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Abstract 
Turkish higher education system faces with lots of problems such as unable to catch the 
changes and developments, inadequacy of equipments, personnel and resources, scarcity of 
scientific research activities, deprivation of the some personnel from the required 
qualification and quality standards and so on. In order to find out solutions for these 
problems and to make higher education institutions more efficient, it becomes significant 
that universities should organize in accordance with the modern quality perception and 
should pursue its facilities within this framework. In that regard, the main purpose of this 
study is to contribute the apprehension of the quality issue in the higher education market in 
which the competition becomes more intense. For this purpose, coming from different 
faculties and collages of Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University, students’ quality 
expectations from academics are tried to be identified. Conducting with 400 students, six-
dimensional scale including 40 statements that explain students’ quality expectations is 
utilized. Frequency, t-test, Anova and Tukey tests are used for analyzing the gathered data. 
As a result of the study, existence of meaningful differences on students’ quality 
expectations regarding variables such as students’ sexes, schools they take education are 
found. 
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1.  Introduction 
The first and the most important thing for states to increase their development levels, to improve their 
citizens’ welfare standards and to involve with decisions globally is making higher education 
institutions as science producing units. In recent years, the philosophy of “the most profitable 
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investment is the one that is for human” began to gain importance both in Turkey and in the world. In 
that term, questions such as “Which university is the most qualified one?”, “How student satisfaction is 
achieved?”, “What is the difference between the satisfaction perceived and the satisfaction expected?” 
and “How universities can raise their quality levels?” come to mind. These questions can be answered 
only if it is measured and is known to what extent the university students’ expectations are satisfied. 

To increase the level of attraction and preference in the ascending competitive conjuncture, 
university administration should improve the education process constantly, encourage a participatory 
management perception and specialize in the realm of management. Furthermore, it should offer 
opportunities that promote academics’ success rate. For all those means, regarding the Total Quality 
Management (TQM) philosophy, the subsequent questions should be asked: (a) what is the mission and 
the goal of the university? (b) How could we achieve our goal? (c) What do we want to do and where 
do we want to go? (d) What do we aim? (e) What are the function and basic capability of the 
university? (f) How do we provide service to our internal and external customers in the university? 

In order to make the university administration answer the questions above considering the 
quality management framework it is necessary: 

• To ensure that all the university personnel embrace the institution culture and vision in the 
course of participant and sharing democracy discernment 

• To introduce new methods and techniques to education organizations 
• To establish a well communication network in the university given the significance of the 

social relationships as well as to increase the motivation 
• To help clarification of the role and the status of the academics and administrative 

personnel and to strengthen on-the-job training. 
Education in higher education is a complex and multidimensional concept and a monolithic 

definition of the quality usually becomes inadequate. As it is stated by Clewes (2003), a consensual 
and satisfactory way of defining and measuring service and education quality is not reached up until 
now. Without any doubt, every shareholder such as students, academics, state and labour unions should 
have different expectations shaped by their own private needs. In that regard, this study aims to 
determine especially the students’ expectations from academics. Academic quality is one of the most 
studies issues in higher education. However, as Shahzad and his friends (2010) introduce, there are not 
enough researches holding the academic quality issue from the students’ perspective and evaluating the 
student satisfaction issue and quality expectations together. Especially in Turkey, there are too rare 
publications considering this issue. Therefore, the main purpose of this study is to define the quality 
expectations of Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University students. To do so, using field research, data 
gathered through a questionnaire form whose validity and reliability were previously tested and then 
collected data was evaluated. 
 
 
2.  Education Quality and Quality Expectation 
Like many other institutions, higher education system to a large extent supposed to rely on quality 
management to pursue its competition capacity. Quality in higher education does not depend on course 
materials, computers and such kind of material sources per se. Instead, it is enormously depend on 
human factor for service production (Yeo, 2009). Existing literature offers enormous suggestions on 
what does quality regarding the education issue refer to. Most of the options contend that a qualified 
education relates to learning techniques and development to perform a particular state of work, 
improving leadership, developing communicative and personal capabilities (Rapert et al., 2004). 

Education quality as a subjective concept can be described in different ways. Up until now, any 
consensus as the best way to define and to measure the education and service quality cannot be reached 
(Clewes, 2003). As it is inferred by Harvey and Green (1993) quality in higher education is a 
multidimensional and complex issue that a monolithic definition about the quality usually lacks to 
identify adequately (Voss et al., 2007). In that regard, when a relationship is constructed between 
higher education and service quality, three different perspectives occur. Suggested by Crosby (1979) 
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he first one interprets quality as “the propriety to the needs of customer expectations”.The second 
perspective is based on Juran’s (1945) views that give importance to “propriety to use” determined by 
the costumer. The third and relatively new perspective was suggested by Drucker (1985). It is based on 
“costumers’ ability to pay voluntarily” rather than the quality of the products that suppliers offer to 
customers (Yeo, 2009). Today, education quality literature focusing on the concept of “openness” 
especially of the developed states is based on identification of the differences between students’ quality 
expectations and their quality perceptions while defining the lack of quality (O’Sullivan, 2006). 

Developing states increase their education expenditures in order to make their education system 
more efficient. It is necessary to constitute education systems and education policies that produce and 
transfer knowledge, skills and values needed by modern societies; improve the quality levels of the 
academics (Khan and Saeed, 2010). Bonwell and Eison (1991) identify some strategies that support 
education methods. Some strategies developed in that realm are below in line with the suggestions of 
aforementioned researchers (Akman and Muğan, 2003; Okumuş and Duygun, 2008):Submission of the 

course content to the student through using visual communication containing materials 
(video, multimedia, slides, etc) E-learning and m-learning (mobile learning) are the 
teaching systems becoming widespread throughout the world. Lots of researcher thinks 
that m-learning is a kind of natural evolution of the e-learning. It is possible to send SMSs 
to students about the cancellation of the courses, programme changes, date and the result 
of the exams, an exciting multimedia and course content and so on through using 
developing communication and information technologies as well as mobile (Su et al., 
2004). Abolishing time and place distance, internet and other electronic media tools 
provide significant advantages on flexibility, availability and cost (Pond, 2002), 

• Using the combination of teaching strategies that encourage students to write articles 
while giving the course (note-taking, summarizing the course, writing essays about a 
problem solved and so on) 

• Providing computerized education during the course or in a lab environment, 
• Giving adequate importance to physical supplements, 
• Make students solved problems using sample event studies, 
• Utilization of the instructional strategies consisting of animation, simulation and games 
• Harmonization of the theoretical and practical knowledge with internship programs, 

Roberts (1998) suggests that especially a well-prepared international internship program 
offers students an opportunity to learn cultural differences in the classroom (Cho, 2006) 
and 

• With co-learning methods, familiarize students to group study. 
• It is necessary to develop a student-focused education system. 
• It is necessary to attach importance to social relations as well as to develop healthy 

communication and empathy capability. 
• It is necessary to form a qualified academic cadre. 

It is necessary for universities to find a Quality Improvement Partner (the QIP) among the 
industry institutions. This system has been successfully utilized in US for years. For instance, this kind 
of partnership created between Milliken & Company and the Southern Universities and Colleges 
Coalition which are Engineering Education. Quality Improvement Parnership was established between 
the Coalition consisting of “North Carolina State University”, “North Carolina A&T State University” 
and “The University of North Carolina at Charlotte”, and Milliken & Company firm (Grace et al., 
1998). 

Perfect customer service and higher customer satisfaction in the services sector have become 
one of the important issues for business management. Service quality is defined as the degree of 
meeting individual needs and expectations in any event or experience (Hung et al., 2003). Similarly, 
education quality, is a basic philosophy that all academics to provide high service quality. Nitecki and 
Franklin (1999) define the concept of service quality as reducing the gap between customers’ excellent 
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service expectations and their perceptions about the services available to them. In this context, service 
quality is a result of difference between expectations and perceptions (Kachoka and Hoskins, 2009). 

The concept of service quality is utilized as the synonym of customer satisfaction. As it is seen 
in the Figure 1, content, method, attitude and influence of the education and academic’s basic skills all 
determine the education quality perceived by the student. Perceived education quality and expectations 
from the education influence the students’ satisfaction degree. 
 

Figure 1: Perceived Education Quality and Student Satisfaction Degree 
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Source: Wang Wei and Wang Yan, (2008), “Researching into University Teaching Quality”, Education Technology and 

Training, 2008 and 2009 International Workshop on Geoscience and Remote Sensing, ETT and GRs 2008. 
 

Expectation is a significant concept in the quality terminology since it forms the reference 
framework which is used to determine the satisfaction degree. Thus, satisfaction is defined as meeting 
the expectations or a judgement, an attitude or a psychological situation resulted meeting those 
expectations (O’Donnell, 2011). Students’ expectations are based on previous students’ experiences 
and the prestige of the academics. Furthermore, fame of the university or the faculty that students 
attend, features of the city or region that university is settled, social life, opportunities, entertainment 
facilities and economic level of that city and such many factors may influence students’ satisfaction 
degree (Tektaş et al., 2010). Therefore, students’ satisfaction degree is the sum of reactions ranging 
from students to academics. Academics’ evaluations by the students with various satisfaction scales is 
the most widespread and the most effective methods to evaluate the success of a given education 
institution (Collins, 2002). 

Sander and his friends (2000) indicate that student satisfactions are enormously valuable 
sources for the university administrations in order to determine the quality standards as well as to 
evaluate the existing education quality. Without any doubt, beginner university students may not have 
very realistic expectations since they do not have university experience. They generally begin to 
university life with enormous expectations. When they become 2nd, 3rd or 4th year student, their 
satisfaction begins to depend on generally meeting rate of their expectations (Tektaş et al., 2020). Due 
to this, if a university administration transfer healthy information about the education quality, students’ 
expectations can reach relatively a more realistic level and can be managed better (Voss et al., 2007). 
So, university administrations have serious responsibilities and first of all, universities should learn 
what the exact expectations of the students are. 

Such kind of information about student expectations shall help academics while designing their 
schedules. Telford and Masson (2005) point out that perceived education quality depends on students’ 
expectations and values. Therefore, students who have higher expectations or could not harmonize the 
education taken with their values are the ones experiencing serious disappointments. Students who 
gather healthy knowledge and make their expectations realistic have greater potential to minimize the 
difference between the expected and perceived quality. 
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Perceived quality is based on the comparison of customers’ or in other words students’ 
performance perceptions and quality expectations. Therefore, O'Neill and Palmer (2004) define quality 
in higher education as “the difference between what a student expects to receive and his/ her 
perceptions of actual delivery”. Quality perceptions of the students are the important premises of their 
satisfaction and success. In that regard, one of the determinant indicators of a particular higher 
education institution is its preference level by the students. If a university’s education quality meets the 
student expectations or in other words if the difference between the expectations and perceptions is 
within the tolerance limit, this situation is spread by the students as if a legend and they make their 
university’s advertisement. Then, other students’ potential to prefer this university increases. On the 
other hand, if a noteworthy gap occurs between the student expectations and their perceptions, the 
risqué of retreat from the higher education increases as the literature suggests (Smith and Hopkins, 
2005; Laing et al., 2005). 

A qualified education is not about identifying the standards in a open way per se. Furthermore, 
it is a way of enlargement that covers both in-class and out-classes applications and includes all 
personal experiences (Clewes, 2003). Education quality in higher education is not only depending on 
technical equipments, course materials and computers but also it requires human factor to establish 
service quality (Yeo, 2009). Academic quality, in broader sense, covers all facilities and outcomes of 
the academic study realms. Research studies, academic appointments, administrative and supportive 
services for university and society take place in this broad denotation. It is emphasized that the quality 
of the academic personnel is the key factor of providing student satisfaction and education quality 
(Shahzad et al., 2010). 

The concept of quality in education systems is based on the ideas of quality gurus such as 
Deming, Juran and Ishikawa. The main purpose of the education system is to create a better society 
and an education environment those students is needed to value their lives. Education Quality refers to 
(Tofte, 1995): 

1. Provide an appropriate education that fits with students’ needs, expectations and wills, 
2. Try to create constant betterments in every process for student satisfaction, 
3. Try to add value to students’ lives. 

In the literature, it is usually noted that an interaction between the academic and student should 
exist. To Brophy (1999), academics should meet some particular duties during the education process 
such as structuring course content, giving feedbacks about students’ performances, encouraging them 
for their motivation and so on. Interaction between the academic and student supports the development 
of social relations, construction of knowledge and motivation. Therefore, according to researchers such 
as Johnson, Hornik & Salas (2008); Paechter & Schweizer (2006) and Richardson & Swan (2003), 
socio-emotional Exchange is as important as the course content (Paechter, 2010). 

Five elements as the dimensions of service quality are listed (Clewes, 2003; Ah-Kim, 2010). 
When we apply these five elements to the education quality, the following implications occur: 

1. Tangibles: Includes visible objects such as equipments, physical facilities and personnel 
materials provided by the service. When we evaluate education quality in that regard, 
classrooms, course materials, laboratories, computers and so on offered by the university 
administration can be grouped in this category. 

2. Reliability: It is about the ability to perform the promised service in a right manner. So, 
regarding the education quality, is necessary to perform the serviced that promised to 
student or students expected. 

3. Responsiveness: It is about the capability to answer to customer in a short time and 
helpful attitudes. Applying this to education, it is necessary to response students’ 
expectations, demands and needs promptly. 

4. Assurance: It is about sharing relevant knowledge with costumers, behaving politely 
and constructing trust and stability. For academic and administrative personnel, 
behaving politely and indicating that they appreciate students are necessary to establish 
trust environment. 
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5. Empathy: It refers to individualization of the efforts and understanding the customer. 
Thus, especially academics should look at the issues from students’ perspective. 

Method of students’ evaluation of academics, is a source of knowledge and feedback on the 
efficiency of the academics and this knowledge may be used as both “formative” and “level 
determining” by universities. If a university system wants to re-configure itself according to the 
changing conditions, it should not abstain from performance appraisal (Collins, 2002). So, if the higher 
education institutions well understand the student expectations, they gain an important advantage to 
realize their expectations and to manage those (Voss et al., 2007). In the process of measuring the 
education quality of the universities and academics, and students’ quality satisfaction, students describe 
the education quality in emotional and cognitive manner via an evaluation form (Wei and Yan, 2008). 
As it is pointed out, student demands and complaints are instruments used for measuring dissatisfaction 
from the education quality. Getting feedbacks from students through their complaints is nothing but 
obtaining signals on education quality that shall be offered to potential students who will get education 
services (Forbes, 2008; Voss et al., 2007). 

Offering a qualified education program for the universities is a hard and constant changing 
duty. Expectations of the external customer and components may be too distinct in the beginning. 
Universities should examine how to create benefit to managements, to institutions and also to whole 
society via their graduates (Rapert et al., 2004). Today, the ways to be accredited by national and 
international organizations are sought in order to register and document the outputs –in other words the 
quality of the services and processes- of the universities (Açan and Saydan, 2009; Yeo, 2009). The 
mission of a university should make students to achieve success simpler. Besides, universities are the 
impetus producing knowledge and providing adaption both for individuals and society. For that reason, 
the most important function of a university is to reshape the economy and society (Craciun, 2010). 

As it is illustrated in Figure 2, there are three main elements determining the education quality. 
These are people, processes and physical assets in sequence. People are both subject and object f the 
education quality. The ones who are both determining and utilizing the education quality are humanly 
elements such as student, academic and so on. Process exists for easing educational applications and 
social activities. The last element determining the education quality consists of physical assets that are 
used in the education process such as facilities, accommodation opportunities, education materials, 
ateliers, laboratories and equipments. The basic service of the universities arises as students’ learning 
experience (Irene and Forbes, 2009). 

Education process is not limited with in-class academic education per se. Besides, it also 
includes student-academic relationship outside the classroom, education curriculum, academic 
supervision and guidance. In-class and out-class relationships between student and academic have a 
significant place on the satisfaction of student’s quality expectations and on the rise of their satisfaction 
degree (Ekinci and Burgaz, 2007). 
 

Figure 2: Factors Determining the Quality of Education 
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Source: Adapted from C. L. NG Irene and Jeannie Forbes, (2009), “Education as Service: The Understanding Experience 

through the Service Logic”, Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, Vol: 19, 47. 
Student has two main functions in learning process. The first one is that student is an efficient 

source. The second one is to contribute the emergence of quality, satisfaction and value. As an efficient 
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source, students bring fresh minds, language and communication skills to universities. A sourcely rich 
student provides more freedom and trust while requiring less observation. Student as an element 
contributing quality, satisfaction and value, can choose the effort level they want to consume. It is 
impossible to implement desirable process and outcomes without student participation (Irene and 
Forbes, 2009). 

A research conducted by Okumuş and Duygun in 2008 on 311 students educating in distance 
learning course in İstanbul finds p: 0,05 as a meaningful statistical difference between the student 
expectations from the education services and their perceptions. Perceptions of students related to 
education services are below the rate of their expectations. In that research, no meaningful correlation 
between the service quality, and income levels and sex is detected. In the same study, it is pointed out 
that as the students’ perceived service quality rises, their general satisfaction degree increases as well 
(Okumuş and Duygun, 2008). Another research conducted by Açan and Saydan in 2009 on 700 
students who are taking education at Kafka University Faculty of Economics and Administrative 
Sciences also examines students’ satisfaction degree towards the education quality. 

Karatzias, Power, Swanson (2001) indicate that a direct and positive correlation between the 
school satisfaction and students’ attachment to school, their motivation, their acceptance of educational 
values. On the other hand, student dissatisfaction from their schools triggers individual problems, 
alienation to school, displeasure, and deficiency of motivation (Argon and Kösterelioğlu, 2009). In that 
regard, identification of the quality of education as one of the main functions of the university, and 
perceptions of that quality by the students who are the costumers of that service are critical issues for 
the university administrations heeding studies on education quality (Ekinci and Burgaz, 2007). 
 
 
3.  The Turkish Higher Education System and Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey 
University 
The traditional methods of Western education system dates back to “transmission model” stemming 
from monastic schools of 7th and 8th centuries and stretching to the first European universities of the 
13th and the 14th centuries. Similarly, qualified education or the concept of education quality is old for 
centuries (Pond, 2002). Turkish higher education system has not a clear model yet. To a large extent, it 
is observed that the applications of the Turkish Education system change so often and are generally 
pursued according to the axis of political will’s changing disposal. Today, Turkish higher education 
system faces with various problems. These are unable to follow developments and changes, 
inadequacy of equipments, personnel and resources, scarcity of scientific research activities, and 
unable to catch the recent technological changes. In order to formulate solutions to the aforesaid 
problems, it becomes more important that universities should be reorganized and be restructured 
according to the perception of total quality management. So, it is necessary for individuals and for the 
society to gain proper behaviour patterns in personal and collective means in order to adapt quick 
changes regarding socio-cultural, economic, scientific and technological realms and education is the 
most important instrument to obtain this objective (Çatalbaş, 1999). 

Turkish higher education system has gone into a serious re-structuring and broadening process 
in the last quarter century and in particular for five years. In our country, for instance, while only 19 
state universities existed in 1981, this number rose to 51 in 1992 and to 68 in 2006 (Şenses, 2007). In 
the last years, opening numerous new universities without meeting the essential academic and physical 
infrastructural requirements led to the emergence of serious problems. Inadequacy of the offered 
education, housing and social opportunities caused to question the quality levels of our universities. In 
the course of this problems and demands, definition of the academic quality has being changed in most 
of the countries (Wang and Fwu, 2007). Parallel to this, academics’ capabilities, character and 
morality, written and spoken skills, education knowledge, attitudes and behaviours, motivational and 
social faculties gain significance (Wang and Fwu, 2007). 

Turkish higher education system has enourmously heterogen structure on the education quality 
issue. On the one hand, some Turkish universities have a successful research and graduate fame with a 
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perfect education quality. On the other hand, some of them deprived of quality. So, it is necessary to 
pass a quality evaluation and accreditation system immediately (Mizikaci, 2006). Marmara, İstanbul 
and Middle East Technique Universities began to quality development and accreditation application as 
pilot universities. In Turkey, two kinds of universities exist which are state (public) university and 
private (foundation) university. In the table below, the exact university numbers in the end of 2010 is 
illustrated (The Council of Higher Education, 2010). As it is seen in the table, at the end of the year 
2010, Turkey has totally 163 universities and 95 of them are public university while the rest of them 
are private. 
 
Table 1: The Number of the Higher Education Institutions in Turkey (2010) 
 

Public Universities 95 
Foundation Universities 51 
Foundation Collages 9 
High-Tech Institutions 2 
Other Higher Education Institutions  6 

Sum 163 
Source: The Higher Education System in Turkey, 2010, The Council of Higher Education, Ankara. 
 

At the end of the year 2009, Turkey has had 100,504 academics and 40 per cent of them are 
female while 60 per cent are male. Among these academics, 13 per cent (13,662) of them are Professor, 
7 per cent (7,360) of them are Associate Professor, 18 per cent (18,538) of them are Assistant Professor 
and the rest of them (60%, 60,944) consist of other academic personnel such as lecturers and research 
assistants (The Council of Higher Education (CoHE), 2010). In 2008-2009 education years, about 3 
million higher education students exist in Turkey. As it is illustrated in the table below, about 39 per 
cent of those students take distance learning while approximately 61 per cent of them take face to face 
education. The number of foreign students taking education in Turkey is 18,720. Regarding the related 
age group, schoolization rate of Turkish higher education is 44,2 per cent. Among the university 
students, 43 per cent of them are female while the rest 57 per cent are male. 
 
Table 2: The Total Student Number in Turkish Higher Education Institutions (2008-2009) 
 

Education Type Female Male Total 
Vocational Collages after High School 374 137 500 560 874 697 
Undergraduate 823 231 1 059 900 1 883 131 
Master of Arts/Master of Science 52 038 57 807 109 845 
PhD 16 004 19 942 35 946 
Medical Specialization 9 208 11 454 20 662 

Total 1 274 618 1 649 663 2 924 281 
Source: The Higher Education System in Turkey, 2010, The Council of Higher Education, Ankara. 

 
Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University is a public university founded in 2007. It is composed of 

4 Faculties, 2 Collages and 4 Vocational Collages. It has 266 academic personnel and approximately 
7000 students. According to 2009 statistics, regarding the publication records, Karamanoğlu 
Mehmetbey University is in 122 ranks among 125 universities with its only two SSCI publications. 
Publication count per academic is 0,09 at Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University (www.yok.gov.tr). 
However, this university with a considerable improvement increased its SSCI publication number to 24 
in 2010 (www.kmu.edu.tr). 
 
 
4.  The Hypotheses of the Research 
The hypotheses of this research conducted on students taking education at different faculties, collages 
and vacancy collages of Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University are below: 

H1: Regarding sex (gender), a meaningful difference exists on students’ quality expectations 
from academics. 
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H2: Regarding schools that students’ take education, a meaningful difference exist on 
students’ quality expectations from academics. 

H3: Regarding classes that students are in, a meaningful difference exists on students’ quality 
expectations from academics. 

H4: Regarding age groups of the students, a meaningful difference exists on students’ quality 
expectations from academics. 

 
 
5.  Research Method 
5.1. Research Aim 

Aim of this research is holding the education quality developing in the last years in the world in the 
course of universities and determining the expected quality features of the academics from the 
perspectives of the students taking education at Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University. To sup up, the 
main goal of this study is to identify and to evaluate the deficiency between the Karamanoğlu 
Mehmetbey University students’ quality expectations and their quality perceptions. In Sum, the goal of 
this study is to identify the difference between the quality perceptions and quality expectations of 
Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University students as well as to determine the sources of this difference and 
methods which can be used to diminish this difference. 
 
5.2. The Scope and the Constraints of the Research 

Sample mass of the research consist of regular and second education students getting higher education 
in Karaman centre campus consisting of Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences, Kamil 
Özdağ Science Faculty, Faculty of Literature, Sport and Physical Education Academy and Vocational 
Collage. The most crucial constraint of the research is covering Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University 
students per se due to time and source scarcity. 
 
5.3. Methodology of the Research 

A theoretical infrastructure is given which is collected from national and international studies related to 
the issue. Then, a field survey is conducted to testify the developed hypotheses. Given the related 
existing literature about the issue, this study is performed as an empirical research pursuing a field 
survey. A survey consisting of close ended questions is prepared for the field survey. 

All of them consisting of 5 stepped Likert scale, and validity and reliability of them were 
proved in the previous studies, a questionnaire form including 44 statements used in order to determine 
students’ quality expectations about the academics. Questionnaire form consists of two groups of 
questions. The first group of questions including 4 questions are prepared for ascertaining the 
demographic characteristics of the students attending to the survey. The second group of questions 
consisting of 40 questions are created in order to measure the satisfaction degrees of the students 
attending to the survey. In the question form preparation process, scales used by Saydan (2008) and 
Açan and Saydan (2009) are generally utilized. In the research, 500 surveys were allocated and 413 of 
them turned back. 13 of the returned surveys were excluded since they were filled falsely or 
underreported. For this reason, the research was conducted on 400 students and its return rate is 80 per 
cent. 
 
 
6.  Empirical Results 
Data gathered via survey method from 400 students is analyzed with SPSS 16.0 programme. First of 
all, data about students’ demographic features are tested with frequency distribution. Then, university 
students’ satisfaction degree from the university and academics is tested with frequency distribution. 
Besides, factor analysis and reliability analysis are conducted in order to test the consistency of the 
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questionnaire forms with the analysis. In the next step, whether a meaningful difference exist on 
students’ quality expectations from the academics regarding students’ sex, age, faculty they take 
education and class or not was analyzed with t-test and one way Anova analysis through advanced 
multiple comparison test Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference (HSD). 
 
Table 3: Demographic Characteristics of the Students Participated to the Survey 
 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS (n=400) F % 

Sex Male 160 40,0 
Female 240 60,0 

Age 
20 or below 142 35,5 
Between 20-25  254 63,5 
Between 25-30 4 1,0 

School of the student 

Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences  200 50,0 
Kamil Özdağ Science Faculty 50 12,5 
Faculty of Literature 50 12,5 
Physical Education and Sport Collage 25 6,2 
Medical Collage 25 6,2 
Vocational Collage 50 12,5 

Class of the Student 

Preparatory Class 4 1,0 
1st Class  245 61,2 
2nd Class 71 17,8 
3rd Class 44 11,0 
4th Class 36 9,0 

 
Half of the participants are getting education at Faculty of Economics and Administrative 

Sciences and this percentages are 12,5 % for the Kamil Özdağ Science Faculty, 12,5 % for Faculty of 
Literature, 6,2 % for Physical Education and Sport Collage, 6,2 % for Medical Collage and 12,5 % for 
Vocational Collage. 61,2 Per cent of the participants are getting education as the first (primary) class 
student while 17,8 per cent of them at the secondary class, 11 per cent as the third year, 9 per cent of 
them as the fourth year and one per cent are in the preparatory class. 
 
Table 4: Students’ Quality Expectations 
 

Statements Average S.D. 
Should provide examples enabling students to understand the issue better 1,2700 ,55936 
Should provide satisfactory answers to the questions asked in the class 1,3300 ,61811 
Should benefit from suitable assisting tools and devices  1,7100 ,80156 
Should offer the course in a proper speed and understandable voice tone 1,4450 ,74050 
Observing the contemporary developments, should convey them to the students 1,5950 ,78901 
Should ensure student participation to the course  1,8550 1,07324 
Should consider the classroom environment offer respect and optimism 1,4825 ,76888 
Should enrich the presentation techniques 1,5750 ,81918 
Should enrich the education tools and devices  1,6725 ,81971 
Should share the objectives and content of the course (in the beginning of the term) 
with the student  1,6650 ,82126 

Should make issues attractive, contemporary and understandable  1,3200 ,62335 
Should perform the course in a vivid tempo 1,3200 ,65473 
Should be polite to his/her students 1,4875 ,74581 
Should be easy to find and available 1,5225 ,72857 
Should appreciate and value his/her students 1,3350 ,59046 
Should usually be jocund 1,7400 ,89409 
Should perceive students as a friend 1,8500 1,01739 
Should offer information and help outside the classroom 1,8897 1,01638 
Should eager to solve students’ problems 1,6150 ,83578 

Table 4: Students’ Quality Expectations - continous 
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Should take care to know students closer 2,0600 1,16180 
Should have sufficient knowledge on his/her own area of interest 1,2155 ,52921 
Should obtain an academic title such as Ph. D., Assoc. Prof. 2,1975 1,20296 
Should have academic successes 1,9500 1,08649 
Should have a vision and be open to developments 1,5650 ,82003 
Should be just while evaluating the students’ success 1,2600 ,57726 
Should provide his/her service without making any distinction  1,3050 ,67313 
Should be open to criticism 1,4386 ,74051 
Should consider students’ views and thoughts  1,3684 ,68517 
Should provide a democratic environment for the students 1,3800 ,70842 
Should channel students to make research 1,8000 ,98612 
While pursuing courses, should give opportunities for applied learning 1,7125 ,92030 
Should provide guidance to student 1,7375 ,96224 
Should support courses presented by student 2,3258 1,23765 
It is necessary to have a good look (clothes and personal care) 2,3625 1,26693 
His/her dictation (intonation) should be pleasant 1,4625 ,83085 

 
Students’ quality expectations from academics are illustrated in Table 4. Evaluating the Table, 

it is seen that statements like academics’ should have a good looking (average: 2,36), supporting 
students to present courses (average: 2,32) and obtaining an academic title (average: 2,19) have the 
highest rank on students’ quality expectations. 
 
6.1. Test of the Hypotheses 

Whether the six variables stating participant students’ quality expectations change according to sex 
(gender) or not was analyzed with t-test analysis. Gathered data are shown in Table 5. As a result of t-
test, H1 hypothesis called “regarding sex (gender), a meaningful difference exist on students’ quality 
expectations from academics” is accepted since p value (sig.) of all of the variables in Levene test 
column are less than 0,05. 
 
Table 5: T-test Results on Quality Expectations Regarding Sex Factor 
 
 Levene Test  

for the Equality of Variances 
t – Test 

for the Equality of Average Group Averages 

  F Sig. t df Sig. (2 sided) Sex Avrg. 

ICAP Default Equal Variances 15,062 ,000** 2,649 398 ,008 Male 1,6076 
Non-default Equal Variances   2,440 247,282 ,015 Female 1,4854 

EMPATHY Default Equal Variances 5,098 ,024* ,107 398 ,915 Male 1,6965 
Non-default Equal Variances   ,103 297,397 ,918 Female 1,6903 

OCAP Default Equal Variances 12,181 ,001** 1,656 398 ,098 Male 1,8000 
Non-default Equal Variances   1,584 287,862 ,114 Female 1,6865 

TRUSTG Default Equal Variances 6,846 ,009** 3,016 398 ,003 Male 1,5705 
Non-default Equal Variances   2,849 274,070 ,005 Female 1,4103 

SUPPORTF Default Equal Variances 7,063 ,008** 1,706 398 ,089 Male 1,9734 
Non-default Equal Variances   1,628 285,339 ,105 Female 1,8396 

PRSCR Default Equal Variances 20,584 ,000** 2,378 398 ,018 Male 2,0375 
Non-default Equal Variances   2,260 280,821 ,025 Female 1,8292 

** p< 0.01; * p< 0.05 
(ICAP: In-class Academic Performance; EMPATHY: Academics capability to see the issues from students’ perspective; 
OCAP: Out-class Academic Performance; TRUSTG: Trust Given by Academics to the Students; SUPPORTF: Support 
Factors; PRSCR: Personal Care) 
 

The results of the Anova analysis are illustrated in Table 6. Participant students’ quality 
expectations on variables about “empathy” and “supportive factors” is divergent at least for one group 
regarding their faculties or collages that they take education. Thus, a meaningful statistical difference 
exists among groups for aforementioned two variables. For the purpose of determining the divergent 
group, Tukey HSD test was conducted. As a consequence of Tukey test, it was found out that regarding 
“empathy” variable, Faculty of Literature students significantly differ from Medical College students; 
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regarding “supportive factors” variable, Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences students 
eloquently differ from Faculty of Literature as well as Medical College students. Therefore, suggested 
hypothesis 2 as “regarding schools that students take education, a meaningful difference exist on 
students’ quality expectations from academics” was proven for the empathy and supportive factors. 
 
Table 6: Anova Test for the Relationship between Taking Education at Different Schools and Students 

Quality Expectations 
 
  Sum of Squares Degree of 

Freedom (df) 
Square of 
Avarage F Sig. 

ICAP 
Between Groups 2,127 5 ,425 2,081 ,067 
In Groups 80,556 394 ,204   

Sum 82,683 399    

EMPHATY 
Between Groups 4,304 5 ,861 2,685 ,021* 
In Groups 126,288 394 ,321   

Sum 130,591 399    

OCAP 
Between Groups 1,269 5 ,254 ,557 ,733 
In Groups 179,538 394 ,456   

Sum 180,806 399    

TRUSTG 
Between Groups 1,640 5 ,328 1,189 ,314 
In Groups 108,637 394 ,276   

Sum 110,277 399    

SUPPORTF 
Between Groups 13,080 5 2,616 4,603 ,000** 
In Groups 223,914 394 ,568   

Sum 236,994 399    

PRSCR 
Between Groups 2,378 5 ,476 ,635 ,673 
In Groups 295,060 394 ,749   

Sum 297,438 399    
 
As it is seen in Table 7, according to participant students’ classes that they take education, 

“empathy capability of the academics” and “supportive factors” variables are different for at least one 
group. In order to ascertain this difference exists for which groups, Tukey HSD test which is a kind of 
multiple comparison test was conducted. In Tukey test, it is observed that regarding the “empathy” 
factor, first year students are meaningfully different than the second and the fourth year students; 
regarding “supportive factors”, first year students are again meaningfully different than second year 
students”. In that context, Hypothesis 3 referring “regarding classes that students are in, a meaningful 
difference exists on students’ quality expectations from academics” was proven for “empathy” and 
“supportive factors”. Given the first year students have just began to the university life and they are 
lack of experience, they are relatively have different expectations than the other class (year) students. 
 
Table 7: Anova Test for the Relationship between the Class Numbers of the Students and Their Academic 

Quality Expectations 
 
  Sum of Squares Degree of 

Freedom (df) 
Square of 
Average F Sig. 

ICAP 
Between Groups ,372 4 ,093 ,447 ,775 
In Groups 82,311 395 ,208   

Sum 82,683 399    

EMPHATY 
Between Groups 6,376 4 1,594 5,069 ,001* 
In Groups 124,216 395 ,314   

Sum 130,591 399    

OCAP 
Between Groups 3,321 4 ,830 1,848 ,119 
In Groups 177,485 395 ,449   

Sum 180,806 399    
Table 7: Anova Test for the Relationship between the Class Numbers of the Students and Their Academic 

Quality Expectations - continous 
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TRUSTG 
Between Groups 1,091 4 ,273 ,986 ,415 
In Groups 109,186 395 ,276   

Sum 110,277 399    

SUPPORTF 
Between Groups 7,247 4 1,812 3,115 ,015* 
In Groups 229,746 395 ,582   

Sum 236,994 399    

PRSCR 
Between Groups 2,748 4 ,687 ,921 ,452 
In Groups 294,689 395 ,746   

Sum 297,438 399    
 

As it is indicated in Table 8, regarding the age groups of the participant students, a meaningful 
difference exists on quality expectations about “trust giving” factor. However, any significant 
difference was found considering age groups and the rest of the variables. Concordantly, the 4th 
Hypothesis as “regarding age groups of the students, a meaningful difference exist on students’ quality 
expectations from academics” was confirmed for “trust giving” factor. 
 
Table 8: Anova Test for the Relationship between the Students’ Age Groups and Academic Quality 

Expectations 
 

  Sum of Squares Degree of 
Freedom (df) 

Square of 
Average F Sig. 

ICAP 
Between Groups ,695 2 ,347 1,682 ,187 
In Groups 81,988 397 ,207   

Sum 82,683 399    

EMPHATY 
Between Groups 1,306 2 ,653 2,005 ,136 
In Groups 129,286 397 ,326   

Sum 130,591 399    

OCAP 
Between Groups ,168 2 ,084 ,185 ,831 
In Groups 180,638 397 ,455   

Sum 180,806 399    

TRUSTG 
Between Groups 1,662 2 ,831 3,037 ,049* 
In Groups 108,615 397 ,274   

Sum 110,277 399    

SUPPORTF 
Between Groups 2,666 2 1,333 2,258 ,106 
In Groups 234,328 397 ,590   

Sum 236,994 399    

PRSCR 
Between Groups 3,145 2 1,572 2,121 ,121 
In Groups 294,293 397 ,741   

Sum 297,438 399    
 
 
7.  Summary and Concluding Remarks 
Studies to identify the relationships between Turkish higher education students’ quality expectations, 
satisfaction degrees and demographic characteristics are too rare. However, universities 
competitiveness usually depends on initiations in accordance with technological innovations, academic 
facilities, improvement of the quality of education and development of the infrastructural and social 
facilities which raise the satisfaction of students and employees. . In this conjuncture, identification of 
the students’ expectations is enourmously significant. 

Aiming to contribute identification of the higher education students’ quality expectations and 
perceptions, this study looks at Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University students. In the course of the 
study, a scale consisting of 35 statements identifying students’ expectations from academics is used. As 
the conclusion of the study conducted on 400 students, having a good look regarding clothes and 
personal care (average 2,36), supporting students to present courses (average 2,32) and obtaining 
academic titles such as Professor or Associate Professor (average 2,19) have the highest rank among 
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the quality expectations of the students. As it is seen, students’ quality expectations to a large extent 
focus on dynamic out of the academic performance. In our opinion, this is because of two reasons. The 
first one is that students do not have enough maturity regarding the quality issue yet. An adequate 
intellectual consciousness about what should be expected for a qualified education is not emerged on 
the students’ part. Secondly, students pursue social and emotional expectations from academics which 
is a result of the multidimensional character of the concept of the quality. Attributing different 
connotations to the concept of the quality also shows that students can be satisfied not only by material 
and concrete factors but also by emotional and moral factors. 

T-test was performed for the purpose of identifying whether the students’ quality expectations 
change according to sex or not. As a result of t-test, regarding sex(gender), a meaningful difference 
exist on students’ quality expectations from academics diagnosis was found since all p value of the all 
variables in Levene test column were below (sig.) 0,05. 

Another result gathered in this study is that according to faculties or collages that students take 
education, their quality expectations change regarding “empathy” and “supportive factors” at least for 
one group. In order to determine the different group Tukey HSD test was conducted and it was 
detected that Faculty of Literature students are meaningfully different than Medical College students 
regarding the “empathy” variable and Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences students are 
significantly different from Faculty of Literature and Medical College students regarding the 
“supportive factors”. 

Considering the class numbers that students are taking education in, it is seen that “academics 
capability to build empathy” and “supportive factors” variables differ. Besides, regarding age groups of 
the students a meaningful difference also exists on “trust giving” factor. Improvement education 
quality, management of student expectations to a realistic level, identification of the difference between 
quality expectation and quality perception, adopting Total Quality Management to satisfy students are 
the necessary requirements in our competitive global era. Nevertheless, a little number of universities 
in Turkey apprehends the significance of the concept of the quality. Improving physical conditions per 
se is not enough to get a competitive structure for the universities. Universities should have required 
number of academics and academics should also give importance social relations between the students 
besides their academic studies. 

As a result of this study, it is observed that a particular philosophy of education quality is not 
settled down at Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University. In order to make constant improvement, it is 
necessary to increase the quality education for academic and administrative personnel. Furthermore, 
universities should close their quality policy deficiencies immediately. 

Without any doubt, as like many other studies, this study includes some particular constrains 
and limitations. First of all, this research conducted at only one university in Turkey. So, this hinders to 
make great generalizations about overall Turkish Higher Education System. Next, due to dynamic 
character of the expectations and perceptions, these variables may change in time. So, the outcomes of 
this research offer data and evaluations for the contemporary situation per se without claiming 
omnipresent and enduring conclusions. Another limitation of the study is conducting research in a 
newly established public university only without examining the other types of the universities. 
Nevertheless, in Turkish education system, private universities also get importance as like the public 
ones. Furthermore, since Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University is a new one, it does not have a settled 
institution culture yet. This factor may negatively influence many structures of the university as well as 
of the quality structure. 

Given these constraints and limitations, is possible to suggest the following statements: 
1. Future researches on the quality expectations should be done in a broader university 

portfolio. 
2. Comparing the public and private universities, if a difference exists between these two, 

the reasons behind this difference should be identified. 
3. Comparing newly established universities with the old ones, the influence of the 

university age should be revealed. 
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4. Finally, repeating the same research in different times at the same university, changes on 
the difference between students’ quality expectations and their perceptions in time should 
be presented. 
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