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Abstract 

The purpose of this descriptive study carried out through survey method was to determine the satisfaction levels of the 

students of Hasan Doğan School of Physical Education and Sports at Karabük University with regard to educational services 

provided by the department. The study focused on the factors like age, gender, department and grade level. The study group 

of the research, consisting of 361 students, was chosen randomly from the students who attended the department of Physical 

Education and Sport Teaching and Sports Management in the academic year of 2014-2015. The data of the study were collected 

through an adapted 5-point likert questionnaire. Cronbach’s alpha of the questionnaire was .94. Results indicated that 

student’s satisfaction level in physical condition of the department is high but the level of efficiency of course and lecturers is 

moderate. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The research in the field of education and 

educational institutions aims to increase the 

efficiency of the educational process. To achieve this 

aim, quality and productivity concepts are often 

discussed. Education sector is growing very rapidly 

all over the world. Globalization and digital 

revolution has created a demand for new and varied 

disciplines in education. Many countries are now 

shifting their economies from manufacturing to 

services sectors, developing and developed. Now 

the education sector has importance as other sectors 

of the economy. The cost of providing education has 

gone up manifold due to better teaching 

methodologies and learning instruments with rising 

inflation worldwide. Because of the increase in the 

number of institutions in higher education there is 

an intense competition in this sector. Number of 

new institutions has been founded and enrolment is 

also on the rise (15). Students can get information 

easily and instantly with the help of technology. In 

this competitive environment only those institutions 

can stand out which are providing quality education 

and constructive environment to their students, 

since these factors can influence their choice of 

admission. Such factors can satisfy students to their 

institutions and can affect their decisions to attend. 

Although there is a significant amount of 

research on student satisfaction, Benjamin & 

Hollings (4), Lee et al. (19) and Harvey (13) argue 

that student satisfaction is an important issue that 

has not yet been fully searched. Satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with a university or faculty does not 

only affect student’s personal performance (3,26) 

and the competitive advantage of universities in an 

ever-increasing competitive environment (19).  

Aldridge & Rowley (2) state that according to 

students’ opinion, good quality education correlates 

with better learning opportunities, and that levels of 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction are strong predictors of 

learning success/failure. Satisfied students are 

crucial to the success of any institution of higher 

learning. Deshields et al. (8) state that higher 

education institutions are focus on identifying and 

satisfying the needs and expectations of their 

students in areas such as academic achievement and 

learning facilities, and that the students’ satisfaction 

positively influences their learning effectiveness. 

There is an increase in the number of study 

which is studying of student satisfaction in colleges 

and universities in all over the word. There are too 

much factors which was identified that can 

potentially affect the students satisfaction to 
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different education services provided by the 

universities. Students’ informal contacts with faculty 

members were consistently related to 

withdrawal/persistence decisions (27). Retention of 

student was often thought as an indication of 

student satisfaction with their university program 

and, hence, indirectly, the quality of the university 

education. Indeed, a significant correlation can be 

observed between university ranking and retention 

rate universities close to the top of ranking lists tend 

to have high retention rates. (9). Yu & Dean (29) 

examined that both positive and negative emotions 

and cognitive component of satisfaction correlate 

with loyalty and that affective component serves as 

a better predictor of customer loyalty than the 

cognitive factor. Palacio et al. (25) conducted a study 

on Spanish university students; university image, its 

reputation, found to influence student satisfaction at 

a Spanish university. The results of a study 

conducted by Mayo et al. (21) illustrated that 

conflicting family/work demands, financial issues 

and academic concerns were the factors identified 

by students as possible reasons for attrition. Navarro 

et al. (24) examined Spanish university students for 

their satisfaction with educational offers made by 

the universities. The results of the study expressed 

that the teaching staff, the teaching methods and 

course administration were key elements to 

achieving student satisfaction and their subsequent 

loyalty. Aldemir & Gülcan (1) examined the Turkish 

students’ satisfaction in higher education. The 

results of study showed that for some Turkish 

university students, the quality of instructors, 

education, textbooks and being female and informed 

before attending university considered to important 

factors of satisfaction. Mai (20) studied the student 

satisfaction in higher education and its influential 

factors. It was found that the overall impression of 

the school, overall impression of the quality of the 

education, teachers expertise and their interest in 

their subject, the quality and accessibility of IT 

facilities and the prospects of the degree furthering 

students careers were the most influential predictors 

of the students satisfaction. Similarly Deshields et al. 

(8) found that faculty performance and classes were 

the key elements which determined the quality of 

college experience of students which in turn led to 

satisfaction. All studies emphasis on certain factors 

of education offerings which determine the 

students’ satisfaction with education. Therefore, the 

objective of this study is to analyze the education 

satisfaction level of the students of Hasan Doğan 

School of Physical Education and Sports which was 

founded in 2010. 

MATERIAL & METHOD 

Survey method was used for this study that 

aims to examine the relationship between students’ 

satisfaction and education offerings like teachers’ 

expertise, courses offered, learning environment and 

classroom facilities. Survey method is an approach 

which is used to describe the past and current 

situation as it is (18). The participants of the study 

consisted of 361 students from physical education 

and sports teaching and sports management 

departments who are studying at Karabük 

University Hasan Doğan School of Sports.  

An adapted questionnaire was used to find out 

students’ satisfaction level. This questionnaire 

developed according to local educational 

environment on the basis of instruments used by İçli 

& Vural (16) in their study. The questionnaire was 

comprised of two sections. Section 1 consisted of 

demographic attributes like age, gender, grade and 

department etc. Section 2 comprised of questions 

related to students satisfaction on teachers expertise, 

courses offered, learning environment and 

classroom facilities measured on a on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” (1) to 

“strongly disagree” (5). Reliability analysis 

demonstrated the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients for 

this questionnaire was .94, which considered being 

relatively high and internally consistent (12). Before 

the questionnaire was filled by the students the 

purpose of the questionnaire was explained to each 

of them. Proper instructions were written on the 

questionnaire and further instructions were given to 

the students in order to fill the questionnaire 

properly.  

Quantitative data were analyzed by using 

descriptive statistics, namely frequencies and 

percentages, means (M) and standard deviations 

(SD). To do analysis, Independent Sample T-Test 

and one-way analyses of variance (Anova) were 

performed. When statistical difference was found in 

Anova test, analysis of the difference was 

determined by post hoc analysis of Tukey. All 

analyses were performed using the SPSS statistical 

package. The level of significance was set at 0.05. 

RESULTS 

The objective of this study is to investigate of 

student’s satisfaction level under different variables 



Kayisoglu and Yuksel, 2016 

Turk J Sport Exe 2016; 18(1): 25–30                                                                                                                                                

© 2016 Faculty of Sport Sciences, Selcuk University              27 

such as age, sex, etc. For this purpose various tests 

are performed and results are summarized below. 

When we examined the frequency and 

percentage values of the students gained from the 

students satisfaction questionnaire the most often 

seen satisfaction level item is “The lighting of 

classrooms is sufficient” while the less frequently 

seen satisfaction level item is “The foreign language 

education is enough”. 

According to students' opinions, the highest 

five level of satisfaction and the lowest five items are 

listed respectively in Table 1 and Table 2. 

T-Test was applied to measure the difference of 

satisfaction between male and female students. The 

result of T-Test shows a significant difference 

between the responses of two groups (Table 3). The 

mean value of male students is greater than female 

students.  

 

Table 1. Frequency of the highest level of the student’s satisfaction. 

 

Strongly  

agree 
Agree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 
Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

f % f % f % f % f % 
           

30. The lighting of classrooms is sufficient 158 43.8 127 35.2 49 13.6 11 3.0 16 4.4 

29. The heating of classrooms is sufficient 148 41.0 122 33.8 57 15.8 15 4.2 19 5.3 

31. Classrooms are clean 130 36.0 112 31.0 61 16.9 34 9.4 24 6.6 

33. Toilets and sinks are clean 125 34.6 111 30.7 72 19.9 23 6.4 30 8.3 

4. Teaching staff have sufficient 

knowledge of their subject areas 
116 32.1 145 40.2 68 18.8 21 5.8 11 3.0 

           

 

Table 2. Frequency of the lowest level of the student’s satisfaction. 

 

Strongly  

agree 
Agree 

Neither agree 

nor disagree 
Disagree Strongly disagree 

 

f % f % f % f % f % 
           

19. The foreign language education is sufficient 28 7.8 48 1.3 69 19.1 67 18.6 149 41.3 

18. We have enough laboratories, workshops, 

tools and equipment to support lectures 
37 10.2 68 18.8 106 29.4 70 19.4 80 22.2 

12. Faculty organize Technical visits, career day 38 10.5 65 18.0 89 24.7 70 19.4 99 27.4 

24. Exam questions evaluated after each test 41 11.4 73 20.2 135 37.4 61 16.9 51 14.1 

14. Courses and content are sufficient to prepare 

us for the working life 
43 11.9 91 25.2 114 31.6 55 15.2 58 16.1 

           

 

Table 3. Level of satisfaction between male and female students. 
Gender n Mean SD t p 
      

Male 260 3.42 0.67 
2.718 0.007 

Female 101 3.20 0.66 
      

 

Table 4. Analysis of variance for age group. 
Group n Mean SD SS df MS F p η2 Significant Difference 

           

17-19 51 3.61 0.54 5.762 3 1.921 

4.252 0.006 0.034 

17-19 & 23-24 

 

17-19 & 25 + 

20-22 184 3.37 0.67 161.247 357 0.452 

23-24 94 3.27 0.65 167.009 360  

25 + 32 3.13 0.85    
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Table 5. Analysis of variance for grade level. 

Grade n Mean SD SS df MS F p η2 Significant Difference 

           

1st grade 198 3.54 0.66 20.730 3 6.910 

16.864 .000 0.12 

1-3. Grade 

1-4. Grade 

2-3. Grade 

2-4. Grade 

2nd grade 58 3.38 0.49 146.279 357 0.410 

3rd grade  39 2.94 0.58 167.009 360  

4th grade 66 3.02 0.70    
           

 

Table 6. Group differences for department. 

Department n Mean SD t p 
      

Physical Education and Sports Teaching 210 3.40 0.68 
1.540 0.124 

Sports Management 151 3.29 0.67 
      

 

Table 7. Analysis of variance for monthly income. 
Monthly Income n Mean SD SS df MS F p 

         

0-1000 TL 254 3.35 0.68 0.592 3 .197 

.423 

 

.737 

 

1001-2500 TL 76 3.35 0.57 166.417 357 .466 

2501-4000 TL 20 3.49 0.60 167.009 360  

4001 TL and high 11 3.21 1.25    
         

 

Table 4 presents the ANOVA results that 

suggested student’s satisfaction level were 

significantly different for age groups. Tukey’s post 

hoc test was applied to compare the significant 

differences between age groups. There was a 

statistically significant between 17-19 & 23-24 and 

17-19 & 25+ age group. When the size of the effect 

was examined, it observed to be medium. 

Table 5 presents the ANOVA results that 

suggested student’s satisfaction level were 

significantly different for grade level (F(3-357)= 16.864, 

p < .05, η2=0.034). According to Tukey comparison 

test, the difference was specially found between 1-3. 

grade, 1-4. grade, 2-3. grade and 2-4. grade. When 

the size of the effect was examined, it observed to be 

high. 

Table 6 shows the independent t-test results. 

According to the independent t-test results, there 

was no significant difference between the means of 

physical education and sports teaching student’s (M 

= 3.40, SD = .68) and sports management student’s 

(M = 3.29, SD = .67) satisfaction level. 

Table 7 presents the ANOVA results of the 

monthly income. According to Table 7, there is no 

significant difference between monthly income and 

student’s satisfaction (F(3-357)= .423, p > .05). 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

The results indicate that there are significant 

differences between the satisfaction level of male 

and female students. Although students in both 

gender are satisfied with the education, male 

students expressed higher levels of satisfaction 

compared female. It indicates that female students 

are lesser satisfied with their education as compared 

to male students. Women get fewer opportunities 

than men in education. The proportion of female 

students is also smaller than male students both in 

private and public sector universities. Female 

students face more problems in reaching and 

studying at university than male students. The 

reason female students are less satisfied than male 

students can be explained by making use of the 

expectation-performance theory of satisfaction. 

University education is a long-term process. 

Students who join a university or faculty with 

predetermined expectations start comparing their 

expectations with the performances of their 

respective educational institutions, during this 

rather long period. If expectations are not met, i.e. if 

the performance level is below the level of 

expectations, dissatisfaction occurs.  

Fresh students (17-19 age group) seemed to be 

more satisfied than elder students (25+ age group). It 

seems that with age, some of the students do 

experience slight dissatisfaction, due to the increase 

in pressure, the stress of graduation and anxieties 
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about what is expected from them after school. This 

is especially true for male students. The satisfaction 

of male and female students starts differing in and 

after junior class. Male students, due to enormous 

social conditioning (17) feel trapped between finding 

a job and the restrictions of the economic problem. 

Yetim (28) conducted a research among Turkish 

male university students, found that male students 

have a deeper feeling of mastery than female 

students and that this feeling of mastery is deeply 

rooted in their social conditioning.  

The results concerning factors of satisfaction 

clearly show that academic factors, especially 

satisfaction with the faculty, explain student 

satisfaction more than the others. Guolla (11), 

Cashin & Downey (6), Marsh (22), Conant (7) also 

pointed to the importance of the instructor’s 

performance. Highly performing instructors’ 

students are more satisfied not only with their 

instructors but also with their institutions. Thus, 

even if a Faculty administration performs poorly, 

their students remain satisfied as long as they have 

highly performing instructors. The quality delivered 

by the teaching staff is still viewed as an essential 

element in quality perception and satisfaction. 

Other academic factors such as communication 

with the instructor in and outside the classroom 

(10,14), the quality of education that professors 

provide and the textbooks that they choose, all relate 

to students’ satisfaction. According to Aldemir & 

Gülcan (1) most of the highly performing instructors 

also have satisfactory communication in and outside 

the class with their students. Because they are open 

to two-way communication and hence feedback, 

they usually come up with the best choices 

concerning textbooks. Thus, from the student’s 

satisfaction point of view, it becomes crucial for 

university administrations to recruit, motivate and 

retain highly performing instructors. Thus, at least 

for the students of Hasan Doğan School of Physical 

Education and Sports, the quality of education, 

instructors, learning environment can be considered 

important factors of satisfaction. 
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