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The purpose of the present study was to test a model predicting student gains and
academic success (GPA) through perceived English language proficiency and student
engagement. The participants of the study were 1109 college students enrolled in a
large state university in Turkey where medium of instruction is English. Structural
Equation Modeling was used to analyze the data gathered through a web-based survey
instrument. Findings indicated that, engagement with the instructors, peers and
campus events and perceived English proficiency were positively associated with
academic gains. While engagement with the instructors, peers, academic tasks, and
campus events were positively related to personal gains; engagement in campus
events was also positively associated with social-cultural gains. Finally, engagement
with the peers, campus events, and academic tasks, and perceived English proficiency
appeared as significant predictors of GPA. In conclusion, for the both variables of
academic gains and academic achievement, students’ engagement with the peers,
campus events and perceived English proficiency level were appeared as common
significant predictors. Engagement with campus events was also a significant predictor
of all outcome variables.
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Bu calismanin amaci, 6grencilerin {iniversite yasamina katilimi ve algilanan ingilizce
yeterlik duzeylerinin, 6grencilerin genel akademik not ortalamasi ve akademik
kazanimlari Gzerindeki yordayiciigini bir model ile test etmektir. Arastirmanin
katihmailarini, Tiirkiye’de egitim dili ingilizce olan bir devlet Gniversitesindeki 1109
Universite 6grencisi olusturmaktadir. Cevrimigi olarak toplanan veriler Yapisal Esitlik
Modeli (YEM) ile analiz edilmigtir. Bulgular, 6gretim Uyeleriyle iligskilerin, akranlarla
iliskilerin, kampiis etkinliklerine katlimin ve algilanan ingilizce yeterlik diizeyinin,
ogrencilerin  akademik kazanimlariyla olumlu ydnde iliskili oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Ogretim (uyeleriyle iliskiler, akranlarla iliskiler, akademik gorevlere
katilim, kampus etkinliklerine katihm kisisel kazanimlarla; kamps etkinliklerine katihm
ise sosyo-kiiltlirel kazanimlarla olumlu ydnde iliskilidir. Son olarak, akran iliskileri,
kampiis etkinliklerine katilim, akademik gérevlere katiim ve algilanan ingilizce yeterlik
diizeyi, genel akademik not ortalamasinin anlaml yordayicilari olarak bulunmustur.
Sonug olarak; akademik kazanimlar ve akademik basari degiskenleri igin; akran iligkileri,
kampiis etkinliklerine katiim ve algilanan ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi ortak anlamli
degiskenler olarak ortaya g¢gikmaktadir. Kampus etkinliklerine katilim ise tim sonug
degiskenleri icin anlamli bir yordayicidir.
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Introduction

In the recent years parallel to increased concern in effectiveness and efficiency in higher education,
assessing educational outcomes has become a major area of interest (Cheng, 2001; Bowman & Hill,
2011). Higher education institutions use different approaches to determine the quality of their
outcomes that include examining the quantitative characteristics (graduation rates, faculty
characteristics); use of student surveys regarding learning and development; focusing on results of
general education performance, major field tests, expert judgments of accreditors and reputation
rankings (Carini, Kuh & Klein, 2006). Two major types of outcomes are “academic success and economic
benefits” and “quality of life after college”. Academic success is represented by grades, graduation rate,
and student gains. Economic benefits and quality of life after college were represented by employment
rates, lifelong learning, and graduate school enrolment (National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE),
2006).

There has been an increase in the number of studies that aim to examine factors contribute to
success in college (Pritchard & Wilson, 2003). Thus, the main aim of the present study was to test a
model that assesses the association between student success (GPA), student gains, and student
engagement. Since the study is conducted in a state university in Turkey where medium of instruction is
English, the perceived English language proficiency level was also added to the model as a predictor
variable. As research findings indicate using English as a medium instruction may lead to rote learning
and low achievement, among students as well as difficulties in subject comprehension and low
participation to class discussions (Arkin, 2013).

Student success has many forms and it is related with conditions, indicators, faculty characteristics
and outcomes (Kramer, 2007). Academic achievement, satisfaction, getting desired knowledge, skills
and competencies, reaching educational objectives, and performance after college are included in the
definition of student success. In the present study, a rather narrower definition of student success
(academic achievement as measured by GPA and student gains) was used.

Student achievement and gains are directly or indirectly affected by a variety of factors including
student-faculty interaction (Astin, 1993; Koljatic & Kuh, 2001; Kuh, 2003; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt &
Assoc, 2005; Schweinle, Reisetter, & Stokes, 2009); peer interactions (Astin, 1993; Koljatic & Kuh, 2001;
Kuh et al., 2005); library usage (Ren, 2000; Whitmire, 2011); usage of technology (Laird & Kuh, 2005;
Kuh & Vesper, 2001); campus facilities (Kuh et al., 2005); institutional characteristics (Toutkoushian &
Smart, 2001; Ryan, 2005), English proficiency level (Dafei, 2007); interpersonal skills, academic learning,
motivation and student background (Toutkoushian & Smart, 2001); and student engagement (Kuh,
2001; 2003; Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan, & Towler, 2005). Student engagement is a meta-construct
including several dimensions of participation in school or commitment to learning (Appleton,
Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006). Kuh (2003) define student engagement as “ the time an energy
students devote to educationally sound activities inside and outside of the classroom, and the policies
and practices institutions use to induce students to take part in these activities” (p 25). Onen (2014)
claims that student engagement is at the center of continuing discussion in the field of education and it
is a starting point for students’ learning. Many research findings indicated student engagement as the
major determinant of student success (Errey & Wood, 2011; Handelsman et al., 2005; Harbour,
Evanovich, Sweigart, & Hughes, 2015; Kuh, 2001, 2009; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Zhao & Kuh, 2004). For
example, students who were more engaged in academic instruction found to have greater academic and
social success (Harbour et al., 2015). The student-faculty engagement was also found to be positively
related to students’ self-reported gains (Bjorklund, Parente, & Sathianath, 2004; Umbach & Wawrzynski,
2005) and learning (Lundberg & Schreiner, 2004; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). In addition,
engagement with appropriate technology, which is used in the right time with a goal-orientation, was
found to contribute student success and gains. Technology engagement enhances students’
achievement in content area learning, workforce preparation, higher-order thinking and problem solving
skills (Cradler, McNabb, Freeman, & Burchett, 2002). Peer interaction was as another dimension of
engagement related to general self-esteem (Liem & Martin, 2011). Especially, academically focused peer
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interaction positively contributes students’ intellectual development and academic gains (Moran &
Gonyea, 2003). Library services are significant for student learning and their academic achievement as
well (Wong & Webb, 2010). However, literature provides contradictory findings regarding the relation
between library usage and academic achievement. Although, Soria, Fransen, and Nackerud (2014)
reported that using academic library services and resources have positive impact on students’
achievement and students who use library have higher GPA than students who do not, Odeh’s (2012)
findings revealed no association between overall use of library resources and GPA.

Studying student behaviors and institutional practices contributing to student outcomes may serve
institutional improvements, through determining which activities, learning resources and tasks yield to
expected student outcomes (Kuh, Pace, & Vesper, 1997). Thus, the purpose of this study was to test a
model that examines to what extend students’ engagement with faculty members, peers, academic
tasks, library, technology, campus environment and the impact of English language proficiency level are
linked to college student success.

Method
Participants

The population of the study was undergraduate students, whereas the accessible population was
11.237 undergraduate students of a state university in Ankara. Among these students 3000 were
selected through stratified random sampling method by taking gender, faculty, and grade level as
stratum. An invitation letter to participate in survey and web-based survey link were sent to selected
participants by e-mail. A total of 1109 (38.7% male, 38.1 % female) students filled out the survey. The
age of the students ranged between 19 and 44 (M = 23.12, SD = 1.8). The participants were from
different faculties of the university (36.9 % Faculty of Engineering, 16.5 % Faculty of Arts and Science;
12.7 % Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences; 9.5 % Faculty of Education; and 1.1 % Faculty
of Architecture).

Instrument

The survey instrument including four sections was developed by the researchers. The sections of the
survey were: Student Engagement Scale (SES), Student Gains Scale (SGS), Perceived English Proficiency
Level (PEP) scale, and demographic information. Table 1 presents sample items and reliability
coefficients for each subscale.

The first scale, SES, is a 39 item self-report measure that includes six subscales: instructor
relationship (instructor), peer relationship (peer), academic engagement (academic), library engagement
(library), technology engagement (technology), and campus engagement (campus). The total number of
items in each subscale, sample items and Cronbach alpha coefficients for the each scale were presented
in Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to test the factor structure. Non-Normed Fit
Index (NNFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFl), and Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA) were
used to assess goodness of fit. A value greater than .90 for NNFI and CFl indicates a good fit. A value
smaller than .05 indicates good fit; between .05 and .08 indicate mediocre fit and greater than .10
indicates poor fit (Kline, 1998). Findings indicated a mediocre fit with: y? (687)= 3690.40, p<.05; NNFl=
.96; CFI=.97; RMSEA= .06. All factor loadings were significant and ranged from .51 to .75 for instructor,
from .58 to .81 for peer, from .32 to .73 for academic, from .36 to .88 for library, from .30 to .61 for
technology and from .49 to .74 for campus. After the factor analysis, reliability analyses were conducted
for each subscale by using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. Alphas ranged from .73 to .83.
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Table 1.

Sample items and Alpha Coefficients of Scales.

Subscale Sample item # of Cronbach’s

items alpha

Subscale of SES

Instructor relationship | have shared my career plans with my 8 .83
instructors.

Peer relationship I have studied for exams with my classmates. 5 .81

Academic involvement | have regularly attended courses. 9 77

Library involvement I have studied at the library. 5 .73

Technology | have used computer programs to prepare 7 77

involvement reports and homework.

Campus involvement I have participated in sport activities at the 5 .76
university.

Subscale of SGS

Academic gains Problem solving 11 .87

Personal gains Self-confidence 9 .90

Socio-cultural gains Gaining awareness of social and universal 9 .88

problems

Notes. 1. 5-point rating scale was used in both SES and SGS in which “1” refers to Never and “5” refers to
Very often. 2. Stem of the SGS items was “Considering the time period from the first year you entered
the university until today, mark the degree to which the X University has helped you regarding the
subjects addressed in each of the following statements.”

The second scale, SGS, is a 29 item self-report measure that has three subscales: academic gains
(AG), personal gains (PG), and socio-cultural gains (SCG). The total number of items, sample items and
Cronbach alpha coefficients of the each subscale were presented in Table 1. CFA results for SGS
confirmed the three factor structure: x? (374)= 2834.20, p<.05; NNFl= .96; CFI=.96; RMSEA= .08. All
factor loadings were significant. It ranged from .52 to .74 for AG, from .49 to .80 for PG, and .59 to .79
for SCG. Reliability coefficient for subscales were found as .87, .90, and .88, respectively.

The third scale, PEP, includes four items aimed to evaluate students’ perceived writing, reading,
speaking, and listening proficiencies in English. The reliability coefficient of the PEP was .80. Students’
success level was measured through self-reported cumulative grade point average (CGPA) that was
asked to participants in the fourth section of the survey. This section also consisted of demographic
questions including age, sex, department, the total number of semesters in the program, and
accommodation (i.e., whether they are staying at home or dormitory).

Data Collection Procedure

The web link of the online survey instrument was sent to selected participants via e-mail. After one
week, a reminder e-mail was sent to in order to increase the response rate. One thousand one hundred
and nine undergraduate students participated in the study and response rate was 36.9%.

Data Analysis

In this study, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was utilized to test the proposed model predicting
student gains and academic success (GPA) through perceived language proficiency and engagement
dimensions. Specifically, hypotheses tested in this study were:

Hi: Instructor, peer, technology, library, campus, academic, and PEP are positive predictors of
academic gains.

H,: Instructor, peer, campus, and academic are positive predictors of personal gains.
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Hs: Campus is a positive predictor of social-cultural gains.
H,: Instructor, peer, technology, library, campus, academic, and PEP are positive predictors of GPA.

The subscales of SES and SGS were the latent variables and GPA was the manifest variable. Analysis
was done by using AMOS 4.

Result

SEM findings indicated the data fit to the proposed model: y? (2516) = 10675.08, p<.05; NNFI= .96;
CFI=.96; RMSEA= .05. In addition, findings either partially or completely supported the hypotheses.
Firstly, peer (8= .11), academic (8= .26), and PEP (8= .19) positively predicted GPA; whereas, campus (6=
-.13) was a negative predictor. Surprisingly, instructor, technology, and library were not significant
predictors. The model explained 15 percent of the variance in GPA scores.

Secondly instructor (6= .27), peer (6= .11), campus (8= .27), and PEP (8= .09) were significant positive
predictors for AG; whereas technology (8= .06), library (6= - .04), and academic (6= .12) were non-
significant. These significant predictors explained 40 percent of the variance in AG. Secondly, PG was
predicted by all four predictors as hypothesized: instructor (8= .24), peer (8= .11), campus (6= .36) and
academic (8= .13). They explained 40 percent of the variance in PG. Thirdly, campus (8= .54) was found
as a significant predictor explaining 30 percent of the variance in SCG. Finally, Moreover, all of the
correlations among the predictor variables of the model were significant and ranged between .17 and
.67.

Discussion & Conclusion

The findings of current study showed that while, engagement with peers and academic tasks,
perceived English Proficiency were positively associated with GPA; engagement with campus activities
such as student clubs, sports activities were negatively related. The instructor relationship was also a
non-significant predictor of GPA. This finding was contrary to the literature that underlines the
relationship between student success and faculty-student interaction (Kuh et al., 2006). Furthermore,
the association between the English language proficiency, GPA and academic gains was an expected
finding, because the participants of the study were drawn from a university where the language of
instruction is English. As it was reported in by Gizir (1998) students of this particular university
experience some problems related to understanding courses in English.

The findings of the current study indicated that engagement with the instructors, peers and campus
events and perceived English proficiency were positively associated with academic gains. An
engagement with the instructors, peers, academic tasks, and campus events were positively related to
personal gains. In the model, engagement with the instructors, peers, and campus events were emerged
as common strong predictors of both academic and personal gains. These findings are parallel to
literature indicating that most of the college gains are due to relations with peers and faculty (Pascarella
& Terenzini, 1991). However, the finding that academic engagement was a significant predictor of
personal gains but not the academic gains was an unexpected one. This could be explained by the items
of the academic engagement scale that included regularly attending class, doing assignments, and
participating in class. Thus, for the students, regular fulfillment of course requirements seem to be
associated with increase in personal gains. For the social and cultural gains, the engagement in the
campus events emerged as a predictor. On the other hand, technology and library engagement were
appeared as variables not significantly related to academic gains. As stated by Lewis, Coursol, and Khan
(2001), although the quality, quantity and usage of different types of technologies increase, there is no
precise information about how these technologies affect students’ improvement. Lloyd, Dean, and
Cooper (2007) also revealed that students frequently spend more time on computer for entertaining
and, thus they tend to allocate less time for academic studies. Furthermore, regarding library
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engagement students use different kinds of library services with different purposes. Thus, examining
different types of library usage seems crucial in understanding the effect of library engagement on
student outcomes (Soria, Fransen & Nackerud, 2013).

Overall, the findings of the study underlined the relationship between the college student
engagement, academic success and gains. The findings may especially provide valuable information to
university administrators and faculty members especially in universities where medium of instruction is
English, regarding how to improve student engagement and success in undergraduate education. First,
the relationships between perceived English proficiency, academic gains and GPA underlines the role of
language proficiency for college outcomes which may suggest the importance of offering remedial
English courses for learners who have English as a second language. Second, both the library and
technological engagement had no significant effect on academic gains and GPA. This may underline the
need for further research in investigating the quality of student engagement in those areas and issues
related to engagement. Third, since instructor engagement appeared as significant predictor in personal
and academic gains, findings might suggest the importance of faculty development programs aimed at
strengthening student faculty interaction.

Selecting participants by using stratified random sampling and having high response rate were
strengths of the present study. Although these strengths increased the generalizability of the findings,
the study also had some limitations. First, success was measured with self-reported GPA. Since no
identifying information was requested from the participants, it was not possible to check self-reported
GPA from other sources at the university. Second, the tested model explained 15% of the variance in
GPA, 40% of the variance in AG, 40 % of the variance in PG, and 30% of the variance in SCG. Thus, there
exists an unexplained variance more than 50% for the each manifest variable, which suggests necessity
of including other predictor variables to the model in the future studies.
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Genis Ozet

Giris
Son yillarda yiksekdgretim kurumlarinda kalite ve verimliligin vurgulanmasina paralel olarak, egitim
ciktilarinin degerlendiriimesi 6nem kazanmaya baslamistir (Cheng, 2001; Bowman & Hill, 2011).
Yiksekogretim kurumlarinda cgiktilarin kalitesini tespit etmek amaciyla mezuniyet orani, fakiiltelerin
ozellikleri, 6grencilerin gelisim ve 6grenme diizeylerinin belirlenmesi, 6grencilerin genel performansinin
Olgllmesi, akreditasyon kurumlarindaki uzmanlarin goérisleri ve basari siralamasi gibi farkl yaklasimlar
kullanmaktadir (Carini, Kuh & Klein, 2006).

Alan yazinda Universite basarisini etkileyen faktorleri belirlemeyi amaglayan calismalar giderek
artmaktadir (Pritchard & Wilson, 2003). Ogrenci basarisi, icinde bulunulan kosullar, gdstergeler,
fakiiltelerin &zellikleri ve durumlari gibi bircok etken ile iliskilidir (Kramer, 2007). Ogrenci basarisi ve
kazanimlari hem dogrudan hem de dolayh olarak, 6grenci-6gretim Uyesi etkilesimi (Astin, 1993; Koljatic
& Kuh, 2001; Kuh, 2003; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt & Assoc, 2005; Schweinle, Reisetter & Stokes, 2009);
akran iliskileri (Astin, 1993; Koljatc & Kuh, 2001; Kuh, et al.., 2005); kutiphane kullanimi (Ren, 2000;
Whitmire, 2011); teknoloji kullanimi (Laird & Kuh, 2005; Kuh & Vesper, 2001); kampis hizmetleri (Kuh,
et al., 2005); ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi (Dafei, 2007); kisilerarasi beceriler, akademik dgrenme, motivasyon
ve Ogrencinin ge¢mis deneyimleri (Toutkoushian & Smart, 2001); ve 6grencinin Universite yasamina
katilimi (Kuh, 2001; 2003; Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan & Towler, 2005) gibi bir ¢ok etkenle iliskili
bulunmustur. Ogrencinin (niversite yasamina katiimi, 6grenmeye acik ve istekli olmasi gibi cesitli
boyutlari iceren ¢oklu bir yapidir (Appleton, Christenson, Kim & Reschy, 2006). Kuh (2003) 6grencinin
Universite yasamina katiimini “6grencinin sinif icinde ve disinda egitimsel etkinliklerin timine ayirdig
enerji ile yuksekégretim kurumlarinin 6grencinin bu etkinliklerin bir pargasi olmasini saglamak igin
kullandigi politikalar ve uygulamalar (pp.25)” olarak tanimlamaktadir. Pek ¢ok arastirma bulgusu
o0grencilerin  Universite yasamina katilimini, O6grenci basarisinin ana etkenlerinden biri olarak
gostermektedir (Errey ve Wood, 2011; Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan & Towler, 2005; Harbour,
Evanovich, Sweigart & Hughes, 2015; Kuh, 2001, 2009; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Zhao & Kuh, 2004).

Akademik basari, doyum, beceriler ve yeterlikler, egitimsel amaglara ulasma ve mezuniyet sonrasi
gosterilen performans gibi degiskenlerin timi 6grenci basarisi taniminin icerisinde yer almaktadir. Bu
calismada ise daha dar bir cercevede, 6grenci basarisi genel akademik not ortalamasi olarak ele
alinmaktadir. Bitlin bunlarin paralelinde bu ¢alismanin ana amaci; 6grenci basarisi (genel akademik not
ortalamasi), ile 68renci kazanimlari ve 6grencinin Universite yasamina katilimi arasindaki iliskilerin
degerlendirildigi bir modeli test etmektir. Boylece, bu arastirmada o6grencilerin 6gretim Uyeleriyle
iliskiler, akranlariyla iliskiler, akademik gorevlere katilim, kiitiphane ve teknoloji kullanimi, kampis
etkinliklerine katilim ve algilanan ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi degiskenleri ile &grenci basarisinin
iliskilendirildigi bir model test edilmektedir.

Yontem
Katilimcilar

Calismanin evrenini lisans 6grencileri, ulasilabilir evrenini ise bir devlet Universitesindeki 11.237
lisans 6grencisi olusturmaktadir. Calismanin 6rneklemi, tabakal seckisiz 6rnekleme yontemiyle secilen
3000 lisans 6grencisinden olusmustur. Cinsiyet, fakilte ve sinif diizeyleri dikkate alinarak tabakali
segkisiz 6rnekleme yonteminin kriterleri belirlenmis ve her bir grubun orantisal olarak temsil edilmesi
saglanmistir. Katihmcilara ankete katiim daveti ve web-anketin baglantisi e-posta yolu ile ulastiriimistir.
Calismaya geri donlis yapan 1109 gonilli lisans Ogrencisi (%38.7 erkek, %38.1 kadin) katilmigtir.
Katihmcilarin yaslari 19-44 (ort=23.12, ss=1.80) araligindadir. Fakiltelere goére dagiimlari ise su
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sekildedir: %36.9’u Mihendislik Fakiiltesi, %16.5’i Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, %12.7’si iktisadi ve idari
Bilimler Fakiltesi, %9.5’i Egitim Fakiltesi ve %1.1."i ise Mimarhk Fakiiltesi.

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari

Calismada kullanilan anket dort bélimden olusmaktadir. Bu bélimler sirasiyla: Universite Yasamina
Katihm Olgegi (UYKO), Ogrenci Kazanimlari Olgegi (OKO), Algilanan ingilizce Yeterlik Diizeyi (AiYD) ve
demografik bilgilerdir. UYKO; 6gretim tiyeleriyle iliskiler (8 madde), akran iliskileri (5 madde), akademik
katihm (9 madde), kittiphane kullanimi (5 madde), teknoloji kullanimi (7 madde) ve kampiis etkinlikleri
(5 madde) olmak {izere 6 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olgegin faktdr yapisini incelemek igin Dogrulayici
Faktor Analizi (DFA) kullanilmistir. Olgegin uyum iyiliginin test edilmesinde; NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index-
Normlastiriimamis Uyum indeksi), CFl (Comparative Fit Index- Karsilastirmali Uyum indeksi), ve RMSEA
(Rooot Mean Square Error of Approximation- K6k Ortalama Kare Yaklasim Hatasi) kullaniimistir. NNFI ve
CFI degerleri igin .90’dan buyuk bir deger iyi uyuma isaret etmektedir. Buna ek olarak RMSEA degeri igin
ise .05’den kiiclk deger iyi uyuma, .05 ile .08 arasinda bir deger orta diizeyde bir uyuma ve .10’dan
biyiik degerler ise kétli uyuma isaret etmektedir (Kline, 1998). Olgege iliskin uyum iyiligi degerleri ise
orta diizeyde bir uyumu gostermektedir (x? (687)= 3690.40, p<.05; NNFl= .96; CFI=.97; RMSEA= .06).
Olgegin tiim faktor yiikleri anlamlidir ve alt dlceklerin faktér yiiklerinin degerler araliklari su sekildedir:
Ogretim Uyeleriyle iliskiler .51 ile .75, akran iliskileri .58 ile .81, akademik katilim .32 ile .73, kiitiiphane
kullanimi .36 ile 88, teknoloji kullanimi .49 ile .74 ve kampiis etkinliklerine katilim .49 ile .74. Faktor
analizinin ardindan her bir alt 6lgek icin yapilan glivenirlik analizleri Croncbach Alfa katsayi degerlerinin
ise .73 ile .83 arasinda degistigini gostermistir.

OKO; akademik kazanimlar (11 madde), kisisel kazanimlar (9 madde) ve sosyo-kiiltiirel kazanimlar (9
madde) olmak {izere 3 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olcegin faktdr yapisini test etmek icin Dogrulayici
Faktor Analizi (DFA) kullanilmistir. Buna gore 6lcek orta diizeyde bir uyum iyiligi gostermektedir (x>
(374)= 2834.20, p<.05; NNFI= .96; CFI=.96; RMSEA= .08.). Olcegin tiim faktor yikleri anlamhdir. Alt
oOlcekler icin faktor yiklerinin araliklari su sekilde degisiklik gostermektedir: Akademik kazanimlar .52 ile
.74, kisisel kazanimlar.49 ile .80 ve sosyo-kiiltiirel kazanimlar .59 ile .79. Tim fakt6r yukleri anlamlidir.
Alt Olgekler icin i¢ tutarlik katsayisi Croncbah Alfa ise, akademik kazanimlar icin .87, kisisel kazanimlar
icin .90 ve sosyo-kdiltiirel kazanimlar icin .88 olarak bulunmustur.

Uclincii 6lcek olan AIYD ise égrencilerin algiladiklari ingilizce yazma, okuma, konusma ve dinleme
becerilerini degerlendiren 4 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olcegin Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .80
olarak bulunmustur. Demografik bilgiler kisminda ise yas, cinsiyet, bolim ve genel not ortalamasina
iliskin bilgiler toplanmustir.

Veri Analizi

Arastirmada Yapisal Esitlik Modeli kullaniimistir.

Sonuglar

Yapisal esitlik modeli sonuglarina bakildiginda 6nerilen modelin uyum indekslerinin iyi dizeyde
oldugu goérilmektedir (x2 (2516) = 10675.08, p<.05; NNFl= .96; CFI=.96; RMSEA= .05) . Buna ek olarak,
akran iliskileri (B= .11), akademik katiim (B= .26) ve algilanan ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi (B= .19) genel not
ortalamasini olumlu yénde yordamaktadir. Ancak kampis etkinliklerine katihmin (B= -.13) genel not
ortalamasinin olumsuz bir yordayicisi oldugu bulunmustur. Bunlara ek olarak, 6gretim Gyesiyle iliskiler,
teknoloji kullanimi ve kittphane kullanimi degiskenlerinin de anlamh diizeyde yordayicilar olmadigi
gorilmistir. Test edilen model genel not ortalamasi puanlarindaki varyansin %15’ini agiklamigtir.
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ikinci olarak, 6gretim tyeleriyle iliskiler (B= .27), akran iliskileri (8= .11), kampiis etkinliklerine katilim (B=
.27) ve algilanan ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi (B= .09) akademik kazanimlar icin anlamli pozitif yordayici
degiskenler olurken; buna karsin teknoloji kullanimi (B= .06), kiitliphane kullanimi (B= - .04) ve akademik
katihm (B= .12) anlamli diizeyde yordamayan degiskenlerdir. Anlamh yordayici degiskenler akademik
kazanimlardaki varyansin %40’ini1 agiklamaktadir. Kisisel kazanimlari ise 6ne slrildigu gibi 6gretim
Uyeleriyle iliskiler (B= .24), akran iliskileri (B= .11), kampis etkinliklerine katim (B= .36) ve akademik
katihm (B= .13) degiskenleri tarafindan yordanmistir. Bu degiskenler, kisisel kazanimlardaki varyansin
%40"1n1 agiklamaktadir. Son olarak ise, kampis etkinliklerine katiimin (B= .54) sosyo-kiiltiirel
kazanimlardaki varyansin %30’unu agiklayan anlamli bir yordayici oldugu bulunmustur. Bunlara ek olarak
modeldeki tim yordayici degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonlar anlamhdir ve .17 ile .67 arasinda degisiklik
gostermektedir.

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Arastirmanin bulgularina bakildiginda; akran iliskileri ve akademik goérevlere katihm, algilanan
ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi degiskenlerinin genel akademik not ortalamasini pozitif yonde etkiledigi; 6grenci
topluluklari, spor etkinlikleri gibi kampis etkinliklerine katiimin ise, genel akademik not ortalamasi ile
negatif yonde iliskili oldugu bulunmustur. Ogretim Uyeleriyle iliskiler genel akademik not ortalamasi icin
anlamli olmayan bir yordayicidir. Bu beklenmedik bulgu; 6grenci basarisi ile 6gretim lyeleri ve 6grenciler
arasindaki iliskinin 6nemli oldugunun altini ¢izen (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges & Hayek, 2006)
arastirmalarin bulgulari ile uyumlu degildir. Buna ek olarak, algilanan ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi, genel
akademik not ortalamasi ve akademik kazanimlar arasindaki iliskiler ise beklenen bulgulardir. Clnki
arastirmadaki katilimcilar ingilizce egitim veren bir Universitede 6grenim gérmektedirler ve Gizir
(1998Y)'in de belirttigi tizere ingilizce egitim veren bu (iniversitede okuyan 6grenciler dersleri anlamada
glclik cekebilmektedirler.

Bu arastirmanin bulgulari; Gniversite 6grencilerinin Giniversite yasamina katilimi, akademik basarisi ve
akademik kazanimlari arasindaki iliskilerin alti cizmektedir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglarindan bazi ¢ikarimlar
elde edilebilir. ilk olarak algilanan ingilizce yeterlik diizeyi ile akademik kazanimlar ve genel akademik not
ortalamasi arasinda iliskiden yola cikarak, egitim dili ingilizce olan {iniversitelerde dgrencilerin dillerini
gelistirmelerine destek olacak ilave ingilizce derslerinin agilmasinin &nemini vurgulanabilir. ikinci olarak;
kutliphane ve teknoloji kullanimi ile genel akademik not ortalamasi ve akademik kazanimlar arasindaki
iliskinin anlamli diizeyde ¢ikmamasi bulgusundan hareketle, 6grencilerin bu alanlardaki katilimlarini
saglayan konu basliklarinin daha detayli arastirilmasi 6nerisinde bulunulabilir. Ugiincii olarak ise; gretim
Uyeleriyle iliskiler kisisel ve akademik kazanimlarin 6nemli bir yordayicisi oldugu bulgusundan hareketle,
ogretim Qyesi-ogrenci iletisiminin  gelistirmesine destek olabilecek hizmetlerin Universitelerde
verilmesinin 6nemi vurgulanabilir.
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