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Satisfaction State of Computer Education and Instructional
Technologies Students: Karadeniz Technical University Case

Zeynep HALILOGLU TATLI' Mehmet KOKOC? Hasan KARAL®

ABSTRACT. The principal aim of the present study is to determine the satisfaction level of prospective computer teachers
being educated at Computer Education and Instructional Technologies (CEIT) department. The sample group of the study
was 112 students (44 female, 68 male) registered to CEIT department at Karadeniz Technical University Fatih Faculty of
Education in fall term of 2008-2009 academic year. The data of the study were collected through “Student Satisfaction
Scale” developed by the researcher as a four-part scale. The data coming from the scale were analyzed with SPSS 17
software package. In the data analysis part, the frequencies and percentiles coming from the scale were determined and
multi-variable variance analysis (MANOVA) was conducted. Wilk’s Lambda test was also conducted in order to determine
the validity of allover model. According to the results, there was no difference between satisfaction levels depending on
gender independent variable. There was significant difference between the satisfaction scores of 1st year and 4th year
students (In favour of 1st year students). The data obtained from the sub-factors were presented in the study.

Keywords: student satisfaction, ceit, expectations of computer teacher candidates, computer teacher candidates

INTRODUCTION

In order to educate competent teachers and to solve certain problems in education faculties, Higher
Education Council of Turkey (YOK) underwent a renovation period on education faculties in 1998. With
the framework of these renovations, education faculties and the curricula have altered fundamentally and
some new curricula and departments and were launched for teacher education. In the course of this
process, CEIT departments were charged with the mission and responsibility of inclusion of the computers
into allover educational process, which is a requirement of staying contemporary. The main aims of CEIT
departments are to educate primary and secondary school level information technologies teachers, who
have proper attributions, competent on application of the contemporary technology on educational
settings. Education is not limited to academic instruction in the classroom.

Non-formal student-lecturer relations, curriculum, academic consulting and guidance of the lecturer
have also part in the process (Ekinci & Burgaz, 2007). Satisfaction of the students about the institution
where they receive education will positively affect their education. Student satisfaction from the
institution embodies dimensions like; the quality of education, infrastructure, application opportunities
offered by the institution, social, cultural and cultural facilities, orientation and guidance, individual
characteristics of students, academic departments, managers and lecturers (Uzgdren & Uzgodren, 2007;
Erdogan & Usak, 2005; Wolniak & Engberg, 2010). Although ‘satisfaction’ has been defined in a variety
of ways, “pleasurable fulfillment” and “the perception pertaining whether a service is performed in a
satisfactory way” are two of the most widely accepted definition (Oliver, 1999, p.34). The consensus
between sociological and psychological dimensions or the consensus between individual needs and
institutional demands is an indicator of the satisfaction and it is referred as one of the most principal
criteria of preparing a sound educational environment. In educational institutions the student satisfaction
can be facilitated and increased by preparing educational environments so as to meet learning needs of
students in the best way and by sufficing student expectations and needs. From this point of view there is
not a great difference between a grocer who tries to live up to the expectations of the customer in the best
way and the institution providing education. As for any other foundations in service industry, a school
should also cope for offering the best for students (Kaynar et al., 2006).
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If universities adapt students satisfaction oriented applications, not only do they provide better
education for their present students, but also they will be demanded more and will attract students who
have higher scores at national university entrance examinations ($ahin, 2009). In other words, the deeds of
satisfaction bring about mutual benefits both for students, the costumer and for the school, resembled the
firm (Sahney, Banwet & Karunes, 2004), prioritized the customers of the undergraduate education.
Students occupy the first place in the list although there are also marketplace, society, lecturers and
families in the list. In this list the customer and their respective positions classified as presented in Table 1
(Sahney, Banwet & Karunes, 2004).

Table 1. Descriptives for Customer Requirement Constructs: Faculty (Sahney, Banwet & Karunes, 2004)

Items Descriptives

Tangibles Appropriate physical facilities, Adequate facilities and equipment, Salary,
Allowances and benefits, Adequate and efficient teaching assistants/project help

Competence Effective classroom management, Proper classroom procedures, Opportunity and
control for curriculum development

Attitude Effective problem solving/complaint handling, Cordial interpersonal relations
Proper monitoring systems

Delivery In service training and development, Continuous personal growth, Politeness and
courtesy, Orderly environment conducive to teaching, Individualized/personalized
attention

Reliability Fairly and firmly enforced rules and regulations

Security of job, Recognition for work carried out

As Table 1 shows, student satisfaction is number one important issue for universities. In this context,
the aim of this study is to determine the state of satisfaction of the students of CEIT department at
Karadeniz Technical University Fatih Faculty of Education about the educational facilities they are
offered; to determine whether there is a correlation between the student satisfaction and the year of
education; and to determine the factors affecting student satisfaction.

METHOD

Participants

The study was conducted with 44 female (40%) and 68 male (60%), totally 112 students having their
1%, 2", 3 and 4" years at CEIT department in Karadeniz Technical University Fatih Faculty of
Education in 2008-2009 academic year. Since all the universe of the study was reached, no additional
sample was defined. The students voluntarily participated in the study.

Instruments

This paper is a descriptive study aiming to state student opinions related to student satisfaction level.
In this study, case study research model was used. Because case studies provide the opportunity to focus
on a special case (Wellington, 2000), to obtain detailed information about a special and to explain the
cause and effect relationship between the variables (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007; Patton, 2002).
According to different studies done so far, student satisfaction varies depending on student’s gender and
grade level (Cokluk-Bokeoglu & Yilmaz, 2007; Demirtas & Kahveci, 2010; Giilcan, Kustepeli &
Aldemir, 2002). For this reason independent variables of this study are identified as gender and grade
level.

In this study, which aimed to research the satisfaction levels of the students’, data are obtained by
using “student satisfaction questionnaire” developed by the researchers. The answers given by the students
to the scale were scored by using 5-choice likert-type. The choices were transcribed to form scores with
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the criterion of; 5: Very satisfied/definitely/very good, 4: Satisfied/good, 3: Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied/Medium, 2: Dissatisfied/Bad, 1: Very dissatisfied /Poor/very bad.

While each sub-section was being evaluated, the score ranges were calculated with the formula; “(The
highest possible score — the lowest possible score)/ number of factors” (Stimbiiloglu & Siimbiiloglu,
2002). Accordingly, Table 2 presents the score ranges used to evaluate each section, their corresponding
values, the sections and their aims.

Table 2. Information about the Student Satisfaction Scale

Part O.f . Content NQ Evaluation of Items
Questionnaire
Partl: Personal Questions _ | nquiring Open Categorized and analyzed with percentile
. demographic features of .

Information ended and frequencies

the students

Very dissatisfied:1.00-1.80

University (central Dissatisfied:1.81 — 2.60
Part 2: General campus) facilities and 19 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied:2.61 —
Evaluation overall evaluation of the 3.40

services offered Satisfied:3.41 — 4.20

Very satisfied: 4.21 —5.00

Facilities  of  CEIT Very dissatisfied:1.00-1.80

department and overall Dissatisfied:1.81 — 2.60
Part 3: Department partit Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied:2.61 —
evaluation of the 19

Evaluation : 3.40
services offered by the Satisfied:3.41 — 4.20

department Very satisfied: 4.21 —5.00
Part 4: Students Students’ Comment Open Categorized gnd analyzed with percentile
Comment ended and frequencies

"Number of Questions

Prior to student satisfaction scale bearing the sub-sections in Table 2 was developed, items of the scale
were determined according to literature review and the comments of the expert lecturers on educational
sciences field. Then the scale was finalized along with the opinions of six lecturers who are expert on the
field of Computer Education and Instructional Technologies.

In terms of reliability of the developed questionnaire, it is found out that, reliability coefficient of
“general assessment" part of the questionnaire is 0.83, reliability coefficient of "chapter review" part of the
questionnaire is 0.85, while the reliability coefficient of the whole questionnaire is 0.90. An acceptable
range of reliability for coefficients for most instruments is 0.70 to 0.90 (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010,
p-179).

Data Analysis

The data obtained from the student satisfaction scale were analyzed with SPSS 17 pack. While the
responses of the student satisfaction scale were analyzed, frequencies and percentiles were determined and
multi variable variance analysis (MANOVA) was conducted. MANOVA is a powerful multi-variable
statistical test, preferred to test whether there are significant differences among the groups formed with the
effect of one or more than one factors for more than one dependent variable. MANOVA is accepted
appropriate in experimental designs when the case is to compare subjects coming from different
experimental conditions at the same time for more than one depended variable (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2007). In
order to determine the validity of the whole model, Wilk’s Lambda Test was conducted.
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In order to state the satisfaction level of students; the top and bottom levels were taken and then level
ranges were determined by adding score range values. The score range values calculated with the formula
of, Score range= (The maximum value-The minimum value) / classroom range (Siimbiiloglu &
Stimbiiloglu, 2002).

FINDINGS

The data obtained by the application of the “Student Satisfaction” scale onto the sample students are
evaluated in this section. The data were presented in tables under five subsections as; demographic
findings, investigation of student satisfaction towards the university for the related variables, investigation
of student satisfaction towards the department for the related variables, evaluation of the qualitative values
and determining scale items with minimum and maximum score averages . In order to test whether there is
a difference between gender and school-year groups in terms of the satisfaction opinions of the students
towards their university and department one-way-MANOVA was conducted. The obtained data were
processed in terms of two dependent variables; satisfaction towards university and satisfaction towards
department and two independent variables; gender and school-year with one-way, multi-variable variance
analysis (One-way MANOVA). The results of MANOVA test are presented with separate tables in the
related subsections. Although there is variety of multi-variable tests to compare group averages, “Wilk’s
Lambda Test (A)” has been the most widely used (Biliyiikoztiirk, 2004, p.137). We also preferred Wilk’s
Lambda Test to compare the satisfaction levels of the groups.

Findings Related to the First Subdivision (Demographic)

The distribution of the demographic features of the sampled 112 CEIT Department students is in Table
3.

Table 3. Demographic Distribution of the Participants

Demographic Class1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Total
Characteristics
Female 11 12 8 13 44
(%9.8) (%10.7) (%7.1) (%11.6) (%39.3)
Male 19 19 (%17.0) 16 (%14.3) 14 (%12.5) 68 (%60.7)
(%17.0)
Total 30 31 (%27.7) 24 (%21.4) 27 (%24.1) 112 (%100)
(%26.8)

In Table 3, totally 112 students registered to CEIT Department in Karadeniz Technical University
Fatih Faculty of Education were grouped according to gender and school-year. The school-year
distribution of the students was formed as; 26,8% of them (30 students) were at their first year, 27,7% of
them (31 students) were at their 2™ year, 21,4% of them (24 students) were 3™ and 24,1% of them (27
students) were at 4" year.  60,7% of the participant students (68 students) were male and 39,3% of them
(44 students) were female students. The frequency of the male students participating in the study is higher
than the frequency of female students. Nevertheless, the distribution of student gender frequency over the
school-years was homogeneous.

Findings Related to the Second Subdivision

Table 4 presents averages and standard deviations of the student satisfaction scores towards the whole
university and the department they are registered depending on gender.
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Table 4. Satisfaction Score Statistics depending on Gender Variable

Dependent Variables Gender Mean Std. f

Satisfaction on University = Female 57,7955 10,10084 44
Male 58,5294 9,70839 68
Total 58,2411 9,82573 112

Satisfaction on Department Female 57,3182 9,87544 44
Male 57,4412 9,19666 68
Total 57,3929 9,42525 112

Going through the data in Table 4, we see that arithmetic average of student satisfaction levels towards
the university and the departments of male and female students were quite close to each other. It was
tested whether there was a statistically significant difference between the variables with MANOVA test.
Prior to MANOVA, homogeneity of the variances and co-variances of the related depended variable and
normal distribution of the depended variable data were checked as the prerequisites of MANOVA. To
grant these conditions, co-variances of the satisfaction data with respect to gender independent variable
were proved equal with Box’s Statistics [Box’s M:4.218, F3397936=1.376, p>0.05] for MANOVA analysis
and Table 5 presents Levene F Test results conducted to check the equality of the variances.

Table 5. Levene’s Test to Check the Equality of Variances

Dependent Variables F sdl sd2 P
Level of Satisfaction on University ,627 1 110 ,430
Level of Satisfaction on Department ,920 1 110 ,340

When the results in Table 5 were examined, you can see that the variances of the scores of the
satisfaction towards university and satisfaction towards department variables respectively were
homogeneous (F(,110=0.627, p=0.43, p>0.05 — F(1110=0.920, p=0.34, p>0.05). Besides, Kolmogorov-
Smirnov normality test proved that the scores of satisfaction towards the university and towards the
department variables showed normal distribution for both single variable and multi-variable. MANOVA
test results of the participants for the dimensions of satisfaction towards the university and satisfaction
towards the department with respect to gender independent variable are in Table 6.

Table 6. MANOVA Test Results of Satisfaction versus Gender

Demographic Wilks’” Lambda (A ) Hypothesis df Error Sd F p
Characteristics
Gender 0,998 2 109 0,099 0.906

As a result of the MANOVA analysis in Table 6, satisfaction scores did not statistically differ among
the gender groups at p=0,05 level (A= 0.998, F(; 109y = 0.099, p = 0.906, p > 0.05). This piece of finding
showed that the scores obtained from linear product of the satisfaction towards university and towards
department scores of the participants did not differ with respect to gender. In other words, this finding can
be interpreted as the satisfaction state of the participants does not change with respect to gender.

Findings Related to the Third Subdivision

Table 7 presents averages and standard deviations of the student satisfaction scores towards the whole
university and the departments they are registered depending on school-year.
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Table 7. Satisfaction Score Statistics depending on School-Year Variable.

Dependent Variables Class Mean Sd N

Satisfaction on University 1 63,0667 8,90150 30
2 58,1290 8,91344 31
3 56,2500 10,60455 24
4 54,7778 9,46789 27
Total 58,2411 9,82573 112

Satisfaction on Department 1 59,9667 9,51037 30
2 58,8387 9,52574 31
3 56,0417 9,74224 24
4 54,0741 8,15205 27
Total 57,3929 9,42525 112

Concerning averages and standard deviation values, it is evident that there is a difference among the
levels of satisfaction towards university and department scores of students having different school-years.
In order to check whether these differences were statistically significant, MANOVA test was conducted.
Before the application of MANOVA test, the basic hypotheses of MANOVA; homogeneity of the
variances and co-variances of the related depended variable and normal distribution of the depended
variable data were checked. Box’s Test results testing the equality of covariance matrixes are in Table 8.

Table 8. Box’s Test Results Testing the Equality of Covariance Matrixes

Box’s M Sdl Sd2 F P

7,592 9 1,135 0,815 0,602

According to the test results in Table 8, covariant matrixes of depended variables were homogenous
(F=0.815, p=0.602, p>0.05). Levene F test, testing the equality of variances, is in Table 9.

Table 9. Levene’s Test related to Equality of Variances

Dependent Variables F sdl sd2 p
Satisfaction on University ,282 3 108 ,838
Satisfaction on Department ,500 3 108 ,683

When the results in Table 9 examined, it was observed that the variances of satisfaction towards
university and department variables respectively with respect to school-year were homogenous
(F3,108=0.282, p=0.838, p>0.05 — F5,103=0.500, p=0.683, p>0.05). Besides, Kolmogorov-Smirnov
normality test indicated that both satisfaction scores normally distributed in all school-year sublevels.
Table 10 presents MANOVA analysis results about the scores of satisfaction towards university and
satisfaction towards department with respect to independent variable school-year.
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Table 10. MANOVA Results of Satisfaction Scores with respect to School-Year

Demographic Wilks” Lambda (A )  Hypothesis df ErrorSd F p
Characteristics
Class 0,878 6,0 214,0 2,394 0,029

As Table 10 presents, MANOVA analysis showed that satisfaction scores statistically differ among
the school-years at p=0,05 level (A= 0.878, F 214y = 2.394, p = 0.029, p < 0.05). This piece of finding
indicates that the scores obtained from linear product of the satisfaction towards university and towards
department scores of the participants did differ with respect to school-year variable. This finding can be
interpreted as the satisfaction level of the participants alters and differentiates in terms of school-year
parameter. Since the school-year variable was found significant as a result of MANOVA, variance
analysis was conducted for this variable and the results were presented in Table 11.

Table 11. Variance Analysis Results of Satisfaction versus School-Year

Source of Dependent KO Sd F p Effect

Variance Variables Size
Satisfaction on 372,658 3 4,193 0,008 0,104
University

Levelofclass — —0  faction on 201581 3 2352 0,076 0,061
Department

As Table 11 presents, while school-year had a significant effect on satisfaction towards university
score (F(3103=4.193, p=0.008, p<0.05) it did not cause any changes on satisfaction towards department
score (F3108=2.352, p=0.076, p>0.05). Then, Fisher LSD test was conducted to see which school-year
level the significant difference of satisfaction towards university score changed. Fisher LSD test results
comparing school-year and satisfaction towards university scores are given in Table 12.

Table 12. Fisher Lsd Test Results for Satisfaction towards University versus School-Year

Level of class N Mean Std. Deviation Difference Between Groups
Class 1 30 63,066 8,901 1-2, 1-3 and 1-4

Class 2 31 58,129 8,913 }g: ng,gélig

Class 3 24 56,250 10,604 La* g: 6’001

Class 4 27 54,777 9,467 * p<0,05

Total 100 58,2411 9,825

The analysis of the results in Table 12 fixed that; there were statistically significant differences among
the satisfaction towards university scores of students of different school-years (1% year: X =63.066

55=8.901, 2™ year: X =58.129 55=8.913, 3" year: X =56.250 s5s=10.604, 4™ year: X =54.777 55=9.467).
It is a remarkable situation that student satisfaction towards university decreases, as the school-year; that
is, the period they experience the university, increases. This can be interpreted as the satisfaction feeling
student feel when they are freshman has changed and decreased in years. Group averages also support this
idea.

Findings Related to the Third Subdivision

Table 13 tabulates frequencies, percentiles, arithmetic averages, standard deviations and satisfaction
levels of the data obtained by the opinions of the students towards the university and services provided by

842



the university in general. In order to determine the most dominant opinions of the participants, the
arithmetic averages of the items of the scale were investigated and the most and the least satisfied
questionnaire items were determined.

Table 13. Student Opinions about Satisfaction towards University

Items of Questionnaire X S.S.
General adequacy of the campus 2.81 0.84
Adequacy of the central library 3.30 1.01
Adequacy of social events offered by the university 2.67 0.98
Adequacy of bureaucracy at the university 2.88 1.02
Overall cleanliness of the university and adequacy of the cleaning services 3.13 1.03
Adequacy of services in student cafeteria and canteens 321 0.90
Adequacy of services by register office (care, document retrieval etc.) 297 1.18
Adequacy of internet facilities of the university 240 0.95
Adequacy of university dormitories in quality and quantity 2.68 0.88

Adequacy of transportation means at the university (number of vehicles, safety

etc.) 3.14 0.95
Adequacy of healthcare services offered to students 293 0.94
Adequacy of guidance and counseling services provided by the university 246 0.92
Adequacy of cultural, sports and art activities provided by the university 284 1.02
(Student clubs, equipment, place, discussion platform etc.) ’ ’
Adequacy of academic consulting during instruction 2.87 0.80
General level of the education you get from the university to meet your 2.92 086
expectations ’ ’
Your tendency towards choosing our university, if you were to have university 275 101
education again ) ’
Your tendency towards choosing your present department, if you were to have 331 135
university education again ’ )
Your belief about the positive effects of being a Karadeniz Technical University 327 1.09
Graduate in future (employment opportunities etc.) ’ )
The contributions of being a student of our university on your personal 303 0.99

characteristics and personal development

When we look through satisfaction levels of students related to the university sub-factor in Table 13,

the students were little satisfied for four sub-sections in the scale ()_( =2.40-2.68) (Adequacy of guidance
and counseling services provided by the university, Adequacy of social events offered by the university,
Adequacy of internet facilities of the university, and Adequacy of university dormitories in quality and
quantity). Except for the four titles above, the students seemed medium satisfied for the rest of the
subdivisions ( X =2.75-3.31). As a matter of fact, none of the students chose very satisfied and very
dissatisfied choices for the items in these parts. These findings indicated that the students are satisfied of
the facilities offered by the university at medium level. Table 14 presents the frequencies, percentiles,
arithmetic averages ( X ), standard deviations (SD) and satisfaction levels of the questionnaire conducted
to determine satisfaction level of the students towards the departments they were registered;
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Table 14. Student Opinions about the Satisfaction towards Department

Items of Questionnaire X S.S.
Content adequacy of courses 3.07 0.90
Adequacy of courses in terms of practice/application 3.21 0.81
Adequacy of courses in terms of laboratory/workshop 2.70 0.98
Currency of the curricula and contents (up-to-dateness) 2.97 0.96
Availability of course materials (power point presentations, books, journal etc.)  3.12 0.94
Implementing technological means in lessons (computer assist etc.) 3.38 0.89
Instruction style (applying different instructional methods etc) 3.08 0.87
Competency of the educational staff in conduction educational activities 3.20 0.83

Contribution of the curricula to preparing students real life (providing guidance
about professions etc.)

Adequacy of the student achievement assessment system of the department 3.04 0.79
Attitude and manner of the department administrators towards students (care,

3.01 0.89

availability etc.) 3.58 - 1.03
Attitude and manner of the department lecturers towards students 3.55 0.95
Attitude and manner of the department administrative staff towards students 3.54 0.89
Adequacy of physical infrastructure of the department (classrooms, lab. etc.) 2.83 0.88
Adequacy of computer and internet facilities of the department 2.53 0.98
Adequacy of library facilities of the department 2.43 0.97
Adequacy of canteen facilities of the department 2.78 1.16
Adequacy of the department in terms of sports and art activities 2.77 1.02
Adequacy of consultancy activities of the department 2.61 0.90

When we look through satisfaction levels of students related to the department sub-factor in Table 14,
there were no items about which students were very satisfied. However there were three items that

students were satisfied about (X =3.54-3.58); “attitude and manner of the department administrators

LEINNT3

towards students”, “attitude and manner of the department lecturers towards students”, and “attitude and

manner of the department administrative staff towards students” ( X =3.54). These findings showed that
three most satisfied items were about the attitudes and manners of the overall department staff and that the
students were particularly satisfied with the manners of the department lecturers and administrative staff.
A proper relation between students and lecturers is one of the most important factors affecting student
achievement. In this context, it can be assumed that the attitude of the department staff and lecturers
towards the students and the communication between the groups is at a satisfactory level will positively
affect the student achievement and improvement. The three questionnaire items with lowest satisfaction
level related to the department sub-factor were; adequacy of computer and internet facilities of the

department (X =2.53), adequacy of library facilities of the department (X =2.43), adequacy of

consultancy activities of the department ( X =2.61). These findings can be interpreted as the students did
not feel satisfied with library, computer, and internet facilities provided by the department. In addition, it
was another important finding that students classified consultancy services of the department as
dissatisfactory, as they did the same for the guidance and consultancy services of the university. This can
be interpreted as both at university level and department level the guidance and consultancy services were
not fully proper. The students were medium level satisfied for the rest of the items in this part (2.70-3.38).
In the last part of the questionnaire, students were asked an open-ended question so that they could
express the things that were not asked with questionnaire items.

As a result of the analysis of the obtained qualitative data coming from this open-ended question,
some common opinions were detected. A considerable ratio of the students noted that internet connection
speed in the department was too low and that the laboratories were fairly inadequate. Another frequently
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repeated idea was that the hard courses of the last year should be given in previous years so that they
could prepare for the Public Personal Selection Examination (KPSS), which they have to take to be
employed by the government. When the opinions about the department lecturers reviewed, the participant
students noted that they have no problem about getting on with the department lecturers, they are very
satisfied with academicians and particularly head of the department.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Reviewing the findings of the present study, we see that there were more male students than female
among the participants of this study, who chose the CEIT department but the gender distribution among
school-year was homogenous. It was specified that gender factor had no effect on satisfaction level of
students towards their departments and the university.

However, it was fixed that school-year factor had significant effect on satisfaction level of students
towards their departments and the university. It was observed that student satisfaction changed among
different school-years. The students become less satisfied as the school-year gets higher. Similarly Tektas,
Tektas, Polat & Topuz (2009) also concluded that school-year had effect on satisfaction level of students
towards department. Another result of the scale, implying the student satisfaction towards the university
was that most of the students’ answering the question “Would you choose our university, if you were to
have university education again?” in a positive way although they stated that they were satisfied at
medium level with the facilities offered by the university and the department. Additionally, there were
positive statements about that they think the library in the central campus is adequate and being a KTU
graduate will positively affect their future. On the other hand, the services students were little satisfied
about were guidance and consultancy services, social events offered by university, computer and internet
facilities and adequacy of the dormitories in quantity and quality.

About the satisfaction states of the students towards the department, they said that laboratory
infrastructure and internet connection should be improved and the condensed content of the last year
should be diluted or distributed into previous years so that the senior students could save time for KPSS
preparation. Apart from these critics, the students also noted that they had no difficulties in
communicating with lecturers and staff at their departments and that they could freely reach them. They
added their satisfaction about this situation. In-classroom and out-of-classroom relation between lecturer
and student has a crucial role on students (Kuh & Hu, 2001). In-classroom and out-of-relation between
lecturer and student is known to have an important role on personal, social and intellectual development of
the student, their academic achievements, the self-perception, self-esteem and self-respect of students
(Ekinci & Burgaz, 2007). It is argued that out-of classroom conversation between students and lecturers
foster students to think about their future career more, increase student satisfaction level towards
educational experiences and provide some gains related to intellectual development (Clark, Walker &
Keith, 2002). In this context, it can be said that the students having no problems with the lecturers are
advantageous in terms of variety of variables and such students are more likely to improve themselves and
succeed.

Running over the results, the students were satisfied with the facilities offered by the department and
the university at medium level. Although the student satisfaction about the facilities is at medium level,
students’ tendency to choose the same university and faculty if they have one more chance is quite high.
We think that the reason for this is the positive attitude of the lecturers and staff of the department towards
students, which the students indicated that they were very contented about. As another aspect, the level of
student satisfaction about social and cultural facilities was inquired under the university subtitle and it was
determined that students were satisfied at a medium level. Students’ views obtained from the last section
of the questionnaire also support these findings. When open-ended answers given by students were
examined, it is seen that factors affecting students’ satisfaction from the department positively are;
administrative and academic staff’s positive attitude and approaches towards students, sufficiency of
interdepartmental cultural and social activities, and the technological facilities. On the other hand, it is
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identified that if improvements done in the fields of in the university's internet and computer facilities,
guidance-counseling services and library facilities of the department, it will also increase the students'
satisfaction.

All in all, concerning the opportunities offered by the advancing technology and fast changes in life
conditions, the studies trying to determine student satisfaction level to improve the quality of education
are important. In order to be able to educate graduates of higher attributions, universities and CEIT
departments should conduct studies to increase the quality of education by determining the entities that
students are not satisfied about and contact to related people or institutions to remove these defects. It can
be said that sharing the results of the studies about student satisfaction with related units and academic
staff and facilitating these people to think reflectively based on the results will contribute both student
achievement and also effectiveness of departments and universities. In this context, it is anticipated that
increasing the number of studies aiming to state the satisfaction level of CEIT department students and it
is necessary to increase the number of such studies.
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Bilgisayar Ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Boliimii Ogrencﬂerlnln
Memnuniyet Durumlari: Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Ornegi

Zeynep HALILOGLU TATLI* Mehmet KOKOC’ Hasan KARAL®
ynep

OZ. Bu arastirmanin temel amaci, bilgisayar ve ogretim teknolojileri egitimi boliimlerinde 6grenimlerini siirdiiren
bllglsayar Ogretmen adaylarinin “memnuniyet duzeylerini belirlemektir. Arastirmanin galigma grubunu, Karadeniz Teknik
Universitesi Fatih Egitim Fakiiltesi Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Boliimii’nde 2008-2009 egitim-6gretim
yilt gliz doneminde 6grenim goren 112 (68 erkek, 44 kiz) 6grenci olusturmaktadir. Arastirmanin verileri, dort bolimden
olusan ve arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen “6grenci memnuniyet anketi” kullanilarak toplanmustir. Olgekten elde edilen
veriler, SPSS 17 paket programi ile analiz edilmis. Ogrenci memnuniyeti Slcegine verilen cevaplarin analizinde frekans,
ylizde ¢ok degiskenli varyans analizi (MANOVA) uygulanmustir. Analiz asamasinda, biitiin olarak modelin gegerliligini
o0lemek icin Wilk’s Lamda degerine bagvurulmustur. Arastirmanin sonuglarina gore; 6gretmen adaylarinin cinsiyet
bagimsiz degiskeni agisindan memnuniyetleri arasinda bir farkliligin olmadigi, smnif bagimsiz degiskeni agisindan ise
sadece birinci ve dordiincii smif dgrencilerinin tiniversite iligkin memnuniyetleri arasinda (birinci siniflar lehine) anlamh
bir farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Alt faktdrlerden ele edilen nicel ve nitel veriler ise ¢alismada ayrica sunulmustur.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogrenci memnuniyeti, Béte, Bote 6 grencilerinin beklentileri, Bilisim teknolojileri 6 gretmen adaylari

OZET
Amag ve Onem: Memnuniyet kavrami, farkli bicimlerde tanimlanmakla birlikte, Oliver (1999)’e gére “bir isi zevk
duyarak yerine getirme, tatmin olarak gerceklestirme” olarak tanimlannustir. Ogrencilerin egitim aldiklar1 kurumdan
memnun olmalar1, onlarin egitimlerini olumlu yonde etkileyen 6nemli bir faktérdiir (Atay & Yildirim, 2009).
Ogrencinin 6grenimini siirdiirdiigii kurumdan memnuniyeti; egitim kalitesi, fiziki mekanlar, sunulan uygulama
olanaklar1, sosyal, kiiltiirel, sportif olanaklar, yonlendirme ve rehberlik, 6grencinin bireysel ozellikleri, akademik
boliimler, yonetim ve 6gretim elemanlart gibi farkli bilesenlerden etkilenmektedir (Sahney, Banwet & Karunes,
2004). Universiteler, dgrencilerin memnuniyetini temel alan ¢aligmalar ile meveut dgrencilerin daha iyi sartlarda
egitim almasini saglayabilir ve diger taraftan Ogrenciler tarafindan daha cok talep edilerek daha iist puan
dilimlerinden &grenci almalarit miimkiin olabilir. 1998 yilinda egitim fakiilteleri nitelikli gretmen yetistirmek ve
egitim fakiiltelerinde yaganan bir takim sorunlara ¢6ziim bulmak i¢in yeniden yapilanma siirecine girmistir (Baki &
Baki, 2010). Yiiksek Ogretim Kurumu, tarafindan yeniden yapilanma siirecinde olusturulan yeni béliimlerden biri de
Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi (BOTE) boliimleridir. Bu ¢alisma kapsammnda Karadeniz Teknik
Universitesi Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Béliimiine devam etmekte olan lisans 1, 2, 3 ve 4. simnif
Ogrencilerinin memnuniyet diizeylerinin belirlenmesi ¢aligmanin problemini olusturmustur. Yapilan ¢alismalarda
Ogrencilerin memnuniyetleri lizerinde pek ¢ok degiskenin etkili oldugu (6gretim elemani, iniversite olanaklari,
boliim olanaklar1 vb.) tespit edilmistir (Cokluk-Bokeoglu & Yilmaz, 2007; Giilcan, Kustepeli & Aldemir, 2002).
Ogrencilerce ortaya konan memnuniyetsizlik yaratan durumlarm iiniversite ve fakiilte yonetimleri ile &gretim
elemanlarinca degerlendirilmesi ve gerekli onlemlerin alinmasi, egitimdeki kalitenin artmasimi olumlu yonde
etkilemektedir (Dastan, 2009). Bu nedenle caligma kapsaminda, bilgisayar ve &gretim teknolojileri egitimi
boliimlerinde  O6grenimlerini  siirdiiren 6gretmen adaylarmin  “bolimlerinden memnuniyet diizeylerini”,
“Uiniversitelerinden memnuniyetlerini”, “memnuniyetlerini etkileyen faktorleri”  “6grenci memnuniyeti ile

S ¢

O0grencinin devam ettigi “sinif diizeyi” ve “cinsiyet” arasindaki iligkiyi belirlemek amaglanmigtir.

Yontem: Bu arastirma, memnuniyet diizeyine iliskin 6grenci goriislerini ortaya koymayr amaglayan bir durum
calismasidir. Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Fatih Egitim Fakiiltesi Bilgisayar ve
Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Boliimii’nde 2008-2009 egitim-dgretim yili giiz déneminde 6grenim géren 112 (68
erkek, 44 kiz) 6grenci olusturmustur. Aragtirmanin verileri, aragtirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen ve dort boliimden
olusan “dgrenci memnuniyet anketi” kullanilarak toplanmustir. Olgekten elde edilen veriler, SPSS 17 paket programi
ile analiz edilmistir. Ogrenci memnuniyeti Slgegine verilen cevaplarin analizinde frekans, yiizde ¢ok degiskenli
varyans analizi (MANOVA) uygulanmigtir. Analiz asamasinda, biitiin olarak modelin gegerliligini dlgmek i¢in
Wilk’s Lamda degerine bagvurulmustur.

4 Dr., Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi, Fatih E gitim Fakiiltesi, BOTE Béliimii  zeynepktu@hotmail.com
5 Ars. Gor., Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi, Fatih Egitim Fakiiltesi, BOTE Bolimii mkokoc@ktu.edu.tr
6 Dog. Dr., Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi, Fatih Egitim Fakiiltesi, BOTE Bolimii  hasankaral@ktu.edu.tr
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Bulgular: Arastrmanmn bulgularina goére, Ogretmen adaylarmin cinsiyet bagimsiz degiskeni agisindan
memnuniyetleri arasmnda bir farkliifin olmadii tespit edilmistir. Veriler smnif bagimsiz degiskeni acisindan
incelendiginde ise sadece birinci ve dordiincli sinif 6grencilerinin tiniversite iligkin memnuniyetleri arasinda (birinci
smiflar lehine) anlamli bir farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Alt faktorlerden ele edilen bulgulara gore ise;
Ogrencilerin iiniversitenin sundugu olanaklardan, “orta derecede memnun” olduklari, boliim 6gretim elemanlarmin
ve idari personelinin kendilerine yonelik yaklagimlarindan “olduk¢a memnun” olduklari, bolimiin sundugu
kiitiiphane, bilgisayar ve internet olanaklarini, iiniversitenin sundugu rehberlik ve danigma hizmetlerini ise “yeterli
bulmadiklari” tespit edilmistir. Ogrencilerin dnemli bir kismi, béliimde mevcut olan internet baglanti hizmin gok
yavas oldugunu ve mevcut laboratuvarlarin yeterli olmadigini vurgulamislardir. Ayrica son yil verilen zor derslerin
daha Onceki yillarda verilmesi, ilgili ders siireglerinin dnceden tamamlanmasi ve son sene resmi kurumlarda
O0gretmenlik yapabilmeleri i¢in girmek durumunda kaldiklar1 Kamu Personeli Segme Sinavina yonelik daha fazla
caligma zamani ayirmak istedikleri de ¢alismada 6ne ¢ikan goriiglerdir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler: Arastirma sonucunda Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Boliimii’nii tercih
eden erkek 6grencilerin kiz 6grencilere kiyasla daha fazla oldugu ancak 6grencilerin bdliime ve iiniversiteye iligkin
memnuniyet diizeyleri lizerinde, cinsiyet faktoriiniin bir etkisinin bulunmadigi goriilmektedir. Ancak smif faktoriiniin
ogrencilerin boliime ve iiniversiteye iliskin memnuniyet diizeyleri {izerinde bir etkisinin bulundugu tespit edilmistir.
Ogrencilerin simif diizeyleri degistiginde boliimlerinden duyduklari memnuniyetleri diizeyleri farklilasmaktadr.
Genel olarak degerlendirildiginde 6grencilerin bdliim ve {iniversitenin sundugu olanaklardan orta diizeyde memnun
olduklan goriilmektedir. Sonug olarak gelisen teknolojinin sundugu olanaklar ve hayat sartlarimin hizla gelisimi géz
ontinde bulunduruldugunda egitim-6gretimin kalitesinin artirilmasina yonelik memnuniyet diizeyi belirleme
caligmalar1 6nem tagimaktadir. Universiteler ve Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Boliimleri; nitelikli
mezun yetistirmek amaciyla ogrencilerinin memnun olmadiklar1 alanlar1 belirleyerek, ¢oziim gelistirebilecek kisi,
kurum ve kuruluslarla isbirligi icerisinde ilgili alanlarda yasanan sikintilarin giderilmesine yonelik caligmalarla
boliim Kalitesi yiikseltmeye yonelik ¢aligmalar yapmalidir. Ogrencilerin memnuniyet diizeylerinin belirlenmesine
yonelik gerceklestirilecek calisma sonuglarmin ilgili birimler ve 0gretim elemanlar1 ile paylasilmasinin ve bu
baglamda tiim ilgililerin kendini yenileme eylemi igine girmelerinin, hem 6grenci basarisina hem de bolim ve
tiniversitenin etkililigine olumlu katki saglayacagi soylenebilir. Bununla birlikte, BOTE béliimlerinde &grenim
gormekte olan 6grencilerin memnuniyetini belirlemeye yonelik arastirmalarin artirilmasmin yararli olabilecegi ve bu
yondeki ¢alismalar gerceklestirilmesinin gerekli oldugu séylenebilir.
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