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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STUDENT ENGAGEMENT AND
SATISFACTION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

CALISKAN, Zehra
M.S., The Department of Educational Sciences, Educational Administration and
Planning
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Yasar KONDAKCI

January 2023, 142 pages

Student engagement is vital for achievement in higher education, and it is a direct way
to academic success, cumulative learning, and constructive behavior in the long term.
However, there is limited empirical research that has not yet been fully explored.
Moreover, student satisfaction, which is directly influenced by student engagement,
has been used as a strategy to improve the quality of services, facilities, and instruction
provided by higher education institutions. Besides the complexity of higher education,
the COVID-19 pandemic has had debilitating effects on student engagement and
satisfaction. Therefore, the study was constructed to investigate the relationship

between student engagement and student satisfaction in higher education.

Within the frame of this goal, the study was designed as a correlational study. The
sample of the study consisted of 766 participants studying at state universities located
in Ankara. The convenience sampling method was used to collect data through
questionnaires administered online. Instruments included Student Engagement

Questionnaire and Student Satisfaction Questionnaire. Simultaneous multiple linear

iv



regression was applied to analyze the collected data. The results indicated that student
engagement and student satisfaction have a relationship with dimensions under these
terms. This study, therefore, is expected to be of value to researchers, instructors,
administrative staff, policymakers, and higher education institutions wishing to

increase student engagement, satisfaction, success, and quality of institutions.

Keywords: Student Engagement, Student Satisfaction, Higher Education, COVID-19

Pandemic



0z

YUKSEKOGRETIMDE OGRENCI KATILIMI VE MEMNUNIYETI
ARASINDAKI ILISKI

CALISKAN, Zehra
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri, Egitim Yo6netimi ve Planlamasi1 Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Yasar KONDAKCI

Ocak 2023, 142 sayfa

Ogrenci katilim, yiiksekdgretimde basar1 igin hayati Sneme sahiptir ve uzun vadede
akademik basari, kiimiilatif 6grenme ve yapict davranig i¢in dogrudan bir yoldur.
Bununla birlikte, heniliz tam olarak arastirllmamis sinirlh ampirik aragtirma vardir.
Ayrica, 0Ogrenci katilimindan dogrudan etkilenen Ogrenci memnuniyeti,
yiiksekdgretim kurumlar: tarafindan saglanan hizmetlerin, imkanlarin ve 6gretimin
kalitesini artirmak i¢in bir strateji olarak kullanilmistir. Yiiksekogretimin
karmagikliginin yani sira, COVID-19 pandemisinin 6grenci katilimi1 ve memnuniyeti
tizerinde zayiflatic1 etkileri de oldu. Bu nedenle c¢alisma, yiliksekogretimde &grenci
katilimi ile oOgrenci memnuniyeti arasindaki iliskiyir arasgtirmak {izere

yapilandirilmistir.

Bu amag cergevesinde, arastirma korelasyonel bir aragtirma olarak tasarlanmistir.
Arastirmanin 6rneklemini Ankara ilinde bulunan devlet iiniversitelerinde 6grenim
gbren 766 katilimci olusturmustur. Cevrimigi olarak uygulanan anketler araciligiyla
veri toplamak icin kolaylikla bulunabilen 6rneklem yontemi kullanilmistir. Araglar

arasinda Ogrenci Katilimi1 Anketi ve Ogrenci Memnuniyeti Anketi yer ald1. Toplanan
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verileri analiz etmek i¢in eszamanli ¢oklu dogrusal regresyon uygulandi. Sonuglar,
ogrenci katilim1 ve 6grenci memnuniyetinin bu terimler altindaki boyutlarla bir iligkisi
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismanin 6grenci katilimini, memnuniyetini,
basarisin1 ve kurum kalitesini artirmak isteyen arastirmacilara, 6gretim elemanlarina,
idari personele, politika yapicilara ve yiiksekdgretim kurumlarina deger katmasi

beklenmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogrenci Katilimi, Ogrenci Memnuniyeti, Yiiksekogretim,
COVID-19 Pandemisi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

The world has been gone through many changes lately. It became more integrated and
interconnected of social, economical and cultural changes. These changes can be
named as globalization, which drives the growth in interchange of services, goods, and
stocks. In the environment of internationalization, competition is arisen as an
important role for global economy, and it drives to increase in the number of highly
skilled individual, and knowledge-based workforce. Higher education plays the main
role in this point in the aspect of not only contributing globalization, but also enhancing
the productivity worldwide by raising well-qualified individuals. Students in higher
education are remarkably supported to mobilize all around the world to study or
continue their programmes in another country. China may be count as a leading
country of student mobility in higher education, and it doubles the number of students
nearly 130 thousand from 2000 to 2010 (Korobova & Starobin, 2015). U.S. and
European countries also welcome many international students over years, and
countries collaborate to produce academic research by funding them, at the same time,
compete each other for international rankings. Students may have the opportunity to
expand their knowledge, conduct academic research, and experience career prospect
globally. Besides that, they became the key actor to designate the visibility of higher
education institutions by noticing their opinion for the university experiences. It is
crucial to participate in educational activities and ensure their academic experiences
sufficiently because institutions focus on academic success for students, consequently

institutional achievement globally.



COVID-19 has also caused an irreversible change on every domain of life, including
education. Many institutions worldwide have transitioned from face-to-face education
to distance online learning due to dealing with the pandemic (Altbach & De Wit,
2020), and over one billion learners, which represent 68% of total enrolled learners,
were affected by this closure until the end of 2020 (UNESCO, 2020a). It was difficult
to predict the extent of the process in regard to the first time in history, so this shift
needed to be rapid to eliminate potential future problems (Babacan & Yuvarlakbas,
2021). Precautions like social distancing, isolation, and quarantine for reducing
personal contact became crucial to be taken because schools are socially dense
environments. Preventing the spread of any epidemic has been accepted before as an
effective way (Ocal, Halmatov & Ata, 2021).

Turkey followed a similar process in response to the COVID-19 crisis in its
educational practices. Albeit certain minor differences, higher education followed
minor differences. At the end of the postponement of three weeks for each level of
education, the Council of Higher Education (COHE) announced that universities could
decide the way which technological tools and techniques they use for distance learning
and all academic and educational activities in higher education (courses, meetings,
exams, etc.) started to be conducted through online on March 26, 2020 (Karadag, Su
& Kocaturk, 2021). Remote teaching was done synchronously or asynchronously
through different platforms such as Zoom, Google rooms, or video recorded lectures,
and the communication was preceded by using WhatsApp or Email services (Harsha
& Bai, 2020). Higher education institutions, academics, students, and personnel
needed to adapt to this mandatory situation in a short time (Karadag, Su & Kocaturk,
2021). However, this period was difficult because of insufficient materials, experience,
technological orientations, and technical support (Stone & Springer, 2019). During the
process, teachers played significant roles in using their skills for keeping the learning
process steady (Ting et al., 2020) because they needed to adapt to new situations by
using different teaching and learning approaches for distance learning (Stone &
Springer, 2019). Huang and colleagues emphasized the importance of working
together to develop technological solutions to provide continuity of learning and
teaching (2020a, b). UNESCO also indicated that students suffered from difficult

circumstances, including not getting enough support and real teaching from their
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teachers (2020b). To achieve this, such characteristics, including having an interactive
environment between students and instructors, being available for meetings, the ability
to prepare the course content, user management, holding exams, etc., are required
(Abushamleh & Qusef, 2021).

UNESCO (2020a) also emphasized the psychological effects of COVID-19 on
students, and there have been several studies conducted about the issues that students
have trouble psychologically. For instance, Cao et al. claimed that anxiety symptoms
emerged in students due to delays in academic activities, economic distress, and lack
of social support (2020). These psychological challenges bring about poor mental
health (Zhai & Du, 2020). Moreover, the isolation of online learners produced
challenges to expressing verbally and using body language; a lack of sense of
belongingness to the community; an inability to recognize students’ needs by teachers;
insufficiency of technological tools that slow down interaction (Gillett-Swan, 2017).
Students who have poor socioeconomic status and along with students who are also
working or parents have experienced online learning worsen in this process (Ezra et
al., 2021). Ezra and colleagues specified common concerns as student concentration,
teaching quality for instructors, technical issues in the learning environment, and the
institution’s attention to student difficulties and courses (2021). Student motivation
and learning are affected negatively by lack of competence in using technology and
technical challenges they experienced (Ozaydin Ozkara & Cakir, 2018). Islam and his
colleagues (2015) discussed those technological constraints, lack of their adaptability
to requirements of the academic context, and pedagogical difficulties in the interaction
between students and instructors was discussed. Therefore, it is crucial to consider the

effect of the pandemic to evaluate students’ experiences at any time there after.

Student Engagement

Many studies suggested that student performance and outcomes are affected positively
when they participate in the online learning environment. For instance, Myyry and
colleagues (2022) found that students’ anxiety level reduces long after the usage of
Information and Communication Technology (ICT), and they start to connect subjects

studied in the schools relevant to daily life (2017). Online learning has many benefits

3



for students’ performance and outcomes in terms of flexible learning time, place, and
learning modes, so they can follow their path and pace of the instruction process. Using
technology also has the potential to improve their learning experience, control the
learning environment individually, and motivate their own learning (Lin & Hsieh,
2001), especially for adult learners (MacDonald et al., 2001). However, these studies
were before the COVID-19 crisis. The Covid-19 crisis influences students'
engagement negatively because it leads to increase inequality and threatening their
digital privacy of participants’ online learning and teaching process (Khlaif, Salha,
Fareed & Rashed, 2021). The design of the course, teaching strategies, and
assessments were made for face-to-face teaching, so it is different than online learning.
Moreover, educational institutions, faculty, personnel, and students are not well-
prepared for this urgent situation, so they are dragged into uncertainty, stress, and
anxiety. Educational tools in urgent situations affect the learning environment, by
doing so, student engagement is reshaped by these technologies, allowing stakeholders
to communicate synchronously and asynchronously (Kurt, Atay & Oztiirk, 2021). It is
pivotal for institutions to switch to the online platform because student learning and
satisfaction are highly dependent on student engagement (Martin & Bolliger, 2018).
Educational equity in higher education institutions became more evident during the
pandemic (Maloney & Kim, 2020) due to differences in access to educational tools.
Inequality between students became a concerning issue as all students do not have
access to similar resources when engaging in distance learning (Bakker & Wagner,
2020).

Student engagement surveys are conducted to measure their involvement in activities
and conditions that are related to the high quality of learning. They help to understand
the complex relationship between students’ behaviors, thoughts, and emotions due to
the strong relationship between engagement and academic success (Garcia & Pintrich,
1996). Institutions, personnel, and academics are responsible to stimulate students'
involvement, as well as students, who play a significant role in engaging cognitively,
constructing their knowledge, and learning (Reilly, Turcan & Bugaian, 2016). Finn
(1993) also mentioned different dimensions of engagement as feeling part of a class
and school and belonging to school values, which are called behavioral and emotional

engagement, respectively. Moreover, Appleton and colleagues (2006) added a
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psychological dimension, but it is less easy to observe by surveys. The main purpose
of getting data from students is to understand how students participate in educationally
purposeful activities and how their learning is affected by them (Raine & Gretton,
n.d.). Therefore, by collecting students' opinions through surveys, student engagement

can be measured by the data obtained from students.

Student engagement surveys have become increasingly implemented in Turkey as
more research has been conducted on this topic. Studies on student engagement have
gained popularity, especially during the pandemic because the sudden shift to online
learning limits engagement in many aspects of learning. Turkey has responded to the
pandemic successfully. In the previous two decades, the Turkish educational system
has encountered noteworthy changes. A number of large-scale technological projects
have been developed to improve K-12 education quality (Kurt, Atay & Oztiirk, 2021).
Ministry of National Education (MoNE) launched the FATIH Project, which helps to
increase technological opportunities and to improve technological tools in education,
and access to them. In the sight of the project, by 2019, almost 50.000 schools received
technological infrastructure, nearly half a million Interactive White Board were set up,
over a million tablet computers were delivered to students and teachers, and around
one million teachers were trained in the usage of these tools online or face-to-face
(Kurt, Atay & Oztiirk, 2021). Besides these technical tools, K-12 students still face
challenges with their engagement in their learning activities during the pandemic
(Khlaif et al., 2020). Students typically spend at least 6 hours a day at school in Turkey
and it is a known fact that some of them participate in the educational process, while
some do not in the same way (Eryilmaz, 2013). With the pandemic, it has become
increasingly difficult to monitor and track student participation and attendance due to
many issues such as navigating educational tools, accessing the internet, parental
guidance, protecting them from possible risks of online platforms, etc (Ocal et al.,
2021).

Higher education in Turkey has similar issues with student engagement during the
pandemic, for instance, pedagogical issues in technological constraints, group
interaction (Singh, 2020), responding to different learning styles and course

requirements, (Ezra et al., 2021). Nonetheless, in the higher education context, online
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learning has been considered a feasible option for learners to satisfy their specific
demands of them, especially for adult learners such as working adults, single parents,
and economically disadvantaged adults (MacDonald et al., 2001). It is motivational to
control their own learning, self-control the time they spend on education, and manage
the pace and sequence of learning (Lim & Morris, 2005). There are still few empirical
research studies to identify the effects of online learning and teaching, particularly
during this type of a big crisis like COVID-19. For the past two decades, Turkey has
also faced rapid massification in its higher education system and there has not been
any engagement survey implemented in the national context recorded, and in addition,
the number of surveys that measures student engagement in higher education has been
inadequate and insufficient (Oz & Boyaci, 2021). The COHE launched ‘‘The
Regulation of Student Council of the Universities’” with the aim to homogenize
universities and include participation from students in university administration. This
council has the objective of gathering student perspectives regarding their health,
sports, cultural and educational expectations. The council has the oversight of the
correspondence between students and the administrative boards according to the Inter-
university Council (UAK) in accordance with Higher Education Law no. 2547
(Kuruuzum, Asilkan & Cizel, 2005). After participation in the decision-making
process in higher education institutions in Turkey, measuring the overall satisfaction

and success of students gained more recognition (Kuruuzum, Asilkan & Cizel, 2005).

Student Satisfaction

Students are considered as the main internal stakeholders in the education process
(Cinkir & Yildiz, 2019), and the importance of higher education for students is an
indisputable fact in terms of having essential experiences, learning various types of
knowledge, and socializing. At the same time, students are the main input of the
educational process while also output indicators in terms of major representatives of
higher education due to the evaluation of the quality of education. It is crucial to
identify students' satisfaction levels for revealing deficiencies in higher education
institutes and eliminating them. Educational quality and standards of education are
highly related to the determination of the level of satisfaction of students in terms of

enhancement (Simsek, Islim & Oztiirk, 2019). The quality of educational institutions
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has a great impact on the quality of students. Student opinions on all aspects of
academic life by conducting satisfaction surveys are identified by educational
institutions while universities also increase their interest in student satisfaction
practices (Simsek, Islim & Oztiirk, 2019).

Distance learning capacity is critical to investigate because it directly affects the
quality of remote teaching and student satisfaction (Karadag, Su & Kocaturk, 2021).
The researchers emphasized that with the evaluation of distance learning, lecturers will
integrate technology into their courses, and students’ experiences and expectations
will reshape during the pandemic. Student experience survey work helps students to
be heard more which increases their satisfaction, at the same time institutions can
discuss quality enhancement and assurance for the institutions internally and to
improve their rankings externally (Williams & Cappuccini-Ansfield, 2007; Hazelkorn
et al., 2018). For this purpose, debating the term “student satisfaction” has become
more common, especially after seeing the ‘student as a customer/consumer’ model
emerging, which triggered radical changes for new models of funding and regulation
within higher educational institutions (Tight, 2013). Moreover, institutions realized
the importance of marketing and gathering information from students with regard to
the student customer/consumer model, which emphasizes bottom-up data collection to

further improve student satisfaction (Alden, 2011).

In Turkey, quality assessment and strategic planning in higher education have begun
to be used by measuring student satisfaction since 2015 (Teixeria et al., 2020). Before
using it as an important data resource for the advancement of student satisfaction, it
was seen as a research preference for the institutions. All public institutions started to
develop five-year strategic plans after delegating institutions to adopt strategic
management by The Public Financial Management and Control Law, executed in 2006
(Gunay & Dulupcu, 2015). Then, higher education institutions started to focus on
improving service quality for their stakeholders and preparing strategic plans in
consideration of legal regulations introduced by the COHE. As it is known, the Higher
Education Academic Evaluation and Quality Improvement Commission was
established in 2006 and it was aimed to implement quality assurance systems in higher

education institutions (Zineldin, Akdag & Vaischeva, 2011). These strategic planning
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activities include measuring the effectiveness of teaching programs and student
satisfaction, determining learning outcomes and workloads on a course basis,
determining program qualifications, etc, (YODEK, 2007). This arrangement formed
the basis of the academic evaluation and quality improvement system in Turkish
higher education institutions, the identification of which areas need to improve in
there, and the continuity of advancement of educational quality and management
functions (YODEK, 2007). Then, the COHE initiated to set goals for accreditation and
perform efficient quality studies by publishing the Higher Education Quality
Assurance Regulation (Teixeria et al., 2020). Furthermore, University Assessment and
Research Laboratory (UniAr) was established to conduct research in higher education
and to contribute to the improvement of the Turkish higher education system (Karadag,
Su & Kocaturk, 2021).

Accountability of educational outcomes is a growing concern due to the increase in
the number of higher education institutions across the country. Many shortcomings
such as lack of high-quality academics, inadequate facilities, and limited funds are
causing institutions to be restrained from enhancing their overall pedagogical quality.
Universities also have difficulties meeting the demand of the rising number of students
who are eligible to attend the universities. This led to a decrease in the quality of
education due to institutions’ tendency to give priority to dealing with growth in
number instead of in quality. According to the COHE report, over 8 million students
are enrolled in 207 higher education institutions, and 15 of them accommodate over
50,000 students (Teixeria et al., 2020). Therefore, it is crucial to provide decent service
to all students and satisfy their various needs for higher education institutions, which
are considered a service industry to attract and retain the attention of successful

students in the competition.

The experiences of students and teachers have been tough as the administration and
operation of the majority of higher education institutions around the world were
disrupted due to the pandemic. It is vital to gather information and understand what
students encountered and faced during that period in order to be well equipped in case
of future interruptions to higher education institutions, and particularly, how the

pandemic has affected students in regards to their overall well-being (White & Van
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Der Boor, 2020). In light of this, it is critical to comprehend and sustain student
engagement, i.e. social engagement with peers and teachers, as it has been largely
neglected, as well as their satisfaction in the ‘recovery’ phase of the post-pandemic
era. Student engagement has a variety of effects on student satisfaction (Astin, 1999).
Student engagement has been linked to student satisfaction in a variety of ways,
according to existing studies (Abrahamowicz, 1988; Ertl & Wright, 2008; Berger &
Milem, 1999). For instance, according to Gray and Diloreto (2016) students were more
likely to give satisfactory ratings to courses and instructors if they believed their
lecturers communicated effectively, facilitated or encouraged their engagement in
learning activities. Whereas in online courses, Jaggars and Xu (2016) discovered that
the quality of engagement within the course parameters was linked positively with
overall student satisfaction. It is crucial to analyze and investigate student engagement
while considering their satisfaction so that instructors can further successfully organize
classes and activities that will inspire students to be more active and engaged in the
coursework (Jennings & Angelo, 2006; Mandernach, Donelli-Sallee & Dailey-Hebert,
2011). The pandemic has imposed enormous limitations on billions of individuals
around the world, and it has had a significant impact on educational systems globally,
including temporary closures in educational institutions. Numerous countries have
adopted remote virtual education as a method to deliver lectures as a result of school
closures and to ensure educational continuity (Black, Ferdig & Thompson, 2020).
Concerned about the possibility of future COVID-19 or the risk of other pandemics,
there is a pressing need for greater research into the dynamics of student engagement

and student satisfaction in such a context.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

This pandemic plunged the education sector into disarray and crisis. Due to its highly
infectious nature and the need to maintain social distance, and the confinement
measures that were put in place to slow down the rapid spread of COVID-19,
institutions of higher learning around the world were forced to close down and shift
their pedagogy and administration affairs online. The study was conducted after the
crisis, during the hybrid period. Consequently, this limits student engagement which

in turn impacts their satisfaction. The purpose of this study is to investigate the level



of student engagement and student satisfaction and document the relationship between

these two variables at state universities in Ankara.
This study will be guided by the following research questions:
The research questions are:

1. How well does the student engagement predict “student satisfaction with social
and cultural activities” dimension in higher education?

2. How well does the student engagement predict “student satisfaction with
research and development activities” dimension in higher education?

3. How well does the student engagement predict “student satisfaction with
process and application of education” dimension in higher education?

4. How well does the student engagement predict “student satisfaction with

environment and resources of education” dimension in higher education

The variables among the relationships are hypothesized and demonstrated in the figure

below.

Student Engagement ;/ Student Satisfaction

Figure 1. The model of expected relationship between two variables
The study’s hypotheses are below:

Hypothesis 1: Dimensions of student engagement such as academic engagement,
social engagement, behavioral engagement, and emotional engagement significantly
predict “student satisfaction with social and cultural activities” dimension in higher

education.

Hypothesis 2: Dimensions of student engagement such as academic engagement,
social engagement, behavioral engagement, and emotional engagement significantly
predict “student satisfaction with research and development activities” dimension in

higher education.
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Hypothesis 3: Dimensions of student engagement such as academic engagement,
social engagement, behavioral engagement, and emotional engagement significantly
predict “student satisfaction with process and application of education” dimension in

higher education.

Hypothesis 4: Dimensions of student engagement such as academic engagement,
social engagement, behavioral engagement, and emotional engagement significantly
predict “student satisfaction with environment and resources of education” dimension

in higher education.

1.3  Significance of the Study

This study contributes to literature of student engagement in terms of adaptating the
Student Engagement Survey in Turkish context. Although this study will not heavily
contribute to the literature of student satisfaction theoretically in terms of establishing
new concepts, it will support existing literature by investigating the relationship
between student engagement and student satisfaction in the higher education context.
This study will also facilitate current literature by examining those variables in times
of post-crisis like the pandemic in educational institutions.

The findings of this research could have significance for the enhancement of
applications at the institutional level to be used as a data source on issues such as
strategic planning and quality evaluation in higher education institutions by
investigating the relationship between student engagement and their satisfaction at
state universities in Ankara. Itis vital for institutions to access the present predicament
of their distance education programs and investigate areas that require improvement
in order to improve student satisfaction, achieve the educational process's goals, and
improve the quality of service of distance education for students. This study can also
determine the level of student satisfaction and bring awareness to instructors in
reevaluating their pedagogy strategies to optimize student engagement on online
platforms after the COVID-19 crisis. It is crucial to investigate the relationship
between two variables for instructors because instructors directly influence students’
motivation, engagement, attitude, and satisfaction in general (Mandernach et al.,

2011). Additionally, acknowledging the relationship between the two variables can be
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supplementary in strengthening students’ cognitive development, academic
performance, and psychosocial skills during the pandemic circumstance.

Although a significant amount of research was conducted about student engagement
and student satisfaction, it is still an issue that has not yet been fully explored especially
in the context of the post-pandemic (Harvey, 2001; Lee, Jolly, Kench & Gelonesi,
2000). The complexity of higher education such as problems of structure,
management, communication, etc. makes it difficult to measure how students perceive
the quality of education, how these can be improved, and how well they are satisfied
(Zineldin et al., 2011). In addition to that complexity, the pandemic has had
debilitating effects on limiting student engagement and student satisfaction in higher
educational institutions. Furthermore, the majority of studies have focused on
behavioral and cognitive engagement as well as the institutional environment. Studies
on the effects of emotional engagement on student satisfaction seem to be rather
scarce, as academics argue that there is a lack of studies on other engagement
dimensions in education (Pekrun et al., 2002a). Pekrun and colleagues (2002a) noted
that emotional engagement has only recently begun to become increasingly relevant
in educational studies. Asides from the frequently observed dimensions, behavioral
and cognitive engagement, this study will cover other dimensions in the context of the
pandemic such as academic engagement, social engagement, peer engagement,
beyond-class engagement, affective engagement, and social engagement with teachers
pertaining to student satisfaction in higher education.

1.4 Definition of Terms

Engagement: refers to when students are learning or being taught, whether they show
a level of attention, curiosity, enthusiasm, and excitement, which transcends to their

determination to learn and develop in their education (Zhoc et al, 2019).

Academic engagement: refers to visible activities that are closely related to the
learning practice, such as class attendance, arriving prepared for class, putting up
effort, and remaining committed to learning. This includes online engagement, which
pertains to students' use of information technologies (such as the internet and other
digital technologies) to help them study (Finn & Zimmer, 2012).
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Cognitive engagement: entails devoting reflective energy to grasp complex concepts
in order to go above the bare minimum. It focuses on the psychological involvement
in learning, comprehending, and mastering the subject (Newmann, Wehlage &
Lamborn, 1992).

Social engagement: the degree to which a student adheres to both stated and unstated

classroom norms (Finn & Zimmer, 2012).

Peer engagement: collaboration among peers for the purpose of learning and

knowledge development (Kuh, 1995).

Beyond-class engagement: involves students interacting with one another outside of
the classroom and participating in extracurricular activities (Juvonen, Espoinoza &
Knifsend 2012).

Social engagement with teachers: the interaction between students and teaching staff
that takes place in the academic setting of the institution (Zhoc et al., 2019).

Affective engagement: a form of emotional response characterized by a sense of
belonging to the institution as a place and a set of important activities (Finn & Zimmer,
2012).

Satisfaction: is defined as student disposition based on subjective evaluation of
educational experiences and outcomes, so it is a function that demonstrates the level
of performance and experience regarding educational services during the study period
(Elliot & Shin, 2002).

Satisfaction with social and cultural activities: refers to student satisfaction with
regard to the institutions’ social, cultural, art, and sports facilities, student clubs,
cafeteria, psychological counseling services, and daily services such as banks,

stationery, and security services (Simsek et al., 2019).
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Satisfaction with the management of research and development activities: refers to
student satisfaction with the information regarding opportunities to study abroad,
exchange programs, receiving encouragement about graduate education, awareness

about potential support, and funding of research projects (Simsek et al., 2019).

Satisfaction with process and application of education: refers to student satisfaction
with the transmission of the necessary information about the internship process, active
and transparent communication with instructors in regards to the purpose and content
of the course, and personnel with regards to activities and educational support for
personal and professional development (Elliot & Shin, 2002).

Satisfaction with the environment and resources of education: is defined as student
disposition based on their subjective evaluation of the institution's quality of the
classroom resources such as pedagogical tools, other physical facilities such as
laboratory and library, amenities such as campus electricity and heating, as well as

campus accessibility (Simsek et al., 2019).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The researcher reviewed various literature related to student engagement and student
satisfaction. This chapter is divided into four sections: student engagement, student
satisfaction, bridging student engagement and student satisfaction in higher education
institutions, and lastly, a summary of the literature review. The first section discusses
the concepts and definitions of student engagement, the antecedents and consequences
of student engagement, student engagement surveys, and student engagement in
Turkey. The second section reviews the concepts and definitions of student
satisfaction, the antecedents and consequences of student satisfaction, student
satisfaction surveys, and student satisfaction in Turkey. The third section explores the
relationship between student engagement and student satisfaction in higher education
institutions. Finally, a summary of the literature review is presented at the end of this

chapter.
2.1  Student Engagement

Student engagement is a term that encompasses more than participation, involvement,
and integration. It entails both either feeling and making sense, including being active
(Wimpenny, 2016). Pace (1980), Newmann (1992), Astin (1984), and Kuh et al.
(1991) are early researchers in the field that discuss student engagement. Newmann
described engagement as the students’ psychological investment towards learning,
mastering knowledge, and skills academically (Christenson et al., 2012). It is defined
as a desire, need to learn, and participate in the learning process to be successful

(Gunuc, Artun, Yigit & Keser, 2022); a feeling of belongingness to school, and value
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to school (Voelk, 1996) while Marks (2000) explains the psychological process by
emphasizing effort in the part of learning, the student’s interest, and investment.
Similarly, Zhoc and colleagues (2020) refer to the effort and time devoted to
educational activities to contribute to outcomes, which are desired by students.
Pressley and McCormick (1995) also focused on student engagement in terms of
interesting deeply in academic content, concentrating on their work, and being
enthusiastic about it. It was defined as the amount of time spent on assignments, and
the desire to participate in activities by Stovall (2003). McCarthy & Kuh (2006)
focused on the mastering of knowledge and skills, comprehending by defining while
Rotermund (2011) just active participation in the school. It is described the term and
summarized the concept of student engagement as concerning the interplay between
the time, effort, and other necessary resources provided by both students and their
institutions in order to improve student learning outcomes and development, as well
as the institution's performance and reputation (Zhoc et al., 2018). It is limited the
definition of engagement as ‘“the behavioral manifestation of motivation”
(Christenson, Christenson, Reschly & Wylie, 2012). Finn and Zimmer (2012) mostly
discourse engagement in terms of academic motivation that students have a general

drive or tendency to succeed in academic work or other school-related duties.

Some definitions include the polar opposite of engagement, using terms such as
disaffection, disengagement, burnout, and alienation (Christenson, Christenson,
Reschly & Wylie, 2012). Skinner and colleagues (2008) examined disaffection either
as an opposite term of engagement. Martin (2007) also categorized engagement by
concerning opposite terms such as adaptive and maladaptive behaviors. Still, it is still
a complicated term in regards to forming a clear definition, operationalizing, and
measuring (Bryson, 2014; Lam et al., 2012). Finn and Zimmer (2012) claimed that
student engagement can be defined in any way wanted to be measured.

Furthermore, the quality and quantity of psychological, emotional, cognitive,

behavioral, academic, and social participation in the learning process in order to gain

successful learning outcomes were mentioned by Gunuc and Kuzu (2014). There is no
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agreement on the conceptualization of engagement about which components should
be taken into consideration—some consist of academic outcomes such as performance
and achievement, while others include a sense of belongingness or social interaction
with peers and teachers. Deci defined engagement in the psychological aspects by
mentioning human action’s energy, purpose, and durability (1992a). Engagement does
not have only intuitive holistic meaning that focuses on the measurement of the
quality of students’ involvement but also includes various distinctive features, such

as cognitive, psychological, behavioral, and emotional engagement.

2.1.1 Antecedents and Consequences of Student Engagement

The assumption that students can accurately report on their own engagement and
environments, as well as that their perspectives are important in the preference,
application, and observing of interventions is inherent in student engagement theory,
conducted by Christenson and colleagues (2012). The perspectives of students such as
whether they believe the class is relevant to his/her future are critical to fitting the
school environment and putting effort to enhance student engagement (Christenson et
al., 2012; Ciri¢ & Jovanovi¢, 2016). Ciri¢ and Jovanovi¢ (2016) considered parental
support, peer acceptance, teacher expectations, and student perception about their own
abilities as antecedents. The perception of peers, academic performance, retention in
grade, mobility, and drug and alcohol use are also appraised as antecedents (Luckner,
Englund, Coffey & Nuno, 2006). In addition to these, the appropriateness of the tests,
feelings of safety in the school, fairness of school rules, and the extension of
relatedness of school facilities with student autonomy are considered antecedents of
student engagement (Appleton, Christenson & Furlong, 2008; Luckner et al., 2006).
Students are actively engaged in learning activities if they are careful about “time on
task” (Anderson, 1973; Fisher et al., 1980). The appropriateness of class materials, in
general, has also another antecedent for behavioral engagement (Finn et al., 1995).
Besides these, female students have a tendency to engage in their institutions more
than male peers (Ni Fhloinn, Fitzmaurice, Mac an Bhaird & O'Sullivan, 2016);
students' engagement rate is higher with high-level income (Dahill-Brown, Witte &
Wolfe, 2016); and the level of student engagement decreases when their class grades

increase (Rissanen, 2018; ikiz & Saglam, 2017). Campus and class engagement
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processes gain much more attention, especially in higher education because education
levels of society and the instructional quality of educational institutions are highly

dependent on student engagement (Ergiin & Kurnaz, 2017; Kuh, 2001).

Student engagement is highly affected by teachers, family, peers, and the community
(Elffers, 2013). Students are more engaged when their families support students
academically and motivationally, monitor or supervise their learning, have learning
resources at home, and have clear goals and expectations from students. The
engagement level increases if students establish connectivity with their peers in
relation to sharing common values of school, educational expectations, academic
relience and efforts, and aspirations for learning. The perceived teacher and student
relationship and school climate are indicators of engagement, especially affectively
(Appleton et al., 2006). Positive feedback and support from teachers promote student
engagement (Reschly, 2010) as well as the quality of instruction, goal structure, and
clear and appropriate expectations from teachers. Teacher warmth and supportiveness
have directly linked to engagement (Klem & Connell, 2004). Engagement is also
facilitated by the encouragement of discussion, and expression of students’ points of
view (Johnson et al., 1985) promoting metacognition and inquiry deeply (Newmann
etal., 1992). Organizational features, including support of mental health and services,
academic support, community service learning, disciplinary climate, and authority are
other antecedents of student engagement. School size is related to the level of
engagement of students, for example, the small size of schools is associated with the
extension of participation, attendance, and satisfaction (Lindsay, 1984). On the
contrary, school features such as negative school sanctions and an unsafe environment
led to student disengagement (Marks, 2000; Voelkl, 1996). Disengagement arises with
too strict discipline at schools (Hyman & Perone, 1998), and unfairness (Marks, 2000).
Furthermore, students who have delinquent behaviors tend to exhibit lower levels of
engagement in schools, and lower attachment to schools (Hindelang, 1973; Hirschi,
1969).

When it comes to consequences, the achievement of students cannot be considered
without engaging in academic work in the classroom and participation in the academic

activities at school even though they feel attached to a school or undertake
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extracurricular activities. Therefore, engagement is the only and direct way to
academic success, behavior, achievement in the long term, achievement test scores,
retention, cumulative learning, graduation, and high GPA (Fredricks, Blumenfeld &
Paris, 2004; Klem & Connell, 2004; Lei, Cui & Zhou, 2018; Sinclair,
Christenson, Lehr & Anderson, 2003). Students feel more competent
academically and connected to schools if their engagement is at high levels, resulting
in success and learning. Studies emphasized a positive relationship between student
engagement and learning outcomes such as cognitive and psychological development,
academic performance, general abilities, and student satisfaction (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh
& Whitt, 2005; Lam et al., 2012). The behavioral perspective of student engagement
has also been approached in the higher education context. The quality of effort to
engage in educationally purposeful activities has a strong link with desired learning
outcomes (Hu & Kuh, 2002). The success gap between high achievers and
disadvantaged students diminishes if there is an increase in engagement (Connell et
al., 1994). Successful performance outcomes also led students to develop a feeling of
belonging and valuing (Finn, 1989). On the contrary, it is a fact that students become
alienated, disconnected, ineffective, and perform insufficiently if they engage poorly
in academic activities (Finn, 1989). Their social interactions with teachers weaken
with the decrease in support or increase in coercion from teachers, and they tend to
make friends with students who are less friendly and disengaged. Disengaged students
do not maintain a sense of belongingness in a school, do not exhibit appropriate
behaviors, and/or do not develop a positive attitude about participating in class. These
behaviors led them to drop out and affect their graduation negatively (Rumberger,
1987). Moreover, it is a great indicator of students' academic achievement, learning,

socialization, and satisfaction (Lewis, 2010).

Student engagement also has a crucial impact on teachers and peers. Teachers have
closer relationships with students (Ladd, Birch, & Buhs, 1999), and become more
supportive (Furrer & Skinner, 2003) when they are more behaviorally engaged; the
autonomy level of teachers increases when students engage emotionally (Altermatt, et
al., 1998); they elicit greater responsiveness when students participate in class at a

higher level (Fiedler, 1975). Similarly, more engaged students tend to select or be
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selected by other students who participate in friendship groups with peers, who are
also more engaged (Steenbetghs, Soenens & Verschueren, 2021).

Researchers claimed that school settings are mediators for student engagement, which
IS, in turn, crucial for learning (Alp Christ et al., 2022; Siddiqi, 2018). Wehlage &
Rutter, (1986) examined dropout prevention to develop a strong sense of community
in schools, which in turn students’ achievement. Moreover, some basic needs such as
autonomy, competence, and relatedness are connected with engagement or
disaffection, which affect social behaviors, improvement of skills, and adjustment
(Skinner, Kindermann & Furrer, 2009). Students have higher levels of success and
engagement if schools support autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Kurt & Tas,
2018). Student motivation is also highly dependent on student engagement (Skinner,
Kindermann & Furrer, 2009; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012). Academic accomplishments,
dropping out, and graduation is also considered as consequences by Fredricks and
colleagues (2004). Recent studies also indicate that affective engagement is directly
linked to persistence and student behavior, and indirectly related to academic
achievement. Academic engagement is essential for the occurrence of learning,
attentiveness of students, completing homework assignments in class, time on tasks,
and participation in academic extracurricular activities. Social engagement is a
moderator between academic engagement and achievement, and the consequences of
social (behavioral) engagement are self- reported or observed attendance and social
and attentive behaviors. Cognitive engagement facilitates complex learning and
challenging material, including verbalization of cognitive process during the activity,
and developing strategies while solving problems, whereas affective engagement
provides the incentive for participation regularly, persisting in school endeavors,

valuing in school, and feeling of acceptance.

In the literature, several studies demonstrate the positive relationship between school
climate and student engagement (Matthews, Dwyer, Russell & Enright, 2019). It is
also a key concept to understand social effects like absenteeism is considered an
indicator of unhappiness and disengagement in institutions (Christenson et al., 2012),
or dropping out of school which is a factor that is influenced by student engagement

due to students who do not have any future plans or goals educationally (Bargmann,
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Thiele & Kauffeld, 2022). Student engagement was also found that it has a great
influence on students’ dropout rate, that is if their level of engagement is low, the
dropout rate increases dependently (National Research Council, 2004). The dropout
and completion are the consequences of engagement or disengagement, which makes
engagement both mediator and outcome. For instance, engagement is considered an
outcome of attendance or skipping classes, while it can be an indicator of graduation
or enrollment in the next grade. Engagement is considered as an outcome and process,
as well as a interdependence between contextual enhancers and learning outcomes that
are expected in the context of academic, emotional, and social (Lam, Wong, Yang &
Liu, 2012). Christenson and colleagues (2012) also claimed that cognitive and
affective engagement are also mediators as they precede students' engagement
behaviorally and academically. At a more particular level, is important to exhibit
antecedents and consequences of the details of engagement to understand the term
deeply. It is also important to observe the evaluation of the term by different
researchers and which dimensions were mostly focused on them. Thus, it is critical to
concentrate on both previous research and survey about student engagement to picture

a timeline.

2.1.2 Previous Research and Student Engagement Surveys

The term was developed in the 1980s to acknowledge what student engagement is and
how to reduce dropping out, alienation, and boredom (Christenson, Christenson,
Reschly & Wylie, 2012). Elliot and Voss (1974) studied school isolation and
normlessness, while Newmann (1981) emphasized six guiding principles for showing
the importance of school reforms in increasing student engagement and reducing
alienation. The “theory of dropout prevention” was asserted to develop a sense of
belongingness for students (Wehlage et al., 1989). Connell (1990) proposed a “self-
system process model”, on the basis of humans' basic needs for autonomy, capability,
and accordance, and revealed their relationships with engagement or disaffection
(Connell & Wellborn, 1991). Finn (1989) also explained the “participation-
identification model”, which shows the interaction of affect and behavior with
academic success. The behavioral component refers to participation and involvement
in school activities such as responding to questions, doing more work than required,
and engaging in extracurricular activities.
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In recent years, engagement models consist of four, or more components (Christenson
et al., 20012; Fredricks et al., 2004; Luckner et al., 2006; Rumberger & Lim, 2008),
and are repeatedly practiced. A multidimensional concept includes academic,
behavioral, cognitive, psychological, or emotional realms (Christenson, Christenson,
Reschly & Wylie, 2012). Researchers put a different complexion on the dimensions.
For instance, perception bearing upon the matter of school is classified as cognitive
engagement (Greene et al., 2004), while Finn (2006) characterized it as affective
engagement, whereas Ben-Eliyahu and colleagues (2018) as motivation. It is also
defined as affective engagement, including a feeling of belongingness, and
communication with peers and teachers (Appleton et al., 2006), whereas Yazzie-Mintz
and McCornick (2012) emphasized mostly feelings of connections and interaction
with others as emotional engagement. Academic achievement is heavily influenced by
engagement as it has been associated with educational performance and outcomes. Hu
& Kuh (2002) explained that student engagement is traditionally centered on
enhancing the students’ sense of belonging, positive behavior, and performance in
order for them to continue enrolled in school. Levesque, et. al. (2004) suggested that
students’ autonomy and competence have to be encouraged in order to attain student
engagement. Gibbs & Poskitt (2010) summarized multiple definitions and concluded
that student engagement involves the following: students’ closeness and
connectedness to their teachers’ peers and school; includes students’ potential,
autonomy, and motivation in their school work and after-school recreational activities;
incorporates students’ degree of participation, commitment, concentration and their
enthusiasm in subject learning; the degree to which learning is regarded as something
that must be experienced in order to be granted a recompense or avoid punishment; a
fluctuating condition of being impacted by a variety of external and internal elements
such as the perceived worth or significance of the education and the opportunity and
possibility for students to encounter difficulty and success in regards to their

education; and lastly, students’ opinion of their teachers' behaviors.
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Academic engagement involves behaviors such as attentiveness, completing tasks, and
augmenting learning by participating in extracurricular activities (Christenson,
Christenson, Reschly & Wylie, 2012). Social engagement refers to written and
unwritten behaviors that students exhibit, for instance, interacting appropriately in the
class, and presenting social behavior in learning activities. Cognitive engagement,
which is loosely defined in the literature is a deliberate effort to embrace complicated
ideas in order to move above the bare minimum (Fredericks et al., 2004). Cognitively
engaged students use strategies and regulative processes, as well as the extent to which
their attentiveness and value perceptions motivate their attention and concentration on
the learning process (Christenson, Christenson, Reschly & Wylie, 2012). Indicative
behaviors of it include reading materials more than required, asking questions to
clarify the concepts, persevering with difficult tasks, and reviewing previously learned
materials. Affective engagement is the extent that which students’ emotional response
to school and persistently participation in a set of school activities such as developing
feelings of belonging to the school and valuing accomplishments. Marks (2000) used
the term “investment” for the first three dimensions to indicate dynamism, whereas
affective engagement is mostly about the motivation for the investment of required
energy. These components help to predict profoundly students’ achievement and
persistence, but it is still complicated to identify students’ engagement or

disengagement by analyzing them.

The attention to engagement scales has been increased by researchers, policymakers,
and university administrators in the late 1970s with the College Student Experience
Questionnaire (CSEQ), and the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)
following this at the beginning of the 2000s in the US. After the progression,
engagement surveys began to be implemented at a national level in different countries,
such as Australia and New Zealand (AUSSE), Ireland (ISSE), Canada (NSSE), China
(NSSE-China/CCSS), and South Africa (SASSE), however, NSSE is the most adopted
one for cross-institutional level (Oz & Boyaci, 2021). Additionally, Japan, Mexico,
Lebanon, South Korea, Qatar, and Egypt was also applied to the NSSE survey at an
institutional level (Nauffal, 2012) while some countries such as UK and Germany
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designed their own engagement surveys, National Student Survey (NSS) and

Studierenden Survey, respectively.

Christenson and colleagues (2012) explains that student self-report is a common
survey method for evaluating student engagement. Students are given items that
represent diverse dimensions of engagement and are asked to choose the response that
accurately describes them. Most of these self-reported engagement indicators are
broad in scope and are not related to a particular subject. One rationale for utilizing
self-report survey methods is that it is important to gather data on students' subjective
experiences rather than only gathering objective data on behavioral criterion like
punctuality or assignment submission rates, which are already being obtained by
schools. Self-report surveys are especially beneficial for measuring cognitive and
emotional engagement, which aren't readily visible and must be interpreted from
actions and behaviors (Li, 2021; Wiggins et al., 2017). Self-report surveys are
extensively employed in classrooms since they are by far the most feasible and simple
to perform. They can be given to a wide and varied population of children for a
minimal cost, allowing data to be collected over numerous periods and outcomes to be
compared across schools. Nevertheless, one drawback with self-report surveys is that,
in some circumstances (e.g., if conducted by their teacher without any anonymity
guaranteed), students may not give an honest answer, and so therefore self-reports

might not always represent their real behaviors (Appleton et al., 2006).

There are methods for measuring student engagement asides from surveys such as
interviews. Interviews consist of structured and semi-structured predetermined
questions where students are asked to share their experiences in an open-ended
manner. Interviews provide a better understanding of the differences in engagement
levels, allowing readers to better understand why some students remain in school while
other students drop out (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012). Interviews can also produce
detailed explanations of how students formulate meaning from their educational
experiences, and which way these experiences correlate to participate. However, the
clarity, volume, and sort of responses can all be influenced by the interviewer's
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expertise, abilities, and prejudices. There are also concerns regarding the validity and
reliability of the results of the interview. Moreover, interview tactics raise problems

regarding social desirability (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012).

Self-report instruments that researchers have developed to measure engagement are
important for the history of student engagement (Appleton, Christenson & Furlong,
2008). These tools contribute to making the operational definition of engagement and
exploring critical issues in this field. Recently, student engagement surveys were
designed in New Zealand to measure perception of self-experience levels of
engagement, which is called Me and My School. The motivators of developing the
survey were that there is no standardized tool before; positive educational and health
outcomes are associated with a high level of student engagement (Gunuc, Artun, Yigit
& Keser, 2022); the fact that the teaching style, socioeconomic status, and academic
success in the past years influence engagement of students (Appleton, Christenson &
Furlong, 2008). According to the results, ethnicity, class levels, and gender have

significance in determining the engagement level of students.

Student Engagement Instrument (SEI) was developed to examine outcomes of
engagement (Zhoc, Webster, King & Chung, 2018). In the context of Check &
Connect implementations, participation in extracurricular activities, completion of
homework, earned credits, and attendance are some of the indicators of academic or
behavioral engagement. Emotional aspects were commented to be assisted in
broadening dimensions by Sinclair and colleagues (2015), and with the consideration
of ongoing comments from researchers in the field, SEI was constructed with four
subtypes as cognitive, academic, behavioral, and affective engagement. It helps to
identify students who are alienated, marginalized, and disengaged, and more focus on
cognitive and psychological perspectives of engagement. Results show that reading

and GPA have a positive relationship with engagement.
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In a qualitative study conducted at a primary school level, Lee (2012) found that
instructors' support and encouragement, along with respect, are significant in fostering
students' engagement and participation. In a study conducted at a secondary school
level, Snijders and colleagues (2020) emphasized on the behavior of teachers and
suggested that examining teacher-student interactions could be valuable in assessing
students' opinions on their relationship with their teachers. Whereas, in the context of
higher education, it was investigated the relationships between student-faculty
communication, academic engagement, and cognitive skill development using
structural equation models (Snijders, Wijnia, Rikers & Loyens, 2020). According to
their findings, student-faculty communication is associated with academic

engagement in higher levels.

2.1.3 Student Engagement in Turkey

In the context of the Bologna Process, the concept of the social dimension is the
process of achieving the goals of reflecting the diversity of societies for groups of
students who access, participate in, and graduate from higher education. Although this
process depends on societies and countries, the main goals are to provide equal
opportunity to access higher education, access quality of higher education, ensure
students engage in higher education administration, etc (Christenson et al., 2012). In
the light of this, the Regulation on Higher Education Institutions Student Councils and
National Student Council was published officially in Turkey on September 20, 2005
(Cinkir & Yildiz, 2019). During the discussion of matters pertaining to students,
students started taking part in the senate and managerial board meetings of the relevant
higher education institution. Furthermore, it has been decided to participate as a
member of the student representative with the amendment made in the Regulation of
the Academic Evaluation and Quality Improvement Commission of Higher Education
Institutions (YODEK). One of the most important steps taken to ensure the quality of
higher education in Turkey is the establishment of the Higher Education Quality Board
(YOKAK). YOKAK, which was created within the scope of the “Higher Education
Quality Assurance Regulation” was published officially on 23 July 2015 and operates
under the YOK. It is a private institution that performs internal and external quality

assurance, accreditation procedures, and authorization of independent external
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evaluation institutions. It evaluates educational and research activities as well as
managerial services in accordance with national and international quality standards.
(YOKAK, n.d.). One of the most important stakeholders of quality affirmation studies
in higher education is students, and ensuring that students reach the targeted
qualifications is one of the crucial dimensions of the system. YOKAK attaches the
importance to student engagement in quality assurance processes, and in this context,
a Student Commission was established within the body of YOKAK on October 1,
2019. The engagement of students in the quality processes has many contributions to
students and higher education institutions in Turkey, such as the enhancement of
studies by identifying the aspects of the systems that are open to development with
students’ perspectives, and improvement of communication networks, knowledge and

skills for students.

When it comes to the term of student engagement, in the last two decades, Turkey has
abided by rapid massification in the higher education system, and there is no national
student engagement survey implemented. The number of surveys that measure student
engagement is also limited at an institutional level. It was developed a student
engagement scale based on Fredricks and colleagues’ surveys by adding an emotional
engagement dimension (Oz & Boyac1, 2021). The emotional dimension of engagement
is mostly connected to K-12 education, and it differs from the higher education context
due to different theoretical backgrounds and based on the college impact models. Capa
Aydin and colleagues constructed an engagement scale by using Kuh’s definition of
engagement (Oz & Boyaci, 2021). Yet, this scale was applied in a highly selective
university where English is the medium of instruction. The scale developed by Oz and
Boyaci1 (2021) is applicable in the higher education context based on Kuh’s definition,
and practicable for less-selective universities, where Turkish is the medium of

instruction, unlike Capa Aydin et al. (2015).

2.2 Student Satisfaction

An attitude toward an object is an indicator of satisfaction (Hamner & Organ, 1978).

If a person has a positive attitude toward something, he/she is considered as satisfied

27



with this (Khine & Areepattamannil, 2016). Satisfaction is a pleasant attitude that
occurs after a person’s needs and desires have been fulfilled (Weerasinghe, Lalitha &
Fernando, 2017). It is a feeling that a person experiences performance or fulfills his or
her expectation of outcomes (llyas & Arif, 2013; Hon, 2002). Contentment is an
outcome of a willful accomplishment for the reason that he or she feels satisfaction
due to the achievement of the expectation (Rad & Yarmohammadian, 2006).
Satisfaction may refer to the feeling of disappointment as well as pleasure that results
from comparing perceived performance to expectation (Weerasinghe, Lalitha &
Fernando, 2017). It is a reflection of people’s perceptions and their relative amount of
expectations (Mukhtar, Anwar, Ahmed & Baloch, 2015). Hence, satisfaction is the

feeling of receiving a service that is pleasant (Oliver, 1997).

Student satisfaction is a term that evaluates students’ educational experiences (Elliot
& Healy, 2001). Indeed, there is no clear agreement on what student satisfaction really
is due to a complicated concept. Elliot and Shin (2002) defined student satisfaction as
subjective assessment by students in terms of educational experiences and outputs.
Mukhtar and colleagues (2015) remarked it as a function that indicates related
experiences and perceived performance in the context of educational service. It is a
short-term attitude that provides an understanding of educational services, facilities,
and experiences of students. A notable observation when reviewing the existing
literature on student satisfaction is that there is a lack of a unified denotation of the
concept: student satisfaction and student learning experience. However, El Ansari,
(2002) maintain that a crucial part of the student learning experience is student
satisfaction. According to Karadag and colleagues (2021), student satisfaction is
explained as a momentary change in perspective stemming from an appraisal of an
educational experience. This description focuses on the students’ action of assessing
their own experiences in the institution. Whereas Elliot and Shin (2002) implied that
student satisfaction refers to the degree to which a student's subjective opinion of
various educational outcomes and experiences is favorable. Munteanu, Ceobanu, et al.
(2010) provide a rather more market-oriented approach, defining student satisfaction
as an evaluated summary of first-hand educational experience, centered on the
disparity between prior prospect and execution recognized after having passed through
the education cycle. Furthermore, some scholars (Hill, 1985; Yiiksel & Yiiksel, 2001)
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proposed a definition based on presupposition and recognized achievement in higher

education.

There are elements that influence student satisfaction levels such as students’
dedication (Salinda Weerasinghe, Lalitha & Fernando, 2017), and students’
demographic characteristics (sex, grand point average, etc.) (Appleton-Knapp &
Krentler, 2006), and quality of services (Zineldin et al., 2013). Studies show that the
quality of services heavily impacts student satisfaction, thus emphasis has been put on
the quality of education and institutional facilities. Higher education institutions
underwent a shift to a focus on the excellence of the student. Since the early 1980s,
businesses have been bombarded with a slew of regulations that required auditing such
as financial, environmental, value for money, administration, argumentative, data,
intellectual belongings, medical, teaching, and technology auditing (Elliot & Shin,
2002). A number of monitoring and evaluation systems have been implemented in
higher education. Universities were expected to act in accordance with the systems
and submit a variety of reports of audit under these regulations. The audit report
includes university quality audits, satisfaction surveys, and graduate pursuing surveys
(Power, 1997). Simultaneously, in the 1990s, there was a growing interest in
evaluating higher education quality (Ansari, 2002). The quality of educational
institutions concerns directly with internal stakeholders, consisting of students,
teachers, personnel, etc., and external stakeholders, including society, government
agencies, private corporations, etc. These stakeholders push the institutions to enhance
their capacities, explore new resources and increase the attractiveness of institutions
due to the consideration of quality as an indicator of distinction in the ranking (Baykal
& Sahin, 1999). Moreover, student satisfaction is considered as a measure of the
quality of how learning and teaching processes are conducted (Ansari, 2002), so it is
crucial to identify expectations and create favorable conditions for students as internal
stakeholders to increase the quality of educational institutions (Y1ldiz & Ardig, 1999).
As higher education institutions are also under market pressure to compete for
resources, they are willing to recognize and acknowledge the position of the student
as a customer (Furedi 2011).
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2.2.1 Antecedent and Consequences of Student Satisfaction

In higher education contexts, the terms student satisfaction and quality education are
often used interchangeably, and there is considered acceptance of a cause-and-effect
link between those variables. This view can be traced back to service literature that
discusses the systematic process of customer satisfaction and quality of service
concepts. Cheng (2016) explained the relationship between satisfaction and quality of
education in the book by giving historical development of the concepts. Satisfaction
from a service was accepted as criterion of quality and the quality of it was perceived
as a mindset formed by evaluation. That is, customer satisfaction as a determining
factor, and an outcome of service quality. Service quality, on the other hand, is
described as an antecedent of satisfaction since it does not guarantee that customers
receive the high standard of service, even though it affects their buying behavior.
Availability, affordability, and accessibility can all have an impact on their satisfaction
(Zeithaml, Bitner & Gremler, 2006). Although the concept of student satisfaction as
an antecedent of quality is strongly mentioned in the literature, the usage of it expands
mostly as an outcome measure to analyze the educational quality. For example,
Arnaiz- Sanchez and colleagues (2022), utilized the diverse approach to explore the
way that students build their learning perceptions based on some characteristics, such
as a sense of inclusion in the institutions. Some instances include the implement of
student satisfaction measurement as a form of course evaluation, as a guide for
students, administrators, and achievement of universities, and to ensure pedagogy
benchmarks (Cheng, 2016). Besides these implementations, measuring student
satisfaction for the quality of education may have issues to be assured of dependability.
For example, students may be affected negatively by a certain type of behavior, or
positively by a particular time in accordance with the relationship with their
instructors. Students' perceptions of quality education are influenced not just by
essential services like instruction, research, and training, but also by amenities like
recreational facilities and the university's reputation and image (Vauterin, Linnanen &
Martilla, 2011). Based on these viewpoints, it is highly subjective how students use
various forms of assistance or service offered by lecturers, administrators, and the

university.
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Universities aspire to be students’ first choice and to be ranked first in universities.
Numerous concepts from the marketing and services sectors have been established and
put in higher educational institutions. Hermans et al. (2009) stated that one of those
concepts that received acceptance and were given importance to was customer
satisfaction or in this context, student satisfaction. As noticed by Weerasinghe and
colleagues (2017), for the previous few decades higher education institutions have
been applying customer satisfaction concepts, theories, paradigms, and literature in
their operations and administrative activities to boost the satisfaction of their student’s
educational experiences. As of the late 1970s, higher education institutions globally
underwent major changes in their operation in terms of marketization (Ghori, 2016).
After the markets were liberalized, institutions, which focus on making more profits,
were recognized in the higher education sector. Tuition fees were then implemented
and are projected to increase continuously, meanwhile higher education grants and
financing have been drastically lowered and are anticipated to continue to decline in
the next several years (Brown, 2013). The policy shift toward the marketization of
higher education is partly to blame for these trends (Furedi, 2011). Some scholars
argue that higher education should be driven by market forces such as supply and
demand, which are influenced by price. Students should then be able to select from a
variety of university courses depending on quality, availability, and fee (Brown, 2011).
Institutions have become more like businesses, advertising courses in a global
marketplace for higher education. The status of universities might also have an impact
on student satisfaction due to the university rankings. Students at prestigious
universities reported that they are more satisfied after experiencing high-quality
education and learning from high-quality of academics compared to those from less
prestigious universities (Ma, Han, Yang & Cheng, 2015). At the same time, student
satisfaction is believed as a consequence in the international higher education market
because higher levels of student satisfaction allow institutions to receive top academics
and students, along with an increase in external funding (Wilkins & Huisman, 2011).
Additionally, institutions with satisfied students are more able to strengthen their
financial positions by embracing students who more likely to participate in educational
activities (Kuh et al., 2006), and are expected to take part in oral positive interaction
about their institutions (Helgesen & Nesset, 2007). From the individual perspective,

student satisfaction encourages students to attain practical abilities and intellectually
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development corresponding with academic achievement and teaching effectiveness
(Cheng, 2016). As a result, universities create an action plan, mission, targets, and
purpose statements, along with implementation strategies, and performance evaluation

systems, in order to accomplish their purpose, targets, and objectives (Lomas, 2007).

Age, part- time working or full-time working status, perception of students, and the
general institutional atmosphere are just a few examples of the student characteristics
that have an impact on the level of student satisfaction. Academic and non-academic
factors both contribute to student satisfaction at the institutional level. These
components comprise of teaching method of the instructor (Dana et al., 2001),
receiving a response from the instructor and interaction with peers (Fredericksen, Shea
& Pickett, 2000), the content of the course, and the effectiveness of instruction
(DeBourgh, 2003), infrastructural facilities and personnel attitude (Helgesen, 2007).
In addition, student satisfaction can occasionally be linked to psychosocial dimensions
such as emotional and cognitive responses from students in relation to their
expectations or actual experiences. According to Hartman & Schmidt (1995) and
Webb & Jagun (1997), student satisfaction is also influenced by value perceived by
students which involves aspects associated with the quality received by educational
services, institutional image, and emotional values. There are also other antecedents
to identify student satisfaction levels such as faculty members (Lamport, 1993;
Ulusoy, Arslan, Oztiirk & Bekar, 2010; Wilson & Gaff, 1975), attentiveness of the
teaching staff (Douglas et al., 2015), excellent teaching skills and instructor flexibility
(Hart & Coates, 2010), university campuses and physical conditions of them (Gatfield
et. al.,, 1999; Erdogan & Usak, 2005; Ulusoy, Arslan, Oztiirk & Bekar, 2010),
characteristics of the institutions (Appleton-Knapp & Krentler, 2006), friendliness
(Hart & Coates, 2010), enthusiasm (Hart & Coates, 2010). Moreover, administrative
personnel, socio-cultural opportunities, research opportunities, value given to students,
and incorporation of students into administrative processes were specified by Ulusoy

and colleagues (2010).

Understanding the dissatisfaction of students is critical because people have a tendency
to recall unfavorable experiences as opposed to positive experiences. Magolda and

Astin mentioned that lack of financial aid services, and career and academic advising
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drive students dissatisfied (1993). Moreover, students feel dissatisfied when
administrators or faculty respond insufficiently and communicate poorly (Douglas et
al., 2006). Hart and Coates indicated a lack of teaching skills and expertise, unfairness
and insufficient empathy aid in student dissatisfaction (2010). Some experiences
including high workload, financial difficulties, lack of harmony between progress and
tiredness, as well as deadlines, have an impact on how satisfied or unsatisfied students
are (Barlett & Mercer, 2001; Haynes et al., 2012).

Along with the antecedents, there are consequences to student satisfaction. In
particular, higher levels of satisfaction among students have a positive and productive
impact on their emotional resilience, learning outcomes, and confidence (Cheng et al.,
2016). Satisfied students comfortably deal with stress and anxiety, and address
intellectual challenges straightforwardly as well as taking responsibility for their own
education. According to Alves and Raposo (2007), loyalty is one of the effects of
student satisfaction in higher education, complaints, word of mouth actions, namely if
students are satisfied with their knowledge gained at university, they exhibit loyalty
towards their institution by displaying repetitive purchasing behavior, and participate
in positive communication regarding their institutions. Higher level of student
satisfaction was also found to lead to student retention and increased enrollment, in
other words, drop out rate amongst students will decrease (Clemes et al., 2008). In a
global context, competition for students in higher education grows as a result of
measuring student satisfaction. Harvey (2006) identified the investigation of student
satisfaction as an opportunity to improve institutional management to support students

directly.

2.2.2 Previous Research and Student Satisfaction Surveys

Service quality is a measure of how well an organization meets its customers’
expectations as regards providing services. Gronroos (2000) specified two dimensions
as technical quality, referring to if the service meets its practical standards and
requirements, and functional standards, relating with how service product is provided.
In the education context, it was created a student-driven satisfaction perspective that

helps to reflect students’ concerns because interaction between both sides, the provider
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and the receiver is crucial for the environment where they operate and cooperate
(Zineldin, 2004). Nevertheless, student satisfaction and quality in education may not
be limited just by investigating technical and functional quality (Harvey, 2001,
Williams & Kane, 2008) because service quality is affected by academic and
administrative staff, classrooms, and laboratories. All of the policies and strategies aim
to improve higher education institutions’ technical and functional quality. In this
respect, Zineldin (2000) developed the 5Qs model to set quality strategies for higher
education institutions to measure their overall perception and satisfaction. This model
includes dimensions to measure like quality of object (technical quality, education
itself), quality of process (functional quality, efficiency of educational activities),
quality of framework (basic resources for the service), quality of interconnection
(quality of knowledge change), and quality of environment (interaction and

relationship between peers) (Talib, Azam & Rahman, 2015).

Despite the disparities in educational systems, student satisfaction was generally
steady across 11 European countries, according to a study conducted by Garcia-Aracil
(2008). Interactions with other students, subject content, educational materials,
academic library stocks, quality of pedagogy activities all have a major impact on
students' satisfaction, as per the study. Students' satisfaction at an international higher
education institution in the United Arab Emirates is influenced by the quality of
teachers, the accessibility and quality of materials, and the efficient use of technology,
according to Cinkir and Yildiz (2019). The study also discovered that satisfaction
levels range significantly amongst undergraduate and postgraduate students. In
Finland, Karna and Julin (2015) conducted research on staff and student satisfaction
towards university amenities. Key university functions, such as research and teaching
infrastructures, have a stronger impact on general student and employee satisfaction
than supportive ancillary services, according to the study. Furthermore, the survey
discovered that tangible infrastructure is more valuable to both students and instructors
than general facilities, with library facilities being the highest predictor of overall
satisfaction. Moreover, the study found that students were content with elements such
as a good working environment, public spaces, and campus proximity, and that faculty
members were satisfied with laboratory and classroom services. Finally, the overall

findings revealed that characteristics related to research and teaching have the
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strongest influence on both students' and staff overall satisfaction in Finland
(Weerasinghe, Lalitha & Fernando, 2017).

It was assessed satisfaction levels at Liverpool John Moores University (Weerasinghe,
Lalitha & Fernando, 2017). The study discovered that while university physical
amenities are not considerably essential in terms of student satisfaction, they are a
critical factor of students' university selection. In Portugal, Alves and Rapaso (2006)
examined the impact of institutional image on student loyalty and satisfaction.
According to the study's findings, institutional image has a direct important effect on
student satisfaction and loyalty. At Lebanese Catholic College, it was evaluated
students' understanding of services and programs offered in the college in connection
to their satisfaction (Weerasinghe, Lalitha & Fernando, 2017). According to the
findings, students who have a strong understanding of college procedures, rules, and
regulations may have a higher educational value and consequently higher levels of
satisfaction. Lyasukah (2021) investigated the effect of service quality on satisfaction
of students in universities and discovered that cooperation, managerial staff
compassion, and institutional responsiveness all play a significant role in influencing
students' satisfaction. In a Malaysian higher education system, it was identified twelve
elemental features that strongly affect student satisfaction (Weerasinghe, Lalitha &
Fernando, 2017). Students' satisfaction is affected by a many factors, including
professional convenience, student performance and studying experiences, classroom
setting, pedagogical tools, class books and school fees, student ancillary services,
practices of the organization, associations with the faculty and staff, informed and
approachable faculty, staff supportiveness, feedback, and classroom sizes. The study
also discovered that student support facilities and classroom sizes are influenced by
the year of study, program of study, and GPA. Andrea and Benjamin (2013) explored
how satisfied students were with their university's geographical location in Dunedin,
New Zealand. According to the study, the most essential features of university location
for students at the University of Otago are dormitory facilities, networking, spirit of
community, security, and vibrant culture. Shopping and dining, overall attraction and
public transportation were also highlighted as major factors of satisfaction with the

university location in the survey.
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There are three key reasons for applying to gathering data of student satisfaction:
documentation confirmation that students are given the chance to remark on their
educational satisfaction and experience, facilitation of learning feedback, and
comparison for universities (Ciknir & Yildiz, 2019). Moreover, it was identified as
five primary reasons for higher education institutions to participate in student
satisfaction: a pledge to empathize with students, an acknowledgment that the student
experience is crucial for learning, the required conditions of practices and methods for
improving quality, strategic planning counseling, and performance analysis.
According to a Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) report,
collecting student satisfaction data about their learning experience is essential for
monitoring teaching and learning, maximizing teaching and learning quality, and
counseling prospective students about learning and teaching quality (Kandiko Howson
& Matos, 2021).

The National Student Survey (NSS) began in Australia and was introduced to the
United Kingdom in 2005 (Kandiko Howson & Matos, 2021). The UK Government
agreed that the industry will provide critical quality information to assist potential
candidates in making more informed decisions in where to study, and indeed
contribute to the accountability requirement of an industry that receives huge sums of
public money (Richardson, 2007). The NSS is distributed to full and part-time
undergraduate higher education students in their final year nationwide. Students are
asked about their course's teaching, evaluation and comment on their work, support
academically, organization and administration, learning resources, self-improvement,
general pleasure, and satisfaction with their students' clubs in the NSS, which consists
of 23 Likert-scale questions in these eight areas (Christenson, Christenson, Reschly &
Wylie, 2012). The NSS results are published annually on the Teaching Quality
Information (TQI) website, as well as in printed sources such as "The Times Good

University Guide" published in collaboration with national newspapers.

Parasuraman and colleagues (1985) developed SERVQUAL, which consists of two
parts as expectation and perception in the questionnaire. Cronin and Taylor added a
performance dimension in it and created SERVPERF (1992). They were developed to

assess service quality, which in turn is a great indicator of customer satisfaction
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(Mattah, Kwarteng & Mensah, 2018; Stranjanéevi¢ & Bulatovic, 2015). In this scale,
there are only five dimensions: assurance, dependability, tangibles, affinity, and
reacitivity when viewing student satisfaction from an institutional aspect. However,
student satisfaction is also affected by such factors like commitment, attitude,
apprehension, so Abdullah (2006) utilized the SERVPERF scale and created
HEdPERF with a 41 item scale to measure service quality. In order to measure, student
satisfaction in the institutions of higher education, it was developed a more through
questionnaire that had 11 categories and 116 criteria (Elliot & Shin, 2002). Some of
the dimensions were effectiveness of academic advising, climate of campus, life in
campus, effectiveness of classess, recruitment and efficacy of financial support,
sufficiency of registration, safety and security in campus, service perfection, and
student domination. These dimensions include academic and non-academic services
offered to students, as well as physical facilities and other associated services
influencing students in a university aspect. It was developed the "Service Product
Bundle" method to examine effects on student satisfaction in higher education
institutions, considering twelve dimensions such as professional and pleasant
environment, student evaluations and studying experiences, classroom settings,
facilitating materials for lecture and tutorial, course books and lecture fees, facilities
for supporting students, business procedures, relationship with instructors,
knowledgeable and accesibility of faculty, supportive staff, constructive comments
and number of students in classes. The four variables that were used to structure the
dimensions were physical goods, service goods, implicit facilities, and explicit
amenities. The Service Product Bundle approach, in contrast to SERVQUAL, takes a
wider variety of elements into account that impact student satisfaction in higher
education (Weerasinghe, Lalitha & Fernando, 2017).

The College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) was created and
implemented in the 1980s in the United States (Kandiko Howson & Matos, 2021).
CSEQ is a flexible tool that evaluates the level of effort students put forth in utilizing
university resources and opportunities for their learning and growth. Student
satisfaction, determination, and the outcomes of participating college are all impacted
by the effectiveness of student effort. Students that complete the CSEQ gain from

reflection and self-evaluation in addition to contributing useful information to the
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university. These are examples from international student satisfaction surveys,

however, it will be also useful to examine student satisfaction in the local context.

2.2.3 Student Satisfaction in Turkey

In Turkey, student satisfaction surveys have become a crucial data source for quality
assessment and strategic planning since 2015. Students' satisfaction and demands of
institutions are widely acknowledged as major contributions into higher education
institutions' strategies (Simsek et al., 2019). The institutions recognize their strengths
and weaknesses by measuring student satisfaction as well as obtaining data for
facilitational quality improvement initiatives. The Higher Education Quality
Assurance Regulation was established to initiate quality studies by YOK aimed at
universities set accreditation targets (Higher Education Quality Assurance Regulation,
2015). It contributes to the consideration of student satisfaction in the higher education
institutions as well as student engagement mentioned above. In parallel with these
quality studies performed by YOK, Turkish University Satisfaction Research (TUMA)
was conducted by Karadag and Yucel in 2016 under the University Research
Laboratory (UniAr). The main purpose of TUMA is to conduct research every year
since then to identify the satisfaction level of students in higher education in Turkey,
rate universities in Turkey according to the satisfaction level, and share the results to
open access to be helpful for universities, candidate students, or policymakers. It
consists of results of student satisfaction levels at the departmental level, satisfaction
dimensions, and levels, student satisfaction in learning experiences, academic support
and relevance, personal growth and career support, university rankings, satisfaction

dimensions at the state and foundation universities, etc.

Some initiatives, which were taken by measuring student satisfaction in Turkey have
gained more attention, for example, quality committees have been established by the
senate in Ahi Evran University with 29 members from different educational
specializations (Simsek, Islim & Oztiirk, 2019). In measuring satisfaction, universities
take into account two significant groups as students, having a crucial place in terms of
competition, and personnel or academics, regarded as the service presentation (Simsek

et al., 2019). Furthermore, Aldemir and Gulcan (2004) conducted research to

38



demonstrate factors and their relationships with student satisfaction from the Faculty
of Business at Dokuz Eylul University. The conceptual substructure of factors, which
are related to university student satisfaction was constructed by considering
institutional, extracurricular, demographic factors, and expectations. Furthermore, a
student satisfaction survey was also developed by Erdogan and Bulut (2015) to
evaluate the satisfaction of students studying in the Business Administration program
at Ondokuz Mayis University. The survey was categorized into four factors as physical
facilities, relationships, support services, and educational resources. There are various
studies conducted on student satisfaction that prioritizes other components such as
quality level (Altas, 2006), demographic information, including gender, age, income,
the residence of the family, etc. (Uzungoren & Uzungoren, 2006), the purpose of life,
educational goal, expectations from the university (Sahin et al., 2011), trust to
instructors, education, class arrangement, the relationship between peers (Onursal,
Comert & Akman, 2011).

2.3  Bridging Student Engagement and Student Satisfaction

Student engagement and involvement are positively connected with student
satisfaction with their studying experience, based on vast comprehensive research
(Cheong & Ong, 2016). Students at universities that encourage full involvement in
pedagogy activities as well as campus activities tend to be satisfied (Korobova &
Starobin, 2015). This is because "student involvement promotes institutional
commitment and leads to deeper integration in the university's academic and social
networks" (Berger & Milem, 1999). Some features of the students' learning
experience, such as comment on homework, distance learning, and learning teams,
resulted in significant satisfaction and improved job quality (Rush & Balamoutsou
2006). Furthermore, there are substantial links between students' effort, time they
spend, and enthusiasm in educational tasks and improved satisfaction and performance
(Ertl & Wright, 2008).

A variety of factors involving student engagement and involvement, including the
quality of programs, personal interaction with lecturers, and the quality of teaching,
are also positively and significantly linked with satisfaction and success (Turley &

Graham, 2019). Students who are heavily immersed in academic study distance
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themselves because of the amount of effort and time they devote to their studies, but
academic success neutralizes this isolation, and these students have a high level of
satisfaction (Dhagane & Afrah, 2016). Furthermore, peer interaction has been linked

to higher levels of student satisfaction (Pike, 1991).

Student engagement and participation foster a sense of self-identification and inclusion
(Christenson, Christenson, Reschly & Wylie, 2012) as well as institutional loyalty
(Berger & Milem 1999), all of which contribute to a lively educational environment
and effects student learning, as well as overall satisfaction with the experience.
Furthermore, participation in extracurricular activities adds to student satisfaction and
their development and learning. Non-traditional students had higher levels of
satisfaction due to the value they have in regard to experiences, purpose orientation,

and dedicating more time to their education (Greenfeig & Goldberg, 1984).

Student satisfaction is a critical factor in online learning as higher education
institutions globally adopted e-learning due to the pandemic (Younas et al., 2022).
According to Gray and DilLoreto (2016), student satisfaction in online learning was
considered as a crucial factor in measuring the quality of online courses and the
engagement of students. A number of factors, such as a student’s degree of digital
competence, supporting facilities for students, constructive feedbacks, curriculum,
professional and social participations, all have an impact on how satisfied students are
(Chiu, 2021). Characteristics such as the usage of strategies, challenges, group support,
ability to implement the information, and completion of learning outcomes are some
of the aspects that influence students' overall satisfaction with online learning.
Therefore, it is important to be assure that students are successfully and constructively
participated in the educational process (Rajabalee & Santally, 2020). As shown by
research, activities that promote online and social presence enhances and strengthens
student confidence, and thus improve their performance through engagement which
increases their satisfaction with the education received (Rajabalee & Santally, 2020).
This is further confirmed by Korobova and Starobin (2015) who explained that the
pace of learning and engagement with educational materials are measures of their

productivity and predictors of their learning experience and satisfaction.
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2.4 Higher Education Institutions in Turkey

The function and aim of higher education are designated in the Law on Higher
Education as preparing students for the future and career life, and developing them in
a balanced way, emotionally, mentally, physically, psychologically, morally, carrying
out research and studies of high academic levels, disseminating scientific knowledge,
cooperating with national and international level, encouraging members to be
recognized in the academic world, and to contribute to the contemporary process in

the universal level.

Universities were defined in 1982 Consitution (Amd 130) as consisting of several
units, including faculty, institute, college, etc, with public legal entities and scientific
autonomy in order to conduct scientific research, publication, and consultancy, and
serve the country and society with the aim of raising labor force proper for the need of
the nation and the country in an order based on contemporary education and training
principles. Higher education is also defined in Amd 3 as within the national education
system, education, and training at every level, based on secondary education, covering
at least four semesters. It is categorized into four types as formal, open, distance, and
non-formal education. In today’s world, higher education is considered as a center
generator of socio-economic development and perfection. In this sight, developed or
developing countries identify their strategic plans in terms of concentrating on research
and development studies, contributing technological knowledge to social and
economical progress, and increasing the schooling rate. This global trend has led to
the reorganization of Turkey’s higher education policies in line with the new strategic

goals from time to time and to the search for a model.

Significant quantitative growth has occurred in higher education in Turkey, especially
after 2006 (Gunay & Gunay, 2017). There have been notable leaps in the number of
students and thus in the rate of enrollment through the many state and foundation
universities established. For instance, 77 universities were established in our country
in the seventy years from 1933 to the end of 2003, but the number of universities
established in the last fourteen years from 2004 to 2017 has reached 104. Additionally,
since the establishment of CoHE in 1981, which aimed to collect all universities under

one roof to supervise, envision, and coordinate, the turning points in terms of the
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expansion of higher education in Turkey are in 1992 and 2006. 24 universities (23
state and 1 foundation) were established in 1992 and 16 universities (15 state and 1
foundation) were established in 2006 (Gunay & Gunay, 2017). In 2008, every city in
Turkey have at least one university. However, 15 universities around the country have
been closed due to the July 15 coup attempt in 2016, and the number started to increase
again to 208 in 2021.

Although the growth rate in the number of higher education students varies from year
to year, there is a continuous increase since 1981. According to the statistics of CoHE,
while the number of students in higher education was 237.205 in 1981, the number
was 810.781 in 1992, 3.529.224 in 2010, then it increased to 3.761.637 in 2021. There
is a drastic increase of approximately 30 times from 1981 to 2017. In particular, the
growth experienced in the number of students in open education is also remarkable
since 2008. While the rate of students enrolled in open education and distance
education was 10.4% in 1984, 35.7% in 1992, and 44.1% in 2010, it reached 54.7% in
2021. Additionally, in face-to-face education between 2003 and 2017, the number of
students increased by 3.3 times for associate degrees, 2.6 times for bachelor’s degrees,

5.5 times for master’s degrees, 3.9 times for doctoral degrees, and 3 times in total.

Besides massification, which broke the domination of elitists in the metropolitan
universities previously, Turkish higher education is a hugely centralized system in
which the government utilized close and strict control. In the 1990s, the concept of
autonomy has been changed in a major way because the control is mostly in the hand
of the government, and there is no financial independence. Consequently, academic
freedom in teaching and research is inevitable to be jeopardized by a lack of autonomy
in the institutions. The manpower and labor market plaining considerations have been
significantly impacted by technological advancement; however, it caused the rising of

the educational level unemployment.

2.5 Summary of the Literature Review

This literature review discussed the antecedents and consequences, the surveys, the
local and global context of student engagement, and student satisfaction. From this

literature review, on the whole it is evident that student satisfaction and their
42



engagement are necessary elements in determining their learning experiences.
Although there were several other factors such as socio-cultural factors that affect
learning experience which are not explored in this study, student satisfaction and
student engagement based on studies have been proven to be crucial and therefore

should be explored in circumstances like the post-pandemic.

As discussed, student engagement in the quality processes has benefitted students and
higher education institutions in Turkey, such as the enhancement of studies by
identifying the aspects of the systems that are open to development with students’
perspectives, and improvement of communication networks, knowledge and skills for
students. Similarly, student satisfaction surveys have become a crucial data source for
quality assessment and strategic planning since 2015. Students' satisfaction and
demands of institutions are widely acknowledged in Turkey as major contributions
into higher education institutions' strategies (Simsek et al., 2019). Institutions across
Turkey reflect on their strengths and weaknesses by measuring student satisfaction as
well as obtaining data for service quality improvement policies which in turn serves
as an opportunity to improve institutional management to support students directly.
On one hand, data collected on student engagement and student satisfaction are used
to help students make informed decisions in the market context. On the other hand,
they are mainly used for measuring student experience based on student activities
linked to their success in higher education. Based on vast comprehensive research
discussed in this chapter, student engagement has a tremendous impact on students'
learning and satisfaction (Martin & Bolliger, 2018). When students interact socially
and intellectually with peers at their institutions, it has a positive impact on how
satisfied they are with the university (Zhoc et al., 2016). On this note, this study is
intended to explore the relationship between those variables in the context of higher
educational institutions in Turkey, so data was collected from students studying at state

universities located in Ankara to analyze this relationship discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Comprehensive information regarding the methodology of this study is presented in
this chapter below. Firstly, the design of the study is reported. Next, the sampling
procedure and background characteristics of the participants are given. Furthermore,
data collection procedures and data analysis are described. Additionally, details on the
instruments used for data collection are explained. Lastly, the limitations of the study
are presented.

3.1  Design of the Study

This study was designed as a correlational study. The relationship between student
engagement and satisfaction during the pandemic was investigated using a quantitative
approach. Quantitative research is a method for gathering data, evaluating and
interpreting them, and writing the results of a study (Creswell, 2009). Babbie (2010)
claim that quantitative research employs a system for precise measurement to analyze
phenomena due to basing on numbers and accuracy. It is functional to generalize
findings due to the large sample (Hinkle & Oliver, 1983). Sandelowski (1995) also
claimed that quantitative research supplies the researcher overall idea about findings
from large sample. Establishing relationships between variables and attempting to
identify the underlying reasons of these relationships are the goals of quantitative
design, which uses numerical data in a formal and systematic research process
(Coghlan & Brydon-Miller, 2014). Thus, the research question of the study is needed

to be investigated with a correlational design.

The study specifically investigates the relationship between student engagement (SE)
and student satisfaction (SS) in higher education. This research method is appropriate

for providing a context for dealing with many variables and studying their
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relationships and differences (Allen, 2017). It is instrumental for investigating the
relationships without the intention of manipulating the variables, and it helps to find
out how the predictor variable conveys its effect on the outcome variable (Bhandari,
2021). This design is appropriate for investigating the relationship among quantitative

variables.

The aim of the study is to determine how well student engagement variables, including
academic, social, behavioral, and emotional engagement predict student satisfaction
with social and cultural activities, research and development activities, process and
practices of education, and environment and resources of education. Therefore, the
most suitable approach for the study is correlational research due to evaluating the
relationship between guantitative variables with no manipulation. Furthermore, since
the study aims to estimate the relationship between exploratory variables
(independent) and response (dependent) variables, Simultaneous Multiple Linear
Regression (MLR) is appropriate statistical technique for testing the hypothesized
relationships. In addition to that, the scale of student engagement was originally
designed for foreign contexts and adapted to the Turkish language by the researcher.
Therefore, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was carried out to assess and adaptation
of the scale in Turkish context before operating the analysis for the main study. This
study also utilized confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and how well the variables of

student satisfaction survey represent the nuber of construct was tested.

3.2  Sampling

This study was conducted in the province of Ankara, and the data was collected from
three state universities located in the city. According to the report conducted by the
Higher Education Council (2017), there are 208 universities (state: 129, private: 75,
vocational school of higher education: 4) with 8,240,997 students (associate degree:
3,114,623; bachelor's degree: 4,676,657; master’s degree: 343,569; doctoral degree:
106,148) in Turkey. In Ankara, there are 22 universities (state: 8, private: 14), and
336,119 students (associate degree: 33,156; bachelor's degree: 234,012; master’s
degree: 36,126; doctoral degree: 32,825). Private universities and vocational schools

of higher education differ from state universities in terms of their mission, vision,

45



facilities, services, student recruitment policy, staff, faculty, etc. Therefore, these
school types were eliminated from the sample.

In this study convenience sampling method was utilized, due to the pandemic, its
restriction practices, and time constraints. This method helps to gain information from
participants who are convenient for the researcher to access by internet services or
being location around. In this study’s context, along with the restrictions of the
pandemic on data collection, three state universities in Ankara were selected with a
non-random sampling method. The sample includes undergraduate and graduate
students studying at Ankara University, Gazi University, and Middle East Technical
University (METU).

3.3 Demographic Characteristics of Participants

The participants of this study were bachelor's, master's, and doctoral students from 3
state universities in Ankara. A total number of 1,851 students were reached through
the METUSurvey service provided by METU. A sample of 766 students responded to
the questionnaire.

Table 1 below illustrates the demographic characteristics of the participants. The
average age of 766 participants, ranging from 18 years to 45 years, was considerably
the low avarage of age (M = 23.08, SD = 4.17). Whereas the GPA of the participants,
ranging from 0.00 to 4.00 (M = 3.13, SD = .61). 34.1% of the respondents were
students from Middle East Technical University (n = 261). While 33.2% of the
respondents were students from Gazi University (n = 254) and 32.8% of the
respondents were students from Ankara University (n = 251). The majority of the
respondents, 74.5%, were students from the Faculty of Education (n = 571). Whereas
15.3% of the respondents were students from the Faculty of Engineering (n = 117),
5.1% of the respondents were students from the Faculty of Arts and Sciences (n = 39),
2.2% of the respondents were students from the Faculty of Language, History and
Geography (n = 17), 1.2% of the respondents were students from the Faculty of
Economics and Administrative Sciences (n = 9), 1% of the respondents were students

from the Faculty of Pharmacy (n = 8), 0.3% of the respondents were
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students from the Faculty of Theology (n = 2), 0.1% of the respondents was a student
from the Faculty of Dentistry (n = 1), 0.1% of the respondents was a student from the
Faculty of Communications (n = 1), and Lastly, 0.1% of the respondents was a student
from the Faculty of Health Sciences (n = 1). 86.6% of the respondents were bachelor’s
degree students (n = 663), 8.6% of the respondents were master degree students (n =
66) and 4.8% of the respondents were doctoral degree students (n = 37). 27.7% of the
respondents were third-year students (n = 212), 23.5% of the respondents were first-
year students (n = 180), 23% of the respondents were second year students (n = 176),
19.7% of the respondents were fourth year students (n = 151), 5.6% of the respondents
were fifth year students, 0.4% of the respondents were scientific preparation students
(n = 3) and lastly 0.1% of the respondents were English preparation students (n = 1).
The majority of the respondents, 72.1% were female students (n = 552), whereas

27.9% of the respondents were male students (n = 214).

3.4 Instrumentation

The data collection instrument involves Higher Education Student Engagement Scale
(HESES) developed by Zhoc and colleagues (2019), the Student Satisfaction Survey
developed by Simsek, Islim, and Ozturk (2019), and the demographic information

form developed by the researcher.

3.4.1 Student Engagement Scale

The variable of student engagement was measured by Higher Education Student
Engagement Scale developed by Zhoc and colleagues (2019). The factor structure,
internal consistency, and criterion validity were all psychometric evaluations of the
scale evaluated. The First Year Engagement Scales (FYES) (Krause & Coates, 2008)
served as the basis of the development of the measure, which had its conceptual
underpinnings established on the five-factor model of the student engagement scale. It
was constructed using an updated version of the comprehensive student engagement
model introduced by Finn and Zimmer (2012), with adjustments made to account for

the distinctive characteristics of higher education.
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The multidimensional Likert-type scale aims to measure students’ engagement levels
by taking into consideration academic, cognitive, social engagement with teachers,
social engagement with peers, and affective engagement through 28 items that range
between 1 to 5. The minimum scores obtained from the scale indicate a lower level of
engagement, while the higher ones show a higher level of student engagement. The
CFA findings of the original scale demonstrated the viability of the correlated 5-
dimensional model (RMSEA =.05; GFI =.91; CFI =.93, NFI =.90; NNFI =.92). All of
the dimensions had factor loadings that ranged from.42 t0.89, indicating that all of the
items were accurate predictors of their respective factors. Additionally, all of the
dimensions were internally consistent, according to the Cronbach's alpha coefficients
(=.70t0.87).

The translation of all items in Turkish was done by the researcher and corrected by the
expert in the field. The researchers conducted an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

and decided to delete two items (Table 2).

Table 2 (continued)
Factors and Items of Student Engagement Scale

Factor Item Sample Item

Regularly study on the weekends.
Spend a lot of time to study on my own.

Rarely skip classes*

A W N

Usually come to class having completed readings or
assignments

5 Regularly use web-based resources and information
1 designed specifically for the course

6 Regularly use email and/or other electronic means (such
as WhatsApp, WeChat and Facebook) to contact friends

in my course
7 Regularly use the internet for study purpose
8 Online resources (e.g. course notes, free software and

materials on the web) are very useful for me
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Table 2 (continued)
Factors and Items of Student Engagement Scale

Factor Item Sample Item
9 Enjoy the intellectual challenge of courses studying
10 Get a lot of satisfaction from studying
: 11 Finding my course intellectually stimulating
12 Usually motivated to study
13 A real effort to understand difficulties in my work*
14 Academic staff take an interest in my progress
> 15 Given helpful feedback on my progress
16 Usually available to discuss my work
17 Regularly work with other students on course areas | have
problems
18 Regularly get together with other students to discuss
courses
19 Regularly study with other students
20 Feel part of a group of students committed to learning
) 21 Tend to mix with other students at university
22 Have made at least one or two close friends at university
23 Actively involved in university extra-curricular activities
24 Interested in the extra-curricular activities or facilities

provided by university

25 Really like being a university student

26 University has lived up to my expectations
5 27 Feel belong to the university community

28 Really like being on my campus

* jtems deleted.

3.4.2 Student Satisfaction Scale

To measure student satisfaction levels in the higher education context, the Student
Satisfaction Scale (Appendix 2) was developed by Simsek, Islim, and Ozturk (2019).

The scale was constructed at Ahi Evran University to contribute to the process of
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enhancing the quality of research, education, social and cultural activities, and other
services offered by the university. A committee for the development of the scale was
formed from different faculties, and a pilot study was completed to determine scale

items and examine the analysis.

The Student Satisfaction Scale (SSS) is a multidimensional Likert-type scale and
consists of factors, including satisfaction with social-cultural activities, the
management of research and development, monitoring, evaluation, and quality
management of education and training, the process and practices of education and
training, the design of education and training, the environment and resources of
education and training. The scale has 45 items with a range between 1 to 5, which
shows the lower scores indicating lower satisfaction levels and vice versa. Sample
items of the scale include “The cafeteria services offered by the university are
sufficient”, “Students are encouraged to prepare research projects”. The researchers
conducted Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) on SSS to ensure the factor structures
and items, so all 6-factors received item loadings of more than .40, which shows that
these factors are suitable for the student satisfaction scale. The first factor is
satisfaction with social and cultural activities; the second factor is satisfaction with the
management of research and developmental activities; the third factor is satisfaction
with monitoring, evaluation, and quality management of education; the fourth factor
is satisfaction with the processes and practices of education; the fifth factors is
satisfaction with the design of education; and the sixth factor is satisfaction with the
environment and resources of education. The third and fifth factors were removed from
the original scale, which are demonstrated in the Table 3, and explained in the analysis
part. Furthermore, the CFA was conducted for this survey, and the Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient score is more than .70 for all factors, thus the results of the survey have
high reliability.
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Table 3 (continued)
Factors and Items of Student Satisfaction Scale

Factor Item Sample Item
1 Social and sports facilities for students are sufficient in the
university.
2 Cultural and artistic activities are organized for students in

the university.

3 Sports activities are organized for students in our university.

4 Student clubs of the university carry out adequate social and
cultural activities.

5 The services of the canteens in the university are sufficient.

6 Adequate level of psychological counseling service is
provided in the university.

1 7 There are services (bank, stationery, canteen, etc.) at the

university where | can meet my daily needs.

8 The graduate monitoring system of the university is used
effectively.
9 The security services offered at the campuses of the

university are sufficient.
10 There are student clubs in the university that are suitable for
my field of interest.

11 The cafeteria services offered by the university are
sufficient.

12 The university encourages students for academic success.

13 Students are informed about educational opportunities of
studying abroad.

14 Students are informed about exchange programs (Erasmus,
Farabi, Mevlana, etc.).

2 15 Students are encouraged to pursue postgraduate studies.
16 Research projects developed by students are supported.
17 Students are encouraged to prepare research projects.
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Table 3 (continued)
Factors and Items of Student Satisfaction Scale

Factor Item Sample ltem
18 Exam announcements are made on time.*
19 Exams are held in appropriate environment and conditions

(number of students, lighting, ventilation, etc.).*
20 At the beginning of the semester, students are informed
about the criteria of passing courses.*
21 Exams are prepared in accordance with the aims and
contents of the course.*
3 22 Objections to the exam results are taken into account by the

instructors.*

23 Announcements about students are shared on time. *
24 Exam results are announced on time.*
25 The university units respond to student complaints and

wishes in a timely manner.*
26 The institute/faculty/college management that | am

registered with values the opinions of the students.*

27 Necessary information and guidance about internship
processes are provided by my department.

28 The institution where 1 do my internship contributes to the
development of my skills related to my profession.

29 Students can communicate with the instructors.

30 Administrative staff (department secretary, student affairs,

etc.) provides the necessary support in matters related to

education.
4
31 The general cleaning services of the university are sufficient.
32 Students are informed about the aims and contents of the

courses they take at the beginning of the semester.
33 Training and activities are offered to support my

professional/individual development.
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Table 3 (continued)

Factors and Items of Student Satisfaction Scale

Factor Item Sample Item

34 The elective courses | take have qualifications that will
contribute to my professional/personal development.*
35 The compulsory courses | take have qualifications that will

contribute to my professional/individual development.*

36 The weekly course schedule is planned in a balanced way.*
5 37 There is sufficient activity for orientation.*

38 My consultant provides the necessary consultancy service.*

39 The weekly course schedule is announced before the

semester starts.*

40 Student opinions are taken into account in educational
activities.*
41 The teaching materials (projector, board, experimental

setups, etc.) in the classrooms / laboratories students use are
sufficient for education.

42 The printed resources of the university library are sufficient.
43 The electronic resources of the university library are
6 sufficient for education.

44 The physical facilities (lighting, heating, ventilation, etc.) of
the classrooms/laboratories we use are sufficient for
education.

45 The physical conditions of the university are suitable for

disabled individuals.

* jtems deleted.

3.4.3 Demogaphic Information Form

The participant information was obtained through a demographic information form
(Appendix 4) at the end of the survey. The form consisted of questions about
participants’ university, faculty, educational level, grade level, age, gender, and Grade

Point Average (GPA).
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35 Data Collection Procedure

Firstly, consent was taken from Middle East Technical University Human Subjects
Ethics Committee (Appendix 4) in order to conduct this study as this study involves
collecting data from human participants through the means of the survey, thus
requiring consent. Next, the researcher created an electronic version of the survey
using LimeSurvey through the university’s service METUAnket as it ensures the
protection of personal data. Online data collection also has advantages over the paper-
and-pencil data collection method (Ward, Clark, Zabriskie & Morris, 2012). The
researcher preferred online surveys as they can be distributed to a wide and diverse
population in a short amount of time and effort and is cost efficient as well as
convenient. Data collected by online surveys can be transferred easily to other
programs for data analysis with minimal risk of data loss. Furthermore, gathering data
online also permits respondents to complete the survey at their convenience and

minimizes disruption of schoolday activities (Ward, Clark, Zabriskie & Morris, 2012).

Afterward, the researcher distributed the survey through METU’s internal
communication channels (e.g., e-mail lists, WhatsApp groups, and Facebook groups).
The researcher also went to Gazi University and Ankara University to distribute the
survey through QR codes and asked students on campus to forward the survey link to
their class WhatsApp groups. While at these universities, the researcher also asked
permission from lecturers to share the survey link with their students in class. The data
collection period was four weeks in the spring semester of the 2021-2022 academic
year. The data collected from the survey were all anonymous, and this was conveyed
to the participants regarding confidentiality. The participants voluntarily completed
the survey and were informed of their rights to withdraw from the study should they
wish, but they were not allowed to drop out any questions unanswered. Students are
requested to fill out the student engagement and student satisfaction survey in the
random order provided by LimeSurvey after they confirm that they participate
voluntarily. After the survey, the demographic information form page appears to be
filled. At the end of the survey, the e-mail of the researcher was provided to the
participant for further information. The average time to finish the survey was 7

minutes.
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3.6  Data Analysis

In the data analysis process, the researcher processed data cleaning and checked if
there was missing data. The data in the study were then analyzed using both descriptive
statistics and inferential statistics. The software IBM SPSS 28 was used to run the
analyses. Descriptive statistics of frequencies, standard deviations, and means were
calculated for the demographic information of participants such as university, faculty,
education level, grade level, age, gender, and GPA. Before the main analyses,
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted for the student engagement scale to
validate measurement by adapting the previous survey in the Turkish language. Next,
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied to test how well the measured
variables the number of constructs and confirm the factor structure of SS scale by using
the software IBM SPSS AMOS 26 Software Package. The study aims to investigate
how well SE dimensions predict SS dimensions, and simultaneous multiple linear
regression (MLR) analyses were executed. Assumptions for the regression were
validated. In accordance with Bonferroni correction (Napierala, 2012), the alpha level

for the outcomes analysis was set at 0.0125 (0.05/4).

3.6.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

A data reduction technique called exploratory factor analysis (EFA) takes a large
number of variables and groups, summarizes, and reduces them to reflect different
factors or components. It was investigated whether the assumptions of EFA were met
or not before conducting the analysis. The assumptions and sample size adequacy were
checked before moving to EFA. 5 cases for 1 item is the suitable ratio to run EFA
according to Hair et al. (2006); however, 10:1 is claimed more ideal one. Kaiser-
Mayer Olkin (KMO) and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity, metric variables proof like
correlation above .30, absence of outliers, univariate normality such as histograms,
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, Shapiro-Wilk test and Skewness-Kurtosis, multivariate
normality, and lastly inter-reliability for each factor were conducted for the assumption
of EFA (Hair et al., 2006). The factor loadings and dimensions were tested using

principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation, and no factor number was fixed.
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In order to ensure robustness against non-normality, principal axis factoring was used
as a factor extraction method (De Winter & Dodou, 2012) due to Mardia’s test result
was p < .05, therefore violating the multivariate normality and Direct Oblimin (DO)
as the rotation method. Additionally to the proposed theory, different criteria were
applied, such as scree plot, which explained variance to be greater than 60% in order
to consider in deciding the number of factors. Hair et al. (2006) recommended the
minimum acceptable values of item loading within the range of .30 to .40 for the
interpretation of the rotated pattern matrix. Content validity of the scale is also

considered while eliminating the items from the scales.

The Student Engagement Scale has 5 dimensions, which are 8-item Academic
Engagement, 4-item Cognitive Engagement, 4-item Social Engagement with
Teachers, 8-item Social Engagement with Students, and 4-item Affective Engagement.
An exploratory factor analyses were conducted in order to assess construct validity;

therefore, EFA assumptions were checked for each dimension separately.

Assumptions

For Student Engagement Scale, for the sampling adequacy assumption, this data set
has an appropriate sample size (n = 766) according to MacCallum, Widaman & Zhang
(1999), which requires at least 250 participants as per the standards set by Cattell
(1978).

Next, the researcher checked for the absence of univariate outliers to ensure no data
misentry and missing value coding. Univariate normality is violated by Kolmogorov-

Smirnov.

EFA Results for Student Engagement Scale

EFA was performed with the data obtained to extract the factor structure of the Student
Engagement scale and to examine its construct validity. Since the analyzed data did
not fit the multivariate normal distribution, the factors were created using the principal

axis factors method (Costello & Osborne, 2005) and the varimax rotation method was
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used. The number of factors was decided by considering the cumulative variance,
interpretability and Guttman-Kaiser criteria (Guttman 1954, Kaiser 1960, 1961). As a
result of the EFA, it was observed that the total variance rate explained with the 4-

factor model increased to 53.90%.

Table 4 (continued)
Total variance ratios revealed as a result of EFA in the Student Engagement Scale

Rotatio
n Sums
- Extraction Sums of Squared of
Initial Eigenvalues .
Loadings Squared
Compo Loadin
nent gs
% of . % of ,
Total  Varianc C“m‘;'a“ Total  Varianc Cumlglau Total
es ve % es ve %

1 10,91 40,417 40,417 10,48 38,805 38,805 6,587

2 2,162 8,007 48,424 1,766 6,542 45,346 5,365

3 1,718 6,361 54,785 1,313 4,864 50,21 5,37

4 1,415 5,242 60,027 0,995 3,686 53,896 6,868

5 1,125 4,166 64,192 0,728 2,697 56,593 6,402
6 0,808 2,992 67,185
7 0,771 2,855 70,04
8 0,692 2,565 72,604
9 0,588 2,178 74,782
10 0,533 1,975 76,758
11 0,509 1,887 78,645
12 0,494 1,829 80,474
13 0,464 1,72 82,194
14 0,434 1,606 83,8
15 0,421 1,558 85,358
16 0,405 1,502 86,86
17 0,4 1,481 88,341
18 0,385 1,425 89,766
19 0,376 1,393 91,158
20 0,351 1,298 92,456
21 0,335 1,241 93,697
22 0,317 1,173 94,87
23 0,31 1,148 96,019
24 0,301 1,114 97,133
25 0,287 1,064 98,197
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Table 4 (continued)
Total variance ratios revealed as a result of EFA in the Student Engagement Scale

Rotatio
n Sums
P Extraction Sums of Squared of
Initial Eigenvalues .
Compo Loadings Squar_ed
nent Loadin
gs
% of . % of .
Total  Varianc Cumulati Total Varianc Cumulati Total
ve % ve %
es es
26 0,249 0,923 99,12
27 0,238 0,88 100

Before the exploratory factor analysis (EFA), the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and
Bartlett's sphericity test were performed to examine the suitability of the data for factor
analysis. Accordingly, the KMO sample fit was 0.949 and the result of Bartlett's
sphericity test (Chi-square value 11,457,731 and sd. 351) with p-value less than 0.001.

These results show that the data are suitable for the factor analysis (Kaiser 1974).

In order to determine the factor analysis method to be applied, whether the variables
fit the normal distribution was tested with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. According
to the test results, the variables used in the Student Engagement scale do not fit the

multivariate normal distribution (Table 4).

The EFA was performed using principal axis due to Mardia’s test result was p -value<
.05. The minimum criteria were set to .32 to accept factor loadings meaningful. The
communality indicates the amount of variance in each dimension, and it was also
assessed to ensure acceptable levels of explanation. The results showed that all
communalities, except for two items, were less than .32 (Table 5).

The item “I rarely skip classes” was removed as it has a communality of .28. Item “I
enjoy the intellectual challenge of courses studying” had a communality value of .48
but the item was not removed as it was close to the criteria set, and it is satisfied the

factor loading criteria for the 4-factor model, which is discussed below.
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Table 6
Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Student Engagement Scale — 5-Factor Model

Factor Eigenvalue Percentage of Cumulative
variance percentage

1 11.07 39.52 39.52

2 2.17 7.75 47.27

3 1.77 6.32 53.59

4 1.42 5.06 58.65

5 1.13 4.02 62.67

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 &8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

Factor Number

Figure 2: Scree Plot for Student Engagement Scale — 5-Factor Model

The pattern matrix shows that there is a problem in the item loading because most of
the items in the student engagement survey are included under the different factors,
and most of them are cross-loaded. The researcher also checked the linear relationships
among the variables by inspecting the scatterplots and it indicates 4-factor solution for
the model (Figure 2). Therefore, it was decided to narrow down the factors into 4
factors after eliminating one item. The item is “A real effort to understand difficulties
in my work”, item 13, because the item also failed to be loaded on the 4-factor model.

This could most probably be translated poorly; therefore it was ultimately dropped.
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The result of KMO was .95, while the value for Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was found
to be significant, ¥2(378) = 11650.009, p-value < .001. There are correlation
coefficients that were less than .30 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

In the 4-factor solution (Appendix 3), the factors were considered by the items
included in the factors, namely Academic Engagement, Social Engagement,
Behavioral Engagement, and Emotional Engagement. According to factor loadings,
with the sight of the literature, the items of the factors are listed below;

Factor 1: Academic Engagement

Factor 2: Social Engagement

Factor 3: Behavioral Engagement

Factor 4: Emotional Engagement

Table 7 (continued)
Factor loadings generated as a result of EFA in the 4-Factor Student Engagement
Scale

Factor
1 2 3 4
Spend a lot of time to study on my own. 0,710
Usually come to class having completed 0,666
readings or assignments
Get a lot of satisfaction from studying 0,617
Regularly use the internet for study 0,595
purpose
Regularly use web-based resources and 0,571
information designed specifically for the
course
Online resources (e.g. course notes, free 0,546
software and materials on the web) are
very useful for me
Usually motivated to study 0,544
Regularly study on the weekends. 0,502
Enjoy the intellectual challenge of 0,430
courses studying
Feel part of a group of students 0,322
committed to learning
Really like being on my campus -0,624
Have made at least one or two close -0,596
friends at university
Interested in the extra-curricular -0,576
activities or facilities provided by
university
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Table 7 (continued)

Factor loadings generated as a result of EFA in the 4-Factor Student Engagement

Scale

Factor

2

3

Regularly use email and/or other
electronic means (such as WhatsApp,
WeChat and Facebook) to contact
friends in my course

Really like being a university student
Actively involved in university extra-
curricular activities

Feel belong to the university community
Feel belong to the university community
Regularly study with other students
Regularly get together with other
students to discuss courses

Regularly work with other students on
course areas | have problems
Academic staff take an interest in my
progress

Given helpful feedback on my progress
Usually available to discuss my work
University has lived up to my
expectations

Finding my course intellectually
stimulating

-0,555

-0,554
-0,534

-0,530
-0,522

0,719
0,704

0,674

-0,865
-0,754
-0,647
-0,530

-0,501

Table 8

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of

the Student Engagement Scale — 4-Factor Model

Factor Eigenvalue Percentage of Cumulative
variance percentage

1 10.64 39.41 39.41

2 2.17 8.03 47.43

3 1.77 6.56 53.99

4 1.42 5.24 59.23

67



Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

12 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 10 1M 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 7

Factor Number

Figure 3: Scree Plot for Student Engagement Scale — 4-Factor Model

3.6.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a statistical method used to prove the factor
structure of a set of observed variables. CFA enables the researcher to test the
hypothesis that a relationship between observed variables and their underlying latent
constructs exists. It is also used to test whether measures of a construct are consistent
with a researcher's understanding of the nature of that construct (Orcan, 2018). CFA
is a technique that examines how well the indicators measure the unobserved
constructs and if the unobserved constructs are uniquely different from one another.
In this study, CFA was employed student satisfaction scale. The assumption of CFA,
including sample size, missing data, normality, linearity, outliers, homoscedasticity,
and multicollinearity were checked (Wan, 2015). After controlling the assumptions,
AMOS 18 Software Package was used to conduct CFA for each scale. The Root Mean
Square of Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Bentler Comparative Fit Index
(CFI), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and Tucker-Lewis Index
(TLI) were applied with chi-square (x2) in order to interpret the results of CFA.

Univariate outliers help to identify extreme values and unusual combinations of scores

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). Standardized z-scores were checked, and there are no
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cases exceeding the recommended value of 3.29 by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).
Furthermore, the researcher checked for the absence of multivariate outliers, which
include Mahalanobis distance, Cook’s distance, centered leverage value, and
standardized DFBeta value. Multivariate outliers were identified with the help of
Mahalanobis distance values, which are based on a critical chi-square table. In order
to detect any outliers according to cut-off values, Cook’s Distance and standardized
DFBeta values were checked. Cook’s distance values indicate outliers higher than 1
and should be removed, and DFBeta values indicate outliers higher than 1 and should
be removed. The centered leverage value also should be less than 3(k+1)/n, where k
stands for the number of independent variables, and n stands for sample. If there are
any outliers in the data set, it was determined whether they should be kept in the data

set or not.

Linearity of residuals shows that linear relationship between predicted dependent
variables and errors of prediction. The partial regression plots were checked in this
study. Homoscedasticity of residuals helps to determine that for each level of predictor
variables, the variance of the residual terms is constant. It is checked by a scatter plot
of predicted value and residual in the study. Furthermore, the absence of
multicollinearity was checked because if variables are highly correlated, this indicates
that they are redundant and are needed in the analysis. A higher correlation (.90 and
higher) indicates multicollinearity and, therefore, is considered to be removed
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to Field (2009), Tolerance values less than
.20 indicate a problem with multicollinearity, whereas Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)

values of more than 4.0 indicate a problem with multicollinearity.

The fix indexes criteria are inspected to further understand the result; therefore the chi-
square should b insignificant and small to ensure a perfect fit (Kline, 2010). RMSEA
values display both the population fit of the most recent statistics and the comparison
of sample statistics to population. Browne and Cudeck (1992) asserted that another
cut-off value for RMSEA is RMSEA <.05, indicating a good fit, whereas RMSEA <
.08 indicates a reasonable fit. Furthermore, the values between .08 and .10 shows
average fit, while the values above .10 represent a poor fit (MacCallum, Browne &

Sugawara, 1996). Additionally, the confidence interval cut-off scores should be Cl <
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.05 and CI <.10 (Kline, 2011). The closeness of fit (PLOSE) is likewise calculated by
Amos, and non-significant values are accepted, PClose > .05. The cut-off value is .95
(.90 is acceptable), and CFI and TLI values should range from 0 to 1 (Hu & Bentler,
1999). Kline (2011) suggested that SRMR values should be less than .10, while Hu
and Bettler (1999) claimed less than .08.

Assumption Checks for CFA of Student Satisfaction

Student satisfaction scale was analyzed over 29 questions. The compatibility of the
factor structure, which was created based on previous study, with the collected data
was examined using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). In the original scale, it was
seen that the item-total correlation was .40 and above for each item, and the mean
difference of the upper and lower groups for each item was significant. As a result of
the analysis of the data obtained with the Student Satisfaction Scale, the KMO
coefficient was calculated as .97 and it was seen that the Barlett Sphericity Test was
significant at the expected level. Six factors that emerged as a result of the exploratory
factor analysis explained 62.01 of the total variance. Six factors in the Student
Satisfaction Scale, which were obtained as a result of the exploratory factor analysis
and consisted of 45 items in total, were named as follows: Satisfaction with social and
cultural activities (Factor 1), Satisfaction with the management of research and
development activities (Factor 2), Monitoring and evaluation, and quality management
of education (Factor 3), Satisfaction with the processes and practices of education
(Factor 4), Satisfaction with the design of education (Factor 5), Satisfaction with the
environment and resources of education (Factor 6). The factor 3 and 5 was removed
from the Student Satisfaction Survey because the participant was expected mostly
undergraduate students, so they were expected to have limited knowledge to answer
the items in these factors.
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Table 9 (continued)
Test results of the normal distribution of the variables used in the Student satisfaction

scale.
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Test sd p- Test sd p-
Statistics value  Statistics value

Social and sports facilities for 0,228 766 <0,001 0,901 766 <0,001
students are sufficient in the

university.

Cultural and artistic activities 0,296 766 <0,001 0,855 766 <0,001
are organized for students in

the university.

Sports activities are 0,261 766 <0,001 0,880 766 <0,001
organized for students in our

university.

Student clubs of the 0,261 766 <0,001 0,882 766 <0,001

university carry out adequate

social and cultural activities.

The services of the canteens 0,286 766 <0,001 0,866 766 <0,001
in the university are

sufficient.

Adequate level of 0,202 766 <0,001 0,908 766 <0,001
psychological counseling

service is provided in the

university.

There are services (bank, 0,332 766 <0,001 0,759 766 <0,001
stationery, canteen, etc.) at

the university where | can

meet my daily needs.

The graduate monitoring 0,264 766 <0,001 0,869 766 <0,001
system of the university is

used effectively.

The security services offered 0,291 766 <0,001 0,855 766 <0,001
at the campuses of the

university are sufficient.

There are student clubs in the 0,278 766 <0,001 0,865 766 <0,001
university that are suitable for

my field of interest.

The cafeteria services offered 0,237 766 <0,001 0,876 766 <0,001
by the university are

sufficient.

The university encourages 0,302 766 <0,001 0,854 766 <0,001
students for academic

success.
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Table 9 (continued)

Test results of the normal distribution of the variables used in the Student

satisfaction scale.

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Test sd p- Test sd p-
Statistics value  Statistics value
Students are informed 0,198 766 <0,001 0,906 766 <0,001
about educational
opportunities of studying
abroad.
Students are informed 0,208 766 <0,001 0,903 766 <0,001

about exchange programs

(Erasmus, Farabi,

Mevlana, etc.).

Students are encouragedto 0,249 766 <0,001 0,888 766 <0,001
pursue postgraduate

studies..

Research projects 0,256 766 <0,001 0,877 766 <0,001
developed by students are

supported.

Students are encouragedto 0,259 766 <0,001 0,885 766 <0,001
prepare research projects.

Necessary information and 0,232 766 <0,001 0,897 766 <0,001
guidance about internship

processes are provided by

my department.

The institution where | do 0,216 766 <0,001 0,880 766 <0,001
my internship contributes

to the development of my

skills related to my

profession.

Students can communicate 0,326 766 <0,001 0,821 766 <0,001
with the instructors.

Administrative staff 0,255 766 <0,001 0,878 766 <0,001
(department secretary,

student affairs, etc.)

provides the necessary

support in matters related

to education.

The general cleaning 0,261 766 <0,001 0,880 766 <0,001
services of the university

are sufficient.
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Table 9 (continued)

Test results of the normal distribution of the variables used in the Student
satisfaction scale.

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Test sd p- Test sd p-
Statistics value  Statistics value
Students are informed about 0,315 766 <0,001 0,827 766 <0,001

the aims and contents of the

courses they take at the

beginning of the semester.

Training and activities are 0,294 766 <0,001 0,854 766 <0,001
offered to support my

professional/individual

development.

The teaching materials 0,261 766 <0,001 0,886 766 <0,001
(projector, board, experimental

setups, etc.) in the classrooms /

laboratories students use are

sufficient for education.

The printed resources of the 0,292 766 <0,001 0,859 766 <0,001
university library are sufficient

for education.

The electronic resources of the 0,274 766 <0,001 0,872 766 <0,001
university library are sufficient

for education.

The physical facilities 0,256 766 <0,001 0,888 766 <0,001
(lighting, heating, ventilation,

etc.) of the

classrooms/laboratories we use

are sufficient for education.

The physical conditions of the 0,204 766 <0,001 0,904 766 <0,001
university are suitable for

disabled individuals.

The univariate assumption is also checked first. There was a violation on histograms
as they were not all normally distributed, and a violation of the values of skewness and
kurtosis. For the multivariate normality check, Mardia’s test shows significance (p <

.05), so the assumption of the result was violated.

For all of the variables, z-scores were computed to decide the univariate outliers. There
were no violations detected. Multivariate outliers including Mahalanobis distances

were computed 69 were detected at the critical y2 = 194111558350954 for df = 366,
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p-value < .001. Cook’s distance and standardized DFBeta values indicate that there
were no outliers because all of their values were less than 1. The centered leverage
value indicates there are no outliers because the value of centered leverage for this
study, the equation is 3(29+1)/766 which gives us the value of .12. The Leverage
values for this study range from .00 to .03, which are all less than .12 indicating that

there are no outliers.

For the linearity, it is not violated as it shows correlation, and the plots are grouped
together. Whereas the homoscedasticity assumption is not violated, and there is no
apparent pattern in the scatter plot. The researcher examined the correlations and found
no initial indicators of multicollinearity existed as all the values were under the set
criteria of .90 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

3.7  Descriptions of the Demographic Variables

The variables for this study are as follows:

1. University — refers to the state university that the participant attends. ‘1’
indicates Ankara University, ‘2’ indicates Gazi university and ‘3’ indicates
Middle East Technical University. The scale of measurement for this variable
is nominal scale since it is a categorical variable and has no order.

2. Faculty — refers to the faculty of the participants. ‘1’ indicates Faculty of
Education, ‘2’ indicates Faculty of Arts and Science, ‘3’ indicates Faculty of
Engineering, ‘4’ indicates Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences,
‘5’ indicates Faculty of Dentistry, ‘6’ indicates Faculty of Language, History
and Geography, ‘7’ indicates Faculty of Theology, ‘8’ indicates faculty of
Communication, ‘9’ indicates Faculty of Health Sciences and ‘10’ indicates
Faculty of Pharmacy. The scale of measurement for this variable is nominal
scale since it is a categorical variable and has no order

3. Education Level —refers to the education level of the participants. ‘1’ indicates
undergraduate level, ‘2’ indicates master’s degree level, and ‘3’ indicates
doctoral degree level. The scale of measurement for this variable is nominal

scale since it is a categorical variable and has no order.
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4. Grade Level —refers to the grade level of the participants. ‘1’ indicates English
Preparation, ‘2’ indicates Scientific Preparation, ‘3’ indicates first year, ‘4’
indicates second year, ‘5’ indicates third year, ‘6’ indicates fourth year, and
7’ indicates fifth year. The scale of measurement for this variable is nominal
scale since it is a categorical variable.

5. Age - refers to the age of the participants, which ranges from 18 to 45. Age of
the participants is a discrete and continuous variable.

6. Gender — refers to the gender of the participants. ‘1’ indicates males and ‘2’
indicates females. The scale of measurement for this variable is nominal scale
since it is a categorical variable.

7. GPA —refers to the grade point average of the participants. GPA, which ranges
from 0.01 to 4.00, is a discrete and continuous variable. The scale of

measurement for this variable can be interval-ratio.

3.8 Limitations of the Study

As this research utilizes convenience sampling, the sample has a risk of biased results
from participants who were available to take part in the survey. This brings an issue
about generalizability as this sample may not represent the whole population. The
participants include mostly undergraduate students, women, and from education
faculty. The result may differ for different population than the existing one. Another
possible issue regarding generalizability was the limited number of universities
included in the study. This study limited the number of universities due to restrictions
caused by the pandemic and time constraints. The three universities that were explored
have a reputation of having high achieving students, thus causing another issue for
generalizability. Data collection procedure may have some limitations in the context
of the pandemic. Data were collected in only online environment, and larger sample

size may be reached if restrictions had not emerged.
Additionally, the nature of quantitative research does not depend on notes,

observations, or quotes by the participants, therefore, the results only represent output

and interpretation of data from participants.
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The Student Engagement Survey was translated into Turkish, and after the results of
EFA, two items were removed due to factor loading. The translation of one of these
items may be also done improperly, so it is a limitation of the study. The factors of the
survey were not loaded than expected and 5-factor model was changed to 4-factor
model by considering content validity and the literature. The researcher also removed
two factors from the original Student Satisfaction Survey because participants may not

concern the two factors due to grade level.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

41  Confirmatory Factor Analyis
4.1.1 The Result of CFA for Student Satisfaction Scale

4-factor model was tested 77ort he student satisfaction scale. The initial model consists
of 6-factors and two factors were removed from the original scale. The researchers
who created this survey did not construct a CFA analysis. The modification indices
were checked, and error covariances were added between the errors of items 2 and 4
(e2-e4), 6 and 7 (e6-e7), 10 and 11 (e10-e11) belonging to the satisfaction with social
and cultural activities dimension; 13 and 14 (e13-e14) belonging to satisfaction with
research and development activities dimension; 25 and 28 (e25-e28) belonging to
satisfaction with environment and resources of education dimension. After re-run the
model, the final model indicates that y2(366) = 1941.1, p =.001, CFl = .85, TLI = .83,
RMSEA = .075, which indicates good model. The standardized regression weights
range from the lowest value, .40 to the highest value, .74, and they were all significant.
The Cronbach Alpha coefficients computed for each dimension indicated good
reliability: satisfaction with social and cultural activities a = .85, satisfaction with
research and development activities oo = .89, satisfaction with the management of
practices and applications of education a = .87, and satisfaction with the environment

and resources of education o = .89 as can be seen in Figure 17.

77



2[R0 =1

. ( [ros J=——7)
[PA1 1)

s/ P f——)

1,00 TR
T
‘%&PA51

7 1

[PA7 J——2)

[ @

53 @
- P ra=Z B i )
(= ¢ Q )
o™ ER4 @

(&6 =)

Figure 4. Path Diagram belonging to SSS

4.2  Simultaneous Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

Simultaneous Multiple Linear Regression (MLR) Analysis is conducted to investigate
the extent to which a single continuous dependent (criterion) variable is predicted by

several continuous or categorical independent (predictor) variables.

Assumption Checks For the First Dependent Variable “Satisfaction with Social and
Cultural Activities”

For sampling adequacy, this data had 766 respondents which was more than the
required sample size according to Hair et al (2010) which states that the study must

have 15 (N = 75) to 20 (N = 100) observations for each predictor.
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According to Myers (2013) as cited by Field (2009), the first indicator of substantial
multicollinearity (high correlation >.90) is checked in the correlation matrix table. The
researcher examined the correlation and found no initial indicators of multicollinearity.
To further identify the presence of a multicollinearity issue, the researcher checked the
collinearity statistics of the variables. According to Field (2009), Tolerance values less
than .20 indicates a problem with multicollinearity whereas Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF) values more than 4.0 indicates a problem with multicollinearity. The tolerance
values for this study range from .432 to .698, and the VIF values range from 1.433 to
2.314. Based on these findings, we can assume that there is no multicollinearity issue.
These assumptions are also relevant for Satisfaction with Research and Developmental
Activities in Table 11, Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education in Table

12, and Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education in Table 13.

Table 10

Correlations for Satisfaction with Social and Cultural Activities

Social and Academic Social Behavioral Emotional
Cultural Engagement Engagement Engagement  Engagement
Activities

Social and 1.000

Cultural

Activities

Academic .518* 1.000

Engagement

Social .505* .652* 1.000

Engagement

Behavioral .362* 513* A444* 1.000

Engagement

Emotional .583* .658* .581* 465* 1.000

Engagement

*p<.05

Next, the researcher examined the histogram and P-P plot for univariate normality
(Figure 4 & Figure 5). The histogram produced for this data set indicated that

normality is not violated as it approximately follows the shape of the normal curve.
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Similarly, the P-P plot produced for this data shows that the residuals are closely
following the 45-degree line which indicates that the normality is not violated. These
assumtions also relevant for Satisfaction with Research and Developmental Activities
in Figure 7 and Figure 8, Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education in Figure
10 and Figure 11, and Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education in

Figure 13 and Figure 14.

Histogram
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Figure 5: Histogram of Satisfaction with Social and Cultural Activities
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: SC
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Figure 6: P-P Plot of Satisfaction with Social and Cultural Activities

The researcher then checks the homoscedasticity of residuals. The scatterplot of the

predicted value and residuals do not show a pattern that indicates that the variance of

the error term is constant across each value of the predictor.

Regression Standardized Residual
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Scatterplot
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Figure 7: Scatterplot of Satisfaction with Social and Cultural Activities
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As for the assumption of independence of errors, to indicate independence of
observations, the Durbin-Watson Coefficient value should range between 1 to 3
(Durbin & Watson, 1951). The Durbin-Watson Coefficient value for this data set is
1.952; therefore, this assumption is not violated.

Assumption Checks for the Second Dependent Variable “Satisfaction with Research

and Developmental Activities”

Table 11

Correlations for Satisfaction with Research and Development Activities

Researchand  Academic Social Behavioral Emotional

Development Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement

Activities
Research and 1.000
Development
Activities
Academic 402* 1.000
Engagement
Social 357* .652* 1.000
Engagement
Behavioral 257* 513* A44* 1.000
Engagement
Emotional 535* .658* 581* 465* 1.000
Engagement
*p<.05

82



120

100

a0

60

Frequency

40

20

Histogram
Dependent Variable: RD

Mean = -3 81E-15
Stel. Dev. = 0,997
M= 766

-2 0 2 4

Regression Standardized Residual

Figure 8: Histogram of Satisfaction with Research and Development Activities

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Figure 9: P-P Plot of Satisfaction with Research and Development Activities

The researcher then checks the homoscedasticity of residuals. The scatterplot of the

predicted value and residuals does not show an oval shape scatter plot which indicates

that there was some deviation in the assumption (Figure 9). The same assumption is
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relevant for Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education in Figure 12, and
Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education in Figure 13.
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Figure 10: Scatterplot of Satisfaction with Research and Development Activities

The Durbin-Watson Coefficient value for this data set is 1.851, therefore this

assumption is not violated.

Assumption Checks for the Third Dependent Variable “Satisfaction with Process and

Practices of Education”
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Table 12

Correlations for Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education

Practicesand  Academic Social Behavioral Emotional
Applications Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement

of Education

Practices and 1.000

Applications of

Education

Academic .543* 1.000

Engagement

Social 511* .652* 1.000

Engagement

Behavioral .368* 513* 444* 1.000

Engagement

Emotional .673* .658* .581* .465* 1.000

Engagement

*p < .05
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Figure 11: Histogram of Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Figure 12: P-P Plot of Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education
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Figure 13: Scatterplot of Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education

The Durbin-Watson Coefficient value for this data set is 2.130, therefore this

assumption is not violated.
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Assumption Checks for the Fourth Dependent Variable “Environment and Resources”
Table 13

Correlations for Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education

Environment  Academic Social Behavioral Emotional
and Engagement Engagement Engagement  Engagement
Resources of

Education

Environment 1.000

and Resources

of Education

Academic A27* 1.000

Engagement

Social 401* .652* 1.000

Engagement

Behavioral .256* 513* 444* 1.000

Engagement

Emotional 484* .658* .581* .465* 1.000

Engagement
*p <.05

Histogram
Dependent Variable: ER

Mean = -8 38E-15
100 Std. Dev. = 0997
M =766

a0

60

Frequency

40

20

4 2 0 2 4

Regression Standardized Residual

Figure 14: Histogram of Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Figure 15: P-P Plot of Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education
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Figure 16: Scatterplot of Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education

The Durbin-Watson Coefficient value for this data set is 1.962, therefore this

assumption is not violated.
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After all the assumptions are checked and are satisfied, then the MLR analysis is

performed.

4.2.1 The Result of Simultaneous MLR Analysis for “Satisfaction with Social

and Cultural Activities”

As all the assumptions checked were satisfied, the MLR analysis was performed. Tests
were performed by using Benferroni adjusted alpha levels of 0.0125 (.05/4) per test
because it need to be decreased to account for comparison number to eliminate
misleading positives. Based on the analysis of variance results in table below, the
overall model is significant F(4,761)=122,93, p < .001 (Table 14).

Table 14

ANOVA®*Table for Satisfaction with Social and Cultural Activities

Model Sum of Squares  df Mean F Sig.
Square
1 Regression 141,553 4 35,388 122,932  <,001°
Residual 219,068 761 ,288
Total 360,621 765

2 Dependent Variable: SC
®Predictors: (Constant), EE, BE, SE, AE

Table 15 shows the results of the regression model for the variable Satisfaction with
Social and Cutural Activities. The regression model, which was created by adding
Academic Engagement, Social Engagement, Behavioral Engagement and Emotional
Engagement variables, increased the R? value by 0.39 compared to the regression
model with only the constant term, and the F value (4,761) was calculated as 122,93
in the new model created. Accordingly, a significant amount of improvement was
obtained in the model. On the other hand, when the model coefficients are examined,
it is seen that all coefficients, except for the Behavioral Engagement variable, make a

significant contribution to the model at the 0.0125 significance level.
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Table 15
Summary of Simultaneous Multiple Regression Analysis for Satisfaction with Social

and Cultural Activities

Variable B SE B B t sr

Constant 1.28 10 12.44*

Academic Engagement 12 .04 14 3.12* .00

Social Engagement A5 .03 19 4.76* .02

Behavioral Engagement .03 .02 .04 .02 .00

Emotional Engagement 31 .03 37 9.35* .07
*p <.0125

4.2.2 The Result of Simultaneous MLR Analysis for “Satisfaction with Research

and Developmental Activities”

Based on the analysis of variance results in Table 16, the overall model is significant
F(4,761) = 82,27, p < .001.

Table 16
ANOVA?® Table for Satisfaction with Research and Developmental Activities
Model Sum of Squares  df Mean F Sig.
Square
1 Regression 163,539 4 40,885 82,265 <,001°
Residual 378,207 761 497
Total 541,745 765

aDependent Variable: RD
®Predictors: (Constant), EE, BE, SE, AE

The results of the regression model over the factors in the Student Engagement scale
of the Satisfaction with Research and Developmental Activities variable are given in
Table 17. When the model in which only the constant term is included in the
explanation of the Satisfaction with Research and Developmental Activities variable
is compared with the model in which all the factors in the Student Engagement scale

are included, it is seen that there is a significant improvement (F-value (4,761) 82,27,
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p-value<0.001 and R? change in 0,30). It is seen that the p-value of the coefficients of
the Academic Engagement and Social Engagement variables in the model coefficients
is greater than 0.0125. Therefore, the coefficients of Academic Engagement and Social
Engagement variables are not significant. Since the p-values of the Behavioral
Engagement and Emotional Engagement variables were less than 0.0125, the
coefficients of the model were found to be significant.

Table 17
Summary of Simultaneous Multiple Regression Analysis for Satisfaction with Research
and Developmental Activities

Variable B SE B B t sr2
Constant 1.23 14 9.10*
Academic Engagement .04 .05 .03 .69 .00
Social Engagement .03 .04 .03 .61 .00
Behavioral Engagement A1 .03 12 3.41* .01
Emotional Engagement 45 .04 44 10.45* 10
*p <.0125

4.2.3 The Result of Simultaneous MLR Analysis for “Satisfaction with Process

and Practices of Education”

Based on the analysis of variance results in table below, the overall model is significant
F(4, 761) = 176.34, p < .0125 (Table 18).

Table 18
ANOVA?® Table for Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education
Model Sum of Squares  df Mean F Sig.
Square
1 Regression 180,814 4 45,203 176,335  <,001°
Residual 195,082 761 ,256
Total 375,896 765

aDependent Variable: PA
®Predictors: (Constant), EE, BE, SE, AE
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To examine the descriptors of the Satisfaction with Process and Practices of Education
variable, a simultaneous multiple linear regression model was constructed using all
factors under the Student Engagement scale. Summary of the regression model created
is given in Table 19. A significant improvement was obtained when the model created
according to these values and the model with only the constant term were compared
(F-value 176.34 (4,761) and change in R? 0.48). Among the explanatory variables in
the model, only the coefficient of the Behavioral Engagement variable was not
significant at the 0.0125 level, while Academic, Social and Emotional Engagement

were found significant.

Table 19
Summary of Simultaneous Multiple Regression Analysis for Satisfaction with Process

and Application of Education

Variable B SEB B t sr:
Constant 1.17 10 12.07*
Academic Engagement 10 .04 A1 2.74* .01
Social Engagement A1 .03 A3 3.71* .01
Behavioral Engagement .01 .02 .01 37 .00
Emotional Engagement 44 .03 .52 14.25* 14
*p <.0125

424 The Result of Simultaneous MLR Analysis for “Satisfaction with

Environment and Resources of Education”

Based on the analysis of variance results in Table 20, the overall model is significant
F(4, 761) = 68.39, p < .0125.
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Table 20

ANOVA? Table for Satisfaction with Environment and Resources of Education

Model Sum of Squares  df Mean F Sig.
Square
1 Regression 126,374 4 31,594 68,387  <,001°
Residual 351,568 761 462
Total 477,943 765

2Dependent Variable: ER
b Predictors: (Constant), EE, BE, SE, AE

Table 21 contains the results of the regression model created with Student Engagement
scale, including Academic Engagement, Social Engagement, Behavioral Engagement,
and Emotional Engagement factors, and the Satisfaction with Environment and
Resources of Education variable. Accordingly, with the model created, the R? value
increased by 0.26 and the F value (4,761) was calculated as 68.39 in the new model
created. Accordingly, a significant amount of improvement was obtained in the model.
It is seen that all coefficients, except for the Behavioral Engagement variable, make a

significant contribution to the model at the 0.0125 significance level.

Table 21

Summary of Simultaneous Multiple Regression Analysis for Satisfaction with

Environment and Resources of Education

Variable B SE B B t sr:
Constant 1.42 13 10.91*
Academic Engagement 14 .05 14 2.92* .01
Social Engagement A2 .04 A3 3.05* .01
Behavioral Engagement -.021 .03 -.03 -.69 .00
Emotional Engagement .32 .04 .33 7.60* .06
*p <.0125
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The present study aims to investigate the relationship between student engagement and
student satisfaction in higher education during the pandemic. In this chapter, the results
will be discussed in the sight of the relevant literature. Additionally, implications and

recommendation will be presented for further studies.

51 Discussion of the Results

In this study, simultaneous multiple linear regression was applied to measure the
hypotheses that SE predicts SS in higher education, and SS variables were measured
in different steps by controlling independent variables while analyzing the regression
separately. The simultaneous MLR results indicated that there is a predictive value of
SE for SS, in other words, there are some significant relationships between variables.
SS can be an outcome of SE in some aspects as expected. Similarly, there are many
research, which claim the same result (Cheong & Ong, 2016; Commissiong, 2020;
Gunuc, Artun, Yigit & Keser, 2019; Kandiko Howson & Matos, 2021; Korobova,
2012), student satisfaction cannot be separated from student engagement. Especially
with the COVID-19 pandemic, student engagement came into prominence due to
limited access to resources, insufficient communication with teachers or peers, limited
capabilities to be socialized, etc. The main problem during this period was access to
education, and the problem was tried to solve by stakeholders, but the results of actions
were insufficient, uncertain, and unpunctual. The result of the study could be affected
by these limitations, because remote teaching during the pandemic makes students
exhausted, stressful and unconnected. Remote teaching, using technology and digital
platforms in education commonly increase students’ motivation, interest and
performance (Yilmaz Altuntas, Basaran, Ozeke & Yilmaz, 2020). However,

humanitarian needs such as sharing thoughts and emotions, self-disclosure are
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indisputable to be replaced with face-to-face interactions. Moreover, institutional
types and academic departments have relationship with remote teaching (Yilmaz
Altuntas, Basaran, Ozeke & Yilmaz, 2020); therefore, the results may be affected in

terms of eligibility or opportunities provided by their institutions or departments.

The researcher computed the average values of the variables and the findings show
that “emotional engagement” that is a part of SE has the highest level when compared
to social, and behavioral engagement. This finding may refer to students who have
higher level of emotional engagement; they feel more satisfaction with social and
cultural activities, research and development activities, process and applications of
education, and environment and resources of education. The importance of necessity
of emotional engagement was perceived for student satisfaction. Students who engage
emotionally most likely have satisfaction with especially process and practices of
education. This predictor variable might be related to all outcome variables. In terms
of meeting hypothesis, these findings support the all hypotheses in terms of “emotional
engagement” aspect. In the literature, emotional engagement are also correlated to
satisfaction. It drives students to be successful esspecially in online learning
environment, and increase their participation to research activities (Wand & Sui,
2020). Social support from teachers and peers influence their satisfaction level
positively in terms of partcipating in social and cultural activities (Ansong et al., 2017).
Instructors who have healthy communication with students, and available for
discussing their work help to increase students’ awareness about resources provided
by university, such as laboratories, library, etc. (Camacho, 2012). However, in the
pandemic era, the resulting additional workload from teachers, additional directives
coming from universities, unfair tools during examination, inequality to access
services, availability of non-accepted drives student emotionally exhausted. They have
a negative impact on student satisfaction level from the services provided by their
institutions. Karadag, Su and Kocaturk (2021) claimed that universities’ capacity for
distance learning has positive effect on student’ overall satisfaction scores. Therefore,
it is crucial to take immediate action and had been prepared possible crisis like
COVID-19 pandemic by institutions.

Furthermore, “social engagement” dimension of SE had a relationship with the

“satisfaction with social and cultural activities” dimension of SS according to the

95



findings of the regression analysis. That is, students who engaged socially are more
likely to be satisfied with social and cultural activities, provided by their institutions.
Students who tend to make friends at university, feel belong to university community,
and participate extra-curricular activities are satisfied with facilities, activities, and
services provided by university (Astin, 1993). Additionally, “social engagement”
dimension of SE had also a relationship with the “satisfaction with process and
practices of education” of the dimension of SS. This means that student satisfaction
with process and applications of education is an outcome of student social engagement.
They more likely to participate learning community, and informed about content of
courses (Kuh, 1995). Moreover, “social engagement” has also relationship with
“satisfaction with environment and resources of education”. These results support
Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 3, and Hypothesis 4 in terms of social engagement aspect.
Zhoc and colleagues (2019) remarked that socially engaged students have the most
social outcomes, and satisfy with university experiences. Furthermore, social
engagement also drives a stronger sense of belongingness, in this manner; they tend to
have higher level of engagement and participation (Osterman, 2000; Voelkl, 1997),
which improve social outcomes. Therefore, it is crucial to take into consideration by
institutions for students’ well-being and psychological health, and reaching standards

of quality and attracting student attentions for institutions.

The results also show that “behavioral engagement” dimension of SE had a
relationship with the “satisfaction with research and development activities” of the
dimension of SS. According to the findings, students who engaged behaviorally are
satisfied with research and development activities, performing in their institutions. In
terms of meeting hypotheses, the result supports Hypothesis 2. Besides this finding,
students give importance to quality and functionality in terms of academic aspect, and
they actively participate behaviorally to different teaching methods and techniques
implemented by their instructors (Cinkir & Yildiz, 2019). They tend to more satisfied
with well-equipped classes. Curricular and co-curricular activities also found that
foster student gaining cultural values, knowledge, networks, and skills (Museus et al.,
2012). Tanaka (2002) suggested that investment of effort in educational purposeful
learning activities has differential effects of campus culture on students. While some

drawbacks of the pandemic, online platforms and using technology in educational
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purpose encourages students to be independent learners (Abushamleh & Qusef, 2021),
and participate in behaviorally.

The “academic engagement” dimension of SE has a relationship with the dimension
of “satisfaction with social and cultural activities” and “satisfaction with process and
practices of education” of SS according to the results of regression. This means that
students who are active to engage academically has a satisfaction with social and
cultural activities. Students who are motivated to study, participate actively to classes,
use regularly to resources of education have mostly satisfaction with sport facilities
and cultural acitivities provided by univerisity. Moreover, they have more knowledge
about internship processes, trainings for individual development. Aldemir and Gulcan
(2004) found similar result that academic factors explain student satisfaction mostly.
The higher instructors’ performance has strong relationship with high level of student
satisfaction (Guolla, 1999; Cashin & Downey, 1992), thus even if faculty
administrators perform poorly; students remain with satisfaction as long as they have
high performance instructors. Moreover, the quality of education that instructors
provide, and textbooks that they select relate to student satisfaction (Hong, 2002;
Fredericksen et al, 2000). The result of the study may demonstrate that institutions
have difficulty to identify student needs and ascertain ways, and students may be

deprived of unsuccessful meeting in their personal academic goals.

5.2  Implications for Practice, Theory, and Research

The findings and the relationships found elicited some implications for theory and
practice. In the sight of the framework of facets of SE by Zhoc and colleagues (2019)
and the lenses on SS by Simsek Islim, and Ozturk (2019), the implications will be
discussed.

Student engagement plays significant roles in higher education. Additionally,
institutions pay attention to factors affecting student satisfaction. Therefore,
investigating student engagement and student satisfaction in higher education is
necessary and related to this issue, putting forward some practical practices and

implications may be useful by searching the relationship between them.
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Firstly, the study acknowledges the complexity of student engagement concept
mentioned before. After the analysis, some items are introduced into different factors
than the original survey, and it was needed to adapt a new survey by considering in
the Turkish context. The study demonstrates that academic and social aspects of
student engagement in the original scale are applicable for the Turkish context because
most items in these categories were resulted under same categories with the original
one after adaptation. Besides the contribution to the research in this aspect, the study
put an impact on the effect of student engagement aspects, including social, behavioral,
and emotional engagement, on student satisfaction. Encouraging students to
participate in variety of facets at their universities makes them more satisfied with their
experiences during the higher education period. Moreover, academic and social
engagement triggers student achievement by increasing their GPA. In the study of
Zhoc and colleagues (2019), the opposite findings demonstrate that putting effort and
investing time are not guarantee for academic success. At the same time, social
engagement was found to pose inverse impact on GPA, contrary to current findings.
Social engagement was found highly correlated with the satisfaction with social and
cultural activities, similarly with the previous research. It brings the social outcomes,
including increasing interaction with peers in beyond-class activities, leadership skills,

and interpersonal skills.

The researcher also verifies the construct of student engagement for Turkish context
and it is a contribution in terms of literature. There are dominant behavioral
perspectives of student engagement in higher education literature, but the study
contributes to new understanding of it by taking psychological perspectives. The study
has an approach which student engagement was conceptualized as multi-dimensional
construct in Turkish context beyond the behavioral dimension by highligting

academic, social, and emotional engagement aspects.

The study clearly contributes to applications and implies that interrelationship between
different dimension of student engagement and the contribution of the learning
outcomes of students, including GPA, and satisfaction of university experience. In
turn, the study can be helpful institutions to improve the quality of education by

development of institutional policies. The study also consider online engagement,
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therefore, it can be useful in the condition of the crisis such as COVID-19 pandemic.
Moreover, the study implies the importance of student engagement in student
satisfaction; it will be useful for institutions to implement applications which promise
student engagement. Remote teaching also should be improved by considering quality,

experience, efficiency for both students and teachers
53 Recommendations for Further Studies and Practices

There are several recommendations explained based on limitation and implications for
the study, which might be useful for future research. First of all, only GPA was
analyzed as demographic information for this study. However, further studies may
investigate age, gender, income, graduate level to see the differences of the variables.
Moreover, including more sample size may help to increase reliability. The
participants studied at three well-known and high-achiever state universities, so
universities, which are at lower rate of success, or private universities might be
included to further studies. The opportunities and services differentiate between these
options; therefore, the further comparative study can help to understand the
relationship in different types of institutions.

The sampling method might be used as random methods because nonrandom methods
can have some problems, such as biases of participants, not well-representing, etc. in
the results. The participants consist of only Turkish students, so it may be helpful to
make comparison for better understanding the concepts by investigating international
students’ engagament and satisfaction levels. The study might also be carried out
throughout Turkey rather than focusing on one province; therefore, practitioners and
policymakers may gain more cumulative and overall perspectives for improvement of

their process and applications.

The relevant literature shows that studies on student engagement and student
satisfaction were mostly constructed by using quantitative methods. Qualitative
studies might be useful to deeper understanding of these variables for students. Mixed-
methods studies also enable the researchers to examine different perspectives into the

topic. For the examination of clear relationship between the two variables, interviews,
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in-class observations, background information of participant might be important for

the future researchers.

To increase student engagement and satisfaction level, faculty members or university
administration may put some implementations during the pandemic due to limited
access to resources. For example, online meetings for students to be socialized and
student clubs meetings can be provided under the supervision of faculty members.
Administrative staff and administrators can broaden number of facilities provided by
university, such as online counseling, e-library. They can invest in online platforms,

tools, training Kits by increasing capacity of distance learning.
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B. FORMED CONSENT FORM

Degerli 6grenciler,

Bu c¢alisma ODTU Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii, Egitim Yonetimi ve Planlamasi
Programi yiiksek lisans 6grencisi Zehra Caligkan tarafindan Prof. Dr. Yasar Kondake1
danigsmanliginda yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Calismanin amact
Ankara'daki devlet {iniversitelerine bagl lisans, yiiksek lisans ve doktora
programlarina devam eden 6grencilerin pandemi doneminde kurumlarina katilimlar
(engagement) ve kurumlarindan memnuniyeti (satisfaction) arasindaki iliskiyi
incelemektir. Calisma Sonuglarinin  6grencilerin  biligsel gelisim, akademik
performans, psikososyal beceriler gibi kazanimlarinin artirilmasina yonelik
gelistirilebilecek  politikalara 151k tutmasi ve  yiiksekdgretim  kurumlarinda
stratejik planlama, kalite degerlendirilmesi gibi konularda veri kaynagi olarak
kullanilmast hedeflenmektedir. Bu c¢aligmaya katiliminiz goniilliiliikk esasina dayali
olmalidir. Isminizi yazmak ya da kimliginizi aciga cikaracak bir bilgi vermek zorunda
degilsiniz. Verdiginiz cevaplar kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir. Sagladiginiz veri aragtirma
sahibi tarafindan degerlendirilecek ve sonuglar sadece bilimsel amaglarla
kullanilacaktir. Bu ankette katilimcilara rahatsizlik verebilecek herhangi bir soru
bulunmamaktadir. Buna ragmen katilimiz sirasinda herhangi bir sebepten Otiirii
rahatsiz hissederseniz ¢alismadan herhangi bir zamanda c¢ikabilirsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda bulundugunuz sayfay1 kapatmaniz yeterlidir. Katiliminiz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir
ederiz. Calisma hakkindaki sorularinizi her zaman ODTU Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii,
Egitim Yonetimi ve Planlamasi Programi yiiksek lisans 6grencisi Zehra Caligkan'a

(caliskan.zehra@metu.edu.tr) sorabilirsiniz.
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

1. GIRIS

2019 yiliin sonlarina dogru ortaya ¢ikan COVID-19 salgini, egitim de dahil
olmak iizere hayatimizin pek ¢ok alanini etkilemistir. 2019-2020 Bahar doneminde
pandemi ile basa cikabilmek adina tiim diinyadaki egitim kurumlar1 uzaktan
Ogretime gecme karari almis ve Ogretim yliz yiize egitimden cevrimici olacak
sekilde yiiriitiilmeye baslanmistir (Altbach & De Wit, 2020). Tarihte ilk defa tiim
diinyay1 etkileyen boylesine biiyiik bir krizin gelecekte yasanacak potansiyel
problemleri elimine etmek adma alinan bu karar kaginilmazdir (Babacan &
Yuvarlakbas, 2021). Okullarin sosyal anlamda yogun bir ortam olmasindan dolay1
sosyal mesafe, izolasyon, karantina gibi kisisel etkilesimi azaltan 6nlemleri almak
hayati 6nem tagimaktadir. Tiirkiye’de bu kriz i¢in benzer miidahale almis ii¢
haftalik bir kapanma sonucu Yiiksekdgretim Kurumu (YOK) aldigi kararla
uzaktan 6grenim ve tiim akademik ve egitimsel aktiviteler icin teknolojik arag ve
teknikler kullanilmaya baslanmistir (YOK, 2020b). Google, Zoom gibi farkli
platformlar senkronize veya senkronize olmayan sekilde uzaktan 6gretim igin,
WhatsApp veya Email servisleri ise iletisim kurulmasi i¢in kullanilmistir (Harsha

& Bai, 2020).

Bu mecburi siirece adaptasyon yiliksekdgretim kurumlari, 68retim tyeleri,
ogrenciler, akademik personel gibi egitimdeki tiim paydaslar i¢in olduk¢a zorlayict
olmustur (Huang vd., 2020a, b). Egitim materyali, deneyim, teknolojik
oryantasyon ve destek gibi konulardaki yetersizlik sebebiyle bu siire¢ 6zellikle
egitimde Onemli rol oynayan akademisyenler ve Ogrenciler icin yipraticidir
(UNESCO, 2020b). Ogretim iiyelerinin 6grenme siirecini dengede tutmak, uzaktan
O0grenme i¢in yeni yaklagimlar ve igerikler gelistirmek, interaktife &grenme
ortamini olusturmak ve becerilerini yeni siirece uyarlayabilmek oldukca kritiktir
(Kutluk & Giilmez, 2012). UNESCO (2020a) ayn1 zamanda COVID-19 krizinin
130



Ogrencilerin iizerindeki psikolojik etkilerine dikkat ¢ekmistir. Akademik
aktivitelerin ertelenmesi, ekonomik sikintilar, yetersiz sosyal destek gibi
problemler 6grencilerin kaygi semptomunu tetiklemis (Coe vd., 2020), viicut dilini
kullanamama, topluluga ait hissetmeme, 6grencilerin ihtiyaclarimi yeterli tespit
edilmemesi, teknolojik aletlerin etkilesimi yavaglatmasi dgrencilerin zayiflayan
zihinsel sagligini beslemistir. Ozellikle sosyoekonomik acidan dezavantajli veya
calismak durumunda olan Ogrenciler uzaktan 6gretim siirecinden daha zor

etkilenmis (Ezra vd., 2021) egitimdeki esitsizlik kritik 6l¢iide artmistir.

Uzaktan Ogretimin bu siiregte yalnizca olumsuz etkileri ortaya c¢iksa da
performansi ve egitim ¢iktilarii arttirdigini iddia eden pek ¢ok caligma vardir.
Ornegin, teknolojiyi kullanmanin 6grencilerin kaygi seviyelerini diisiirdiigii ve
derslerle giinliik hayat arasinda bag kurmayr arttirdigi (Sivoka vd., 2017);
cevrimi¢i Ogrenmenin esnek Ogrenme zamani, yeri ve yontemi saglayarak
O0grenmede tercih edilen yol ve hiz deneyimi kazandirdigi (Doo, 2005); 6zellikle
yetiskinlerde 6grenme i¢in motivasyonu artirdigi (Lin & Hsieh, 2001; MacDonald
vd., 2001) gibi katkilar1 oldugu ¢alisilmalarin sonucunda yer almaktadir. Fakat bu
calismalar COVID-19 pandemisi Oncesindedir ve uzaktan Ogretim bu kriz
doneminde Ogrencilerin egitim siirecine katilimini olumsuz olarak etkilemistir.
Ogrenme ve memnuniyet acisindan oldukca onemli olan 6grenci katilimi
belirsizlik, izolasyon, kisitli erisim gibi sebeplerden dolay1 azalmis ve dgrenciler

i¢in ¢esitli zorluklara sebebiyet vermistir.

Ogrenci katilimi 6grencilerin diisiinceleri, davranislar1 ve duygular1 arasindaki
iliskiyi anlamaya yardimci olur ve cogunlukla 6grenci katilim anketleriyle
ogrencilerin kurumlarina katilim diizeyleri ve tiirleri belirlenir. Ogrenci basarisi ve
ogrenme i¢in kritik dnem tasiyan 6grenci katiliminda egitim kurumlari, personel,
akademisyenler onemli paydaslardir (Fredricks vd., 2004; Trowler, 2010). Kendini
ait hissetme, okulun degerlerini benimseme gibi sirasiyla davranigsal ve duygusal
katilimin yan1 sira bilgi yapilandirilmast gibi biligsel katilim kategorilerine
ayrilabilen dgrenci katilimi terimi psikolojik agidan kolaylikla 6l¢iilememektedir
(Appleton vd., 2006). Tiirkiye’de son yillarda artarak popiiler hale gelen bu terim

ozellikle pandemi doneminde uzaktan 6grenmeye gecilmesiyle beraber katilimda
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yasanan sorunlar sebebiyle giindeme gelmistir. Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 teknolojik
araglarin egitime uygulanmasiyla ilgili FATIH Projesi gelistirilmis ve bu proje
kapsaminda teknolojik altyapi, akilli tahta, tablet, 6gretmenlerin teknolojiyi
kullanmasi i¢in egitilmesi gibi araclar hedeflenmistir (OECD, 2020). Ancak bu
uygulamalar, COVID-19 krizi i¢in K-12 seviyesinde yetersiz kalmis, 6grencilerin
derse katilimi, ¢evrimigi platformlarin olast risklerinden korunmasi, internet ve
bilgisayara erisimindeki sorunlara ¢6ziim olamamustir (Ocal vd., 2021). Ogrenci
katilimindaki benzer problemler yliksekogretim seviyesinde de goriilmiis,
teknolojinin kisitlandigi pedagojik sorunlar; ¢evrimi¢i 6grenmeye adaptasyon;
Ogrencinin talebine ve memnuniyetine cevap verme; caligsan, tek ebeveyn veya
ekonomik acidan dezavantajli yetiskinlerin egitime devam etmesi gibi durumlarda
zorluklar yagsanmasina sebebiyet vermistir. YOK, Universitelerin Ogrenci Konseyi
Yonetmenligi yayinlayarak {iniversiteleri bagdasik hale getirmeyi ve 6grencilerin
{iniversite yonetimine katilmimi saglamayr amaglamistir. Ogrenci katilimu,
memnuniyeti ve basarisina dikkat ¢eken bu yonetmelik bu terimlerin dl¢iilmesini

ve bilinirliligini artirmastir.

Egitim kurumlarindaki ana i¢ paydas kabul edilen 6grencilerin yiiksekdgretim
kurumlarindan memnuniyeti, kurumlarinda gerekli deneyimleri ve bilgiyi
kazanmalari, sosyal anlamda katki saglamalar1 biiylikk 6nem arz etmektedir.
Ogrencilerin  bu deneyimleri kazanmalar1 aym1 zamanda Ogrenimin ve
kurumlarinin kalitesini gOsteren 6nemli bir gostergedir. Egitimsel kalite ve
standartlar, 6grencilerin memnuniyet diizeyi ile saptanir (Baykal & Sahin, 1999)
ve bu veriler 6grencilerin akademik hayati hakkinda yapilan memnuniyet
anketleriyle tespit edilir (Douglas & Barnes, 2006). Bu noktada, COVID-19
siirecinde Ogrenci memnuniyetini arastirmak, uzaktan Ogretim kapasitesi ve
kalitesinden dogrudan etkilenecegi igin énemlidir. Ogrenci memnuniyet anketleri
Ogrencinin memnuniyetini artirmaya yonelik dnlemleri almakta yardimet olsa da
kurumlarin kapasite ve kalitesini iyilestirmek, ulusal ve uluslararasi siralamalarini
gelistirmek igin kaynak olarak kullanilabilir (Cappuccini-Ansfield, 2007;
Hazelkorn vd, 2018). Ozellikle son yillarda artan 6grencilerin miisteri/tiiketici gibi
goriilmesinden bu yana yiiksekdgretimde bu amaca yonelik yeni model arayis1 ve

diizenlemeler gibi radikal girisimler goriilmektedir (Tight, 2013). Tiirkiye’de 2006
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yilindan itibaren kalite degerlendirmesi ve stratejik planlama ¢alismalar
Yiksekogretim Akademik Degerlendirme ve Kalite Gelistirme Komisyonu
kurulmasiyla baslamistir (YODEK, 2006). Ardindan YOK, Yiiksekdgretim Kalite
Glivence Yonetmeligini yayinlayarak akreditasyon i¢in hedefler belirlemeye ve
verimli kalite ¢alismalar1 yapmaya baslamistir (Yiiksekogretim Kalite Giivence
Yonetmeligi, 2015). Ogrenci memnuniyeti dlgiilerek programlarin etkililigi,
egitim ¢iktilari, ders yogunlugu, program kalitesi, liniversite tarafindan saglanan
hizmet kalitesi gibi pek cok konuda yol haritas1 olarak kullanilmas1 hedeflenmistir.
Ogrenci katilimi ve dgrenci memnuniyeti terimlerinin literatiirde pek ¢ok kez
baglantisi yapildigi goriilmiis (Abragamowicz 1998; Ertl & Wright, 2008; Berger
& Milem, 1999), o6grenci katilimin 6grenci memnuniyeti lizerindeki etkisi
cesitlendirilmistir (Astin, 1999). Ornegin, 6grenciler, 6gretmenleriyle etkili
iletisim kurduklarinda (Dziuban vd., 2004), dersteki aktivitelerin 6grenciler igin
basaril1 bir sekilde tasarlandiginda (Jennings & Angelo, 2006; Mandemach vd.,
2011) memnuniyetlerin arttigina dair oylama yapmislardir. Bu nedenle, 6zellikle
COVID-19 pandemi doneminde 6grenci katiliminda yasanan kisitlamalar ve bu

kisitlamalarin memnuniyetlerine olan etkisini incelemek dnemlidir.

1.1. Cahismanin Amaci

Bu calismanin amaci devlet lniversitelerinde Ogrenim goren Ogrencilerin
kurumlarima katilimlar1 ve kurumlarindan memnuniyeti arasindaki iligkiyi

incelemektir.

1.2. Cahsmann Onemi

Bu calisma Ingilizce dilinde yazilmis Ogrenci Katilim Anketini Tiirkiye
baglaminda kullanarak literatiire katki saglamigtir. Literatiire teorik agidan yeni bir
kavram kazandirmayla ilgili 6grenci memnuniyeti kapsaminda agirlikli bir katki
saglamasa da mevcut literatiirii yiiksekogretimde o6grenci katilimi ve 6grenci
memnuniyeti arasindaki iligkiyi incelemesiyle katki saglamaktadir. Ayni1 zamanda,
bu iki kavrami COVID-19 pandemisi gibi bir kriz doneminde incelemesiyle

literature destek vermektedir.
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Bu aragtirmanin bulgulari, devlet {iniversitelerinde oOgrenci katilimi ve
memnuniyeti arasindaki iliskinin incelenerek, yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda
stratejik planlama ve kalite degerlendirilmesi gibi konularda veri kaynagi olarak
kullanilacak kurumsal diizeydeki uygulamalarin artirilmasi i¢in 6nem arz edebilir.
Kurumlarin 6grenci memnuniyetini artirmak, egitim siirecinin amaglaria ulagmak
ve Ogrencilere uzaktan Ogretim hizmet kalitesini artirmak ve iyilestirilmesi
gereken alanlar1 arastirmak i¢in 6nem tasimaktadir. Bu calisma ayni zamanda,
O0grenci memnuniyet diizeyini belirleyerek kriz doneminde ¢evrimigi
platformlarda 6grenci katilimini optimize etmek i¢in pedagoji stratejilerini yeniden
degerlendirme konusunda egitmenlere farkindalik saglayabilir. Bu iki degisken
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek Ogretim iiyeleri icin faydali olabilir ¢iinkii
Ogrencilerin motivasyonu, katilimi, derse olan tutumu ve memnuniyetini dogrudan
etkilerler (Mandernach vd., 2011). Bu iki degiskenin pandemi doneminde
incelenmesi, ogrencilerin biligsel gelisimlerini, akademik performanslarini ve

psikososyal becerilerini giiglendirmede yardime1 olabilir.

Ogrenci katilmi1 ve memnuniyeti hakkinda biiyiik 6l¢iide arastirma yapilmis
olmasina karsin, 6zellikle pandemi baglaminda bu konuyla ilgili heniiz yapilmis
bir ¢alisma yoktur. Yiiksekogretimin yapi, yOnetim, iletisim sorunlar1 gibi
karmasikligindan kaynaklanan, 6grencilerin egitim kalitesini nasil algiladiklari,
bunlarin nasil gelistirilebilecegi ve ne kadar memnun olduklarim1 6lgmeyi
zorlagtirmaktadir (Zineldin vd, 2011). Bu karmasikliga ek olarak, pandeminin
yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda 6grenci katilimi ve memnuniyetini kisitlamada
zayiflatict etkileri oldu. Ayrica, kurumsal cergeve calismalarinin yani sira,
yapilmis olan c¢alismalarin ¢ogu davranigsal ve biligsel katilima odaklanmistir.
Akademisyenler, egitimde diger katilim boyutlariyla ilgili ¢alismalarin eksikligi
oldugunu iddia etmisler, duygusal katilimin 6grenci memnuniyeti iizerindeki
etkilerine iligkin ¢aligmalarin oldukga az oldugu goriilmiistiir (Pekrun vd., 2002a).
Bunun yani sira, akademik katilim, sosyal katilim, akran katilimzi, sinif dis1 katilim,

Ogretmenlerle sosyal katilim gibi diger boyutlar da ele alinmistir.
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2. YONTEM

2.1. Arastirmanin Deseni

Iliskisel bir model olarak tasarlanan bu ¢alismada, ogrenci katilimi ve
memnuniyeti arasindaki iligkiler ile 6grenci katiliminin 6grenci memnuniyeti

tizerindeki etkiler incelenmistir.

2.2. Orneklem ve Orneklem Secimi

Bu calisma rastgele olmayan orneklem yontemi kullanilarak Ankara ilindeki {i¢
devlet  {niversitesinde  Ogrenim  goren  Ogrencilerin  katilimlariyla
gergeklestirilmistir. Toplamda katilim gosteren 766 lisans ve lisansiistii
ogrencilerinin  6grenim gordiikleri {iiniversiteler Ankara Universitesi, Gazi
Universitesi ve Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’dir. Katilimeilarin yas ortalamasi
23,08 ve not ortalamasi 3,13 olarak tespit edilmistir. Katilimcilarin %34,1°1 Orta
Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU), %33,2’si Gazi Universitesi, %32,8’i Ankara
Universitesi'nde 6grenim gormektedir. Katilimcilarin ¢ogu (%74,5) egitim
fakiiltesi Ogrencisidir. Ardindan mihendislik fakiiltesi (%15,3) gelmektedir.
Ogrencilerin biiyiik cogunlugu (%86,6) lisans dgrencisi olup, %8,6’s1 yiiksek
lisans, %4,8’1 doktora oOgrencisidir. Katilimeilarin ¢ogunlukla iiclincti sinif
(%27,7), birinci sinif (%23,5), ikinci simif (%23,5) ve dordiincii siiftir (%19,7).
Katilimcilarin  ¢ogunlugunu (%72,1) kadinlar olustururken, ¢ogu yanitlayici

(%94,2) bekar olduklarini belirtmistir.

2.3. Veri Toplama Araclari

Ogrenci Katihm Anketi: Zhoc ve diger arastirmacilar (2019) tarafindan
gelistirilen Yiiksekdgretimde Ogrenci Katilimi Anketi 5°1i ok boyutlu Likert tipi
degerlendirme ile hazirlanmis ve 28 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgegin ana
boyutlar1 akademik katilim, bilissel katilim, akranlarla sosyal katilim,
ogretmenlerle sosyal katilim, efektif katilim olarak belirlenmistir. Giivenirlik ve
gecerlik kanitlar1 incelenmis ve tiim degerlerin .70 ve .87 arasinda oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Olgek Ingilizce dilinden Tiirkge diline gevrilmis, A¢imlayici Faktor
Analizi uygulanmistir. Faktor yiiklenmeleri goz Oniine alindiginda iki madde

Ol¢ekten ¢ikarilmis, Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi uygulanmistir. Giivenirlik ve
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gecerlik kanitlar1 dogrulanmis ve tiim faktorlerin .42 ve .89 arasinda yer aldigi

goriilmiistiir.

Ogrenci Memnuniyeti Anketi: Simsek, Islim ve Oztiirk (2019) tarafindan
yiiksekogretim diizeyinde gelistirilen Ogrenci Memnuniyeti ilk olarak Anketi Ahi
Evran Universitesi’nde uygulanmistir. Cok boyutlu 5°1i Likert tipi degerlendirme
ile hazirlanmis anket 6 faktor altinda toplam 45 madde icermektedir. Bu faktorler,
sosyal ve Kkiiltiirel aktivitelerden memnuniyet, arastirma ve gelistirme
faaliyetlerinden memnuniyet, egitim ve dgretimin izleme, degerlendirme ve kalite
yonetimi  faaliyetlerinden memnuniyet, egitim ve Ogretimin siire¢ ve
uygulamalarindan memnuniyet, egitim ve dgretimin tasarimindan memnuniyet,
egitim ve dgretimin ortam ve kaynaklarindan memnuniyet olarak belirlenmistir.
Arastirmaci katilimcilarinin ¢ogunlukla lisans 6grencileri oldugu ve cevaplamada
yasanabilecek yetersizligi 6n gormesi sebebiyle, egitim ve Ogretimin izleme,
degerlendirme ve kalite yonetimi faaliyetlerinden memnuniyet ve egitim ve
Ogretimin tasarimindan memnuniyet faktorlerini kullandig1 anketten ¢ikarmustir.
Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi yiiriitiilmiis ve tiim faktorlerin .70 ve {izeri ve yiiksek

giivenirlik degerine sahip oldugu bulunmustur.

Demografik Bilgi Formu: Arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan tniversite, fakiilte,

egitim seviyesi, sinif, yas, cinsiyet, GPA bilgileri i¢ceren form sunulmustur.

2.4. Veri Toplama Siireci

[k olarak Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan
anket yoluyla insan katilimcilardan veri toplanmasi i¢in onay alinmistir. Daha
sonra, kisisel verilerin korunmasini sagladig1 icin METUAnket servisi araciligiyla
LimeSurvey’i kullanarak anketin elektronik versiyonu olusturulmustur. Yalnizca
cevrimigi ortamda gergeklestirilen anket, veri kaybolmamasi, diger programlara
kolay aktarilmas: gibi sebeplerle oldukga kullanislidir. Arastirmaci anketi ODTU
i¢ iletisim kaynaklar1 (6rn. E-posta listeleri, Facebook gruplari, WhatsApp
gruplari, vb.) araciliiyla dagitmistir. Ayn1 zamanda, QR kod hazirlanmig Gazi ve
Ankara Universitelerine gidilerek kampiisteki ve siniflardaki 6grencilere baglanti
iletilip WhatsApp gruplarinda paylagmalar1 aracigiyla veri toplanmistir.
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Ogretmenlerden izin istenilerek yapilan bu uygulama e-posta yoluyla da
gerceklesmistir. 2021-2022 Bahar doneminde veri toplama dort haftada stirmiistiir.
Yaklasik yedi dakika siiren anket gonilli katilima ve gizlilik esasina
dayanmaktadir. LimeSurvey tarafindan rastgele sirayla gelen anket sorulari
sirastyla 6grenci katilimi, 6grenci memnuniyeti ve demografik bilgi formu

seklinde ilerlemektedir.

2.5. Verilerin Analizi

Bu caligmanin verileri IBM SPPS 28 yazilimi kullanilarak betimleyici ve
cikarimsal istatistikle ve IBM SPSS AMOS 26 6lgiilen degiskenlerin yapisini test
ederek analiz edilmistir. Caligmanin kavramsal modeli Es zamanli (Standart)

Coklu Dogrusal Regresyon (MLR) kullanilarak test edilmistir.

3. BULGULAR

Calismanin arastirma sorusuna yonelik asli analize baslamadan 6nce Ogrenci
Katilim1 Anketi i¢cin Agimlayici Faktor Analizi yapilmig, Kolmogorov-Smirnov,
Shapiro-Wilk sonuglari, Skewness ve Kurtosis degerleri, histogram, Q-Q Plot
sonuglartyla normallik ve aykirilik degerlerine bakilmustir. Iki madde anketten
capraz yiikklenme ve yiiklenmeme sebepleriyle ¢ikarilmis ve yiiklenme oranlarina
gore anket 4-faktor modeli olarak yeniden tasarlanmistir. Faktor yiiklenmeleri
icerisinde yer alan maddelerin igerikleri incelenerek yeni faktorler akademik
katilim, sosyal katilim, davranigsal katilim ve duygusal katilim olarak yeniden

adlandirilmistir.

Dogrulayict Faktér Ogrenci Memnuniyeti Anketi igin yapilmus, tek degiskenli
varsayim, ¢ok degiskenli varsayim, histogram, Mardia’nin testi, z-skorlar,
Mahalanobis mesafesi, Cook’un uzaklig1 standartlastirilmis DFBeta degerleri,
Leverage degerleri, tolerans, VIF degerleri gibi varsayimlar degerlendirilmistir.
Buna gore, 6grenci memnuniyeti igin y2(366) = 1941,1, p =.001, CFI = .85, TLI
= .83, RMSEA = .075 uyum indekslerinin kabul edilebilir oldugunu gostermistir.
Es zamanli Coklu Dogrusal Regresyon (MLR) i¢in korelasyon tablosu, tolerans,
VIF degeri, histogram, P-P plot, scatterplot, Durbin-Watson katsayis1 gibi
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varsayim degerler incelenmis ve tiim degerler analiz i¢in engel teskil etmemistir.
Arastirma sonucuna gore, duygusal katilim gosteren 6grencilerin sosyal ve kiiltiirel
aktivitelerden, arastirma ve gelistirme faaliyetlerinden, egitimin siire¢ ve
uygulamalarindan ve egitimin ¢evre ve kaynaklarindan memnuniyetinin yiiksek
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bununla beraber, akademik katihimi yiiksek olan
ogrenciler daha cok sosyal ve Kkiiltiirel aktiviteler ve egitimin siire¢ ve
uygulamalarindan memnundur. Sosyal anlamda yiiksek katilim gOsteren
Ogrenciler sosyal ve kiiltiirel aktivitelerden, egitimin siire¢ ve uygulamalarindan
ve egitimin c¢evre ve kaynaklarindan memnuniyetlerinin yeterli oldugunu
belirtmislerdir. Son olarak davranigsal katilim yalnizca arastirma ve gelistirme

faaliyetlerinden memnuniyet ile iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir.

4. TARTISMA

Bu calismada, 6grenci katiliminin 6grenci memnuniyetini yordadigi hipotezlerini
O0lcmek icin Es zamanli Coklu Dogrusal Regresyon uygulanmis ve Ogrenci
memnuniyeti degiskenleri regresyon ayri ayri analiz edilirken bagimsiz
degiskenler kontrol edilerek farkli adimlarda 6l¢iilmiistiir. Bu regresyon sonuglari,
Ogrenci memnuniyeti i¢in grenci katiliminin 6ngdriicii bir degerinin oldugu, diger
bir degisle degiskenler arasinda bazi yonlerden anlamli iliskilerin oldugunu
gostermistir. Benzer sekilde ayni sonucu iddia eden pek ¢ok arastirma vardir
(Cheong & Ong, 2016; Commissiong, 2020; Glinii¢, Artun, Yigit & Keser, 2019;
Howson & Matos, 2021; Korobova, 2012). Ozellikle COVID-19 pandemisi ile
kaynaklara smirli erisim, Ogretmen ve akranlarla yetersiz iletisim, kisith
sosyallesme gibi nedenlerle 6grenci katilim1 6n plana ¢ikti. Bu donemdeki en temel
sorun egitime erisimdi ve sorun paydaslar tarafindan ¢oziilmeye calisilsa da
eylemlerin sonuglar yetersiz, belirsiz ve zamaninda degildi. Calismanin sonucu da
bu sinirlamalardan etkilenmistir ¢linkii pandemi 6grencileri yorgun, stresli ve izole
hale getirdi. Uzaktan ogretimin, teknolojiyi egitimde kullanmanin 6grenci
motivasyonu, ilgisi ve performansini artirdigina dair ¢alismalar olsa da (Yilmaz
Altuntas, Basaran, Ozeke & Yilmaz, 2020), diisiince ve duygularin paylasiimast,
kendini agma gibi insani ihtiyaglarin yiiz yiize etkilesimlerin yerini almasi
tartisilmazdir. Ayn1 zamanda, kurum tiirii ve akademik bdliimlerin uzaktan

Ogretimin kalitesiyle ilgili olmasi sebebiyle sonuglar kurumlarin ve boliimlerin
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sagladig1 imkanlar ve uygunluk agisindan farklilik yaratabilir (Yilmaz Altuntas,

Basaran, Ozeke & Yilmaz, 2020).

Degiskenlerin ortalama degeri hesaplandiginda bulgular 6grenci katilimin bir
faktorli olan duygusal katilimin sosyal ve davranigsal katilima gore en yiiksek
diizeyde oldugu gozlenmistir. Bu bulgu daha yiiksek diizeyde sosyal katilim
gosteren Ogrencilerin, sosyal ve kiiltiirel faaliyetlerden, arastirma ve gelistirme
faaliyetlerinden, egitimde siire¢ ve uygulamalardan ve egitimde ortam ve
kaynaklardan memnuniyetin yiiksek oldugunu gosterir. Ozellikle pandemi
doneminde duygusal katilim uzaktan 6gretim igin dikkate alinmasi gereken en
ilgili yon olabilir. Ogretmenler tarafindan gelen ek is yiikii, iiniversitelerden gelen
ek yonergeler, sinav sirasinda adaletsiz araclar, hizmetlere erisimdeki esitsizlik
ogrencileri duygusal olarak tiiketir. Dolayisiyla pandemi gibi olasi krizlerde
kurumlarin hazirliklt olmast ve acil onlemler almasi hayati 6nem tagimaktadir.
Icinde bulundugumuz dijital cagda bu durumu uzaktan 6gretim igin alternatif

¢Oziim ve stratejilere sahip olmay1 kacinilmaz kiliyor.

Ayrica, sosyal katilim boyutu sosyal ve kiiltiirel etkinliklerden ve egitimin siire¢
ve uygulamalardan memnuniyet boyutlartyla iliskilidir. Zhoc ve meslektaglari
(2019) sosyal olarak aktif 6grencilerin en fazla sosyal ¢iktilar1 olduklarini ve
tiniversite deneyimlerinden memnun olduklarini belirtirler. Ayn1 zamanda, sosyal
katilim bu sekilde daha giiglii aidiyet duygusu yaratir ve bu ¢iktilari iyilestirerek
katilim1 destekler (Osterman, 2000; Voelkl, 1997). Davranissal katilim boyutu ise
aragtirma ve gelistirme faaliyetlerinden memnuniyet ile pozitif iliskisi oldugu
gbzlenmistir. Ogrenciler akademik agidan kalite ve islevselligi dnem vermekte ve
Ogretim elemanlar1 tarafindan uygulanan farkli yontem ve tekniklere davranigsal
olarak daha aktif katilmaktadir (Cinkir & Yildiz, 2019). Pandemiyle birlikte bu
davranigsal katilim, c¢evrimici platformlarinin ve teknolojinin kullanilmasi igin
Ogrencileri bagimsiz 6grenenler olaya tesvik etmistir (Abushamleh & Qusef,

2021).

Akademik katilimin memnuniyetin hi¢bir boyutuyla ilgili olmadig1 gozlenmistir

ve bu sonucun pandemiyle birlikte artan is yikiinden, kurumlarin o6grenci
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ithtiyaclarimi tespit etmede ve yol belirlemede yasadiklar1 zorluktan kaynaklandigi
on gortilebilir. Akademik katilimin 6grenci memnuniyetiyle ilgili oldugunu ortaya
koyan pek c¢ok kaynak vardir. Ornegin, 6gretim iiyelerinin performansi (Guolla,
1999; Cashin & Downey, 1992), egitmenlerin sagladig1 egitim kalitesi, sectikleri
ders kitaplar1 (Hong, 2002; Fredericksen vd., 2000) gibi etmenler yiiksek dgrenci
memnuniyetine sebebiyet verir. Bununla birlikte, ¢alismanin sonucu olarak
akademik katilimimn not ortalamasi iizerinde pozitif bir etkisinin oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Not ortalamasi bir¢ok arastirma sonucunda yiiksek akademik katilimi
temsil eder (Cheong & Ong, 2016, Commissong, 2020; Korobova, 2012; Oz &
Boyaci, 2021) ancak yiliksek akademik katilim, yiiksek ortalamayi garantilemez
(Zhoc vd., 2019). Sosyal katilimin not ortalamasi {lizerindeki olumsuz etkisi

literatiirde de pek ¢ok kez goriilmiistiir (Zhoc vd., 2019).

4.1. Oneriler

Sinirlamalar ve ¢ikarimlar géz 6niine alindiginda gelecekteki arastirmacilar i¢in
faydali olabilecek gesitli oneriler bulunmaktadir. Ilk olarak, bu ¢alisma demografik
bilgi olarak yalnizca not ortalamasi i¢in analiz edildi. Aragtirmacilar, degiskenlerin
farkliligin1 gormek amaciyla daha fazla 6rneklem biiyiikliigii dahil ederek cinsiyet,
gelir, egitim diizeyi gibi degiskenleri caligmalarina dahil edebilir. Katilimeilar
taninmis ve bagarili 6grenci kabul eden ii¢ devlet iiniversitelerinden olugsmaktadir.
Bu nedenle daha diisiik basari siralamasina sahi {niversiteler veya o0zel
tiniversiteler dahil edilebilir. Firsatlar ve hizmetler bu segenekler arasinda farklilik
gosterir; bu nedenle daha fazla karsilastirmali ¢alisma farkl tiirdeki kurumlardaki
iliskilerin anlasilmasina yardimci olabilir. Ornekleme ydntemi olarak rastgele
yontemler kullanilabilir ¢linkii rastgele olmayan ydntemlerin sonuglarda
katilimcilarin yanlhiligy, iyi temsil edememe gibi bazi sorunlari olabilir. Caligma tek
bir ilden ziyade tiim Tiirkiye’yi kapsayacak sekilde uygulanabilir ve uygulayicilar,
politika yapicilar siireg ve uygulamalarin iyilestirilmesinde farkli bir bakis acisi

saglayabilir.

Mgili literatiir, 6grenci katilimi ve memnuniyeti ile ilgili calismalarin cogunlukla
nicel yontemler kullanmilarak yapilandirildigin1 gdstermektedir. Nitel ¢alismalar,

ogrenciler i¢in bu degiskenlerin daha derin anlasilmasi i¢in faydali olabilir. Karma
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yontem caligmalari, aragtirmacilarin konuya farkli bakis agilarini incelemelerini de
saglar. Iki degisken arasindaki iliskinin net bir sekilde incelenmesi igin
goriismeler, smif i¢i gozlemler, katilimcinin arka plan bilgileri gelecekteki

arastirmacilar i¢in 6nemli olabilir.

Ogrenci katilimi ve memnuniyet diizeyini artirmak icin 6gretim iiyeleri veya
tiniversite yonetimi kaynaklara sinirli erisim sebebiyle pandemi sirasinda bazi
uygulamalara baslayabilir. Ornegin, &grencilerin sosyallesmesi i¢in ¢evrimici
toplantilar, 6grenci kliipleri toplantilar1 6gretim iiyeleri gézetiminde siirdiiriilebilir.
Idari personel ve ydnetim ¢evrimigi psikolojik danismanlik, ¢evrimigi kiitiiphane
gibi {iniversite tarafindan saglanan olanaklar1 genisletebilir. Uzaktan 6gretim
kapasitelerini artirarak ¢evrimigi platformlar, araglar, egitim kitleri i¢in yatirim

yapabilir.
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