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Oz

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, liniversite 6grencilerinde, rekreasyon faaliyetlerine katilim ile
yasam kalitesi arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesidir. Calismaya, Gazi Universitesi ve
Mugla Sitki Kogman Universitesi Spor bilimleri Fakiiltesi’nde dgrenim goren, yas
ortalamasi 21,54+2,02 olan, 276 erkek ve 222 kadindan olusan toplam 498 denek
goniilli katilmistir. Arastirmaya katilan {iniversite dgrencilerine kisisel bilgi formu,
yasam kalitesini belirlemek Diinya Saghk Orgiitii Yasam Kalitesi Olgegi Kisa Formu
(WHOQOL-27) kullanilmigtir. Verilerin analizinde crosstab, Ki-kare, independent t
test ve korelasyon analizi kullanilmigtir. Sonug olarak, yasam Kalitesi alt boyutu olan
fiziksel alan ile gelir diizeyi arasinda, psikolojik alan ile akademik basari, gelir diizeyi
ve yasamini gecirdigi yer arasinda, sosyal alan ile yas ve gelir diizeyi arasinda,
cevresel alan ile gelir diizeyi ve haftalik serbest zaman siiresi arasinda anlaml iligki
tespit edilmigtir. Arastirmaya katilan {iniversite 6grencilerinde, yasam Kkalitesi alt
boyutlar1 fiziksel alan ve psikolojik alan toplam puani ile serbest zamanlarinizi
degerlendirmede yasanan giicliiklere iligkin verilen cevaplar arasinda pozitif yonde
anlamli iligki bulunmustur. Universite ogrencilerinin yasam kalitesini artirmak
amaciyla, kampiis i¢i ve disinda serbest zamami verimli ve aktif gecirebilecegi
rekreasyon alanlarinin olusturulmasi dnerilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Rekreasyon, Universite 6grencisi, Yasam kalitesi

Abstract

The aim of this research was to investigate of the correlation between quality of living
and participation in recreative activities of university students. A total of 498 subjects,
of which 276 male and 222 female, with a mean age of 21.54 + 2.02, who are students
of Faculty of Sports Sciences of both Mugla Sitki Kogman University and Gazi
University, voluntarily participated to our survey. The World Health Organization
Quality of Life Scale-Short Form (WHOQOL-27) and personal information form were
used to determine the quality of life for university students participating in the study.
Crosstab, Chi-square, independent t-test and correlation analysis were used in the
analysis of the data. As a result, it was found that there is a significant correlation
between the physical field and the income level, which is the quality of life subscale,
between the psychological field and the academic achievement, the income level and
the place of life, between the social field and the age and income level. A positive
correlation was found in the positive direction for university students participating in
the survey between the quality of life subscales total score of the physical and
psychological field and the answers about difficulties in assessing your free time. In
order to improve the quality of life of university students, it is suggested to create
recreation areas where they can spend free time efficiently and actively on and off
campus.
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INTRODUCTION

Developed countries have used sport as a means to overcome the shortcomings of rapid
urbanization as a result of industrialization, which they recognize as important for sports
community health. Then, during wars and economic depression, they benefited from the
therapeutic and revitalizing effects of sports (Hazar, 2009). Happiness in people's lives will
evolve depending on the qualities of life they have achieved. Scientific studies show that the
effect of the quality of life on the recreation is positive. Recreation is an interdisciplinary field of
study involving voluntary activities to improve the quality of life of a human being, free of
charge and free of harm to nature (TUtuncd, 2012). The World Health Organization defines the
quality of life as "the way in which people perceive their situation in the context of the culture
and value judgments they live in, depending on their goals, expectations, standards, and interest"
(WHO, 2003). The quality of life describes the subjective perception of self-health in the
sociocultural environment in which one lives. The quality of life is the satisfaction and happiness
of being in possession with the desires of the people that they consider important in their life
(Basaran, Gulzel & Sarpel, 2005). Quality of life displays; gender, age, marital status, social
support, housing and characteristics, health, education, income, work life, leisure activities
(Aydiner, 2007; Gossweiner, Pfeiffer and Richter, 2002; Ozmete, 2010; Torlak and Yavuzgehre,
2008; Tuzin and Eker, 2003). There is a correlation between the quality of life and economic
functions. As the economic level increases, the quality of life is increasing which is supported by
the studies (Koltarla, 2008; Seker and Zirhlioglu, 2009). Leisure time activities are one of the
most important elements that improve the quality of life of the individual and contribute to the
individual discovering, renewing and revealing himself/herself (Aslan and Cansever, 2012).
Sirgy, Grzeskowiak, and Rahtz (2007) define university quality of life as a measure of positive
evaluation of the general quality of university life as a whole. The issues of university life
quality, drug and alcohol consumption, social and sexual behavior, time use, consumption and
financial issues, physical and mental issues, multiculturalism and gender issues, learning styles,
career and employment issues, crime and violence, have been studied in ten dimensions as life
topics (Dish, Harlow, Campbell & Dougan, 2000). In the light of this information, the aim of this
study is to examine the correlation between the participation of university students in recreational

activities and quality of life.
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METHODS
Participants and Procedures

A total of 498 subjects consisting of 276 males and 222 females with a mean age of 21.54
+ 2.02 from the Faculty of Sports Sciences of Gazi University and the Faculty of Sports Sciences
of the University of Mugla Sitk1 Ko¢gman University participated to the study of the correlation
between participation in recreational activities of university students and quality of life. The
World Health Organization Quality of Life Scale-Short Form (WHOQOL-27), which was
validated by Eser et al. (1999), and personal information forms were used to determine the

quality of life for university students participating in the study.

World Health Organization Quality of Life Scale Short Form (WHOQOL-BREF-27); The
World Health Organization Quality of Life Scale-Short Form defines quality life as "how the
individual perceives his or her life in relation to its goals, expectations, standards, and concerns
within the culture and values system in which the individual lives". WHOQOL-BREF is a short
form of WHOQOL-100 developed by the World Health Organization and consisting of 6 sub-
dimensions. For each of the 24 episodes of WHOQOL-100, one question was omitted and two
questions were added regarding general health and quality of life. This scale, which is composed
of 26 items and has a rating type of 5, is prepared as "1 = Never Satisfied, 5 = Very Satisfied".
There are four subdimensions: physical health such as the feeling of pain, sleep, energy, positive
emotions, self-esteem, psychological health such as body image, social support such as social
support, personal correlations and environmental health such as economic situation,
transportation, safe environment and health conditions. High score points to the high quality of
life. Turkish adaptation was performed by Eser et al. (1999). A question related to the
environment in Turkey and has more adaptation covers a total of 27 questions. The Cronbach
alpha internal consistency coefficients of the scale were found to be .76 in the physical health
dimension, .67 in the psychological health dimension, .56 in the social dimension, and .74 in the
environmental dimension in the healthy group.Retest reliability ranged from .51 to .81 (Aydemir
and Koroglu, 2007; Eser et al., 1999).

Analysis of Data; One-way analysis of variance (One-Way ANOVA) was used in the
analysis of multiple variables. The resulting differences were re-evaluated by the Tukey test and
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found to be average that produced significant differences. The correlation between participation

and quality of life for recreational activities was analyzed using the Pearson Correlation Test.

FINDINGS

Table 1.Answers distributions of University students to the question "How do you evaluate your free time?"

How do you evaluate your free time?

Participating Participating Participating Participating Participating

in domestic  in physical in social in cultural- in open space Other

activities activities events artistic events events Total

Mugla Sitk1 Kogman 44 92 66 6 13 20 241
University 18.3% 38.2% 27.4% 2.5% 5.4% 8.3%  100.0%

L . 48 89 77 11 13 19 257

Gazi University

18.7% 34.6% 30.0% 4.3% 5.1% 7.4%  100.0%

Total 92 181 143 17 26 39 498
18.5% 36.3% 28.7% 3.4% 5.2% 7.8%  100.0%

x?=2,054; p>0,05

According to Table 1, There was no significant difference between the answers given to
the questionnaire of university students when they were asked how they assessed the free time
(p> 0,05). Mugla Sitki1 Kogman University Social Science Faculty students' responses are as
follows: %18,3 of them were domestic activities, 38.2% of them were physical activities, 27.4%
of them were social activities, 2.5% of them were cultural and artistic activities, 5.4% of them
were outdoor activities and 8,3% of them were other free time events. Gazi University Social
Science Faculty students' responses are as follows:18.7% of them were domestic activities,
34.6% of them were physical activities, 30% of them were social activities, 4.3% of them were
cultural-artistic activities, 5.1% of them were outdoor activities and 7,4% of them were other free
time activities.

Table 2. Distribution of answers given by university students to question “How do you find your quality of life?”

How do you find your quality of life?

Terrible Bad Mediocre Good Very Good Total

Mugla Sitki1 Kogman 7 12 119 88 15 241
University 2.9% 5.0% 49.4% 36.5% 6.2% 100.0%

o . 7 19 143 80 8 257

Gazi University

2.7% 7.4% 55.6% 31.1% 3.1% 100.0%

Total 14 31 262 168 23 498

otal
2.8% 6.2% 52.6% 33.7% 4.6% 100.0%
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According to Table 2, There was no significant difference between the answers given to
the questionnaire "how do you find your quality of life? " (p> 0,05). Mugla Sitki Kogman
University Social Science Faculty students' responses are as follows: 2.9% of them were terrible,
5% of them were bad, 49.4% of them were mediocre, 36.5% of them were good and 6.2% were
very good. Gazi University Social Science Faculty students' responses are as follows: 2.7% of
them was terrible, 7.4% of them were bad, 55.6% of them mediocre, 31.1% of them were good

and 3,1% of them were very good.

Table 3. Examination of the correlation between age, gender, department, class, academic achievement status,
income level, place of residence, place of life, weekly free time period and sub-dimensions of quality of life for
university students.

€ o E S o & 33

- [ = o > “— O = o 2

Y 3 £ g 553 o 28 B 8

< g 3 O ®38 E 85 8 X

O o gE” 8 mg = D E

a & £ o =SF

L r -.001 .033 -.026 .053 020 .123™ .071 .060 .062
Physical field

p 979 464 .558 .238 .663 .006 .114 .180 .166

. . r .030 -.006 .010 -.078 1227 153" -.005 .099" .054

Psychological field

p 498 .885 .829 .083 .006 .001 .913 .028 .226

L r .090" -.004 .046 .045 .057 .118™ -.031 .059 .052
Social field

p .045 .928 301 321 .206 .008 .489 186 .244

r -.001 .061 -.006 .036 013  .149™ -054 .075 .123"

Environmental field
p .982 74 .894 428 .780 .001 .233 .095 .006

According to Table 3, no significant correlation was found between the total score of
physical field and age (r = -0.001), between the total score of physical field and gender (r =
0.033), between the total score of physical field and department (r=-0,026), between the total
score of physical field and class (r=0,053), between the total score of physical field and academic
achivement (r=0,020), between the total score of physical field and place of residence (r=0,071),
between the total score of physical field and place of life (r=0,060),between the total score of
physical field and weekly free time period (r=0,062) (p> 0.05).However, there was a significant
positive correlation between physical field and income level (r = 0,123; p <0,05).

No significant correlation was found between the total score of psychological field and
age (r = 0,030), between the total score of psychological field and gender (r = -0.006), between
the total score of psychological field and department (r=0.010), between the total score of
psychological field and class (r=-0,078), between the total score of psychological field and place
of residence (r=-0,005), between the total score of psychological field and weekly free time
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period (r=0,054) (p> 0.05). However a significant correlation was found between the
psychological field and academic achievement (r = 0,122), between the psychological field and
income level (r = 0,153) and between the psychological field and place of life (r = 0,099) (p
<0.05). No significant correlation was found between the total score of social field and gender (r
= -0,004) , between the total score of social field and department (r = 0.046), between the total
score of social field and class (r=0.045), between the total score of social field and academic
achievement (r=0,057), between the total score of social field and place of residence (r=-0,031),
between the total score of social field and place of life (r=0,059), between the total score of social
field and weekly free time period (r=0,052) (p> 0.05). However, there was a significant
correlation between social field and age (r = 0.090) ,and between social field and income level (r
=0.118) (p <0.05). No significant correlation was found between the total score of environmental
field and age (r = -0,001), between the total score of environmental field and gender (r = 0,061),
between the total score of environmental field and department (r =- 0,006), between the total
score of environmental field and class (r=0.036), between the total score of environmental field
and academic achievement (r=0,013), between the total score of environmental field and place of
residence (r=-0,054), between the total score of environmental field and place of life
(r=0,075)(p> 0.05).However, there was a significant correlation between environmental field and
income level (r = 0.149) and between environmental field and weekly free time (r = 0.123) (p
<0.05).

Table 4. Examining the correlation between the questions of "How often do you have difficulty in evaluating your
free time?","How do you generally evaluate your leisure time?" and sub-dimensions of quality of life for university

students.

How often do you have
o ] ] How do you generally
difficulty in evaluating your . .
evaluate your leisure time?

free time
. . r .096" -.042
Physical field

p .032 .346

. . r .194* .062
Psychological field

p .000 .165

_— r .084 -.053

Social field

p .061 .239

. . r .047 .003
Environmental field

p .295 .942
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According to Table 4, there was a significant positive correlation between the total score
of the physical field and the answers given in the question about how often you had difficulty in
evaluating your free time (r=0,096) (p <0,05). There was no significant correlation between the
total score of the physical field and the answers given in the question about how you generally
evaluated your free time (r=0,042) (p> 0.05). There was a significant positive correlation between
the total score of the psychological field and the answers to the question about how often you had
difficulty in evaluating your free time (r=0,194) (p <0.05). There was no significant correlation
between the total score of the psychological field and the answers given in the question about
how you generally evaluated your free time (r=0,042) (p> 0.05). There was no significant
correlation between the answers given in the question about how often you had difficulty in
evaluating your social scoring total score and your free time (r=0,084), and the answers given in
the question how you generally evaluated your free time (r=-0,053) (p> 0.05). There was no
significant correlation between the answers given in the question about how often you had
difficulty in evaluating your total score of the environmental field (r=0,047) and your free time,
and the answers given in the question about how you generally evaluate your free time (r=-0,003)
(p> 0.05).

Table 5. Examining the correlation between the questions of " Where do you evaluate your free time?","How do you

find your quality of life?" and sub-dimensions of quality of life for university students.

Where do you evaluate your free  How do you find your

time? quality of life?
r -.038 275"
Physical field
p .398 .000
r -.083 .306™
Psychological field
p .066 .000
r .012 292"
Social field
p 784 .000
. . r .022 .378™
Environmental field
p .626 .000

According to Table 5, there was no significant correlation between the total score of the
physical field and the answers given in the question about where you evaluated your free time (r
=-0,038) (p >0,05). There was a significant positive correlation between the total score of the
physical field and the answers given in the question about how you found your quality of life
(r=0,275) (p <0,05). There was no significant correlation between the total score of the
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psychological field and the answers to the question about where you evaluated your free time (r=-
0,083) (p >0.05). There was a significant positive correlation between the total score of the
psychological field and the answers to the question about how you found your quality of life
(r=0,306) (p<0.05). There was no significant correlation between the total score of the social field
and the answers to the question about where you evaluated your free time (r=0,012) (p >0.05).
There was a significant positive correlation between the total score of the social field and the
answers to the question about how you found your quality of life (r=0,292) (p<0.05). There was
no significant correlation between the total score of the environmental field and the answers to
the question about where you evaluated your free time (r=0,022). There was a significant positive
correlation between the total score of the environmental field and the answers to the question
about how you found your quality of life (r=0,378) (p<0.05).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In the study of the correlation between participation and quality of life in recreational
activities for university students. There was no significant difference between the answers given
to the questionnaire of university students when they were asked how they assessed the free time
(p> 0,05). Mugla Sitki1 Kogman University Social Science Faculty students' responses are as
follows: %18,3 of them were domestic activities, 38.2% of them were physical activities, 27.4%
of them were social activities, 2.5% of them were cultural and artistic activities, 5.4% of them
were outdoor activities and 8,3% of them were other free time events. Gazi University Social
Science Faculty students' responses are as follows:18.7% of them were domestic activities,
34.6% of them were physical activities, 30% of them were social activities, 4.3% of them were
cultural-artistic activities, 5.1% were outdoor activities and 7,4% of them were other free time
activities (Table 1). In a study of university students' participation in recreational activities by
some variables, it was reported that 39% of the students were happier when they spent their free
time outside the campus. Moreover, 11.3% of the students who evaluated their leisure time on
campus stated that they are happy in the sports hall, 18.9% in the cafeteria and 9.4% in the library
(Kilig and Sener, 2013). In a study of the recreational activities of the students of the
Mediterranean University, 43.5% of the students frequently participated in outdoor recreational
activities (Mansuroglu, 2002), while another study found that 70% of the students spend their
free time at home (Yeniceri, Coskun & Ozkan, 2011). 32,1% of the population spend their time
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at home and 52,1% of them spent their free time outside (Kurar and Baltaci, 2014). In a study on
the subject,89,9% of the men answered no and 91,3% of the girls answered no ("Kili¢ ve Sener,
2013") in the question "do you think that the social opportunities of the university are sufficient"?
51,68% of the university students stated that they attend the recreational activities between 1-5
hours per week (Onder, 2003). There was no significant difference between the answers given to
the questionnaire "how do you find your quality of life? " (p> 0,05). Mugla Sitki Kogman
University Social Science Faculty students' responses are as follows: 2.9% of them were terrible,
5% of them were bad, 49.4% of them were mediocre, 36.5% of them were good and 6.2% of
them were very good. Gazi University Social Science Faculty students' responses are as follows:
2.7% of them were terrible, 7.4% of them were bad, 55.6% of them were mediocre, 31.1% were
good and 3,1% were very good (Table 2). In a study about university students, University
students' perception of quality of life was stated mediocre with 56% in women and mediocre with
66,3% in men (Zorba, Bayrakdar, Goniilates, Sever, 2017). For the university students, No
significant correlation was found between the total score of physical field and age (r=-0.001),
between the total score of physical field and gender (r=0.033), between the total score of physical
field and department (r=-0,026), between the total score of physical field and class (r=0,053),
between the total score of physical field and academic achivement (r=0,020) , between the total
score of physical field and place of residence (r=0,071), between the total score of physical field
and place of life (r=0,060), between the total score of physical field and weekly free time period
(r=0,062) (p> 0.05).However, there was a significant positive correlation between physical field
and income level (r = 0,123) (p <0,05). No significant correlation was found between the total
score of psychological field and age (r=0,030) , between the total score of psychological field and
gender (r=-0.006), between the total score of psychological field and department (r=0.010),
between the total score of psychological field and class (r=-0,078), between the total score of
psychological field and place of residence (r=-0,005), between the total score of psychological
field and weekly free time period (r=0,054) (p> 0.05). However, a significant correlation was
found between the psychological field and academic achievement (r=0,122), between the
psychological field and income level (r=0,153) and between the psychological field and place of
life (r=0,099) (p <0.05). No significant correlation was found between the total score of social
field and gender (r= -0,004) , between the total score of social field and department (r=0.046),
between the total score of social field and class (r=0.045), between the total score of social field
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and academic achievement (r=0,057), between the total score of social field and place of
residence (r=-0,031), between the total score of social field and place of life (r=0,059), between
the total score of social field and weekly free time period (r=0,052) (p> 0.05).However, there was
a significant correlation between social field and age (r = 0.090) ,and between social field and
income level (r=0.118) (p <0.05). No significant correlation was found between the total score of
environmental field and age (r=-0,001) ,between the total score of environmental field and gender
(r=0,061) , between the total score of environmental field and department (r=-0,006), between the
total score of environmental field and class (r=0.036), between the total score of environmental
field and academic achievement (r=0,013), between the total score of environmental field and
place of residence (r=-0,054), between the total score of environmental field and place of life
(r=0,075)(p> 0.05).However, there was a significant correlation between environmental field and
income level (r=0.149) and between environmental field and weekly free time (r=0.123) (p
<0.05) (Table 3). In the study on university students, (Tekin, Yildiz, Akyliz & Ugur, 2012),
participation in sportive activities and recreational activities has affected the social, personal and

academic achievement of students

(Cengiz, 1999 and Fisher, Juszczak & Friedman, 1996), and that recreational activities increased
academic achievement in both males and females (Sivrikaya, Tekin, Meri¢ & Tekelioglu, 2004).
Recreational activities have been determined to be influenced by factors such as; age (Broughten
and Beggs, 2006; Brown and Frankel, 1993; Seddon, 2011), gender (Amestoy, Rosal & Toscano,
2008; Ayyildiz, 2015; Kaya & Gurbuz, 2015; Temir & Gurbuz, 2012; Vong Tze, 2005), marital
status (Liang, Yamashita & Brown, 2013), income level (Akgl, 2011; Ardahan & Lapa, 2010;
Bonke, Dedding & Lausten, 2009; Can, 2010; Damianidis, Kouthouris, Alexandris, 2007; Emir,
Ayyilidiz, 2015; Karakiiguk et al., 2008; Tekin, 2009;), education level (Arslan, 2010; Gediz,
2012; Lu and Hu, 2005), social constraints (Fasting and Pfister, 1999; Koca, 2006; Yaprak &
Amman, 2009), living conditions (Amestoy, Rosal & Toscano, 2008), fashion (Hall & Page,
2006), facility / service and accessibility (Cerin, Leslie, Sugiyama & Owen, 2010; Masmanidis,
2009, Glrbuz, Yenel, Akgul & Karakiguk, 2010, Palen, Megan, Gleeson, Caldwell & Edward,
2010), the region where he lived (Drakou, Tzetzis and Mamantzi, 2006), traditions (Amin,
Suleman, Ali, Gamal & Al Wehedy, 2011), technological developments and related active or
passive participation (Yerlisu and Ardahan, 2009). There was a significant positive correlation
between the total scores of the physical field and psychological field, which are sub-dimensions
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of quality of life, and the answers to the questions about how often you had difficulty in
evaluating your free time (p <0.05). There was no significant correlation between the total score
of the social and environmental field and the answers to the question about how often you had
difficulty in evaluating your free time (p> 0.05). There was no significant correlation between the
total scores of the physical, psychological, social, and environmental field, which are sub-
dimensions of quality of life, and the answers to the question about how they assessed their free
time (Table 4). In a study where the leisure times of university students were examined, 64.3% of
the respondents said that sometimes and 26.4% never responded when the university students
were asked if they had difficulty in evaluating their leisure time (Demirel and Harmandar, 2009).
There was a significant positive correlation between physical field (r=0,275), psychological field
(r=0,306), social field (r=0,292) and environmental field (r=0,378),which are sub-dimensions of
quality of life, and the answers to the question about how you find your life quality for the
university students (p<0.05).There was no significant correlation between physical field (r=-
0,038), psychological field (r=-0,083), social field (r=0,012) and environmental field
(r=0,022),which are sub-dimensions of quality of life, and the answers to the question about
where you evaluate your free time (Table 5). In the study where the quality of life of university
students was examined, significant differences were found in the physical field and
environmental field sub-factors of the students at p <0.05 (Zorba et al., 2017).In another study in
which the quality of life was examined according to some variable, factors such as being a
woman, being old, becoming widowed or divorced, low education level, low income level, poor
social support, inadequacy of the dwelling and characteristics of the living, having a sickness
and/or persistent illness, low job satisfaction and inadequate leisure activities have been found to
decrease the quality of life significantly (Boylu and Pagacioglu, 2016). Sirgy, Grzeskowiak and
Rahtz (2007) emphasize that the active participation in sports activities at school is highly
correlated with the university quality of life perception. In the study of the quality of life of
university students according to some variables. It is seen that there is a significant difference
between the students' level of university life quality, gender, faculties, and membership of the
student community. There was no significant difference according to the class level, the monthly
income, and the settlements where the families reside (Eris & Amnil, 2016).These research

findings support our work.
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As a result, no significant correlation was found between total score of the physical field,
which is sub-dimension of life quality, and age, gender, department, class, academic
achievement, place of residence, place of life and weekly free time. However, there was a
significant positive correlation between physical field and income level (p <0,05). There was no
significant correlation between total score of psychological field and age, gender, department,
class, place of residence and weekly free time. However, there was a significant correlation
between the psychological field and academic achievement, income level, and place of life (p
<0.05). There was no significant correlation between social field total score and gender,
department, class, academic achievement, place of residence, place of life, and weekly free time.
However, there was a significant correlation between social field and age and income level (p
<0.05). There was no significant correlation between total environmental field and age, gender,
department, class, academic achievement, place of residence and place of life. However, there
was a significant correlation between environmental field, income level and weekly free time (p
<0.05). In the university students who participated in the study, there was a significant positive
correlation between the total scores of the physical field and psychological field, which are sub-
dimensions of quality of life, and the answers to the questions about how often you had difficulty
in evaluating your free time (p <0,05). There was a significant positive correlation between the
total scores of the physical field, psychological field, social field and environmental field, which
are sub-dimensions of quality of life, and the answer to the question about how you found your
quality of life (p <0,05). In order to improve the quality of life of university students, it is
suggested to create recreation areas where they can spend free time efficiently and actively on
and off campus. As a result, it was found that there is a significant correlation between the
physical field and the income level, which is the quality of life subscale, between the
psychological field and the academic achievement, the income level and the place of life,

between the social field and the age and income level.
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