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Abstract

As regards this study, it was aimed to determine the knowledge level of pre-service teachers in YYU faculty of
education about student rights. The population of the study consisted of 3538 undergraduates in 2010-2011 aca-
demic year of YYU. By stratified and multi-phase sampling, 538 students from all departments and grades were
randomly selected. As a data collection tool, “Student Rights Knowledge Survey” which was developed the re-
searcher, was used. The data were analysed by using SPSS statistical package. The survey was examined in terms
of factorial structure and model appropriateness through exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. As a result,
it was found out that the rights’ knowledge of prospective teachers studying at faculty of education was over the
level. Another finding showed that they were knowledgeable enough about educational rights, registration rights,
exemption and seeking justice, average about social rights and course selection. According to another finding,
female students were more knowledgeable about seeking justice, educational rights and exemption rights, FAPT
students had more knowledge about seeking justice rights than science students, and science students had less
knowledge about educational rights than FAPT students and social students. It was also seen that junior students
had less knowledge about social rights than senior students; freshman students had less knowledge about regis-
tration rights than senior students, and freshman students had also less knowledge about course selection rights
than junior and senior students. The current research was ended by results and discussion.
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Right is a benefit of an individual for being pro-
tected which is described by law (Akintiirk, 2008).
Law defines an order; right, on the other hand re-
fers to a benefit protected by law (Akyiiz, 2006).
The right gives individuals necessary power and
opportunities about a subject, provides freedom
about behaving and acting according to law or not,
and means legal usage which can be used against
others (individuals, groups, society, delegates of
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society, humanity) (Tice, 1976). The rights are di-
vided into two as public rights and private rights
(Karaman Kepenekgi, 2004, 2008). Public rights are
also divided into two: Generally qualified public
rights and specially qualified public rights (Akytiz,
2006). Student rights are specially qualified public
rights. Each right bases on a law rule. Each right
has an owner. Beings that have rights are called as
individuals in law (Akintiirk, 2008). College stu-
dents studying at a university have rights as being
individuals. Student rights, from general to specific,
are human rights, participation rights in organiza-
tions and structural and other legal rights (Tice).
It is possible to order these rights in the specialty
of university as educational, participation, seeking
justice, social, cultural rights (Resmi Gazete, 2010).
Student rights are found first in forensic documents
and national legislation.
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According to Universal Declaration of Human
Rights accepted in December 10, 1948, each indi-
vidual has the educational right. Education should
be free at least during basic educational grades. Ba-
sic education is compulsory. Everyone should bene-
fit from technical and vocational education. Higher
education, on the other hand, should be open to
every person according to their abilities (Sisman,
2006; Tice, 1976). International Covenant on Eco-
nomic, Social and Cultural Rights adopted by Unit-
ed Nations made Universal Declaration of Human
Rights strengthened. The covenant, which was ac-
cepted on December 16, 1966, became effective on
January 3, 1976. In the covenant, educational right
was regulated comprehensively, and by the covenant
countries were nominated to form basic facilities of
educational system and to provide educational or-
ganizations and opportunities (Sencer, 1988). One
of the international contracts related to education
is United Nations Convention on the Rights of the
Child. The convention was accepted by United Na-
tions on November 20, 1989. It was inured in Tur-
key by the Official Journal of dated 27.01.1995 and
numbered 22184 (Resmi Gazete, 1995). The conven-
tion became an internal source of law in relation to
90 of the Constitution article (Ozdemir Ulug, 2008).
The aim of the convention is to identify universal
principals for protection and development of chil-
dren, to protect them against all kinds of neglect,
abuse and misconduct. Also, it is intended to form a
frame which provides children programs for the de-
velopment of their potentials and abilities (Akyiiz,
2010). The Treaty of Amsterdam which integrated
all other European treaties, made two crucial regu-
lations regarding education. Those regulations are
the 149 and 150 of the Treaty article. The articles
put forth education and educational policies for
consideration (Bolayir, 2000; Topsakal, 2003). Edu-
cation was taken into consideration in the European
Union Constitution (the Lisbon Treaty) that was ac-
cepted in 2009, and by Life-long Learning Program,
student rights were determined (T.C. Bagbakanlik
Devlet Planlama Bagkanligi, 2010). Educational
freedom was acknowledged in the European Con-
vention on Human Rights which was prepared by
the European Commission to protect human rights
globally, and became effective in September 3, 1953
(Karaman Kepenekgi, 2008). The goal of education
in international educational law can be expressed
as to reinforce respect for human rights and free-
dom, to strengthen personal development, to make
individuals take part in a free society actively, and to
spread mutual friendship, understanding and toler-
ance (UNICEE, 2007).

Educational right was handled as a social basic
right in the 1982 Constitution as a national legisla-
tion (Akytiz, 2006; Karaman Kepenekgi, 2006). In-
dividual application to the Supreme Court was ac-
knowledged after September 12, 2010 referendum
with a new regulation (Arslan & Kayangicek, 2010).
The Turkish Educational System is being carried
out according to the principals of the 14.06.1973
dated and 1739 numbered National Education
Basic Law (Milli Egitim Bakanligi [MEB], 2007).
Some goals in the Law such as general goals (e.g.
raising citizens, personality development, profes-
sional development), specific goals (e.g. goals of
preschool education, elementary, secondary, higher
education and non-formal education), and some
principles as universality and equality, orientation,
educational right, and opportunity and facility
equality are related to student rights (Akytiz, 2006).
Education and students are identified in seventh
section of the Law of Higher Education (Aligkan,
2007). Student rights take part in student regula-
tions (Resmi Gazete, 2010).

It is observed in the related literature that student
rights are handled according to both in general
and levels of education (Abinanti & Tripp & Arcata
CA, 1976; Aydin, 2003a; Bureau of Indian Affairs,
1974; Indiana University, 2011; Washington Office
of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction,
1976; Wood, Kelley, Test, & Fowler, 2010). Another
study focused on academic rights in American
colleges (Horowitz, 2010). Student rights and re-
sponsibilities at the Technical University of Varna,
Bulgaria were gathered in a guide (Varna Teknik
Universitesi, 2011). Turkish educational institu-
tions take some decisions about student rights and
responsibilities as seen on studies abroad (Ankara
Universitesi, 2001; Aydin, 2003b; Kog Universitesi,
2011). In a study focused on beliefs of high school
students in America about which rights they had
and which rights they did not, it was found out that
although they gave ironic, funny and full of surpris-
es responses, most of the students had knowledge
of their rights. The other finding of this study was
the manifestation of level of knowledge of rights
(Kriebel, 2003). In another study which was con-
ducted in the USA and focused on the importance
of student knowledge and awareness of their legal
rights, it was concluded that the subject was a ne-
cessity for teacher education programs, writing stu-
dent rights booklets had great importance, and de-
signing in-service trainings for teachers which are
related to the subject in order to make them help
students become aware of and minimize suffering
was another necessity (Simpson, 1980).
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Aim

Reaching views of prospective teachers, who are
students at the faculty of education, in order to
identify their knowledge level regarding their rights
is a crucial subject. Parallel to this, the knowledge
level of students who were at the YYU Faculty of
Education about their rights forms the main aim of
this study. In line with this aim, the research ques-
tion asking, “What is the knowledge level of the YYU
Faculty of Education students about student rights?”
was investigated in this study.

Method
Model

In this study, general screening model, which is a
descriptive research method, was used.

Population and Sample

The population of this study was consisted of 3538
students who were at the Yiziincii Yil University
Faculty of Education. Since it was difficult and cost-
ly to reach the population, studying with a sample
was decided to be effective. For sample size selec-
tion, the table developed by Balci including theo-
retical sample sizes for different populations, and 95
% significance level was used (Balci, 2001). Accord-
ing to this table, for 4 % tolerable error, necessary
sample size for 5000 population size is 535. For
this study, the sample size was consisted of 538 stu-
dents. The departments of students were classified
as social, science, and fine arts and physical training
(FAPT) according to the related literature (Dénmez
& Ozer, 2009).

Data Collection Tool

For this study, “The Student Rights Knowledge Sur-
vey” was developed by the researcher, and content
validity of the tool was conducted (Balci, 2001). In
“The Student Rights Knowledge Survey”, in order to
make participants analyze given expressions, five-
point Likert-type rating scale was used. Knowledge
level about the subject was formed by never (1), al-
most never (2), in between (3), enough (4) and ab-
solutely (5). It is requested from students to identify
most suitable alternative for them.

For validity of The Student Rights Knowledge
Survey, exploratory factor analysis in relation
to construct validity was used (Biiyiikoztiirk,
2003). By exploratory factor analysis which was

-

conducted to assess the factor structure of the
Student Rights Knowledge Survey, KMO coeffi-
cient of the sample compliance was found to be
0,936, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity chi-square
value was 7458,89 (p<0.001). With these results,
it was concluded that the data of this study would
be processed by factor analysis. According to the
results of factor analysis which was performed by
principal component analysis and varimax rota-
tion, 6 factors were determined to have greater
than 1 Eigen values. The total variance explained
by these 6 factors was % 59.961. The total vari-
ance explained by each factor after rotation, re-
spectively was 16.514; 11.379; 8.995; 8.381; 7.908
and 6.784. Since the goodness of fit index (GFI)
and comparative fit index (CFI) values are near
to cut-off point (,90) and x %/df value is smaller
than 5, the confirmatory factor analysis seems to
produce a good fit (Duyan & Gelbal, 2008).The
scale items were rated on five point scale: 1-1,79
corresponding to never; 1,80-2,59 very rarely;
2,60-3,39 sometimes; 3,40-4,19 very often, and
4,20-5,00 always (Kogakoglu & Tiirkmen, 2010).

Data Analysis

Statistical techniques such as mean, standard devia-
tion t-test and ANOVA were used for quantitative
data analysis in this study. Knowledge level of pro-
spective teachers about student rights was described
by mean and standard deviation calculated for each
sub-dimension. In order to test whether knowledge
level of prospective teachers about student rights
differentiated in relation to gender or not, t-test was
conducted; in order to reach information whether
this knowledge level differentiated regarding grades
of students or not, ANOVA was used.

For data collection, qualitative research method
was also used with quantitative method (Cresswell,
1994 as cited in Memduhoglu, 2010; Patton, 1990
as cited in Memduhoglu, 2010; Yildirim & Simgek,
2008). The results obtained from the study were re-
vised and converted into an interview protocol in
order to get 15 educational administrators’ views
concerning the topic. While presenting the data,
nick names such as “the first participant’, the sec-
ond participant” were used instead of interpreting
the real names of administrators. Interviews lasted
from 20 minutes to an hour. The researcher took
some notes during interviews. These interview
notes were analysed according to the findings and
then grouped.
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Results and Discussion

The first result according to the findings of this
study was that students at the faculty of education
had enough knowledge regarding student rights.
Educational administrators evaluated this result
that students read regulations of their departments
from the university’s web page, and added that stu-
dents were also getting information from educa-
tional administrators. This result was parallel to the
findings of related studies in terms of students’ gen-
eral knowledge level (Tican, 2005) and their lack of
knowledge regarding specific knowledge, treatment
and detail (Dénmez & Ozer, 2009).

The second result based on findings showed that
students at the faculty of education had enough
knowledge concerning educational rights, regis-
tration rights, and exemption and seeking justice
rights. However, they had middle-level knowledge
about social rights and course selection rights. This
result was found to be parallel to related literature
(Ozden Aras, 2006).

The third result was that female students were more
knowledgeable in terms of seeking justice, educa-
tional rights and exception and passing the course
rights than male students. No significant difference
was found between females and males concerning
knowledge about social rights, registration rights
and course selection rights. The result was also seen
to be parallel with related literature (Dénmez &
Ozer, 2009; Giidek 2007; Giilveren, 2007; Karahan,
2003; Ovet, 2006; Ozdemir Ulug, 2008; Ozden Aras,
2006; Tican, 2005).

The fourth result based on the findings of current
study showed that fine arts and physical training
(FAPT) students had more knowledge about seek-
ing justice than science students, science students
had less knowledge about educational rights than
fine arts and physical training (FAPT) and social
students, and science students also had less knowl-
edge about social rights than fine arts and physical
training (FAPT) and social students. For registra-
tion rights, exemption rights and course selection
rights, on the other hand, no significant difference
was found to be among departments. This result
was also supported with related literature (Dénmez
& Ozer, 2009; Karahan, 2003; Ozdemir Ulug, 2008;
Tirkgapar, 2007).

The fifth result based on the findings was that,
regarding social rights, junior students had less
knowledge than senior students. In terms of reg-
istration rights, freshman students had less knowl-
edge than senior students. Concerning course

selection rights, freshman students had also less
knowledge than junior and senior students. No
significant difference was found among grades. The
result was parallel with related literature (Dénmez
& Ozer, 2009; Karahan, 2003; Ozdemir Ulug, 2008).

Suggestions

Based on the results, following suggestions can be
recommended:

1. Student advisors and educational administrators
should support the students according to follow-
ing points:

a) To all students about social rights and course
selection rights,

b) For departments; course selection rights to all
departments, and social rights to science and
social departments,

¢) For grades; seeking justice to junior students,
social rights to freshman and junior students,
and course selection rights to all grades

Student rights seminars can be arranged during the
academic year to achieve these points. Members of
Office of Legal Affairs from the Rectorate can make
contributions to these seminars.

2. Orientations can be arranged for freshman stu-
dents who were found to have less knowledge
about registration and course selection rights
than upper grade students at the beginning of
each academic year.

3. A booklet including student rights and adver-
tisement of the university can be distributed to
each student during registration.

4. Seminars and in-service trainings about practice
of student rights can be arranged to student ad-
visors and educational administrators. Members
of Office of Legal Affairs from the Rectorate can
make contributions while arranging these semi-
nars and in-service trainings.

5. This study should be replicated with whole uni-
versity students, and other educational levels
such as elementary and secondary levels.

6. The rights are being studied with the responsi-
bilities in the literature. Therefore, these two sub-
jects can be studied together in other researches.
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