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Abstract: Public gardens are large green spaces that enable the public to connect with nature, meet their
recreational needs, and serve as gathering places in emergencies. Public gardens are spaces that preserve and
protect the cultural, historical, and natural characteristics of societies and bear significant traces of sociocultural
life. The purpose of this research is to examine the recreation area preference factors of people visiting public
gardens in Mus and Sirnak. The Recreation Area Preference Factors Scale, developed and prepared by Giimiis and
Ozgiil (2017), and a demographic information survey prepared by the authors were used as data collection tools.
Mean, standard deviation, and parametric tests, including Independent t-test and ANOVA, were used in the
analysis of the data obtained within the scope of the research. The findings of the study revealed that the recreation
area preferences of participants visiting public gardens in Mus and Sirnak provinces did not differ significantly by
gender and employment status. Significant differences were found in the gender variable in the personnel and
recreation area preferences dimensions, and in the employment status dimension in the sporting diversity
dimension. Furthermore, the age, education level, and marital status variables revealed a significant difference
only in the activity dimension.
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Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi'nde Rekreasyon Alan Kullanim Tercihleri: Mus-Strnak Ornegi

Oz: Millet bahgeleri, halkin dogayla bulusmasin, rekreatif ihtiyaglarini karsilamasini ve acil durumlarda toplanma
alan1 olarak kullanimini saglayan biiyiik yesil alanlardir. Millet bahgeleri, toplumlarin kiiltiirel, tarihsel ve dogal
ozelliklerini de koruyan koruyan, sosyokiiltiirel hayata dair 6nemli izler tasiyan mekanlardir. Bu aragtirmanin
amact, Mus ve Sirnak’ta bulunan millet bahgelerini ziyaret eden kisilerin rekreasyon alani tercih etkenlerini
incelemektir. Giimiis ve Ozgiil (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen ve hazirlanan Rekreasyon Alani Tercih Etkenleri
Olgegi ve yazarlar tarafindan hazirlanan demografik bilgi anketi veri toplama araci olarak kullanilmustir. Arastirma
kapsaminda elde edilen verilerin analizinde ortalama, standart sapma, parametrik testlerden Bagimsiz t testi ve
ANOVA testleri kullanilmistir. Aragtirmanin bulgulart Mus ve Sirnak illerinde millet bahgelerini ziyaret eden
katilimcilarin rekreasyon alani tercihlerinin, cinsiyet ve ¢caligma durumlarina gore anlaml farklilik gostermedigini,
cinsiyet degiskeninde personel ve rekreasyon alani tercihi boyutlarinda, ¢alisma durumunda ise sportif ¢esitlilik
boyutunda anlamli farkliliklar tespit edilmistir. Ayrica yas, egitim diizeyi ve medeni durum degiskenleri yalnizca
aktivite boyutunda anlaml bir farklilik ortaya koymustur.
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Introduction

With the rise of recreational lifestyles, people increasingly seek out national and nature parks,
rich in both natural and cultural resources, to fulfill their needs for mental relaxation and physical rest.
Countries such as the United States, Canada, and Sweden are notable examples that emphasize these
qualities and actively promote tourism development. However, it is crucial to adapt these areas for
ecotourism. For instance, personnel at U.S. national parks, which attract around 600 million visitors
annually, receive ecotourism training, and tourism service centers have been established (Oztiirk, 2004,
p. 592).

In Turkey, national parks are gaining prominence and attracting many visitors. These parks
provide opportunities for millions to enjoy various recreational activities in natural settings.
Nevertheless, unmanaged and excessive use of these parks may harm their ecosystems. Therefore, it is
essential to carefully plan their capacity, potential, and management strategies to minimize
environmental impacts (Sahbaz & Altinay, 2015).

Turkey hosts 40 national parks distributed unevenly across its regions: 8 in the Mediterranean and
Black Sea regions, 6 in the Aegean, 7 in Marmara, 5 in Central Anatolia, 4 in Eastern Anatolia, and 2 in
Southeastern Anatolia. This distribution indicates regional variability in the number of national parks
(Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, General Directorate of Nature Conservation
and National Parks, 2025).

The concept of national parks in Turkey was first legally recognized in 1956 through Article 25
of the Forest Law No. 6831. The enactment of National Parks Law No. 2873 in 1983 further established
their structure and role, facilitating their integration into planned development. This planning
emphasizes protection and sustainable use of cultural, natural, and recreational areas, as well as high-
value forest zones, wetlands, and wildlife habitats. The approach also includes protecting water bodies
within forests, extending policies beyond national parks (Cetinkaya, 2008).

Globally, increasing interest in ecotourism and outdoor recreation has led governments to
prioritize tourism and recreation in economic planning. Urbanization’s negative effects have driven
individuals toward rural, forested areas to meet physical and psychological needs. Improved transport
and increased leisure time have also boosted visits to such regions. National parks aim to conserve
ecosystems while providing public access for appropriate recreational activities. Activities like trekking,
photography safaris, camping, picnics, rock climbing, birdwatching, and scenic viewing align with the
natural features of these spaces. Water activities such as sport fishing, swimming, and rafting are also
allowed in protected aquatic environments (Demir & Cevirgen, 2006, p. 23).

Eagles and McCool (2002) argued that tourism in national and protected parks contributes not
only to economic development but also to preserving natural and cultural heritage and enhancing quality
of life (Agikdilli, 2023).

Aim
This study aims to investigate the recreation area preferences of visitors to public gardens in Mug
and Sirnak, assessing visitor perceptions and exploring regional differences.

Method

This section details the research model, population and sample, data collection tools, and data
analysis procedures.
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Research Model

In this study, the relational screening model, which is one of the quantitative research methods
that aims to determine the existence and degree of change between two or more variables, was used
(Karasar, 2018, p.114).

Sample

The study population comprised 389 visitors (205 women and 184 men) to public gardens in Musg
and Sirnak. Purposive sampling was utilized, selecting participants based on criteria believed to
represent the research universe adequately (Yildirim & Simsek, 2011; Tavsancil & Aslan, 2001, p. 56).

Data Collection Tools

Data were gathered using the 5-point Likert-type Recreation Area Preference Factors (RAPF)
Scale developed by Gilimiis and Alay Ozgiil (2017). This 24-item scale encompasses five sub-
dimensions: sporting diversity, personnel, location, physical facilities, and activity.

Data Collection

Given the participants’ geographic dispersion, data were collected online through Google Forms.
The survey was distributed to visitors of the National Garden, with participation entirely voluntary.

Hypotheses of the Study
H1: Women and men differ significantly in terms of recreation area preference factors.

HI1.1: Women and men differ significantly in terms of the importance they attach to the factor of
sportive diversity.

H1.2: Women and men differ significantly in terms of the value they attach to the importance of
personnel.

H1.3: Women and men differ significantly regarding their importance to the location factor.
H1.4: Women and men differ significantly in terms of the importance of physical facilities.
H1.5: Women and men differ significantly in terms of their importance to the activity factor.
H2: Age groups significantly differentiate recreation area preference factors.

H2.1: Age groups show significant differences in the perception of sportive diversity.

H2.2: Age groups significantly differ in perceptions regarding the personnel factor.

H2.3: Age groups show a significant difference in evaluations regarding the location factor.
H2.4: Age groups show a significant difference in perceptions towards physical facilities.
H2.5: Age groups show a significant difference in preferences for the activity factor.

H3: Education groups significantly differ in terms of recreation area preference factors.
H3.1: Education groups significantly differ in the perception of sportive diversity.

H3.2: Education groups significantly differ in perceptions regarding the personnel factor.

H3.3: Education groups show a significant difference in evaluations regarding the location factor.
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H3.4: Education groups show a significant difference in perceptions towards physical facilities.
H3.5: Education groups show a significant difference in preferences for the activity factor.

H4: There is a significant difference between married and single individuals regarding recreation
area preference factors.

H4.1: There is a significant difference between married and single individuals regarding the
importance they attach to the factor of sportive diversity.

H4.2: Married and single individuals differ significantly in terms of the value they attach to the
importance of personnel.

H4.3: Married and single individuals differ significantly in the importance they attach to the
location factor.

H4.4: Married and single individuals show a significant difference in the importance of physical
facilities.

H4.5: Married and single individuals differ significantly in the importance they attach to the
activity factor.

H5: Working groups show significant differences in recreation area preference factors.

H5.1: Working groups show significant differences in the perception of sportive diversity.
H5.2: Working groups significantly differ in perceptions regarding the personnel factor.

H5.3: Working groups show a significant difference in evaluations regarding the location factor.
H5.4: Working groups show a significant difference in perceptions regarding physical facilities.

H5.5: Working groups show a significant difference in preferences for the activity factor.

Data Analysis

Various statistical methods were applied to test hypotheses. From 389 collected data sets, 385
were analyzed after removing incomplete responses. Descriptive statistics were calculated, and
reliability analysis showed Cronbach’s alpha above .600 for the scale and subscales, confirming
reliability (Alpar, 2010, p. 350). Normality was verified via skewness and kurtosis values between -1.5
and +1.5 (Tabachnick et al., 2013). Differences between groups were tested using independent samples
t-tests and one-way ANOVA, followed by post hoc tests for significant findings.

Findings
In this section, the analysis results are given.

Table 1. Research Group

Variables n %
Gender Woman 205 52.7
Male 184 473
Age 18-27 years old 290 74.6
28-37 years old 72 18.5
38 years and older 27 6.9
Education High School 49 12.6
Associate Degree 159 40.9
License 143 36.8
Postgraduate 38 9.8
Marital Status Married 325 83.5

Single 64 16.5
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Employment Status Student 226 58.1
Private Sector 92 23.7
Public Sector 71 18.3

An overview of Table 1 indicates that 52.7% of participants were female and 47.3% male. Age
distribution shows that 74.6% were aged 18-27, 18.5% were 28-37, and 6.9% were 38 or older.
Education levels included 12.6% high school, 40.9% associate degree, 36.8% bachelor’s degree, and
9.8% postgraduate. Most participants were married (83.5%), while 16.5% were single. Employment
status revealed that 58.1% were students, 23.7% worked in the private sector, and 18.3% in the public
sector.

Table 2. Reliability, Mean, Standard Deviation, and Normality Distributions of the Scale

Variables Cronbach’s Average Standard Skewness Kurtosis
Alpha Deviation

Recreation Area 941 4.36 43 -.367 -.324

Preference  Factors

(RAPF)

Sporting  Diversity 754 4.20 .58 -.638 420

(Sub-dimension)

Personnel (Sub- 794 4.48 .54 -.823 -233

dimension)

Location (Sub- .688 4.29 .58 -.580 269

dimension)

Physical  Facilities 910 4.46 44 -.666 239

(Sub-dimension)

Activity (Sub- .843 4.15 .67 -.607 359

dimension)

The RAPF scale’s overall Cronbach’s alpha was .941, showing excellent internal consistency.
Subscale alpha values exceeded .600, confirming reliability. Mean scores ranged between 4.15 and 4.48,
with skewness and kurtosis values within acceptable normality ranges.

Table 3. T Test Results According to Gender Variable

Variables Groups N X Ss Sd t p

Recreation Area Male 184 4.29 Sl 387 -2.034 .043

Preference Factors Woman 205 4.38 41

(RAPF)

Sporting Diversity Male 184 4.14 .70 387 -.936 350
Woman 205 4.20 .54

Staff Male 184 4.39 .66 387 -2.235 .026
Woman 205 4.52 .50

Location Male 184 4.19 .67 387 -2.182 .030
Woman 205 4.33 .58

Physical Facilities Male 184 439 51 387 -1.920 .056
Woman 205 4.48 42

Activity Male 184 4.09 77 387 -1.146 252
Woman 205 4.17 .61

Significant gender differences were found for overall RAPF (t(387) = -2.034, p< .05), personnel
(t(387) = -2.235, p< .05), and location (t(387) = -2.182, p< .05), with females scoring higher. No
significant differences appeared in sporting diversity, physical facilities, or activity sub-dimensions.
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Table 4. One-Way Variance Analysis According to Age Variable

Variables Groups Sum of df Mean F p
Squares Squares
Between 231 2 115 536 .586
Recreation Area Groups
Preference Within Groups 83.219 386 216
Factors (RAPF) Total 83.450 388
Sporting Diversity Between Groups 1.505 2 753 1.957 143
Within Groups 148.496 386 .385
Total 150.001 388
Staff Between 815 2 408 1.184 307
Groups
Within Groups 132.875 386 344
Total 133.691 388
Location Between 352 2 176 442 .643
Groups
Within Groups 154.014 386 .399
Total 154.367 388
Physical Facilities Between 126 2 .063 287 751
Groups
Within Groups 84.728 386 220
Total 84.854 388
Activity Between 3.883 2 1.942 4.030 .019
Groups
Within Groups 185.952 386 482
Total 189.835 388

No significant differences were detected among age groups for RAPF, sporting diversity,
personnel, location, or physical facilities. However, the activity sub-dimension showed a significant
difference (F(2, 386) = 4.030, p< .05), indicating varied preferences by age.

Table 5. Bonferroni Test Results by Age Variable

Variables  Groups N X Ss 18-27 28-37 years old
years old
18-27 years old 290 4.17 .65
Activity 28-37 years old 72 4.11 .81 p>.05
38 years and older 27 3.77 .78 p<.05 p>.05

Post hoc comparisons revealed no significant difference between the 18—-27 and 28-37 groups in
activity preference. However, the 18-27 group scored significantly higher than those 38 and older, while
no difference was found between the 28-37 and 38+ groups.

Table 6. One-Way Variance Analysis According to Education Variable

Variables Groups Sum of df Mean Squares F p
Squares
Recreation Area Between 1.068 3 356 1.663 174

Preference Factors (RAPF) Groups
Within Groups ~ 82.383 385 214

Total 83.450 388

Sporting Diversity Between Groups  1.756 3 .585 1.520 209
Within Groups ~ 148.245 385 .385
Total 150.001 388

Staff Between 1.953 3 .651 1.902 129
Groups

Within Groups  131.738 385 342
Total 133.691 388
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Location Between 2.282 3 761 1.925 125
Groups
Within Groups ~ 152.085 385 395
Total 154.367 388

Physical Facilities Between 446 3 .149 .679 .566
Groups
Within Groups ~ 84.407 385 219
Total 84.854 388

Activity Between 13.003 3 4.334 9.437 .000
Groups
Within Groups ~ 176.832 385 459
Total 189.835 388

Similar to age results, no significant differences appeared across education levels for RAPF and
most sub-dimensions. A significant difference was found only for activity preference (F(3, 385) =9.437,
p<.05), indicating education level impacts activity evaluations.

Table 7. Tamhane’s Test Results According to Education Variable

Variables  Groups n X Ss High Associat  License
School e degree

High School 49 4.03 .70
Associate’s degree 159 4.26 .67 p>.05

Activity License 143 4.15 .00 p>.05 p>.05
Postgraduate 38 3.63 .89 p>.05 p<.05 p>.05

According to the findings of Tamhane's T2 test presented in Table 7, significant differences were
observed in certain comparisons between education levels regarding the activity dimension. The results
indicated no statistically significant difference between the high school and associate degree groups (p>
.05), suggesting that their evaluations of the activity dimension were similar (high school: x = 4.03;
associate degree: x = 4.26). Similarly, no significant difference was found between the high school and
undergraduate groups (p> .05), indicating that the perceptions of high school graduates and bachelor’s
degree holders (x = 4.15) were also comparable.

However, a statistically significant difference was found between the high school and
postgraduate (master’s/PhD) group (p< .05), with high school graduates (x = 4.03) reporting a
significantly higher mean score than postgraduate graduates (x = 3.63). This suggests that high school
graduates evaluated the activity dimension more positively than those with postgraduate degrees.

No significant difference was found between associate and undergraduate degree holders (p>
.05), indicating similar perceptions between these two groups. On the other hand, a significant difference
emerged between the associate degree and postgraduate groups (p< .05), with associate degree
graduates (x = 4.26) assigning higher scores to the activity dimension than postgraduate graduates (x =
3.63). This result suggests that associate degree holders viewed the activity dimension more favorably
than those with postgraduate education.

Table 8. T Test Results According to Marital Status Variable

Variables Groups N X Ss Sd t p

Recreation Area Single 325 4.34 46 387 243 .808

Preference Factors (RAPF) Married 64 4.33 46

Sporting Diversity Single 325 4.16 .61 387 -.812 417
Married 64 4.23 .65

Staff Single 325 4.46 .59 387 .084 933
Married 64 4.46 .54

Location Single 325 4.26 .64 387 -217 .828
Married 64 4.28 58

Physical Facilities Single 325 4.44 46 387 -415 679

Married 64 4.46 47
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Activity Single 325 4.17 .64 387 2.397 017
Married 64 3.94 .89

As shown in Table 8, no significant differences were found between single and married
participants in recreation area preference factors (RAPF), sporting diversity, staff, location, or physical
facilities (p> .05). This indicates similar evaluations by both groups. Hypotheses H4, H4.1, H4.2, H4.3,
and H4.4 were not supported.

However, a significant difference was found in the activity dimension (t(387) = 2.397, p< .05),
with single participants (x = 4.17) rating activities more positively than married participants (x = 3.94).
This result supports hypothesis H4.5.

Table 9. One-Way Variance Analysis According to Employment Status

Variables Groups Sum of df  Mean Squares F D
Squares
Recreation Area Between 438 2 219 1.019 362
Preference Factors (RAPF) Groups
Within Groups 83.012 386 215
Total 83.450 388
Sporting Diversity Between 3.803 2 1.902 5.021 .007
Groups
Within Groups 146.198 386 379
Total 150.001 388
Staff Between 944 2 472 1.373 255
Groups
Within Groups 132.746 386 344
Total 133.691 388
Location Between Groups .050 2 .025 .063 .939
Within Groups 154.316 386 400
Total 154.367 388
Physical Facilities Between 227 2 114 519 596
Groups
Within Groups 84.626 386 219
Total 84.854 388
Activity Between 1.299 2 .650 1.330 266
Groups
Within Groups 188.536 386 488
Total 189.835 388

The ANOVA results in Table 9 indicate no significant differences among employment groups in
RAPF, staff, location, physical facilities, or activity dimensions (p> .05), suggesting employment status
does not affect perceptions in these areas. Hypotheses H5, H5.2, H5.3, H5.4, and H5.5 were not
supported.

Conversely, a significant difference was identified in sporting diversity (F(2, 386) = 5.021, p<
.05), indicating employment status influences perceptions of sporting diversity. Hypothesis H5.1 was
supported.

Table 10. Tamhane’s Test Results According to Employment Status

Variables Groups n X Ss Student Private
Sector
Activity Student 226 4.11 .70
Private Sector 92 4.35 .67 p<.05
Public Sector 71 4.15 .60 p>.05 p>.05

Table 10 shows significant differences among students, private sector, and public sector
employees in the activity dimension. Private sector employees had a significantly higher mean score (x
= 4.35) than students (x =4.11) (p< .05), suggesting they place greater importance on activities. Public
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sector employees’ mean score (x = 4.15) did not differ significantly from either students or private sector
employees (p> .05).

Discussion

The study found significant gender differences in recreation area preference factors (RAPF),
particularly in the staff dimension, among visitors to public gardens in Mus and Sirnak. No significant
gender differences were detected in sporting diversity, physical facilities, or activities. Similarly, Simsek
and Kartepe (2023) found gender differences only in physical facilities in their study of recreation areas
in Elazig.

No significant age-group differences emerged in RAPF’s sporting diversity, staff, location, or
physical facilities sub-dimensions, but significant differences appeared in the activity dimension. This
aligns with findings by Giimiis (2016), who reported age-related differences in physical facilities.

While most RAPF dimensions did not vary by education level, the activity dimension showed
significant differences, consistent with Oztiirk (2022) and Zaynl Abdein & Tasgin (2024).

Employment status had no significant effect on most RAPF dimensions except sporting diversity,
where private sector employees rated this dimension higher than students. This finding is supported by
several prior studies (White, 1975; Bultena & Field, 1978; Bultena & Field, 1980; Kelly, 1983; Lucas,
1990; Gilimiis et al., 2015; Keskin et al., 2015).

Regarding marital status, only the activity dimension showed significant differences between
singles and married participants, while other dimensions did not vary significantly. Literature shows
mixed results, possibly due to differences in study locations and populations.

Conclusion

The increasing number of recreational areas in Turkey makes their proper use increasingly
important. Understanding the reasons behind individuals’ preferences for these spaces and the factors
influencing their choices is crucial for ensuring effective use and maximizing benefits for users.

This study examined preferences of visitors to public gardens in Mus and Sirnak, finding
significant differences by gender and employment status in recreation area preferences. Among age,
education, and marital status variables, only the activity factor showed significant differences.

Recommendations

¢ Since private sector employees value sporting diversity highly, public gardens should diversify
sports activities, including running tracks, outdoor fitness equipment, and group sport areas.

e Activity programs tailored for different age groups -such as children’s workshops and low-
intensity walking activities for the elderly- should be developed.

e Activities like quizzes and reading corners should be designed to engage individuals with
varying educational backgrounds.

e Activity areas for families with children to spend quality time together should be created.

e To improve visitor satisfaction and sustainability of staff services, communication skills should
be enhanced, and visitor feedback regularly collected and acted upon.

e Maintenance, cleanliness, and seating adequacy should be monitored systematically.
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e Sporting and social opportunities should be promoted through social and local media channels
to encourage wider participation.

e Future research could expand to include more diverse regions and employ qualitative methods
to better understand participant expectations.
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TURKCE SURUM

Giris

Rekreasyonel yasam tarzlarmin yiikselisi ile birlikte, insanlar zihinsel dinlenme ve fiziksel
rahatlama ihtiyaglarim karsilamak amaciyla dogal ve kiiltiirel kaynaklar agisindan zengin olan milli ve
tabiat parklarimi giderek daha fazla tercih etmektedir. Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Kanada ve Isveg gibi
iilkeler bu 6zelliklere vurgu yaparak turizm gelisimini aktif sekilde desteklemektedir. Ancak bu alanlarin
ekoturizme uyarlanmasi kritik bir énem tagimaktadir. Ornegin, ABD’de yilda yaklagik 600 milyon
ziyaretgi geken milli parklarin personeline ekoturizm egitimi verilmektedir ve turizm hizmet merkezleri
kurulmustur (Oztiirk, 2004, s. 592).

Tiirkiye’de milli parklar giderek 6nem kazanmakta ve ¢ok sayida ziyaret¢i ¢cekmektedir. Bu
parklar, milyonlarca insanin dogal ortamda cesitli rekreasyonel -etkinliklerden faydalanmasini
saglamaktadir. Ancak, bu alanlarin kontrolsiiz ve asirt kullanimi ekosistemlerine zarar verebilir. Bu
nedenle, parklarin kapasite, potansiyel ve yonetim stratejilerinin dikkatli bir sekilde planlanmasi,
cevresel etkilerin minimize edilmesi agisindan gereklidir (Sahbaz & Altinay, 2015).

Tiirkiye’de 40 milli park bulunmaktadir ve bunlar bolgelere gbre esit olmayan bir dagilim
gostermektedir: Akdeniz ve Karadeniz’de 8, Ege’de 6, Marmara’da 7, i¢ Anadolu’da 5, Dogu
Anadolu’da 4 ve Gilineydogu Anadolu’da 2 adet. Bu dagilim, milli parklarin bdlgesel olarak farkli
sayilarda oldugunu gostermektedir (T.C. Tarim ve Orman Bakanligi, Doga Koruma ve Milli Parklar
Genel Midiirliigi, 2025).

Tiirkiye’de milli park kavrami ilk olarak 1956 yilinda 6831 sayilt Orman Kanunu'nun 25.
maddesiyle yasal olarak taninmigtir. 1983 yilinda ¢ikarilan 2873 sayili Milli Parklar Kanunu ise yapisini
ve gorevini belirleyerek planli kalkinmaya entegrasyonunu saglamistir. Bu planlama, kiiltiirel, dogal ve
rekreasyonel alanlar ile yiiksek degerli orman alanlari, sulak alanlar ve yaban hayati yagam alanlarinin
korunmasim ve siirdiiriilebilir kullanimimi vurgulamaktadir. Ayrica, orman igindeki su kaynaklarinin
korunmasim1 da kapsayarak milli parklarin disina yonelik politikalar da gelistirilmistir (Cetinkaya,
2008).

Diinya genelinde ekoturizm ve agik hava rekreasyonuna artan ilgi, hiikiimetlerin turizm ve
rekreasyonu ekonomik planlamada onceliklendirmesine yol agmistir. Kentlesmenin olumsuz etkileri,
bireyleri fiziksel ve psikolojik ihtiyaglarini karsilamak iizere kirsal ve ormanlik alanlara yonlendirmistir.
Ulasim imkanlarimin gelismesi ve bos zamanlarin artmasi da bu alanlarin ziyaretini artirmistir. Milli
parklar, ekosistemlerin korunmasim saglarken, uygun rekreasyonel etkinliklere kamuya agik erisim
imkan1 sunmay1 amaglar. Doga yiiriiyiisli, fotograf safarisi, kampeilik, piknik, kaya tirmanisi, kus
gdzlemciligi ve manzara izleme gibi etkinlikler bu alanlarin dogal 6zellikleriyle uyumludur. Korunan
su ortamlarinda ise sportif balik¢ilik, ylizme ve rafting gibi su aktivitelerine izin verilmektedir (Demir
& Cevirgen, 2000, s. 23).

Eagles ve McCool (2002), milli ve korunan parklarin turizminin yalnizca ekonomik kalkinmaya
katki saglamadigimi, aym1 zamanda dogal ve kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasina ve yasam kalitesinin
artirllmasina da hizmet ettigini savunmustur (Acikdilli, 2023).

Amag

Bu calisma, Mus ve Sirnak’taki halk bahgesi ziyaretcilerinin rekreasyon alani tercihlerini

arastirmay1, ziyaretci algilarini degerlendirmeyi ve bolgesel farkliliklar incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.

Yontem
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Bu boéliimde aragtirma modeli, evren ve 6rneklem, veri toplama araglari ve veri analizi siiregleri
aciklanmaktadir.
Arastirmanin Modeli

Degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi belirlemeye yonelik, degiskenler arasi iliski varlig1 ve derecesini
Olgen nicel yontemlerden iliskisel tarama modeli kullanilmistir (Karasar, 2018, s.114).

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirma evreni, Mus ve Sirnak’taki halk bahgelerini ziyaret eden 389 kisi (205 kadin, 184 erkek)
olarak belirlenmistir. Arastirmada amagl 6rnekleme yontemi uygulanmig, aragtirma evrenini temsil
ettigi diisiiniilen katilimeilar segilmistir (Yildinm & Simsek, 2011; Tavsancil & Aslan, 2001, s.56).

Veri Toplama Araclan

Veriler, Giimiis ve Alay Ozgiil (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen 5°1i Likert tipi Rekreasyon Alani
Tercih Faktorleri (RATE) Olgegi ile toplanmustir. Olgek, toplam 24 maddeden olusmakta olup bes alt
boyut igermektedir: sportif ¢esitlilik, personel, konum, fiziksel olanaklar ve aktivite.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Katilmcilarin cografi dagilimi nedeniyle veriler Google Formlar araciligiyla g¢evrimigi olarak
toplanmistir. Anket, ulusal bahge ziyaretcilerine dagitilmig ve katilim tamamen goniilliiliikk esasina
dayandirilmustir.

Arastirmanin Hipotezleri

HI1: Kadmlar ve erkekler, rekreasyon alani tercih etkenleri acisindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H1.1: Kadinlar ve erkekler, sportif ¢esitlilik faktoriine verdikleri 6nem agisindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H1.2: Kadinlar ve erkekler, personelin dnemine verdikleri deger agisindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H1.3: Kadinlar ve erkekler, konum faktoriine verdikleri onem acisindan anlaml farklilik
gostermektedir.

H1.4: Kadmlar ve erkekler, fiziki imkanlarin 6nemi agisindan anlamli farklilik géstermektedir.

H1.5: Kadinlar ve erkekler, aktivite faktoriine verdikleri onem agisindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H2: Yas gruplar, rekreasyon alani tercih etkenlerini anlamh diizeyde farklilastirmaktadir.

H2.1: Yas gruplan, sportif ¢esitlilik algisinda anlaml farklilik géstermektedir.

H2.2: Yas gruplar, personel faktoriine iliskin algilarda anlamli farklilik gdstermektedir.

H2.3: Yas gruplari, konum faktoriine iligkin degerlendirmelerde anlamli farklilik gostermektedir.
H2.4: Yas gruplan, fiziki imkénlara yonelik algilarda anlamli farklilik gdstermektedir.

H2.5: Yas gruplan, aktivite faktoriine yonelik tercihlerde anlaml farklilik gostermektedir.

H3: Egitim gruplari, rekreasyon alani tercih etkenleri bakimindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.
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H3.1: Egitim gruplar, sportif ¢esitlilik algisinda anlamh farklilik gostermektedir.
H3.2: Egitim gruplari, personel faktoriine iliskin algilarda anlaml farklilik gostermektedir.

H3.3: Egitim gruplari, konum faktdriine iliskin degerlendirmelerde anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H3.4: Egitim gruplar, fiziki imkanlara yonelik algilarda anlaml farklilik géstermektedir.
H3.5: Egitim gruplar, aktivite faktdriine yonelik tercihlerde anlamli farklilik géstermektedir.

H4: Evli ve bekar bireyler, rekreasyon alami tercih etkenleri acisindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H4.1: Evli ve bekar bireyler, sportif ¢esitlilik faktoriine verdikleri dnem agisindan anlamli
farklilik gostermektedir.

H4.2: Evli ve bekar bireyler, personelin 6énemine verdikleri deger agisindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H4.3: Evli ve bekar bireyler, konum faktoriine verdikleri dnem agisindan anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H4.4: Evli ve bekar bireyler, fiziki imkanlarin 6nemi agisindan anlaml farklilik gostermektedir.

H4.5: Evli ve bekar bireyler, aktivite faktoriine verdikleri onem agisindan anlaml farklilik
gostermektedir.

H5: Calisma gruplar, rekreasyon alani tercih etkenleri agisindan anlamli farklilik géstermektedir.
H5.1: Caligma gruplar, sportif ¢esitlilik algisinda anlaml farklilik gostermektedir.
H5.2: Calisma gruplari, personel faktoriine iliskin algilarda anlamli farklilik gostermektedir.

H5.3: Calisgma gruplari, konum faktoriine iligkin degerlendirmelerde anlamli farklilik
gostermektedir.

H5.4: Caligsma gruplar, fiziki imkanlara yonelik algilarda anlamli farklilik gostermektedir.

H5.5: Caligma gruplar, aktivite faktdriine yonelik tercihlerde anlamli farklilik gostermektedir.

Verilerin Analizi

Hipotezleri test etmek icin ¢esitli istatistiksel yontemler kullanilmistir. Toplanan 389 veriden,
eksik yanitlar ¢ikarilarak 385 veri analiz edilmistir. Betimsel istatistikler hesaplanmig ve 6l¢egin ve alt
Olgeklerin gilivenirligi Cronbach alfa degeri .600’iin {izerinde bulunarak saglanmistir (Alpar, 2010, s.
350). Normal dagilim, ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin -1.5 ile +1.5 arasinda olmasi ile dogrulanmigtir
(Tabachnick vd., 2013). Gruplar aras1 farklar bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi ve tek yonlii varyans analizi
(ANOVA) ile incelenmis; anlamli bulunan durumlarda post hoc test uygulanmistir.

Bulgular
Bu boliimde, analiz sonuglarina yer verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Arastirma Grubu

Degiskenler n %
Cinsiyet Kadin 205 52.7
Erkek 184 473

Yas 18-27 yas 290 74.6
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28-37 yas 72 18.5
38 yas ve iizeri 27 6.9
Egitim Lise 49 12.6
Onlisans 159 40.9
Lisans 143 36.8
Lisansiistii 38 9.8
Medeni Durum Evli 325 83.5
Bekar 64 16.5
Calisma Durumu Ogrenci 226 58.1
Ozel Sektor 92 23.7
Kamu Sektorii 71 18.3

Tablo 1’e gore katilimcilarin %52.7’si kadin, %47.3’1 erkektir. Yas dagiliminda %74.6’s1 18-27,
%18.5°1 28-37, %6.9u ise 38 ve lizerindedir. Egitim diizeyleri ise %12.6 lise, %40.9 6n lisans, %36.8
lisans ve %9.8 yiiksek lisans/doktora seklindedir. Katilimcilarin gogunlugu evli (%83.5), %16.5°1 ise
bekardir. Istihdam durumunda %58.1 dgrenci, %23.7 6zel sektor calisani, %18.3 kamu sektoriinde
caliganlardan olugsmaktadir.

Tablo 2. Olcegin Giivenilirlik, Ortalama, Standart Sapma, Normallik Dagilimlari

Degiskenler Cronbach’s Alpha Ortalama Standart Carpikhk Basikhik
Sapma

Rekreasyon  Alani 941 4.36 43 -.367 -.324

Tercih Etkenleri

(RATE)

Sportif Cesitlilik (Alt 754 4.20 .58 -.638 420

boyut)

Personel (Alt boyut) 794 4.48 .54 -.823 -.233

Konum (Alt boyut) .688 4.29 .58 -.580 .269

Fiziki Imkanlar (Alt 910 4.46 44 -.666 239

boyut)

Aktivite (Alt boyut) .843 4.15 .67 -.607 .359

RATE 6l¢eginin toplam Cronbach alfa degeri .941 olup, i¢ tutarlilik ¢ok yiiksektir. Alt 6lgeklerin
alfa degerleri de .600’{in {izerinde bulunmus ve giivenirlik onaylanmistir. Ortalama puanlar 4.15 ile 4.48
arasinda degismekte olup ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerleri normal dagilim i¢in uygun araliktadir.

Tablo 3. Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore T Test Sonugclari

Degiskenler Gruplar N X Ss Sd t P

Rekreasyon Alant Erkek 184 4.29 Sl 387 -2.034 .043*

Tercih Etkenleri Kadin 205 4.38 41

(RATE)

Sportif Cesitlilik Erkek 184 4.14 .70 387 -.936 .350
Kadin 205 4.20 .54

Personel Erkek 184 4.39 .66 387 -2.235 .026*
Kadin 205 4.52 .50

Konum Erkek 184 4.19 .67 387 -2.182 .030%*
Kadin 205 4.33 .58

Fiziki imkanlar Erkek 184 4.39 51 387 -1.920 .056
Kadin 205 4.48 42

Aktivite Erkek 184 4.09 a7 387 -1.146 252
Kadin 205 4.17 .61

*p<0,05

RATE genelinde (t(387) =-2.034, p<.05), personel (t(387) = -2.235, p<.05) ve konum (t(387) =
-2.182, p<.05) boyutlarinda anlamli cinsiyet farklar1 bulunmus, kadinlar erkeklerden daha yiiksek
puanlamustir. Sportif cesitlilik, fiziksel olanaklar ve aktivite alt boyutlarinda ise anlamli fark
gdzlenmemistir.
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Tablo 4. Yas Degiskenine Gore Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi

Degiskenler Gruplar Kareler df Kareler F D
Toplam Ortalamasi
Rekreasyon Alani Tercih _ Gruplar Arasi 231 2 15 536 .586
Etkenleri (RATE) Gruplar ici 83.219 386 216
Toplam 83.450 388
Sportif Cesitlilik Gruplar Arast 1.505 2 753 1.957 143
Gruplar i¢i 148.496 386 .385
Toplam 150.001 388
Personel Gruplar Arasi 815 2 408 1.184 .307
Gruplar i¢i 132.875 386 344
Toplam 133.691 388
Konum Gruplar Arasi 352 2 176 442 .643
Gruplar i¢i 154.014 386 399
Toplam 154.367 388
Fiziki imkanlar Gruplar Arasi 126 2 .063 287 751
Gruplar i¢i 84.728 386 .220
Toplam 84.854 388
Aktivite Gruplar Arasi 3.883 2 1.942 4.030 .019*
Gruplar i¢i 185.952 386 482
Toplam 189.835 388
*p<0,05

Yas gruplar arasinda RATE, sportif ¢esitlilik, personel, konum veya fiziksel olanaklarda anlaml
fark bulunmazken, aktivite alt boyutunda anlamh farklilik tespit edilmistir (F(2, 386) = 4.030, p<.05).

Tablo 5. Yas Degiskenine Gore Bonferroni Testi Sonuglari

Degiskenler  Gruplar N X Ss 18-27 yas 28-37 yas
Aktivite 18-27 yas 290 4.17 .65

28-37 yas 72 4.11 .81 p>.05

38 yas ve iizeri 27 3.77 .78 p<.05 p>.05

Post hoc analizler, 18-27 ve 28-37 yas gruplan arasinda aktivite tercihlerinde anlamli fark
olmadigim gostermistir. Ancak, 18-27 yas grubu 38 ve lizeri gruptan anlaml sekilde daha yiiksek puan
alirken, 28-37 ve 38+ gruplar arasinda fark goriilmemistir.

Tablo 6. Egitim Degigskenine Gore Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi

Degiskenler Gruplar Kareler df Kareler F P
Toplam Ortalamasi
Rekreasyon Alani Tercih  Gruplar Arasi 1.068 3 356 1.663 174
Etkenleri (RATE) Gruplar ici 82.383 385 214
Toplam 83.450 388
Sportif Cesitlilik Gruplar Arast 1.756 3 .585 1.520 209
Gruplar i¢i 148.245 385 .385
Toplam 150.001 388
Personel Gruplar Arast 1.953 3 .651 1.902 129
Gruplar i¢i 131.738 385 342
Toplam 133.691 388
Konum Gruplar Arasi 2.282 3 761 1.925 125
Gruplar i¢i 152.085 385 395
Toplam 154.367 388
Fiziki imkanlar Gruplar Arasi 446 3 .149 .679 .566
Gruplar ici 84.407 385 219
Toplam 84.854 388

Aktivite Gruplar Arasi 13.003 3 4.334 9.437 .000*
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Gruplar i¢i 176.832 385 459
Toplam 189.835 388

#p<0,05

Yas sonuglarina benzer sekilde, egitim diizeylerine gére RATE ve alt boyutlarin ¢ogunda anlaml
fark bulunmamigstir. Yalnizca aktivite tercihlerinde anlaml bir fark tespit edilmis ve egitim diizeyinin
aktivite degerlendirmelerini etkiledigi goriilmiistiir (F(3, 385) = 9.437, p<.05).

Tablo 7. Egitim Degigskenine Gére Tamhane’s Testi Sonuglari

Degiskenler Gruplar n X Ss Lise On lisans _ Lisans
Aktivite Lise 49 4.03 703

On lisans 159 4.26 .67 p>.05

Lisans 143 4.15 .60 p>.05 p>.05

Lisansiistii 38 3.63 .89 p>.05 p<.05 p>.05

Tamhane’nin T2 testi sonuglarina gore (Tablo 7), egitim diizeyleri arasinda aktivite boyutuna
iligkin baz1 karsilagtirmalarda anlaml farkliliklar tespit edilmistir. Lise ve Onlisans mezunlar1 arasinda
(p>.05) anlamli bir fark bulunmamis olup, bu iki grubun aktivite boyutunu benzer sekilde
degerlendirdigi gortilmiistiir (yiiksekokul: x= 4.03; onlisans: x= 4.26). Benzer sekilde, lise ve lisans
mezunlari arasinda da (p> .05) anlamli bir fark saptanmamis, lise mezunlari ile lisans mezunlarinin (x=
4.15) algilariin yakin oldugu belirlenmistir.

Ancak, lise mezunlar ile lisansiistii (yliksek lisans/doktora) mezunlari arasinda (p<.05)
istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir fark bulunmus, lise mezunlarinin (x= 4.03) lisansiistii mezunlarina (x=
3.63) gore aktivite boyutunu daha olumlu degerlendirdigi goriilmiistiir.

Onlisans ve lisans mezunlari arasinda (p>.05) anlamli bir fark bulunmazken, onlisans ve
lisansiistii mezunlar1 arasinda (p<.05) anlamli fark ortaya cikmustir. Onlisans mezunlar1 (x= 4.26),
lisansiistii mezunlara (x= 3.63) kiyasla aktivite boyutunu daha olumlu degerlendirmistir.

Tablo 8. Medeni Durum Degiskenine Gore T Test Sonuglari

Degiskenler Gruplar N X Ss Sd t p

Rekreasyon Alani Tercih _Bekar 325 4.34 46 387 243 .808

Etkenleri (RATE) Evli 64 4.33 46

Sportif Cesitlilik Bekar 325 4.16 .61 387 -.812 417
Evli 64 4.23 .65

Personel Bekar 325 4.46 .59 387 .084 933
Evli 64 4.46 .54

Konum Bekar 325 4.26 .64 387 -217 .828
Evli 64 4.28 .58

Fiziki imkanlar Bekar 325 4.44 46 387 -415 .679
Evli 64 4.46 47

Aktivite Bekar 325 4.17 .64 387 2.397 .017*
Evli 64 3.94 .89

*p<0,05

Tablo 8 incelendiginde, rekreasyon alami tercih faktorleri (RATE), spor cesitliligi, personel,
konum ve fiziksel olanaklar agisindan medeni durumlar arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmamaktadir (p>
.05). Bu durum, bekar ve evli katilimcilarin bu boyutlar1 benzer sekilde degerlendirdigini
gostermektedir. H4, H4.1, H4.2, H4.3 ve H4.4 hipotezleri desteklenmemistir.

Ancak aktivite boyutunda (t(387) = 2.397, p<.05) bekar ve evli katilimcilar arasinda anlamli bir
fark saptanmigtir. Bekarlarin (x=4.17) evlilere (x= 3.94) kiyasla aktiviteleri daha olumlu degerlendirdigi
gorililmistiir. Bu sonug, H4.5 hipotezini desteklemektedir.

Tablo 9. Calisma Durumuna Gore Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi
Degiskenler Gruplar Kareler df Kareler F D
Toplam Ortalamasi
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Rekreasyon Alani Tercih _Gruplar Arasi 438 2 219 1.019 362

Etkenleri (RATE) Gruplar i¢i 83.012 386 215
Toplam 83.450 388

Sportif Cesitlilik Gruplar Arasi 3.803 2 1.902 5.021 .007*
Gruplar Igi 146.198 386 .379
Toplam 150.001 388

Personel Gruplar Arasi 944 2 472 1.373 255
Gruplar Igi 132.746 386 344
Toplam 133.691 388

Konum Gruplar Arasi .050 2 .025 .063 939
Gruplar Igi 154.316 386 400
Toplam 154.367 388

Fiziki imkanlar Gruplar Arasi 227 2 114 519 .596
Gruplar Igi 84.626 386 219
Toplam 84.854 388

Aktivite Gruplar Arasi 1.299 2 .650 1.330 266
Gruplar Igi 188.536 386 488
Toplam 189.835 388

*p<0,05

Tablo 9’daki ANOVA sonuglari, rekreasyon alani tercih faktorleri (RATE), personel, konum,
fiziksel olanaklar ve aktivite boyutlarinda caligma durumuna goére anlamli farklilik olmadigim

gostermektedir (p>.05). Bu da ¢alisma durumunun bu algilar iizerinde etkisi olmadigini ortaya
koymaktadir. H5, H5.2, H5.3, H5.4 ve H5.5 hipotezleri desteklenmemistir.

Buna kargin, spor ¢esitliligi boyutunda (F(2, 386) = 5.021, p<.05) ¢aligma durumu degiskenine
bagli olarak anlamli fark tespit edilmistir. Bu sonug, H5.1 hipotezini desteklemektedir.

Tablo 10. Calisgma Durumu Degiskenine Gore Tamhane’s Testi Sonuglari

Degiskenler Gruplar n X Ss Ogrenci Ozel
Sektor
Sportif Ogrenci 226 4.11 .70
Cesitlilik Ozel Sektor 92 435 .67 p<.05
Kamu Sektorii 71 4.15 .60 p>.05 p>.05

Tablo 10°da goriildiigii iizere, 6grenci, 6zel sektdr ve kamu sektdriinde caliganlar arasinda aktivite
boyutunda anlamli farklar belirlenmistir. Ozel sektdr calisanlarimin ortalama puam (x= 4.35),
ogrencilerin (x= 4.11) puanindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli derecede yiiksektir (p<.05). Bu da 6zel
sektor caliganlarmin aktiviteler boyutuna ogrencilerden daha fazla 6nem verdigini gostermektedir.
Kamu sektorii ¢alisanlariin (x= 4.15) puani ise 6grencilerle ve 6zel sektor calisanlariyla arasinda
anlamli fark olusturmamistir (p>.05).

Tartisma

Caligmada, Mus ve Sirnak’taki kamu bahgesi ziyaretgilerinin rekreasyon alani tercih faktorlerinde
(RATE) cinsiyete gore anlamli farkliliklar bulunmustur; 6zellikle personel boyutunda fark goriilmiistiir.
Spor ¢esitliligi, fiziksel olanaklar ve aktivitelerde cinsiyete bagl anlaml farklilik tespit edilmemistir.
Simsek ve Kirtepe (2023) Elaz1g’daki rekreasyon alanlarinda benzer sekilde, cinsiyet temelinde fiziksel
olanaklarda anlamli fark bulurken diger boyutlarda bulamamislardir.

Yas gruplan agisindan RATE’in spor c¢esitliligi, personel, konum ve fiziksel olanaklar alt
boyutlarinda anlaml fark goriilmezken, aktivite boyutunda yas gruplar arasinda fark bulunmustur.
Benzer sekilde, Glimiis (2016) fiziksel olanaklarin yasa bagl farklilik gosterdigini belirtmistir.
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Egitim diizeyine goére RATE nin ¢ogu boyutunda anlamli fark bulunmazken, aktivite boyutunda
egitim seviyesine bagl fark tespit edilmistir. Oztiirk (2022) ve Zaynl Abdem ve Tasgin (2024)
caligmalar1 da benzer sonuglar vermistir.

Calisma durumuna gore spor ¢esitliligi disinda diger RATE boyutlarinda anlamhi farklilik
bulunmamustir. Ozel sektdr ¢alisanlarinin spor ¢esitliligine daha fazla énem verdigi goriilmiistiir. Bu
bulgu literatiirdeki birgok ¢aligma ile uyumludur (White, 1975; Bultena & Field, 1978; Bultena & Field,
1980; Kelly, 1983; Lucas, 1990; Glimiis vd., 2015; Keskin vd., 2015).

Medeni durum bazinda cogu RATE boyutunda fark yokken, aktivite boyutunda bekar ve evliler
arasinda fark saptanmistir. Literatiirde benzer sonuglar bulunmakla birlikte, baz1 ¢aligmalar sonuglarda
farklilik gostermektedir; bu da aragtirma alanlarindaki degisikliklere baglanabilir.

Sonug¢

Ulkemizde rekreasyon alanlarmin sayis1 giderek artmakta ve bu alanlarin dogru kullanimi énem
kazanmaktadir. Bu nedenle, bireylerin bu alanlan tercih etme nedenlerini ve tercihlerini etkileyen
faktorleri ortaya koyan arastirmalar, rekreasyon alanlarinin etkin kullanimi ve kullanict memnuniyetinin
artiritlmasi agisindan kritik 6nemdedir.

Bu baglamda, Mus ve Sirnak kamu bahgelerini ziyaret edenlerin tercihleri incelenmis ve cinsiyet
ile calisma durumuna gore rekreasyon alani tercihleri farklilik gostermistir. Yas, egitim ve medeni
durum agisindan ise sadece aktivite boyutunda anlamli farklar belirlenmistir.

Oneriler

o Ozel sektér caliganlarinm spor gesitliligi boyutunda yiiksek puan almasi sebebiyle, kamu
bahgelerinde spor aktivitelerinin ¢esitlendirilmesi onerilmektedir (6rnegin kosu yollari, agik
hava spor ekipmanlari, grup spor alanlar1).

e Farkli yag gruplarma yonelik aktiviteler diizenlenmelidir (¢ocuk atolyeleri, yaslilara yonelik
hafif yiiriiyiis programlar1 vb.).

e Egitim seviyelerine gore farkli ilgi alanlarina hitap eden etkinlikler planlanabilir (bilgi
yarigmalari, okuma koseleri vb.).

e Ailelerin ¢ocuklaryla kaliteli zaman gegirebilecegi aktivite alanlar1 olugturulmalidir.

e Personel hizmet kalitesinin artirilmasi igin iletisim becerileri gelistirilip, ziyaretci beklentileri
dogrultusunda diizenli degerlendirmeler yapilmalidir.

¢ Bahgelerin bakim, temizlik ve oturma alanlarinin yeterliligi diizenli olarak kontrol edilmelidir.

¢ Kamu bahgelerindeki spor ve sosyal olanaklar, sosyal medya ve yerel kanallarla genis kitlelere
duyurulmalidir.

e Gelecekte daha genis cografyalardan ve niteliklerden 6rneklem igeren caligmalar yapilmali,
katilimci beklentilerini derinlemesine anlamak i¢in nitel yontemler de kullanilmalidir.

Beyan ve Ac¢iklamalar
1. Arastirmacilarin katki orami beyani: Birinci yazar %50, Ikinci yazar %50.
2. Cikar catismasi: Yazarlar tarafindan herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi beyan edilmemistir.

3. Etik Raporu: Bu arastirma Sakarya Uygulamali Bilimler Universitesi Rektorliigii Etik Kurulu
tarafindan 25.06.2024 tarihli ve E-26428519-050.99-130454 sayili karar ile etik agidan uygun
olduguna toplantiya katilan kurul iiyelerinin oy birligi ile karar verilmistir.



Ersahin, E. & Pars Sahbaz, R. / Anemon Mug Alparslan Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2025 13(2) 955-975 973

4. Arastirma Modeli: Bu arastirmada nicel arastirma yontemlerinden iligkisel tarama modeli
kullanilmgtir.
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