participants perceptions and approaches did not be presented in
the study, statistical analysis and correlational relationship among graduate employability
and its predictor variables have given. For future studies, qualitative analysis of given
variables contributes to the field in terms of understanding university members’

perceptions about quality and employability.

This study aimed that examining relationship between future graduate employability of
senior students and their university quality perception, so this is pioneering study in terms
of focusing employability and university quality relationship. Related with that, one of the
limitations of the study is that limited sources about relevant literature. Although there are
studies about employability and university association, there is lack of study about impact
of university quality on graduate employability of students. Therefore, limited sources
about theoretical framework of the study can be stated as one of the limitations of
the study.

Moreover, this study has been conducted by using quantitative research design, and scales
and questionnaire have been used for data collection. For that reason, students’ responses
have been limited by their choices rather than their voices. At that point, conducting this
study by using qualitative design would provide broader perspective about university
quality and graduate employability relationship. For example, some subject students
stated that their campus location is different than central campus, so they answered
related items respect to this situation. Besides that, many subject students have been
excited for conducting this study, and they stated that make students’ voice heard about

university quality and employability relationship.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of descriptive and inferential statistics of the study. After
giving descriptive statistics of the data. Preliminary analysis of the study is given for
preparing the data to hierarchical regression analysis. The main data analysis of the study

is presented as two different multiple regression analysis.

4.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlational Matrix of Employability and Quality

Perceptions of Participants

Descriptive statistics were used for describing demographic characteristics of the sample

and it also provides a framework about inferential statistics of the study.

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics of Outcome and Predictor Variables

Variables M SD Possible Range  Actual Range

Outcome Variable

Perceived Employability 4.45 32 1-6 1-6

Predictor Variable

Perceived Quality 3.36 A1 1-5 1-5

As presented at the Table 4, senior students showed moderately high responses about
their university quality (M = 3.36, SD = 0.11). Similarly, participants’ perceived
employability responses were higher than average of the range (M = 4.45, SD = 0.32).

While considering that there were different ranges about the variables, both the quality
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and employability perceptions showed moderately high values. Therefore, participant

students have positive attitudes toward their university quality and future employability.

Table 5

Pearson Correlation Matrix of Employability Perceptions

Variables 1 2 3 4

1.Employability -

2.Quality S53%* -

3. Work Experience A1* .03 -

4. GPA .04 .07 .01 -
p<0.05*

r=+.10 small effect, +.30 medium effect, +.50 large effect (Field, 2009)

At the Table 5, correlation matrix of employability perceptions with other independent
variables (Quality, work experience, and GPA) were given. Therefore, strong, and
positive relationship between employability and quality perceptions among participant
students were found. Likewise, work experience of students showed positive correlation
with employability perceptions of students. However, results of correlation analysis of

quality perceptions showed no significant correlation with independent variables.

4.2 Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple hierarchical regression analysis was used for examining predictor and outcome
variables of the study. Hierarchical regression is a statistical method to be used for
analyzing importance of a group of predictor variables on outcome variable of the study
(Field, 2009). Aim of the study has been defined as investigating relationship between
senior students’ perceptions of university quality and their employability perceptions, and
perceived quality has examined in terms of its predictive role on employability
perceptions. Due to controlling independent variables, this study was conducted via
hierarchical regression analysis models. In addition to that, two dependent variables were

analyzed in the study, so two regression analysis were conducted. In that way, they were

also analyzed in terms of their impacts on quality and employability perceptions.
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Before conducting hierarchical regression analysis, assumptions of absence of outliers,
independence of errors, normality of residuals, absence of multicollinearity, and linearity
and homoscedasticity of residuals were assessed (Field, 2009). Then, hierarchical
regression analysis was performed as a two-step model with quality and employability
perceptions. For quality perception, demographic characteristics of participants as gender,
GPA, SES, and work experience were analyzed via using multiple regression model. For
the employability perceptions, hierarchical regression has been conducted. At the first
step of the model, gender, GPA, SES, and work experience of students entered to the
model, and at the step 2, perceived quality data entered the existing model. In that way,
contribution of the predictor variables on the quality and employability perceptions could

be analyzed separately.

Although quality, employability and GPA data of participants were continuous, gender,
SES, and work experience variables were defined as categorical variables. Therefore,
gender, SES, and work experience data were defined as dummy variables in the study,
and gender of participants was coded as 1 = female, and 2 = male. For work experience
variable, experience status of students was also coded as 1 = experienced, and 2 = non-
experienced. Lastly, socioeconomic status of participants was coded as 1 = low, and 2 =

moderate, and 3 = high socioeconomic status.

4.2.1 Assumption Checks for the Quality Perceptions

Assumptions of hierarchical regression analysis were checked separately for each
analysis. As mentioned at the previous part, these assumptions are absence of outliers and
multicollinearity, normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals, and
independence of errors (Pallant, 2010). Firstly, absence of outliers’ assumption was
controlled for perceived quality variable. In the light of thathistograms and P-P plots
were checked for controlling univariate outliers and Mahalanobis Distance, Leverage,

Cook’s Distance, DFBeta values were detected for the multivariate outliers. According to
the Mahalanobis distance results, no outliers were detected for the critical 2 value of
81.40 for df = 46, p < 0.001. Also, maximum value of Mahalanobis distance was
measured as 18.20, and cut-off points of Mahal. value was defined as under 18.80
(Etherington, 2021). While examining Cook’s distance, this value indicated 0.04. Cut-off

point of maximum value of Cook’s distance is 1, so outliers of the analysis fitted to the
47



hierarchical regression. For evaluating normality of residuals, histograms and P-P Plots of
residuals were analyzed. As showed at the Figure 2 and Figure 3, dependent variable of
the study has been normal distribution, so the assumption of normality of residuals was
assessed. While evaluating linearity and homoscedasticity of residuals assumptions,
regression and scatter plots were checked. In the distribution of the points, no pattern was
found in the graph at the Figure 4. Therefore, related assumption was assessed (Field,
2009). While analyzing partial regression plot for checking the assumption of linearity of

residuals, no major deviation was found as shown at the Figure 5.

For assessing the assumption of absence of multicollinearity, tolerance, and VIF values
were controlled, and bivariate correlations were conducted. Allen (1997) indicated that
strong correlation among the variables (i.e., 7 > .90) may cause multicollinearity problem.
Yet, analysis results showed that no strong correlation among variables were detected.
Besides that, Tolerance value of the analysis was varied between .94 and 1. Reference
values for preventing multicollinearity in the analysis defined as higher than .10 (Pallant,
2010). Therefore, multicollinearity assumption did not violate the analysis. Similarly,
variance inflation factor (VIF) was measured between 1.00 and 1.06 area, and cut-off
point of VIF was defined at the below of 10 (Pallant, 2010). Furthermore, independence
of errors assumption was checked by conducting Durbin-Watson analysis. This value
should be located among 1 and 3 and, it measured as 1.82. In that way, the related

assumption assessed.
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Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: HED

; T A T e
1 i o .'. .. "

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 5 Scatter Plot for Perceived Quality

nnnnn

nnnnn . .. o ¥me® o0 o %o O
8 o7 o 026 ° o 808 o ’io‘.-
Y S P ved o °
. RTINS 5 (L
£ ] 8 , 8 a8 % &, ‘:l - .‘.}!0 ?‘&-f::.: °
ARSI L Y St d
SRR -3 & &L SN
ee s 5 ° 8 e

Figure 6 Partial Regression Plot for Perceived Quality

4.2.2 Results of Multiple Regression Analysis Result of Perceived Quality

Multiple regression analysis of perceived quality was conducted with the related
independent variables of the study. All demographic characteristics of the sample as
gender, GPA, socioeconomic status (SES) and work experience were analyzed with
multiple regression. Results of the analysis indicated that gender, GPA, SES, and work
experience variables have significantly predictor role on senior students’ quality
perceptions (F(4, 623) = 1.61, p < 0.05), and this step was explained 1% variances of the

model. Multiple regression analysis results for perceived quality were shown in Table 6.
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Table 6
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis Results of Perceived Quality

Variables B SE B i R? AR?
01%* .00*
Gender -.88 2.72 -.01
GPA 5.04 2.75 .08
Work Experience 1.54 2.35 .03
SES -1.90 1.23 -.06
*p<0.05

4.2.3 Assumption Checks for the Employability Perceptions

Assumptions of hierarchical regression analysis for employability perceptions were
checked before the main analysis. Absence of outliers and multicollinearity, normality,
linearity and homoscedasticity of residuals, and independence of errors were controlled as

assumptions of the analysis (Pallant, 2010).

First of all, absence of outliers was controlled for perceived employability variable. Thus,
histograms and P-P plots were controlled for checking univariate outliers. In addition to
that, Mahalanobis Distance, Leverage, Cook’s Distance, DFBeta values were controlled
for the multivariate outliers. Mahalanobis distance results indicated that no outliers were
assessed for the critical 2 value of 49.73 for df = 23, p <.001. Also, Maximum value of
Mahalanobis distance was measured as 18.20, and cut-off points of Mahal. value was
defined as under 18.80 (Etherington, 2021). While examining Cook’s distance, this value
indicated .04. Cut-off point of maximum value of Cook’s distance is 1, so outliers of the
analysis fitted to the hierarchical regression. For evaluating normality of residuals,
histograms and P-P Plots of residuals were controlled. As showed at the Figure 6 and
Figure 7, dependent variable of the study was normally distributed, so the assumption of
normality of residuals was yielded. For checking linearity and homoscedasticity of
residuals assumptions, regression and scatter plots were controlled. While looking
distribution of the points, there is no pattern in the graph as seen at the Figure 8. In the
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light of that, related assumption was assessed (Field, 2009). Lastly, partial regression plot
was checked for the assumption of linearity of residuals, there was no major deviation as

shown at the Figure 9.

Assumption of absence of multicollinearity were checked by controlling tolerance, and
VIF values, and bivariate correlations were analyzed. As mentioned at the previous part,
strong correlation among the variables (i.e., » > 0.90) may led to multicollinearity
problem (Allen, 1997). On the other hand, there was no strong correlation between the
variables. Moreover, tolerance value of the analysis was varied between 0.94 and 1.00
Reference values for preventing multicollinearity in the analysis defined as higher than
0.10 (Pallant, 2010). In that way, multicollinearity assumption did not violate the
analysis. Similarly, variance inflation factor (VIF) was measured between 1.00 and 1.06
area, and cut-off point of VIF was defined at the below of 10 (Pallant, 2010). Finally,
independence of errors assumption was checked by conducting Durbin-Watson analysis.
This value should be located between the values of 1 and 3 and, it was measured as 1.71.

In that way, the related assumption assessed.
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4.2.4 Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Result of Perceived Employability

Hierarchical regression analysis for perceived employability was conducted in two steps.
At the first step, gender, GPA, SES, and work experience of participants of the sample
were entered. At the step 2, perceived quality was added to the first model.

As presented at the Table 6, at the step 1, demographic characteristics of the sample
played predictor role on perceived employability (F(4, 623) = 3.78, p < 0.05). Also, 2%
of variances were explained with gender, GPA, SES, and work experience of senior
students (#(627) = 15.01, p = 0.00). At the step 1, gender, and work experience variables
significantly predict students’ employability perceptions. According to that, female senior
students show higher employability perceptions (M = 4.46, SD = 0.31) than the male
students (M = 4.41, SD = 0.33). Then, senior students who have work experience (M =
449, SD = 0.29) showed more positive employability perceptions than their no-
experienced peers (M = 4.40, SD = 0.31). Moreover, step 2 of the hierarchical regression
analysis indicated that quality perceptions of participants, after controlling for the effects
of demographics, predicted to the employability perceptions of them (F(5, 622) = 53.94, p
< 0.05). Besides that, 30% variances were explained with the unique contribution of
perceived quality (#628) = 15.77, p = 0.00). In addition to that, positive b value of quality
perceptions indicated that there is positive relationship among quality and employability

perceptions of senior students.
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Table 7
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Perceived Employability

Step and Variable B SE B b R? AR?
Step 1 .02* .02%*
Gender -4.83 1.91 -.10*
GPA 1.16 1.93 .02
Work -5.02 1.64 - 12%
Experience
SES .36 74 .02
Step 2
Quality 38 .02 53*
Total 30%  30%
*p<0.05

4.3 Summary of the Findings

Data analysis of the study indicated that the hypothesis of the study have been supported.
According to hierarchical regression results of perceived employability, positive and
significant relationship between quality and employability perceptions were found with
the demographic characteristics of the sample (F(5, 622) = 53.94, p < 0.05). In this
relationship, perceived quality has predictor role on perceived employability perception
of the participants, and 30% of variances were explained with the predictor of quality
perception on the employability perceptions (#628) = 15.77, p = 0.00). Demographic
characteristics of the sample without perceived quality variable were explained 2% of

variances on the perceived employability (#(627) = 15.01, p = 0.00).

While analyzing perceived quality with controlling demographic characteristics of the
sample, GPA, gender, SES and work experience of students predicted the quality
perceptions of students (F(4, 623) = 1.61, p < 0.05). Although these four variables have
no direct relationship with perceived quality one by one, the model which comprises
gender, GPA, SES, and work experience, significantly predicted to perceived quality, and

%1 of variances was explained.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

In this chapter, results of the study are discussed in relation to the theoretical framework
and relevant literature about the university quality and graduate employability of students
in the Turkish higher education frame. Besides that, implications of the study are given in

this chapter with recommendations for future studies.

5.1 Discussion of the Findings

Employment of individuals is an indicator of economic development of a country, and it
shows that how the countries use their human power in the market efficiently
(Bozdaglioglu, 2008). Similarly, unemployment can be described as a negative
intervention to the economic growth for the countries. Furthermore, if unemployment
could not be controlled by the policies, it may lead to fluctuations in both economic and
social aspects of the society. From people’s perspective, they need to be employed for
living on their lives. Accordingly, the right of employment is preserved by the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (UHDR) in article 23:1, so the right of employment is
stated as ‘everyone has the right to work, to free choice of employment, to just and
favorable conditions of work and to protection against unemployment’ (UHDR, 1948). In
that case, every aspect of the society possesses their own roles and responsibilities about
employment, and the main role about citizens’ employment is left to the policy makers
(Stirati, 2012). Yet, employment is not one-sided concept because it relates to many
aspects like government, labor market, and individuals, and each of them hold their own
expectations and capabilities about the employment. Therefore, exemplifying all aspects

and finding a compromise among them are not easy-to-solve.
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Furthermore, employment of graduates creates another dimension of the employment
issue. Graduates are simultaneously being part of the society, university, and the future
member of the labor market, so they can be described in the intersection of employment
issue. Universities, in addition to their academic functions, provide people to professional
and vocational competencies, and they contribute to graduate identity (Hinchliffe & Jolly,
2010). For the individuals, therefore, getting university degree is a way of accessing to
more economic and social welfare (Johnson, 1973). Therefore, higher education tends to
be seen as a solution of unemployment (Kiraz & Kurul, 2018). Despite there is a positive
relationship between degree of education and employment of individuals (Bagci, 2018),
university diploma is not the direct mean to be employed. Especially today, graduate
unemployment is defined as one of the significant problems both in Turkey and in the
global perspective (Durak & Kaya, 2014). In Turkey, existing studies indicate that there
are many reasons behind graduate unemployment, and these can be summarized as
deficiency in employment policies, incoherency between supply and demand of some
occupations, skills mismatch, and massification in higher education (Arslan & Solak,

2020; Ay, 2012; Onal, 2012; Ozer & Suna, 2020).

First of all, employment policies play crucial role in graduate unemployment.
Unemployment is a significant issue in Turkey from 1960s, and with the financial crisis
in 2001, this issue comes to the light more devastatingly than before (Ay, 2012). Today,
with increasing population and neo-liberal economy policies, economic growth does not
create employment opportunities (Ay, 2012). Moreover, changes in sectoral distribution
of the employment, rural depopulation, and lack of female participation to the labor
market led to fluctuations in employment policies, and they have triggered the
unemployment (Boztepe, 2007; Dayioglu & Ercan, 2010; Tunali, 2003). In addition to
that, increasing taxes for employment, interruption of the production and inflation, and
lowering to labor costs are defined as some of the problematic employment policies
which cause economic problems in Turkey (Onaran, 2002; Ilkkaracan ve Yorukoglu,
2004). Also, issues in educational policies were also related with employment policies
(Ay, 2012). According to Gur (2016), explosion in university numbers beyond control has
a negative impact on the employment policies in Turkey, so problems or deficiencies in

the policies from the education field are considered as related with employment policies.
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Therefore, issues in employment policies in Turkey are related with unemployment of

graduates directly and indirectly.

Secondly, imbalance between supply and demand of labor power is another factor for
unemployment issue in Turkey (Arslan & Solak, 2020). In other words, some professions
deal with unemployment harder than other fields in Turkey. Unemployment of teachers
are the most noticeable example about this issue. Each year, exceeding 100.000 people
graduate from education faculties (YOK, 2020), and there were 500.000 teachers who
still wait to be employed (ISKUR, 2020). However, in 2022, only 19.969 teachers were
appointed to public schools (MEB, 2022). At that point, while many teachers have still
been unemployed for years, capacities of education faculties are also rising (YOK, 2021).
Thus, growing of labor power for some fields exceeds the demand of them, and this
disequilibrium touched to the graduate unemployment as exemplifying for teachers. For
both policy makers and higher education field, analyzing supply and demand of the labor
power is significant for graduate employment (Gokce, 2014). In that case, cooperation
and participation among members are crucial for determining precaution of the graduate

unemployment.

Thirdly, skills mismatch between graduates and labor market is stated as another factor on
graduate unemployment (Sahin, 2021). Skills mismatch is defined as ‘the sub-optimal use
of an individual's skills in their occupation’ (OECD, 2021). According to Sahin (2021),
54% of businesses cannot access qualified workforce which they look for. Besides that,
problems of skills mismatch in Turkey aroused from over-qualification, and university
graduates suffered from this situation rather than high school or vocational school
graduates (Sahin, 2021). Skills mismatch can be occurred by geographical obstacles,
disequilibrium in supply and demand of employment, and discrepancy between labor
market and education system (Suna, et al., 2020). For that reason, employment and
education relationship is defined as two-sided, so they share similar concerns (Suna, et
al., 2020). Massification in higher education and problems in alignment of educational
outputs to the labor market demand create negative impact on the skills mismatch (Cidem
et al., 2021). In addition to that, rapid changing trends of labor market are difficult to
catch by higher education (Acemoglu & Restrepo, 2018). Therefore, deeper
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understanding about expectations of both labor market graduates, and higher education

can be beneficial for the employment of graduates.

Finally, massification in higher education is mentioned as one of the significant factors
which impacts graduate unemployment (Onal, 2002). Especially after 2000s, explosion in
the number of universities and graduates create many issues about qualification in
education and the employment of the graduates (Gur, 2016). The increase in the number
of universities was described as a way of enhancing the employment (Ay, 2012).
However, this explosion caused growing body of unemployed graduates, and lowering
the standards in universities (Saka & Yaman, 2011). Existing studies show that students
are concerned for their employment after graduation, and they are uncomfortable about
the rapid increase in the number of higher education institutions in terms of its negative
impacts on education quality (Bora, 2011; Erdogan, 2021). With lowering standards in
higher education and inequality in opportunities among universities, students’
competencies in their profession have also been diversified (Mok, 2016). Therefore,
future employability of students are shaped under these conditions. Although
employability is not a direct way to be graduate employment, it can be defined as a bridge
between university and labor market about graduate employment issue. From the higher
education perspective, providing individuals with higher order, generic and soft skills,
and professional competencies is the main way to get involved into graduate employment
issue (Gur, 2016). For that reason, raising competitive graduates in the labor market and
providing a graduate identity can be discussed under education quality of universities.
This study, therefore, aimed that examining perceived university quality of senior
students as a predictor of their employability perceptions. Besides that, other

demographic characteristics of the sample as GPA, gender, SES, and work experience
status were examined as independent variables of both quality and employability
perceptions. In that way, graduate unemployment issue was discussed from higher
education perspective, and the impact of university quality was examined as a predictor of

students’ employability.

Findings of the study indicated that although they showed no relationship with perceived
quality separately, the combination of gender, GPA, and work experience of senior

students predicted their quality perception. Existing literature about perceived quality and
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GPA stated that academic achievement of students is related with their university quality
perceptions (Brisco et al., 2016; Perales et al., 2020, Thesis et al., 2020). These studies
mainly conclude that students who have higher academic achievement tend to be more
positive about their university quality. However, academic achievement was not
examined as a predictor of perceived quality in these studies, and there is only
relationship among these two variables. Academic achievements of students are related
with both their individual efforts and institutional support from the university (Becirevic
et al., 2017). For that reason, students who have higher academic achievements may have
more positive attitude towards their university quality. Students’ responses on university
quality did not differentiate in respect to other demographic characteristics. While
considering gender groups, no significant differences between female and male students
have been supported by existing literature about university quality. The study, conducted
in Turkey, stated that both female and male students have positive attitudes toward
university education quality for online learning (Yener & Tascioglu, 2018). Additionally,
other studies about gender role on university quality perceptions show opposite results.
According to Cera (2018), female students have more positive approach to university
quality than males’ in both Czech and Slovakia (Cera et al., 2018). On the other hand, in
Spain, the study indicated that male students have higher satisfaction about their
university quality than female students’ (Blazquez-Resino et al., 2022). Therefore,
university quality perceptions of male or female students can be varied for context, and
different results can be obtained; therefore, in this study, gender of students did not
predict their quality perceptions. Furthermore, work experience variable was not regarded
as related with students’ responses on university quality. One of the studies about
graduates’ perceptions of university education quality and their development of
workplace competence stated that development of experiential learning and internship
support of the university are related with higher university quality by graduates
(Richardson & Kabanoff, 2003). Another study indicated that students who have part-
time work experience have moderately higher positive response on university quality than
their peers who have no experience (Akareem & Hossain, 2016). However, there is lack
of study about impact of work experience, gender, and GPA of students on their attitudes
toward university quality. In addition to that, combination of these three variables were
not examined as a predictor of perceived quality before. Likewise, there are limited

studies in the literature for supporting relationship between socioeconomic status of
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students and their perceived university quality (Meraz, 1983; Kealy & Rockel, 1987), so
this study results indicated that there is no significant impact of socioeconomic status on
quality attitudes of students.

Study findings about employability perceptions of students indicate that there is positive
and significant relationship between senior students’ perceptions of university quality and
future employability. According to that, students’ quality perceptions predict their future
employability perceptions. Although there is lack of study about university quality and
employability relationship, relevant literature stated that university education forms
greater part of individual’s employability perceptions. University is a place where
acquiring higher order skills, intellectual facilities and experiential learning happens, so
its role on development of students’ social, academic, and professional skills cannot be
ignored. Not surprisingly, employability of people shows parallelism with their
educational degree for most countries (UNESCO, 2021). Nevertheless, university
education and employment relationship contain more than that. University education
promotes the individuals for capability to do related tasks, and so, be more ‘employable’.
This study, therefore, purposed to examine the role of university quality on the future
employability from the student perspective. In the light of that, senior students’ responses
showed that higher quality perceptions about the university are associated with higher
level of future employability attitudes. Relevant literature is remarked about the

relationship between quality of university education and employability of students.
According to Brennan (2018), with massification in higher education, universities’
employability functions become prominent in knowledge-based economy, so
employability should be integrated to the internal quality assurance mechanisms of the
universities (Brennan, 2018). Similarly, both internal and external members of the
university mentioned the importance of the relationship between employability and
university education quality (Cheng et al., 2022). Another research presented that the
quality assurance factors predict the graduate employability of students (Oyebanji &
Omojola, 2018). In addition to that, employability approaches, in the last decade
especially, tended to more focus on quality of university education (Blackwell et al.,
2001; Clarke; 2018; Holmes, 2013). For that reason, results of the study are supported by

the relevant literature.
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The study results indicated that the combination of GPA, work experience, and gender of
students predict their employability perceptions. Relevant literature about employability
supports this hypothesis. According to Ang’s study (2015), results, obtained from
employers and graduate university students, indicate that female participants showed
higher employability rather than the male participants (Ang, 2015). Additionally, another
study, which were conducted with employed and unemployed participants, showed that
unemployed female participants saw their employability efficacies higher than the
unemployed males (Cifre et al., 2018). On the other hand, some other studies remarked
challenges of women’s employment, so these challenges create a negative impact on
women’s employability perceptions. Rubery’s study (2002) about women’s employability
in EU countries, for example, showed that the women’s accessing to employment is
harder than the men’s (Rubery, 2002). Yet, Rubery’s study mainly focused on women and
men’s employment rather than their self-perceptions for ability to getting a job, so
employment issue from the gender perspective is varied in this study. Therefore, gender
of students is also regarded as predictive on their employability perceptions according to

the existing literature.

Furthermore, findings of the study showed that work experience status predicted students’
employability perceptions. There are numerous studies in the literature, which are parallel
to this finding. Crossman and Clarke’s study (2010) stated that students’ international
work experience provided them with experiential learning, ways of thinking, development
of soft skills, etc. These acquisitions are related with graduate employability outcomes in
the study (Crossman & Clarke, 2010). Another study stated that internship and work
experience in higher education play crucial role on graduate employability of students
(Helyer & Lee, 2014). Correspondingly, many other studies presented that the work
experience possesses a supportive role on students’ future employability and gaining
transferable skills (Blackwell et al., 2013; Minocha et al., 2017; Tomlinson, 2017; Cheng
et al., 2021). In addition to that, work experience is described as one of the premises of
employability, so there is no study which indicated negative relationship between work
experience and individual’s employability. Existent studies indicated that GPA is one of
the indicators of how students achieve their academic tasks, so it impacts individual’s
employability perceptions. However, the role of external factors such as labor market

demand are more crucial factors for perceived employability of graduates than their
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academic achievement (Mainga et al., 2022). Another study indicated that the time of
graduation, obtaining a master’s degree, or gender are described as additional factors for
graduate employability besides GPA of the students (Mehmetaj et al, 2021).
Furthermore, the result of socioeconomic status shows no predictor roles on the
employability perceptions. In the literature, socioeconomic status of students represents
inequalities in terms of diversification in accessing the sources (Crawford et al., 2016).
Thus, studies indicated that there is a gap among disadvantaged groups such as ethnic
minorities, low socioeconomic status, etc. in terms of their employment (Brown, 2016;
Zwysen et al., 2018). At that point, however, this study focused on university’s role on
students’ employability perceptions. In fact, university provides equal academic or social
services to their students in terms of their development regardless of their SES groups.
For that reason, students’ future employability perceptions did not differentiate according
to their socioeconomic status. Since, their perceptions were based on the quality of their

university education.

In conclusion, graduate unemployment issue has been discussed from the perspective of
employability perceptions among senior students. At that point, role of university quality
has been highlighted as a predictor of the perceived employability. Findings of the study
promotes this prediction and underlines importance of university quality for future
graduates’ employability. In addition to that, combination of work experience, gender,
and GPA of students is also assumed as a predictor of employability perceptions of senior
students. The results of quality perceptions of students showed that demographic
characteristics of the students have been predicted for their perceived quality. Thus,
quality and employability perceptions of students have been discussed under the graduate
unemployment issue, so results of the study indicate that quality perceptions of students

show significant and positive impact on shaping their employability perceptions.

5.2 Recommendations

According to study findings, there are some recommendations for higher education,
university members, and policymakers. In the higher education level, encouraging
universities so as to enhance their quality culture, and supporting this structure with
proper external quality mechanism would be beneficial for spreading culture of quality in
higher education level. Also, understanding university members’ needs and expectations
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about the university, and focusing on employability of the students will be a guide for
strategic plannings. From the university members’ perspective, expressing their ideas for
enhancing the university and more communication among each other are crucial for
university development, so they should be more participatory in the university plannings;
especially students should be more volunteer to express themselves. Lastly, policymakers
should give more importance on university quality than their quantities, so that they can
make more funding for enhancing universities’ substructures. In addition to that, they had
better focus on enhancing employability opportunities of future graduates. For the future
studies, examining relationship between quality and employability perceptions should be
applied to

population of graduated students. Thus, variation of study findings can be discussed in
terms of employability perspective. Also, qualitative design for employability and
university quality can give deeper analysis to understand students’ opinions and concerns

about their employability.

5.3 Implications of the Study

Institutional and academic quality of universities give an advantage to students about their
employability. Although existing studies about graduate employability shows that getting
university degree provides higher employability of individuals, there are lack of studies
examining quality of university and its relations with individual’s employability. Findings

of this study, therefore, reveal some implications for theory, research, and practice.

From the theoretical perspective, study findings indicates that there is a positive and
significant relationship between students’ university quality and future employability
perceptions; and quality perceptions of the students predicted their employability
perceptions. According to that, senior students’ attitudes toward their university’s quality
has been positively related with their future employability perceptions, so if students are
satisfied with their university’s quality, they tend to suppose that they are highly

employable than others, and if not, their employability expectations diminish relatively.

Moreover, work experience of students has been another factor for influencing their
future employability responses. Results of the study show that work experience status of
senior students predict their future employability. Similarly, relevant literature supports
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this finding, with stating that the importance of work experience and practical knowledge
of students are important for students’ graduate employability. Therefore, future
employability of senior students has been associated with their university quality
perception, gender, GPA, and work experience status. This study can be described as
preliminary research in terms of examining relationship among university quality and
future employability of students. In that way, it cracks an open door for understanding
importance of university’s institutional and academic quality for future employability of
students in addition to other factors. Besides, understanding differences between
employment and employability aspects; and drawing university’s boundaries separated

from markets and government’s responsibilities in terms of employability roles have been

another implication of the study.

This research contributes to higher education literature in terms of enhancing universities’
community service and educational functions with its findings about perceptions of
employability and university quality relationship. Furthermore, integration of university
quality in graduate employability phenomenon would be getting more attention for
further studies. Although employability of the universities is one of the existent factors
for internal and external quality assurance mechanisms, examining employability function
of the university for quality assurance has not been correctly fit to the main purpose. This
study, therefore, focused the definition of employability, and it would be helpful guide for
assessing employability outcome -rather than assessing graduate employment- with
quality assurance. Also, it has been attention gatherer study in terms of developing

instruments which more focused on graduate employability-university relationship.

Practically, the current study contains useful information for university and faculty
governance, internal and external quality assurance bodies, and other members of higher
education. As mentioned, study results indicate positive and significant relationship
between university quality and students’ future employability, so university governance
may develop policies or regulations for enhancing university quality in terms of physical
arrangements, social services, development of library, laboratory equipment, and career
services, etc. Besides that, academic quality can be developed by curriculum revisions,
meeting needs of academic staff, and teaching-learning effectiveness. Undoubtedly,

reformative alterations about university quality would be positive impact on students’
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future employability attitudes. Moreover, supporting students for experiential learning
and internship opportunities are useful for both enhancing academic quality and
encouraging students’ employability attitudes. From the quality assurance bodies’
perspective, this study, like some other employability studies, shows that employment
outcomes do not demonstrate employability of the university. For that reason, analysis
of employability should be conducted multidimensionally rather than statistical data about
employment of graduates. By the way, strengths and weaknesses of the institution can be
identified more accurately. This study aimed that creating awareness about university
quality for students’ future employability. In the light of that, university members can aim
at generating quality culture in the university. For that reason, collective act for
development of the university would be the most effective way of constituting a quality

culture.

Therefore, examining this issue would be beneficial for analyzing issues in higher
education system, so qualitative design would be more inclusive for students’ responses.
Furthermore, the current study can be conducted with larger sample size or with different

universities’ students. In that way, representativeness of the study would be higher.

5.4 Conclusion

Graduate employability is one of the rising issues all over the world. Today, with the
growing number of universities and graduates, employability of individuals, relevant to
positional value with their university degree, is getting harder than before. Especially in
Turkey with increasing numbers of the universities, accessing to equal standards and
students’ proper transition from school to work are crucial for quality of higher education
system. Even inequality of opportunity among future graduates starts before university,
this gap gets bigger with the universities’ inequal implements. Under the circumstances,
developing quality of universities will be more vital than focusing on the number of
buildings. Although government is in charge of the employment of the graduates,
policymakers and market, employability aspect is broader than that, so universities play a
crucial role for development of individuals’ capability to achieve relevant tasks about
their professional life. As it is indicated in this study university students’ future
employability senses are related to their quality attitudes toward the university. In the
light of that, universities have particular importance in order to shape the students’

66



employability tendencies. Also, a university as a living organism keeps in touch with
various dynamics as inner members, market, society, non-governmental bodies; so it
should be analyzed and developed in these contexts, and employability can be defined
cross points of the equilibrium. This equilibrium among members can be defined as being
between two fires, so making fundamental changes for each demand on university harms
to its authenticity. At that point, understanding needs of the members are more eligible
than making fundamental changings. In that way, problematic issues can be solved with
more awareness. This study, therefore, contributes to literature in terms of understanding
students’ tendencies on employability and quality of university relationship. Further

studies about this relationship will be helpful for understanding other members’ opinions.
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"Universite Son Smif Ogrencilerinin Alglanan Gelecekteki Istihdam Edilebilirliginin Yordayicis: Olarak
Universite Kalitesi" konulu tez ¢alismas: kapsaminda 11 Nisan 2022-29 Temmuz 2022 tarihleri arasmda
Universitemiz son simf 6grencilerine anket uygulama istegi uygun gorilmiistir.

Bilgilerinizi ve geregini arz ederim.

Prof. Dr. Sedat MURAT

Rektér
Ek: Olur (1 sayfa)
Bu belge, givenli ebebwonik fmen Se imealanmigos

Belge Dogrelama Kodw LUEUHMES Belge Taiop Adresic dogrelama comes eduir
Addres: Terzioglu Yerlegkesi Rekidrlik Binasa B Blok Zemin Kat Bilgi ipin : Hilyn Ulag

eV
Tedefom Na: (0 2865 2180018 Faks Noo
e-Poaa: Imternet Adresic hips - eww com edu tn Teleton No: (0 286) 2150018 - 10022

Kep Adwesi: oo hhelb | foep. iy
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D. APPROVALS FROM KOCAELI UNIVERSITY

T.C. =
KOCAELI UNIVERSITESI S EUA
Ogrenci isleri Daire Baskanhg
(B
Say o E 21447663 302.08.00 221701
Komu @ Buse KAYLAN - Arastirma lzni Hk.
DAGITIM YERLERINE

Tlgi - 19.04.2022 rarihli. 298 sayih ve "Buse KAYLAN - Arastrma lzni” konulu yan

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Anabilim Dali Egitim Yénetimi ve Planlamas: yitksck
lizans programi &grencisi Buse KAYLAN'n 11 Nisan 2022 - 29 Temmuz 2022 tarihlen arasinda Universitemiz
son simf Ggrencileninden anket yoluyla Uygulama yapilabilmesi hususunda;

Geregini bilgilerinize rica ederim.

Prof.Dr. Ahmet KUCUK
Rektiir Yardimems

DAGITIM

Devlet Konservatuvan Midiirligiine

Denizcilik Fakiiltesi Dekanhina

Dis Hebamligi Fakiiltesi Dekanhgma

Egitim Fakiiltesi Dekanh@ina

Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dekanhifina

Giizel Sanatlar Fakiiltesi Dekanliima

Havacihk ve Uzay Bilimleri Fakiiltes: Dekanligma
Hukuk Fakiltesi Dekanh@na

Iktisadi ve ldari Bilimler Fakiiltesi Dekanhgina
llahiyat Fakiiltesi Dekanligina

lletigim Fakiiltesi Dekanligina

Mimarhk ve Tasarim Fakiiltesi Dekanhifina
Miihendislik Fakiiltesi Dekanh@ina

Saghk Bilimleni Fakiiltesi Dekanhima

Spor Bilimlen Fakiltesi Dekanhgma

Teknoloji Fakiiltesi Dekanhigina

Tip Fakiiltesi Dekanhgima

Tunizm Fakiiltesi Dekanh@ma

Ziraat Fakiiltesi Dekanhima

Adalet Meslek Yiksekokolu Midirigine

Ali Riza Vemirogiu Meslek Yiiksekokulu
Miidiirliigiine

Degirmendere Ali Ozbay Meslek Yiiksekokulu
Miidiirliigiine

Ford Otosan lhsaniye Otomotiv Meslek
Yitksekokulu MidiirlGgiine

Gazanfer Bilge Meslek Yiksckokulu Midiirligiine
Gilcik Meslek Yiiksekokulu Miidiriigine
I-Icrr_kc Asim Kocabiyik Meslek Yiiksckokulu
%m ronik Imzalar

Hereke smet Ununyol Meslek Yiiksekokulu
AHMET KUCUK {Rektdr Yard|mC|I|Q| (Editim Ogrenml - Rekttr ‘:’ardlmc:lsn 22 04 2022 11:52

lama Adresi -hitps:\turkive gov. tr/kocacls -uni versitess-

Yaz ve Destek Iglen Sube MidirlaiiKocach Ln.l\l:mleLmunnpe 'rm:le;knsl Bilg win: Mehmet Demarbag
41380, Kocach

Tl #90262) 303 120102 Faks:{+90262) 303 1203 Memur
E-Posta ogrenciikocacliedutr  Elekironik Ag -hitp:/odb kocaeliedu i’ Telefon Mo

Kep Adresic kocaclmniversitessiths | kepir

Lo BATA szinh Elaktranil imers Kanpnonun & Wladd anradinen ninanli alokteanile i il ir lanmiste
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T.C.
KOCAELI UNIVERSITESI
Ogrenci isleri Daire Baskanhg

Miidiirligiine

Lzmit Meslek Yitksckokulu Midirligine

Kandira Meslek Yiiksekokulo Miidiirligiine
Karamiirsel Meslek Yiiksekokuln Midiirlligiine
Kartepe Atgilik Meslek Yiiksekokulu Midiir igine
Kartepe Turizm Meslek Yitksckokulu Midirligine
Kocaeli Meslek Yiiksekoknlu Midirligine
Kocaeli Saghk Hizmetlen Meslek Yiiksckokuln
Midiirligiine

Uzungiftlik Nuh Cimento Meslek Yiksckokulu
Miidiirligiine

Kandira Uygulamah Bilimler Yiiksekolul
Midirligine

Ulagtirma Yiitksckokulu Midiirligine

Yabanc Diller Yiiksekokulu Miidiirline

Fen Bilimlen Enstitiisii Midarlagine
Gastroenteroloji ve Hepatoloji Enstitisi
Miidiirligiine

Saglik Bilimleri Enstitiisti Midiirliigiine

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisi Midirligine

Bq| lama Kodu -REDEISRALR Tiel lama Adresi i

Yaz ve Destek Igleri Sube MidirlggiKocaeli Universitesi Umuttepe Yerbeskesi
43RO, Kocaal:

Tel:(+00262) 302 12 0102 Faks:{+30262) 303 12 03

E-Posta ogrenciiikocaehi edutr  Elekironik Ag -hitp:'/odb kocaeliedu tnf

Kep Adresi: kocselmniversitesifihel | kepir
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E. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

GONULLU KATILIM FORMU
Bu ¢cahsma, ODTU Egitim Y 6netimi ve Planlamas: yiiksek lisans dgrencisi Buse TANYEL
tarafindan yiiksek lisans tez calismasi kapsaminda, Dog. Dr. Serap EMIL’in damsmanhginda
yiiriitiilmektedir. Bahkesir, Kocaeli ve Canakkale 18 Mart Universiteleri'ni kapsayan bu
calismada amag, (niversite son sinif 6Zrencilerinin mezun istthdam edilebilirligini ve
tiniversite hizmet kalitesi ile iliskisini incelemektir. Calisma sonunda elde edilecek bilgiler
mezun adaylarimn istthdam edilebilirlifinin daha verimli bir sekilde planlanmasina katka
saglayacaktir. Calismaya katilm tamamen géniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik belirleyici herhangi bir bilgi istenmemektedir ve cevaplarimz tamamiyla gizli
tutulacaktir. Elde edilecek bilgiler arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilerek sadece bilimsel
amaclarla kullamlacaktir.
Cevaplamamiz gereken iki anket bulunmakta ve anketlerin hicbir, genel olarak kisisel
rahatsizlik verecek sorulan icermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan va da
herhangi baska bir nedenden &tiiril kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz anketi yanda birakarak
cikmakta serbestsiniz. Biyle bir durumda anketi uygulayan kisive, anketi tamamlamadigimz
siylemeniz yeterli olacaktir. Calismadan aynlmamz durumunda sizden toplanan veriler
calismadan gikarilacak ve imha edilecektir. Anket sonunda, bu ¢cahismayla ilgili sorulanmz
cevaplanacaktir.
(Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak icin Buse TANYEL (E-posta:

tanyel buse@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Calismaya katildigimiz icin simdiden tesekkiir edenz.

Bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katihyorum ve 1stedifim zaman ¢ahismadan
ayrilabilecegimi bilivorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amaclarlar kullanilmasim kabul
ediyorum.

(Lutfen formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra veri toplayan kisiye geri veriniz).

Tarth:

Imza:

Ad Soyad:
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F. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Demografik Bilgi Formu

Cinsiyetiniz: ( ) Kadin ( ) Erkek
Universiteniz:
Béliimiintiz:
Genel not ortalamamz:
Ailenizin aylik ortalama gelir diizeyi:
A) 2.000 TL ve alta
B) 2.001 —4.000 TL

C) 4.001 - 6.000 TL
D) 6.001 ve iistii

Zorunlu stajim disinda is/staj tecritbem: ( )Var  ( ) Yok
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G. PERCIEVED FUTURE EMPLOYABILITY SCALE

didgiinceleri vardir. Sizden istenen her ifadevi dikkatlice okuyarak E g
kendinizi degerlendirmenizdir. Sorular “Kesinlikle kanlmiyorum | 2 £ g E gl &
No o W i - . ;o =g 2| e 2| = E E B
(177 ve “Kesinlikle katilivorum (6)7 seklinde alt derecelidir, = g E| = sl z g ==
Liitfen kendinize en yakin hissettifiniz dereceyi igaretleyiniz. ZE E E = E sl E|E
Her bir soru igin ek dereceyi isaretleyiniz ve bog madde - - - A
barakmayiniz, = g D g T3 al|E

Geng vetiskinlerin iniversite sonras: is yasamn ile ilgili pek gok
hedefi ve beklentisi olabilir. Bu konu ile ilgili herkesin birtakim

JKathyorum

Isimde basarih olmak igin kurdugum iliskilerden
yararlanabilecegim.

2 | lIsimi iyi yapmam saglayacak sosyal iliskiler agi kuracagum,

3 Olas1 is firsatlanm belirlememe yardimer olabilecek bir iletisim
a@1 kuracagim.

4 Kariver alammda is bulmama yardime: olabilecek insanlarla nasil
iletisim kuracagim bilecegim.

5 ?allsmalar_lmdan edindigim bilgileri kullanarak amacima uygun
i5 tecriibesing sahip olacagum.

6 Gelecekteki igverenlerim, biriktirmig oldugum ig deneyiminden
etkilenecekler,

7 Gelecekteki igverenlerim kazandifom is denevimlerinden
memnun olacaklar,

8 Gelecekteki igverenlerime, istedikleri uygulama becerilerine ve
akademik tecriibeve sahip oldugumu ghsterebilecegim.

9 Tecriibelerim, basa ¢ikma gielimiin oldugunu ve kolayea pes
etmedifimi_gisterecek.

10 Olas1 i verenlerim, ivi motive oldugumu basanlarnmdan
pirebilecekler.

n Olas1 igverenlerim, kendim i¢in net hedeflerim oldugunu
girebilecekler.

12 Sicilim (kayitlarim), giiglii bir is etigine sahip oldugumu
pisterecektir.

Gelecekteki isverenlenimin ise alimlarda, diger iniversitelerden

13 | zivade benim tniversitemin mezunlanm tercih edeceklerinin
avantajma sahip olacagim.

14 Egitim aldifim iniversitenin itibar, i ararken bana ok dnemli
bir kazang saglavacak.

15 Egitim aldigim tiniversitenin gok sayida olasi isverenle giigli
ortakhklan oldugu igin, bana agik pek gok ig fireats olacak.
Universitemin mezunlar yitksek talep goren galisma pozisyonlan

16 | konusunda ivi bir sekilde vetistirildigi igin, aramlan biri
olacagim.

17 | Benim igin meveut olan gesitli is firsatlanna hakim olacagim.

18 Kariyerimde iyi olmak igin atmam gereken adimlan
frenecegim.

19 | Segtigim alandaki i firsatlanim kesfetme becerimi geligtirecefim.

20 Septigim alandaki mesleki egilimler konusunda gineel
kalacagim.

21 | Istedigim isi elde etmek igin gereken bilgileri kazananacagim.

22 | Segliim meslefe uygun becerilere sahip olacagim,

23 Gelecekteki igverenlerim, istedikleri bilgileri ve alana uygun
ozel'teknik becerilen Ggrenmis olacagim gorecekler,

24 Gelecekteki igverenlerimin sikhikla ihtivag duyacaklan mantikh

dilgtinme ve problem gézme becerilerimi gelistirmis olacagm.

* Bilimsel ilkelere bagh kalmak ve uvgun bicimde anf vapmak koguluyla vazarlardan izin almadan dleegi
arastrmalarimizda kullanabilirsiniz,
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H. HIGHER EDUCATION PERFORMANCE-ONLY SCALE

s 3 5 3 &3
S S 4 v ¥

1. Akademik personel, ders ile ilgili sorularimi

yanitlayabilecek yeterli bilgiye sahiptir. ? . !
2. Akademik personel, bana nazik ve saygili bir

seklide yaklagmaktadir. g : !
3. Akademik personel, hi¢bir zaman isteklerime

cevap veremeyecek kadar mesgul degildir. 2 . !
4.  Akademik personel, benim sorunum oldugu

zaman ¢ézmek i¢in samimi bir ilgi 2 3 4

gostermektedir.
5. Akademik personel, 6grencilere karsi olumlu bir

tutum sergilemektedir. 2 3 4
6.  Akademik personelin, 6grencilerle olan sinif i¢i

iletisimi yeterli diizeydedir. 2 : !
7. Akademik personel, bilgi ve becerilerimin

(performansimin) gelisim siireci ile ilgili 2 3 4

geribildirim saglamaktadir.
8. Akademik personel, 6grencileri yonlendirmek

icin yeterli zamani ayirabilmektedir. 2 . !
9.  Universitem iyi bir imaja sahiptir. ) 3 4
10.  Universitemin 6grenci yurt imkani vardir ve

yeterlidir. 2 . !
11. Universitemin akademik tesisleri (derslik,

laboratuar, konferans salonu vb.) yeterlidir. 2 . !
12.  Universitemde miikemmel kalitede diploma

programlari yiiriitiilmektedir. 2 . !
13.  Universitemin sosyal tesisleri, grencilerin 5 3 A

kullanimina uygun ve yeterlidir.
14.  Universitemde kisisel ilginin saglanmasi igin 2 3 4
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sinif biyiikliikleri minimum kapasitede

tutulmaktadir.

15.

Universitemde cok sayida ve cesitli uzmanlik

programlar1 sunulmaktadir.

16.

Universitem esnek miifredat yapisina sahip

programlar sunmaktadir.

17.

Universitem miikemmel kampiis plan1 ve
gOriiniisii olan ideal bir yere (lokasyona)

sahiptir.

18.

Universitem oldukga saygin diploma

programlar1 sunmaktadir.

19.

Akademik personel, kendi alaninda oldukca

bilgili ve tecriibe sahibidir.

20.

Universitemden mezun kisiler kolayca is

bulabilmektedirler.

21.

Bir sorunum oldugunda idari personel, sorunu

¢dzmek i¢in samimi bir ilgi gostermektedir.

22.

Idari personel, dgrencilere 6zenli ve bireysel ilgi

gostermektedir.

23.

Idari personel, dgrencilerin sorulari/ sikayetleri

ile etkin olarak ve zamaninda ilgilenir.

24.

Idari personel, hi¢bir zaman dgrencilerin
isteklerine cevap veremeyecek kadar mesgul

degildir.

25.

Idari birimler, 6grencilere ait kayitlari ve
bilgileri hatasiz ve ulasilabilir olarak

tutmaktadirlar.

26.

Idari personel, 6grenciye verdigi sozii

zamaninda yerine getirir.

27.

Idari biirolarm c¢alisma saatleri benim icin

uygundur.

28.

Idari personel, dgrencilere karsi olumlu bir

tutum sergilemektedir.

29.

Idari personelin, 6grencilerle olan iletisimi iyi

diizeydedir.

30.

Idari personel, kendi gorev alanlarma ait
prosediire iligkin yeterli bir bilgi diizeyine

sahiptir.
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31.

Universitem ile yaptigim islemlerde(kayt,
askerlik durumu, ders se¢imi vb.) kendimi

giivende hissederim.

32.

Universitem, hizmetlerini daha énceden

sOyledigi zaman i¢inde gergeklestirir.

33.

Idari personel, dgrencilere ayrim gdzetmeksizin

ve saygili olarak davranmaktadir.

34.

Universitem tarafindan grencilere yeteri kadar

0zgiirliik ortami saglanmaktadir.

35.

Universitem 6grencinin gizlilik haklarma

saygilidir.

36.

Universitemin personeline rahatlikla telefonla

ulasabilirim.

37.

Universitem miikemmel bir danismanlik hizmeti

sunmaktadir.

38.

Universitemin sundugu saglik hizmetleri

yeterlidir.

39.

Universitem, dgrenci kuliiplerinin kurulmasini

tesvik etmekte ve desteklemektedir.

40.

Universitem sundugu hizmet kalitesini
arttirabilmek i¢in 6grencilerden gelen

bildirimlere deger vermektedir.

41.

Universitemin standart ve anlasiimasi kolay bir

hizmet sunum yontemi vardir.

42.

Universitemden aldigim hizmet beklentilerimi

tamamen yerine getirmistir.

43.

Universitemi baskalarina tavsiye ederim.

44.

Bir daha iiniversite segme sansim olsa, yine de

bu liniversiteyi segerdim

45.

46.

Aragtirma gorevlileri uygulama derslerinde
anlatacaklar1 konulara hakim ve ders anlatmaya

isteklidirler.

Aragtirma gorevlileri, 6grencilere karsi olumlu

bir tutum sergilemektedir.
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I. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

1. Giris

II. Diinya Savasi'ndan sonra 1950'li yillarda diinya, biiyiik doniisiimler icindeydi. Gegmis
yiizyillarla karsilastirildiginda; bu donemde teknolojide, sanayide, ekonomide ve siyasette
hizli doniisiimler yasandi. ikinci Diinya Savasi'nda savunma sanayisindeki teknolojik
gelismelerin yiikselisi sonraki yillarda da devam etmistir. Ancak iilkeler savunma
sanayisindeki gelismelere ek olarak telekomiinikasyon, bilisim, {iretim ve finans gibi
diger alanlara da yonelmislerdir (Ryan, 2021). Buna bagli olarak kiiresellesmenin
yayilmasi diinya capinda ulusal ekonomiden ¢ok uluslararasi ekonomik iliskilerde bir
trend olusmasina neden olmustur (Green, 2006). Ekonomi ve endiistrideki degisen
trendlerle birlikte, bilgiye dayali ekonomiye gegis ve neredeyse her sektore artan teknoloji
entegrasyonu nedeniyle farkli isgiicii ihtiyaglar1 ortaya ¢ikmistir (Svarc & Dabic, 2017).
Ayrica hiikiimetler, diinya genelinde bu hizlanan doniisiim ve kiiresel ekonomi trendini
yakalamak i¢in aragtirma ve gelistirme c¢aligmalarina yogunlagmislardir (Czarl ve

Belovecz, 2007).

Bu konjonktiirde yiiksekogretim alani da gelisen ekonomi ve endiistri trendlerinden
yakindan etkilenmistir. Universite-sanayi iliskisinin giiglenmesiyle {iniversitenin topluma
ekonomik katkisi eskisinden daha belirgin hale gelmistir (Dema, 2001). Yiiksekdgretim
acisindan bu donem, iiniversiteler iizerinde topluma katki saglama konusunda baskilara
yol agmis, 6gretim ve arastirma islevlerine ek olarak 'Ugiincii Misyon' da belirgin hale
gelmistir (Compagnucci & Spigarelli, 2020). Ugiincii misyon temel olarak bilgi ve
teknolojiyi aktararak topluma katkida bulunmayi icermektedir (Agasisti vd., 2019).
1963'te Birlesik Krallik'taki Yiiksek Ogrenim Komitesi'nin raporu olan Robbins Raporu,
yiiksekdgrenimin amagclarint  belirtmistir. Bu raporda, {niversite egitiminin genel
isboliimii lizerindeki hayati rolii agisindan 6nemi vurgulanmistir (The Robbins Report,
1963). Ayn1 sekilde 1950'li yillarda ABD'de {iniversite-sanayi iligkisinin artmasiyla kolej
sistemi yayginlasmig, mesleki egitim ve insan giiciiniin gelecekteki talepleri

miifredatlarda yer bulmustur. Universitelerin nitelikli beseri sermayesi ve isgiicii
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iizerindeki etkisinin yani sira arastirma fonksiyonlar1 da tiniversite ve toplum arasinda bir

baska koprii olmustur.

STEM alanindaki arastirma ¢alismalar1 ve mesleki egitimi tiniversitenin {i¢clincii misyonu
acisindan odak noktasi olmustur (Bear ve Skorton, 2018). Akademik arastirma yapmak,
girisimcilik firsatlarina yol acarak ekonomik gelismeye neden olabilmekte ve bu tiir
iligkiler, tiniversitenin finansal beslenisi ve topluma sosyoekonomik katkisi agisindan
karsilikli olarak tamimlanabilmektedir. Arastirma ve Ogretim merkezleri olarak
iiniversitelerin geleneksel onemine ek olarak, toplum katilmi ve toplumla karsilikl

iligkileri, liniversitenin piyasalastirilmasina sebep olmustur.

Universiteler topluma katkilarmin yani sira, bireysel diizeyde insanlarm sosyal ve
ekonomik refaha ulagsmasmi saglar (Uysal ve Aydemir, 2016). Universite mezuniyeti
insanlarin sosyal hareketliligini tesvik etmekte ve daha yiiksek gelir diizeyine sahip
olmalarina katki saglamaktadir (Mok, 2015; Uysal ve Aydemir, 2016). UNESCO
Istatistik Enstitiisii'ne (2021) gore, diinya ¢apinda yiiksekdgretime kayit oran1 1990'da
%13,62 iken 2020'de %40,24'e ulasmistir. Bu yillarda tiniversite niifusundaki hizli artis,
iiniversitelerin kitlesellesmesi konusunda soru isaretleri uyandirmistir. Altbach'a (2012)
gore yiiksekogretimde kitlesellesme standartlarin diismesine neden olmaktadir ¢linkii
cogu tiilkede her 6grenci en iist kaliteye erisememekte, dolayisiyla 6grenci ve dgretim
iiyesi agisindan firsat esitli§i olmayan bir tablo ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Ayrica
yiiksekdgretimde kitlesellesme finansman, organizasyon ve yoOnetisim gibi sorunlar1 da
beraberinde getirmektedir (Trow, 2000). Bu nedenle {iniversite egitiminin kalitesi
eskisinden daha yiiksek sesle tartisilmaktadir. Avrupa iilkeleri i¢in Bologna
Deklarasyonu, yiiksekdgretimde kalite giivence sistemi ig¢in ilk resmi adim olmustur.
Bologna Deklarasyonu, temel olarak Avrupa tliniversiteleri i¢in yiiksek ve esit standartlar
saglamak ve diinya ¢apinda rekabet gii¢lerini artirmak amaciyla 19 Haziran 1999'da 29

Avrupa tiilkesi tarafindan imzalanmistir (EHEA, 2022). Bologna Siireci ilerleyen yillarda
giderek biiyiiyen bir yapiya kavusmustur. Tirkiye, 2001 yilindan bu yana Bologna
Siireci'ne tam iiyedir. Tiirkiye'nin Bologna tiyeligi ve isbirligi diger bircok iilkeye gore
daha kolay olmasina ragmen, gelistirilmesi gereken baslica iki konu hayat boyu 6grenme
ve kalite giivencesi olarak belirtilmistir (Tekeli, 2003). Bologna Siireci ile ilgili

gerekliliklerin yerine getirilmesi nedeniyle Tiirkiye Yiiksekogretim Kurulu (YOK) ve
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iiniversite topluluklar1 birlikte calismistir. Ancak YOK, 2005 yilmna kadar mevcut
yiiksekogretim sistemi ile ilgili herhangi bir stratejik planlama yapmamuistir. 2005 yilinda
ise bagkan, rektdrler ve YOK iiyelerine sunulan raporda, yiiksekogretim sistemindeki
sorunlarin; yiiksekogretimde kalite sorunu, 6gretim tiyesi eksikligi ve talebi karsilamada
iniversite sayisinin yetersizligi olarak belirtilmistir (Uysal ve Aydemir, 2016). Bu
konulardan iiniversite talebi konusu iizerinde en titiz ¢alisilan konu olmustur. Universite
sayisindaki bu hizli biiyiime planlamasinda iiniversite iiyelerinin ve YOK'iin kalite ve
altyap1 gelistirme ile ilgili kaygilar1 olsa da, iiniversiteler kisa siirede Tiirkiye'nin dort bir
yaninda kurulmaya baglamistir. 2002 yilinda 76 {iniversite yliksekdgretime devam
ederken, 2021 yilinda iiniversite sayisi 207'ye ulasmistir (THEC, 2021). Bunu takiben,
mezun populasyonu da 30 yilda artmistir. Universite niifusunun artmasi, erisilebilirlik ve
arastirma ve gelistirme acisindan dikkate deger bir gelisme olmasina ragmen, her
iiniversite 6grencisi i¢in benzer standartlara erisim zorlasmaktadir. Kaynaklara erisim ve
kalitenin diismesi acisindan 6grenciler ve iiniversiteler arasinda esitsizlikler olusmustur.
Bunun yani sira iiniversitelerin prestij, tercih edilebilirlik ve fon kaynaklarimin kisith

olmasi da kalite olgusuyla paralellik gostermektedir.

Yiiksekogretimde kitlesellesmenin getirdigi kalite kaygilarinin yani sira, {iniversite
mezunlarinin biiylik boliimiintin bu nitelikli insan giiciine dahil olup olamamas1 konusu
da bir soru isareti olusturmaktadir. Egitim ve geng¢ istihdami arasinda olumlu bir egilim
olmasina ragmen, gliniimiizde artan iiniversite mezunu niifusuyla birlikte mezun istihdami
hemen hemen her iilke i¢in iizerinde durulmasi gereken konularin baginda gelmektedir.
ABD'de yiiksek 6gretim mezunu issizlik oran1 2000 yilinda %1,7 iken 2020'de %4,8'e
ulagsmistir (Statista, 2022). Avrupa'da, yiiksek Ogretim mezunlarinin issizligi 2021'de
%15,1 olarak bildirilmistir (Eurostat, 2022). Maalesef Tirkiye verilerine bakildiginda
tablo daha da kdtiiye gitmekte; liniversite mezunlarinin dahil olmasiyla birlikte issizlik
artmaktadir. 2019 yilindan sonra her yil Tiirkiye'deki iiniversitelerden 1 milyonu askin
kisi mezun olmaktadir (TUIK, 2020). ISKUR verilerine (2020) gére Tiirkiye'de mezun
igsizligi 2016'dan 2021'e kadar ikiye katlanmistir. 2016'da 489.000 kayithi issiz liniversite
mezunu varken, 2021'e gelindiginde bu say1 bir milyonu gegmektedir (ISKUR, 2020).
Bora'ya (2015) gore Tirkiye'de 1990'lara kadar iniversite diplomast mezunlar igin
istthdam anlamina gelirken, gilinlimiizde {niversitelerin kitlesellesmesi bu tanimin

gecerliligini yitirmesine neden olmustur. Ozellikle alt ve orta gelirli ailelerin ¢ocuklar
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icin iiniversite mezunu ve beyaz yakali olmak ayr1 bir dnem tasimaktadir (Bora ve
Erdogan, 2015). Ancak, farkli iiniversitelerden mezun olan niifusun hizla artmasi,
mezunlar arasinda esitsizlik yaratmakta ve bazi iiniversite mezunlari kisa stirede istihdam
edilebilirken, bazilar1 istihdam siirecinde zorluklarla karsilasmakta ve uzun siire meslegi
ile ilgili is aramaktadir veya gecici islerde calismaya baslamaktadirlar (Erdogan, 2021).
Lisans diplomasi istthdam agisindan lise diplomasina gore hala avantaj saglasa da
iiniversite mezunlar1 arasinda issizlik orani1 6zellikle COVID-19 pandemisi ile zirve
yapmustir. Istihdam politikalar1 ve is alanlar1 gibi dis faktdrlerin yani sira, iiniversite
egitimi mezunlarin istthdam edilebilirliginde 6nemli rol oynamaktadir. Ancak burada
vurgulanmasi gereken iki onemli nokta vardir; birincisi, istthdam konusu devletin
sorumlulugundadir, ikincisi ise istihdam edilebilirlik bireylerin istihdaminin kesin bir
yolu degildir. Knight ve Yorke (2006) istihdam edilebilirligi, bireyin “mesleki” ve
“temel” becerilerde yetkinliklere sahip olarak istihdam edilme sansini artirmasi olarak
tanimlamigtir. Akademik ve entelektiiel kurumlar olarak iiniversiteler, dgrencilere bu
yeterlilikleri saglamaktadirlar (Harvey & Green, 2001). Bunun yaninda mesleki alanlarda
uzmanlasma da saglamaktadirlar, dolayisiyla istihdam edilebilirlik ¢iktilar1 tiniversitelerin
kalite standartlarinda yer edinmistir. Bu nedenle bu c¢alisma, 6grencilerin iiniversite
egitimlerinde istihdam edilebilirlik nitelikleri kazanmaya yonelik tesviklerini ele almistir.
Bu noktada tiniversite kalitesinin gelistirilmesi ve Ogrencilerin okuldan ise gegisine
rehberlik edilmesi, istthdam edilebilirligi tesvik etmenin yollarindan biri olarak

tanimlanabilir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, Tiirkiye'de mezun istihdam edilebilirlik sorunu her gegen yil daha
da bliylimektedir. Artan {niversite sayist ve buna bagli olarak daha fazla kisinin
iiniversite O6grencisi olma talebi karsilansa da bu 6grenciler hem egitimlerinde hem de
mezun olduktan sonra firsat esitsizligi ile kars1 karsiya kalmaktadirlar. Bunun yani sira
iiniversite mezunlar1 arasinda da diplomalarinin istihdam i¢in yeterli olmadigini diisiinen
pek ¢ok mezun sertifika kurslarina ve diger bazi mesleki egitimlere yonelmektedir
(Aygiil, 2018). Bu noktadan hareketle, {iniversite Ogrencilerinin {iniversite egitim
kalitesine iliskin algilar1 ve istihdam edilebilirlik yeterlikleri sorgulanmistir. Bu nedenle,
iiniversite son sinif Ogrencilerinin algilanan gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirliklerinin
incelenmesi, tiniversite kalitesi ve diger demografik degerler ile iliskisinin anlasilmasi

acisindan alana katki saglamaktadir.
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1.1 Calismanin Amaci

Bu caligmanin amaci, son sinif 6grencilerinin {iniversite kalite algilarinin mezun istihdam
edilebilirlik algilarinin bir yordayicisi olarak incelenmesidir. Bu sekilde, son sinif
ogrencilerinin iiniversite egitimlerinin verimliligine iligskin algilar1 ve bunun gelecekteki
istihdam edilebilirlik algilarina etkisi tartigilmistir. Arastirmanin bir diger amaci da
ogrencilerin demografik oOzelliklerinin istihdam edilebilirlik algilart ile nasil iliskili
oldugunu anlamaktir. Ayrica arastirmanin demografik degiskenleri, dgrencilerin kalite
algilar1 ile de kavramsallastirilmistir. Bunun yani sira, O6grencilerin mezun istihdam
edilebilirligi, katilimecilarin GPA, cinsiyet, sosyoekonomik durum ve is deneyimi gibi
demografik degiskenleri ile analiz edilmistir. Bu sekilde {iniversite o6grencilerinin
istihdam edilebilirliginin artirilmast ve algilanan istihdam edilebilirlik Oriintiisiinden

liniversite kalitesinin 6nemi tartisilmaktadir.

1.2 Cahsmanin Onemi

Morley (2010), hiikiimet, akademi ve endiistri siirlarinin her gecen giin siliklestigini ve
yeniden formiile edildigini, bu nedenle yiliksekdgretimin amacinin kurumsal ¢ikarlar
olarak tanimlanma egiliminde oldugunu belirtmistir. Tiiketim toplumu olmaya dogru
evrilinen bu giinlerde, gelecegin emekgilerinin iiretim yeri olan yliksekdgretim,
eskisinden daha fazla 6n plana ¢ikmistir. Bu nedenle iiniversite 6grencilerinin istihdam
edilebilirlik becerilerini kazanmalar1 ve diger {iniversite mezunlarina gore isgiicli
piyasasinda avantajli konuma sahip olmalari, iiniversiteler arasi akademik rekabet i¢in
onemli bir performans gostergesi olmustur. Sektordeki konumlarini gii¢lendirirken ve
gelecekteki Ogrencileri tarafindan tercih edilirliklerini artirirken, iyelerin ihtiyaglarini
karsilamak ve gelecekteki mezunlarini nitelikli hale getirmek i¢in {iniversite hizmetleri
gelistirilmektedir. Ancak yiiksekdgretimde kitlesellesme, sinirli kaynaklar ve firsat
esitsizligi, tiniversitelerde standartlarin diigmesine neden olmaktadir. Bu nedenle mezun

igsizligi, yiiksekogretimde kalitenin 6ntindeki en 6nemli engellerden biri olmustur.

Universite dgrencileri agisindan bakildiginda mezuniyet sonrasi siiregle ilgili artan bir
stres bulunmaktadir. Mevcut arastirmalar, iiniversite Ogrencilerinin ve mezunlarinin
mezun istthdami konusunda sikayet¢i olduklarint ve iniversite diplomasini bosuna mi

aldim', 'iniversite egitimim aileme biiyiik bir maddi sikint1 yasattt ve ben bunu geri
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alamayacagim' seklinde diisiinme egiliminde olduklarini gdstermektedir (Bora &
Erdogan, 2015; Erdogan, 2021). Bunun yan1 sira mezunlar, {iniversite sonrasi is bulma
yolculuklarina sinavlar, sertifikalar ve diger kurslar ile devam etmektedirler. Bu uzun
siire¢c yipraticidir ve geng kusakta hayal kirikligi, umutsuzluk ve o6fke yaratmaktadir
(Kicir, 2017). Korkmazer'e (2020) gore 6grencilerin akademik hayata iliskin kaygilari
ilkokuldan itibaren baglamakta ve iiniversitenin son yilinda bu kaygi issizlik korkusu ile
zirve yapmaktadir. Bu nedenle son siif 6grencileri, mezuniyetlerinden once istihdam
edilebilirliklerini sorgulama ve is firsatlar1 arama egilimindedirler (Kicir, 2017). Mezun
istihdamina iligkin bu karamsar tablo ne yazik ki {niversite kalite cercevesinden
incelenmemistir. Bu nedenle, bu caligma hem bulgular1 hem de iiniversite kalitesi ve
mezun istthdam edilebilirlik algilarina yonelik arasgtirma tasarimi yaklagimiyla

yuksekdgretim literatiiriinde oncii niteliktedir.

Bu arastirma, Tiirkiye'deki ti¢ farkli ilden iiniversite 6grencilerinin algilanan {iniversite
kalitesi ile algilanan istihdam edilebilirlikleri arasindaki iliskiyi anlama konusunda
literatiire katki saglamaktadir. Calismanin bulgulari, {iniversite son smif 6grencileri
arasinda algilanan mezun istihdam edilebilirligine ve bunun iiniversite kalite modeli ile
iligkisine 151k tutmakta ve boylece Tiirkiye'deki mezun istihdam edilebilirlik ¢alismalari
hakkinda bir ¢ergeve sunmaktadir. Bu sekilde, i¢c ve dis kalite giivence mekanizmalarini
gelistirmenin ve mezun istihdam edilebilirligine daha fazla odaklanmanin O6nemi
kavramsallastirilmistir. Ogrencilerin istihdam edilebilirlik ve iiniversite egitimine iliskin
algilarin1 anlamak, iiniversitelerde kalite kiiltliriiniin gelistirilmesi ve mezun istihdam
edilebilirlik konusunun ele alinmasi agisindan Onemlidir, ¢iinkii 6grenciler mezun
olduktan sonra firsat esitsizlikleri ve igsizlikle basa ¢ikma konusunda konunun 6znesidir.
Bu nedenle algilarini ilgili verilerle yansitmak, seslerini duyurmak, politika yapicilar1 ve

diger iiniversite mensuplarini bu konuda bilgilendirmek agisindan 6nemlidir.

2. Yontem
2.1 Arastirma Deseni

Bu c¢alisma korelasyonel arastirma olarak tasarlanmistir. Arastirmanin yordayict

degiskenleri algilanan iiniversite kalitesi, cinsiyet, sosyoekonomik durum, genel not
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ortalamast ve is deneyimi iken, Olciit degiskeni iiniversite son sinif &grencilerinin

gelecekte algilanan istihdam edilebilirligidir.

2.1 Orneklem

Arastirmanin evreni, Tiirkiye'deki iiniversitelere kayit yaptiran tiim tiniversite son siif
ogrencileri olup, arastirmanin Orneklemi Balikesir, Canakkale 18 Mart ve Kocaeli
Universiteleri son smif {iniversite dgrencileri olarak belirlenmistir. Marmara bolgesinde
Balikesir, Canakkale 18 Mart ve Kocaeli Universiteleri 6rneklem olarak secilmistir. Bu
iiniversitelerin tercih edilmesinde iki temel sebep bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle hepsi 1992'de
kurulmus, yani benzer bir ge¢mise sahip iiniversitelerdir. Bu sayede 6rnek {iniversiteler
arasindaki zaman farki dezavantaji ortadan  kaldirilmistir.  Ayrica  URAP  Raporu'na
(2019) gore Tirkiye'deki

iiniversitelerin siralamasi incelenirken hem Kocaeli, Canakkale hem de Balikesir
iiniversiteleri ortada yer aldigindan, 6rneklemi dengelemek i¢in ¢alismanin drneklemi bu
diisiince etrafinda sekillenmistir. Ikinci olarak, 6rnek iiniversiteler uzaktan egitim yerine
hibrit egitim modeline sahiptir. Bu calismanin veri toplama siireci pandemi donemi
sonrasinda hem online hem de yiiz yiize olarak gerceklestirilmistir. Bu nedenle 6rnekleme

yapilirken 6rnek erisilebilirligi 6n planda tutulmustur.

2.2 Veri Toplama Araglan

2.2.1 Demografik Bilgi Anketi

Demografik bilgi anketi, katilimeilarin cinsiyeti, iiniversitesi, 0grenim gordiigii alan, aylik
aile geliri, genel not ortalamasi ve is tecriibesi ile ilgili 3 kisa cevapli ve 4 ¢oktan segmeli

soru icermektedir.

2.2.2 Algilanan Gelecekteki istihdam Edilebilirlik Ol¢egi

Algilanan Gelecekteki Istihdam Edilebilirlik Olgegi (PFES), 2019 yilinda Gunavan
tarafindan gelistirilmistir. PFES, geng¢ yetiskinlerin gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik
diizeyleri hakkindaki algilarim1 6lgmeyi amaglayan bir kisisel bildirim olarak
tasarlanmistir. Altt puanli Likert Olcegi, gelecekte degerlendirilen beceriler, birikmis

deneyimler, kisisel 6zellikler, aglar, isglicii piyasasi bilgisi ve gidilen egitim kurumunun
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itibar1 olmak iizere gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirligin alt1 boyutuyla ilgili 24 maddeden
olusur. Olgekte yiiksek veri degeri, geng yetiskinlerin is hayatina hazir olduklarin1 ve
kariyer planlamalarina yonelik olumlu tutumlarini gostermektedir (Alkin, Korkmaz ve

Celik, 2019).

Algilanan Gelecek Istihdam Edilebilirlik Olgegi'nin (PFES) Tiirkge uyarlamasi 2019
yilinda Alkin, Korkmaz ve Celik tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Bu uyarlamada 24 madde ve
alt1 boyut kullanilmistir. Olgegin gegerlilik ve giivenilirligini incelemek icin Agiklayict
Faktor Analizi (EFA) ve Dogrulayict Faktdr Analizi (DFA) uygulanmistir. Olgegin
gecerlik ve giivenirlik sonuglarina bakildiginda 24 maddenin toplam varyanslar1 0.8
olarak Olglilmiistiir. Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 0.82 ile 0.95 arasinda
degismektedir ve calisma elde edilen degerin Glgegin giivenirligi icin yeterli diizeyi
sagladigin gostermistir. Ayrica PFES'in madde ayirt ediciligini incelemek i¢in yapilan
madde analizi, madde-toplam puani arasindaki iligkinin 0.41 ile 0.83 arasinda degistigini
ortaya koymus ve bu degerlerin ¢alismanin ayirt edicilik indeksine uygun oldugu
belirtilmistir (Alkin, Korkmaz & Celik, 2019). Ayrica bu ¢alisma kapsaminda yapilan
dogrulayici faktor analiz sonuglart su sekilde olmustur: (2 (19) = 985.38, p = 0.00), CFI
=0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.07 and SRMR = 0.05.

2.3.3. Yiiksekogretim Performans Olcegi

Yiiksekogretim Performans Olgegi (HEdPERF), dgrencilerin {iniversitelerde algiladiklar
kalite diizeyini 6l¢mek i¢in 2005 yilinda Firdaus tarafindan gelistirilmistir. HEdPERF
Olcegi, yedili likert 6lcegine sahip 41 maddeden olugmaktadir ve bu maddelerin 13"
tiniversite kalitesini performansa dayali bir Olgek olan SERPERF'ten uyarlanmigtir.
Bunun yani1 sira HEdPERF 6l¢egi akademik olmayan yonler, akademik yonler, itibar,
erisim, program sorunlar1 ve anlayis olmak tizere alt1 boyut icermektedir (Firdaus, 2005).
Olgekte daha yiiksek veri degeri, kurumda yiiksek performansa dayali kaliteyi temsil

etmektedir.

HEdJPERF, 2013 yilinda Bektas ve Akman tarafindan Tiirkge'ye cevrilmistir. Tiirkge
uyarlamasinda besli Likert olcegi ile 46 madde kullanilacaktir. Olgegin gegerlik ve
giivenirligi A¢imlayici Faktor Analizi (EFA) ve Dogrulayicit Faktor Analizi (DFA) ile

olciilmiistiir. Olgegin alt1 alt boyutu toplam varyansin 0.63'ii olarak dlciilmektedir. Bu
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calismada yapilan dogrulayict faktor analizi sonuglart su sekilde olmustur: (2 (38) =
1341.31, p=0.00) CFI=0.91, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.45.

2.3 Veri Toplama Siireci

Arastirmanin O0rneklemini Balikesir, Canakkale ve Kocaeli {iniversitelerinin son simif
ogrencileri olusturmaktadir. Orneklem belirlendikten ve veri toplama konusunda ilgili
tiniversite kurullarindan ve etik kurulundan izinler alindiktan sonra katilimcilara
iiniversite ziyaretleri ve {liniversite e-posta adresleri araciligiyla calisma hakkinda bilgi
verilmistir. Calismaya iliskin duyurular, katilimcilarin e-posta adresleri araciligiyla
Ogretim lyeleri ve idari personel tarafindan saglanmistir. Calisma, katilimcilarin goniilli
katilimlarina dayanmaktadir. Benzer sekilde iiniversite ziyaretlerinde de arastirmaci
katilimcilara ¢aligma hakkinda bilgi vermis ve goniilli katilimi saglamistir. Deneklerin
caligma ve prosediir hakkinda herhangi bir aldatmacasi olmamuistir. Veri toplama
siirecinde Kocaeli ve Canakkale Universiteleri ziyaret edilerek yiiz yiize veri toplama
yapilmustir. Balikesir Universitesi'nden veriler, ODTU Anket web sitesi kullanilarak
cevrimigi olarak toplanmistir. Ayrica ornek iiniversitelerin 6grenci kuliiplerine e-posta
gonderilerek ¢alisma hakkinda bilgi verilmistir. Hem c¢evrimi¢i hem de yiiz yiize veri
toplanmistir. Veriler, tiniversite, boliim, cinsiyet, is deneyimi, SES, GPA bilgilerini igeren
demografik bilgi anketi ile katilimcilardan iiniversite Yiiksek Ogrenim Performans Olgegi
(HEdPERF) ve Algilanan Gelecek istihdam Edilebilirlik Olgegi (PFES) araciligiyla
toplanmistir. Bu iki ara¢ arasinda bireyin verileriyle ilgili karigikligi onlemek i¢in, veri
toplama HEJPERF, PFES ve demografik bilgi anketinden olusan tek bir anket olarak
tasarlanmigtir. Veriler anonim olarak toplanmigtir, bu nedenle kisilerin gizliligi

korunmustur.

2.4 Veri Analizi

Veriler SPSS 26 ve SPSS AMOS kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Calismanin 6n analizi i¢in
her bir degiskenin normalligi ve 6rneklemin aykir1 degerleri kontrol edilmistir. Bu sayede
calismanin analizi icin veriler hazirlanmistir. Orneklemin demografik o6zellikleri,
ortalama, standart sapma ve frekanslar hesaplanarak tanimlayici istatistik olarak analiz
edilmigtir. Ayrica ¢alisgmada kullanilan PFES ve HEDPERF olgeklerinin gegerlik ve

giivenirlikleri dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) kullanilarak ortaya konmustur.
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Arastirmanin ana veri analizi iki ayr1 regresyon analizi kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir.
Ilk olarak kalite algilar1 verileri, regresyon modelleri ile orneklemin demografik
ozellikleri ile analiz edilmistir. ikinci olarak, algilanan istihdam edilebilirlik, kalite ve
diger bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliski incelenmistir. Verilerin analizinde hiyerarsik

regresyon modeli kullanilmistir.

3. Bulgular

Arastirmanin  veri analiz sonuglari, arastirmanin hipotezlerinin desteklendigini
gostermistir. Algilanan istihdam edilebilirligin hiyerarsik regresyon sonuglarma gore,
orneklemin demografik ozellikleri ile kalite ve istihdam edilebilirlik algilar1 arasinda
pozitif ve anlamli bir iliski bulunmustur (F(5, 622) = 53.94, p < 0.05). Bu iliskide,
algilanan kalitenin katilimcilarin algilanan istihdam edilebilirlik algilar1 iizerinde
yordayici rolii oldugu ve kalite algisinin istthdam edilebilirlik algilar iizerindeki etkisi ile
varyanslarin %30'unun agiklandig1 gortilmistiir (#(628) = 15.77, p = 0.00). Algilanan
kalite degiskeni olmayan Orneklemin demografik o6zellikleri, algilanan istihdam

edilebilirlik iizerindeki varyanslarin %2'sini agiklamistir (¢(627) = 15.01, p = 0.00).

Orneklemin demografik ozellikleri kontrol edilerek algilanan kalite analiz edilirken,
ogrencilerin not ortalamasi, cinsiyet, SES ve is deneyimi kalite algilarin1 yordamaktadir
(F(4, 623) = 1.61, p < 0.05). Bu dort degiskenin algilanan kalite ile tek tek dogrudan bir
iliskisi olmamasia ragmen, cinsiyet, GPA, sosyoekonomik durum ve is deneyimini
iceren model algilanan kaliteyi onemli Ol¢lide yordamis ve varyanslarin %1'ini

aciklamustir.

4. Tartisma

Bireylerin istihdami, bir iilkenin ekonomik geligsmisliginin bir gostergesi olup, iilkelerin
piyasadaki insan giiciinii ne kadar verimli kullandiklarin1 gostermektedir (Bozdaglioglu,
2008). Benzer sekilde issizlik, iilkeler i¢in ekonomik biiyiimeye olumsuz bir miidahale
olarak tanimlanabilmektedir. Ayrica issizlik politikalarla kontrol altina alinamazsa hem
ekonomik hem de toplumun sosyal alanlarinda dalgalanmalara neden olabilir. Toplum
perspektifinden, bireylerin hayatlarini siirdiirmek i¢in istihdam edilmeleri gerekmektedir.

Bunun yani sira, insan Haklar1 Evrensel Beyannamesi'nin (UHDR) 23:1 maddesinde de
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calisma hakki korunmustur, buna gore calisma hakki, “herkesin calisma, isini ozgiirce
se¢me, adil ve elverisli ¢alisma kosullar1 ve issizlige karst korunma” (UHDR, 1948)
olarak belirtilmistir. Bu nedenle, isttihdam konusunda toplumun her kesiminin

kendi rol ve sorumluluklar1 vardir ancak vatandaslarin istthdamina iliskin asil rol politika
yapicilara diigmektedir (Stirati, 2012). Bununla birlikte istthdam tek tarafli bir konu
degildir ¢iinkii devlet, isgiicii piyasas1 ve bireyler gibi bir¢ok degisken ile iliskilidir ve her
birinin istihdamla ilgili beklentileri bulunmaktadir. Bu nedenle, istihdamin tiim yonlerini
anlamak ve aralarinda bir uzlasma yaratmak, ¢oziilmesi kolay bir konu degildir. Ayrica
mezunlarin isttihdami da isttihdam konusunun bir baska boyutunu olusturmaktadir.
Mezunlar hem toplumun, hem de {iniversitenin birer iiyesi olmaktadirlar. Bu sebeple,
sgiicli piyasas1 ve iiniversitenin kesisme noktasi olarak tanimlanabilirler. Universiteler,
akademik islevlerinin yani sira bireylere mesleki yeterlilikler saglamakta ve mezun
kimligi kazandirmaktadir (Hinchliffe ve Jolly, 2010). Bu nedenle bireyler i¢in {iniversite
diplomas1 almak ekonomik ve sosyal refaha ulasmanin bir yolu olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Johnson, 1973). Bu nedenle yiiksekogretim bazi agilardan issizligin ¢Oziimii olarak
goriilmektedir (Kiraz ve Kurul, 2018). Bireylerin egitim derecesi ile istihdami arasinda
pozitif bir iliski olmasina ragmen (Bagci, 2018), yiliksek Ogrenim veya {iiniversite
diplomas: dogrudan istihdam edilme yolu degildir. Ozellikle giiniimiizde mezun issizligi
hem Tiirkiye'de hem de kiiresel dlgekte dnemli sorunlardan biri olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Durak ve Kaya, 2014). Tiirkiye'de mevcut arastirmalar, mezun issizliginin arkasinda
bir¢ok neden oldugunu gostermektedir; bunlar istihdam politikalarindaki eksiklikler, bazi
mesleklerin arz ve talebindeki dengesizlik, beceri uyumsuzlugu ve yiiksekogretimde
kitlesellesme olarak 6zetlenebilir (Arslan ve Solak, 2020; Ay, 2012; Onal, 2012; Ozer ve
Suna, 2020).

Mezun issizligi ile miicadelede oncelikle istihdam politikalar1 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir.
Tiirkiye'de 1960'l1 yillardan itibaren énemli bir sorun olan igsizlik, 2001 yilinda yasanan
mali krizle birlikte eskisinden daha yikici bir sekilde giin yliziine ¢ikmistir (Ay, 2012).
Giliniimilizde artan niifus ve neo-liberal ekonomi politikalar1 ile ekonomik biiylime
istthdam yaratamamaktadir (Ay, 2012). Ayrica istihdamin sektorel dagilimindaki
degismeler, kirsal niifusun azalmasi ve kadinlarin isgiici piyasasina katiliminin azlig
istihdam politikalarinda dalgalanmalara yol agarak issizligi tetiklemistir (Boztepe, 2007;
Dayioglu & Ercan, 2010; Tunali, 2003). Bunun yaninda istthdama ydnelik vergilerin
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artirtlmasi, iiretimin ve enflasyonun kesintiyeugramasi, isgiicli maliyetlerinin diisiiriilmesi
Tiirkiye'de ekonomik sorunlara neden olan sorunlu istihdam politikalarindan
bazilar olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Onaran, 2002; lkkaracan & Yoriikoglu, 2004). Ayrica
egitim politikalarinda yer alan konular istihdam politikalariyla da iliskilendirilmistir (Ay,
2012). Giir'e (2016) gore iiniversite sayilarindaki kontrol dis1 yiikselme, Tirkiye'deki
istihdam politikalarin1  olumsuz etkilemekte, dolayisiyla egitim alanindan istihdam
politikalarma iligkin politikalarda sorunlar ya da eksiklikler ortaya cikarmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla Tiirkiye'de istihdam politikalarindaki sorunlar mezunlarin issizligi ile

dogrudan ve dolayl olarak iligkilidir.

Ikinci olarak, isgiicii arz1 ve talebi arasindaki dengesizlik, Tiirkiye'deki issizlik sorunu
icin bir baska ayirt edici faktor olmustur (Arslan ve Solak, 2020). Diger bir deyisle
Tiirkiye'de baz1 meslekler igsizlikle diger alanlardan daha fazla miicadele etmektedir.
Ogretmen issizligi bu konudaki en belirgin drnektir. Her y11 100.000' askin kisi egitim
fakiiltelerinden mezun olmaktadir (YOK, 2020) ve halen istihdam edilmeyi bekleyen
500.000 6gretmen bulunmaktadir (ISKUR, 2020). Ancak 2022 yilinda devlet okullarina
sadece 19.969 ogretmen atanmistir (MEB, 2022). Bu noktada bir¢ok 6gretmen yillardir
istihdam edilemezken egitim fakiiltelerinin kapasiteleri de ylikselmeye devam etmektedir
(YOK, 2021). Dolayistyla, bazi alanlarda isgiicii sermayesinin biiyiimesi, bu alanlarin
talebini agsmakta ve bu dengesizlik, 6gretmen Orneginde de belirtildigi gibi, mezun
igsizligine dokunmaktadir. Hem politika yapicilar hem de yiliksekdgretim alani igin
isgliciiniin arz ve talebini analiz etmek mezun istihdami i¢in 6nemli olmustur (Gokge,
2014). Bu nedenle, mezun issizligine kars1 6nlemlerin belirlenmesinde iiyeler arasindaki

isbirligi ve katilim ¢ok énemlidir.

Ugiincii olarak ise, mezunlar ile isgiicii piyasasi arasimndaki beceri uyumsuzlugu, mezun
issizliginde bir baska faktor olarak belirtilmektedir (Sahin, 2021). Beceri uyumsuzlugu,
"bir bireyin mesleki becerilerinin meslegini icra etmede yetersiz kalmasi" olarak
tanimlanir (OECD, 2021). Sahin'e (2021) gore isletmelerin %540 aradiklar nitelikli is
giicline ulasamamaktadir. Bunun yani sira Tiirkiye'de beceri uyumsuzlugu sorunlar1 asiri
nitelikten kaynaklanmakta ve lise veya meslek okulu mezunlarindan ¢ok {iniversite

mezunlart bu durumdan muzdarip olmaktadir
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(Sahin, 2021). Beceri uyumsuzlugu, cografi engeller, istthdam arz ve talebindeki
dengesizlik ve isglicii piyasast ile egitim sistemi arasindaki tutarsizliktan
kaynaklanabilmektedir (Suna, vd., 2020). Bu nedenle istihdam ve egitim iliskisi iki yonlii
olarak tanimlanmakta ve benzer kaygilar1 paylasmaktadirlar (Suna, vd., 2020). Yiiksek
ogretimdeki  kitlesellesme ve egitim ciktilarinin  isglicii  piyasasi talebiyle
uyumlastirilmasindaki sorunlar, beceri uyumsuzlugu ag¢igin1 daha da biylitmektedir
(Cidem et al., 2021). Buna ek olarak, isgiicli piyasasindaki hizli degisim egilimleri, egitim
alan1 agisindan yakalamasi zor bir hal almaktadir (Acemoglu ve Restrepo, 2018). Bu
nedenle, hem mezunlarin hem de yiiksek 6grenimin beklentileri hakkinda daha derin bir

analiz, mezunlarin istihdami i¢in faydali bir adim olacaktir.

Son olarak, yiiksekdgretimde kitlesellesme mezun issizligini etkileyen faktorlerden biri
olarak belirtilmektedir (Onal, 2002). Ozellikle 2000'li yillardan sonra iiniversite
sayisindaki ve mezunlardaki hizli artis, egitimde yeterlilik ve mezunlarin istihdami
konusunda birgok sorun yaratmaktadir (Giir, 2016). Diger bir nokta ise iiniversite
sayisinin artirilmasinin istihdami artirmanin bir yolu olarak nitelendirilmesidir (Ay,
2012). Ancak bu hizli artis igsiz mezun sayisinin artmasina ve iiniversite standartlarinin
diismesine neden olmustur (Saka ve Yaman, 2011). Mevcut arastirmalar, dgrencilerin
mezun olduktan sonra istihdam edilme kaygisi tasidiklarini ve tiniversite sayilarindaki
hizli artisin egitim kalitesi tizerindeki olumsuz etkisinden rahatsiz olduklarini géstermistir
(Bora, 2011; Erdogan, 2021). Yiksekogretimde diisen standartlar ve {iniversiteler
arasindaki firsat esitsizligi ile Ogrencilerin mesleklerindeki yeterlilikleri de farklilik
gostermektedir  (Mok, 2016). Dolayisiyla 6grencilerin  gelecekteki  istihdam
edilebilirlikleri bu kosullar altinda sekillenmektedir. Istihdam edilebilirlik, mezun
istthdam1 i¢in dogrudan bir yol olmamakla birlikte, mezun istihdami1 konusunda
iiniversite ile iggiicli piyasasi arasinda bir koprii olarak tanimlanabilir. Yiiksekogretim
acisindan bakildiginda, bireylere iist diizey, genel ve sosyal beceriler ile mesleki
yeterlilikler kazandirmak, mezun istihdami konusuna dahil olmanin 6nemli bir yoludur
(Giir, 2016). Bu nedenle isgiicii piyasasina rekabet¢ci mezunlar yetistirmek ve onlara
mezun kimligi kazandirmak {iniversitelerin egitim kalitesi baslig1 altinda ele
aliabilmektedir. Bu nedenle bu c¢alisma, son siif dgrencilerinin algilanan iiniversite

kalitesinin istihdam edilebilirlik algilarinin bir yordayicisi olarak incelenmesini

111



amaglamistir. Bunun yami sira, Orneklemin diger demografik o6zellikleri olan not
ortalamasi, cinsiyet, SES ve is deneyimi durumu hem kalite hem de istihdam edilebilirlik
algilarinin bagimsiz degiskenleri olarak incelenmistir. Bu sekilde, mezun issizligi konusu
yuksekogretim perspektifinden ele alinmis ve iiniversite kalitesinin etkisi, 68rencilerin

istihdam edilebilirliginin bir yordayicisi olarak incelenmistir.

Arastirmanin bulgulari, algilanan kalite ile ayr1 ayr bir iligki gostermemelerine ragmen,
son smif Ggrencilerinin cinsiyet, genel not ortalamasi, sosyoekonomik durum ve is
deneyimi kombinasyonunun kalite algilarin1 yordadigin1 gostermistir. Algilanan kalite ve
genel not ortalamasi ile ilgili mevcut literatiir, dgrencilerin akademik basarilarinin
iiniversite kalite algilariyla iligkili oldugunu belirtmektedir (Brisco vd., 2016; Perales vd.,
2020, Thesis vd., 2020). Bu c¢alismalar temel olarak, akademik basarisi yiiksek olan
ogrencilerin iiniversite kalitesi hakkinda daha olumlu olma egiliminde olduklar1 sonucuna
varmaktadir. Ancak bu caligmalarda akademik basar1 algilanan kalitenin bir yordayicisi
olarak incelenmemistir ve sadece bu iki degisken arasinda iliski vardir. Ogrencilerin
akademik basarilari, hem bireysel ¢abalariyla hem de iiniversiteden gelen kurumsal
destekle iliskilidir (Becirevig vd., 2017). Ogrencilerin iiniversite kalitesine iligkin yanitlart
diger demografik ozelliklere gore farklilagsmamistir. Cinsiyet gruplaria bakildiginda, kiz
ve erkek Ogrenciler arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigi, tiniversite kalitesine iliskin mevcut
literatlir tarafindan desteklenmektedir. Tiirkiye'de yapilan arastirma, hem kiz hem de
erkek 0grencilerin ¢evrimi¢i 6grenmeye yonelik iiniversite egitiminin kalitesine yonelik
olumlu tutumlara sahip oldugunu belirtmistir (Yener ve Tasc¢ioglu, 2018). Bunun yani
sira, liniversite kalite algilarinda cinsiyet roliine iliskin yapilan diger arastirmalar da tam
tersi sonuglar vermektedir. Cera'ya (2018) gore, hem Cek hem de Slovakya'da kiz
ogrenciler liniversite kalitesine erkeklerden daha olumlu yaklagsmaktadir (Cera vd., 2018).
Ote yandan, Ispanya'da yapilan galisma, erkek dgrencilerin kiz 6grencilere gore {iniversite
kalitelerinden daha yiiksek memnuniyet duyduklarini gostermistir (Blazquez-Resino ve
digerleri, 2022). Dolayisiyla kiz ve erkek Ogrencilerin iiniversite kalite algilar
baglama  gore degisebilmektedir ve farkli sonuglar elde edilinebilir, bu caligmada
Ogrencilerin cinsiyeti kalite algilarin1 yordamamaktadir. Ayrica, is deneyimi faktord,
ogrencilerin liniversite kalitesi yanitlariyla iliskilendirilememistir. Mezunlarin iiniversite
egitimi kalite algilart ile i yeri yeterliklerini gelistirmeleri {izerine yapilan ¢aligmalardan

biri, yar1 zamanlh is deneyimi olan Ogrencilerin, deneyimi olmayan akranlarina gore
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iiniversite kalitesine orta diizeyde daha yiiksek olumlu yanit verdigini gostermistir
(Akareem & Hossain, 2016). Bununla birlikte, literatiirde Ogrencilerin is deneyimi,
cinsiyet ve genel not ortalamalarinin {iniversite kalitesine yonelik tutumlari tizerindeki
etkisine iliskin calisma eksikligi bulunmaktadir. Ayrica bu ii¢ degiskenin kombinasyonu
daha once algilanan kalitenin yordayicisi olarak incelenmemistir. Ay sekilde, literatiirde
ogrencilerin sosyoekonomik durumlar1 ile algiladiklar1 {iniversite kalitesi arasindaki
iligkiyi destekleyen sinirl sayida ¢aligma vardir (Meraz, 1983; Kealy ve Rockel, 1987),
bu nedenle bu c¢alismanin sonuglar1 da sosyoekonomik durumun o6grencilerin kalite

tutumlari lizerinde anlamli bir etkisinin olmadigin1 géstermistir.

Ogrencilerin istihdam edilebilirlik algilarma iliskin arastrma bulgular, son smif
Ogrencilerinin iiniversite kalite algilar1 ile gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik algilar
arasinda pozitif ve anlaml bir iligki oldugunu gostermistir. Buna gore 6grencilerin kalite
algilar1, gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik algilarini yordamaktadir. Universite kalitesi ve
istihdam edilebilirlik iligkisi ile ilgili ¢calisma eksikligi olmasina ragmen, ilgili literatiir
iiniversite egitiminin bireylerin istihdam edilebilirlik algisinin biliyiikk bir bolimiinii
olusturdugunu belirtmektedir. Universite, bireyler i¢in daha yiiksek kazanimlarin elde
edildigi bir yerdir bu sebeple mesleki beceriler, entelektiiel olanaklar ve deneyimsel
ogrenme burada gerceklesmektedir, bununla birlikte 6grencilerin sosyal, akademik ve
mesleki becerilerinin gelisimindeki rolii de goz ardi edilemez. Bireylerin istihdam
edilebilirliginin ¢ogu iilke i¢in egitim dereceleriyle paralellik gostermesi sasirtict degildir
(UNESCO, 2021). Ancak {iiniversite egitimi ve istihdam iligkisi bundan daha fazlasini
icermektedir. Universite egitimi, bireyleri ilgili gorevleri yerine getirme ve dolayisiyla
onlar1 daha "isttihdam edilebilir" kilma konusunda desteklemektedir. Bu nedenle bu
caligma, iiniversite kalitesinin gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik {izerindeki roliinii 6grenci
perspektifinden incelemeyi amaglamistir. Bunun 1s1ginda, son simif 6grencilerinin
yanitlari, tiniversite hakkinda daha yiiksek kalite algilarinin, gelecekte daha yiiksek
diizeyde istihdam edilebilirlik tutumlar ile iliskili oldugunu gdstermistir. Ilgili literatiir,
iiniversite egitiminin kalitesi ile 6grencilerin istihdam edilebilirligi arasindaki iligkiye
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Brennan'a (2018) gore, yiiksek 6gretimde kitlesellesmeyle birlikte,
iiniversitelerin istthdam olanaklar1 bilgi tabanli ekonomide 6ne ¢ikmaktadir, bu nedenle
istthdam edilebilirlik, tiniversitelerin i¢ kalite gilivence mekanizmalarina entegre

edilmelidir (Brennan, 2018). Benzer sekilde, {iniversitenin hem i¢ hem de dis iiyeleri,
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istihdam edilebilirlik ile {tniversite egitim kalitesi arasindaki iliskinin Oneminden
bahsetmistir (Cheng vd., 2022). Bagka bir arastirma, kalite gilivence faktorlerinin
ogrencilerin mezun istthdam edilebilirligini yordadigini gostermistir (Oyebanji ve
Omojola, 2018). Buna ek olarak, istthdam edilebilirlik yaklasimlar1 6zellikle son on yilda
iiniversite egitiminin kalitesine daha fazla odaklanma egiliminde olmustur (Blackwell vd.,
2001; Clarke; 2018; Holmes, 2013). Bu nedenle c¢alismanin sonuglari ilgili literatiir

tarafindan desteklenmektedir.

Ayrica calismanin bulgulari, is deneyimi durumunun istihdam edilebilirlik algilarim
yordadigin1 gostermistir. Literatiirde bu bulguyla paralellik gosteren ¢ok sayida calisma
bulunmaktadir. Crossman ve Clarke'in calismasi (2010), 6grencilerin uluslararast is
deneyiminin onlara deneyimsel 6grenme, diisiinme big¢imleri, sosyal becerilerin gelisimi
kazandirdigin1 ortaya koymaktadir. Bagka bir ¢alismada, yiliksekogretimde staj ve is
deneyiminin dgrencilerin mezun istihdam edilebilirligi i¢in ¢ok 6nemli bir rol oynadigi
belirtilmistir (Helyer ve Lee, 2014). Ayrica, diger bir¢ok calisma, is deneyiminin
ogrencilerin gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlikleri ve aktarilabilir beceriler kazanmalar
iizerinde destekleyici bir rolii oldugunu gostermistir (Blackwell vd., 2013; Minocha vd.,
2017; Tomlinson, 2017; Cheng vd., 2021). Buna ek olarak, is deneyimi istihdam
edilebilirligin 6nciillerinden biri olarak tanimlanmis olup, is deneyimi ile kisinin istihdam
edilebilirligi arasinda negatif bir iliski oldugunu gosteren bir ¢alisma bulunmamaktadir.
Mevcut ¢alismalar, GPA'nin 6grencilerin akademik gorevlerini nasil yerine getirdiklerinin
gostergelerinden biri oldugunu ve bu nedenle bireylerin istihdam edilebilirlik algilar
iizerinde etkisi oldugunu gdstermistir. Bununla birlikte, isgiicii piyasas1 talebi gibi dis
faktorlerin rolii, mezunlarin algilanan istihdam edilebilirligi i¢in daha onemli bir faktor
olmustur (Mainga ve digerleri, 2022). Ayrica baska bir calisma, mezuniyet zamani,
yiiksek lisans derecesi veya cinsiyetin, 0grencilerin genel not ortalamasinin yani sira
mezun istthdam edilebilirligi i¢in ek faktorler olarak tanimlandigmi gostermistir
(Mehmetaj vd., 2021). Sosyoekonomik durumun sonuglarinin istihdam edilebilirlik
algilar1 lizerinde yordayici bir roli bulunmamaktadir. Literatiirde 6grencilerin
sosyoekonomik durumlari, kaynaklara erisimdeki farkliliklar agisindan aralarindaki
esitsizlikler olarak ifade edilmektedir (Crawford vd., 2016). Bu nedenle arastirmalar,
istihdam agisindan etnik azinliklar, diisiik sosyoekonomik statii vb. dezavantajli gruplar

arasinda ucurum oldugunu gostermistir (Brown, 2016; Zwysen vd., 2018). Ancak bu
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noktada, bu caligma {iniversitenin 6grencilerin istihdam edilebilirlik algilarindaki roliine
odaklanmistir. Bunun 1s18inda {iniversite, SES grubuna bakilmaksizin 6grencilerine
gelisimleri acisindan esit akademik veya sosyal hizmetler sunmaktadir. Bu nedenle
ogrencilerin gelecekteki istihdam edilebilirlik algilari, sosyoekonomik durumlarina gore
farklilasmamistir ¢linkii algilari, istthdam edilip edilmemekten ¢ok {iniversite egitimleri

ile i bulabilme konusundaki yeterliliklerine dayanmaktadir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, mezun issizligi konusu son siif 6grencilerinin istihdam edilebilirlik
algilar1 acisindan ele alinmistir. Bu noktada, algilanan istihdam edilebilirligin bir
yordayicisi olarak iiniversite kalitesinin rolii vurgulanmistir. Arastirmanin bulgulari bu
ongoriiyti desteklemis ve gelecegin mezunlarinin istihdam edilebilirligi i¢in {iniversite
kalitesinin 6neminin altin1 ¢izmistir. Buna ek olarak, 6grencilerin is deneyimi, cinsiyet ve
genel not ortalamalarinin birlesimi de son sinif Ogrencilerinin istihdam edilebilirlik
algilarinin yordayicisi olarak belirtilmigtir. Kalite algilar1 incelenirken O6grencilerin
demografik 6zelliklerinin algilanan kaliteyi yordadig1 goriilmiistiir. Boylece 6grencilerin
kalite ve istihdam edilebilirlik algilar1 mezun issizligi konusu baghigi altinda ele alinmis
ve calismanin sonuglar1 6grencilerin kalite algilarinin istihdam edilebilirlik algilarinin

sekillenmesinde anlamli ve pozitif etkiye sahip oldugunu gostermistir.

4.1 Oneriler

Arastirma bulgularina gore, yiiksekdgretim, tiniversite mensuplari ve politika yapicilar
icin ortaya konan bazi oneriler bulunmaktadir. Yiiksekogretim diizeyinde iiniversitelerin
kalite kiiltlirlerini gelistirmelerinin tesvik edilmesi ve bu yapmin uygun dis kalite
mekanizmalartyla  desteklenmesi  kalite  kiiltlirliniin  yiiksekogretim  diizeyinde
yayginlagsmasi acisindan faydali olacaktir. Ayrica iiniversite mensuplarinin {iniversite ile
ilgili ihtiya¢ ve beklentilerinin anlasilmasi ve 6grencilerin istihdam edilebilirligine daha
fazla odaklanilmasi stratejik planlamalar igin yol gésterici olacaktir. Universite
mensuplar1 acisindan, iniversiteyi gelistirmek ve kendi iiyeleri arasinda daha fazla
iletisim kurmak i¢in fikirlerini ifade etmeleri iiniversite gelisimi i¢in ¢ok Snemlidir, bu
nedenle iiniversite planlamalarinda daha katilimec1 bir yapi olusturulmalidir, 6zellikle
ogrencilere kendilerini ifade etme konusunda daha fazla alan taninmalidir. Bu sekilde
fikirler daha iyi yapilandirilabilir veya tespit edilen sorunlar dogru bir sekilde ¢oziilebilir.

Son olarak, politika yapicilar, lniversitelerin altyapisini gelistirmek icin daha fazla
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finansal destek sunabilirler. Bu noktada iiniversitelerin niceliginden ¢ok kalitesine ve
ayrilan kaynaklara daha fazla 6nem verilebilir. Buna ek olarak, geleceg§in mezunlarinin
istihdam edilebilirlik firsatlarini artirmaya odaklanabilirler. Gelecekteki ¢alismalar igin,
kalite ve istihdam edilebilirlik algilar1 arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi, mezun 6grenci
popiilasyonuna uygulanmalidir. Bu sekilde, calisma bulgularinin cesitliligi istthdam
edilebilirlik perspektifi agisindan tartigilabilir. Ayrica, istihdam edilebilirlik ve liniversite
kalitesi icin niteliksel tasarimli arastirma, 6grencilerin istihdam edilebilirlikleriyle ilgili

goriislerini ve endiselerini anlamak i¢in daha derin analizler saglayabilir.
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