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Abstract
Background 
and Study Aim

Participation in outdoor recreational activities contributes to psychological well-being and overall 
life satisfaction. Since leisure satisfaction is closely associated with quality of life, examining 
this relationship can offer valuable insights into the role of recreation in academic settings. The 
objective of this study is to examine the relationship between students’ life satisfaction and leisure 
satisfaction during outdoor recreational activities.

Material and 
Methods

The study group consisted of 647 willing participants (413 men and 234 women) randomly selected 
from a larger pool of university students who engage in various leisure activities during their free 
time. Researchers utilized a personal information form, the Leisure Satisfaction Scale (LSS), and the 
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) as data collection instruments. The data were analyzed using 
frequency analysis, arithmetic mean, standard deviation, independent samples t-test, ANOVA, and 
Pearson correlation.

Results The t-test results showed no significant differences between gender and the sub-dimensions of the 
LSS and SWLS. The ANOVA test revealed that students in the Recreation Department scored higher 
on average compared to those in the Coaching Education and Sports Management departments 
in the LSS sub-dimensions. Additionally, students in the Physical Education and Sports Teaching 
Department scored higher on the SWLS compared to those in the Coaching Education Department. 
A statistically significant difference was found between the mean scores of the LSS’s Curriculum 
and Instruction, Social, Physiological, and Aesthetic components based on the variable of sports 
participation. Students who participated in sports for leisure scored higher. Furthermore, as levels 
of life satisfaction increased, levels of leisure satisfaction also increased.

Conclusions Engaging in leisure activities contributes to higher levels of life satisfaction by fulfilling psychological 
and social needs. The findings suggest that participation in outdoor recreational activities can 
positively influence well-being, helping students manage stress, develop social connections, and 
improve their overall quality of life. Encouraging leisure activities within academic environments 
may serve as an effective strategy for enhancing both personal and academic outcomes.
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Introduction
Today, outdoor recreational activities are 

essential for people to escape daily work stress, 
relax, boost motivation, and establish social 
relationships. These activities are considered an 
important tool for meeting physical, psychological, 
and social needs. They offer many positive effects, 
such as improving health, coping with stress, 
enhancing quality of life, and fostering a connection 
with nature [1, 2, 3]. The increasing stress of daily 
life and growing dependence on technology have 
heightened the need for outdoor activities [4, 5]. It 
is well established that outdoor recreation increases 
physical activity levels, helping individuals lead 
healthier lives and preventing chronic diseases 
such as obesity and diabetes [6, 7]. Furthermore, 

outdoor recreation activities strengthen social ties 
and support psychological resilience by enhancing 
individuals’ self-efficacy. Regular participation 
in these activities also develops environmental 
awareness and contributes to social solidarity.

Outdoor recreation activities are highlighted 
as an ideal tool for enhancing the quality of life of 
university students, supporting their physical and 
mental health, and strengthening social bonds [8, 9]. 
Furthermore, participation in outdoor recreational 
activities has been shown to positively contribute to 
university students’ stress management, academic 
performance, overall life satisfaction, and leisure 
satisfaction [10, 11, 12, 13].

The meaningful and productive use of leisure 
time increases individuals’ satisfaction levels, 
providing both personal and societal benefits. 
The joy, contentment, and sense of personal 
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significance that people experience when engaging 
in leisure activities are referred to as leisure 
satisfaction [14, 15, 16]. Leisure satisfaction 
significantly contributes to strengthening social 
bonds, fostering personal development, and 
enhancing overall happiness [17, 18].

Leisure satisfaction refers to the happiness, 
fulfillment, and sense of personal meaning 
individuals experience through participation in 
leisure activities. This satisfaction depends on how 
individuals spend their leisure time, the benefits 
they gain from these activities, and how well 
these experiences meet their psychological, social, 
and physical needs [19]. Participation in outdoor 
recreational activities is considered an effective 
way to enhance leisure satisfaction. These activities 
offer opportunities to connect with nature, engage 
in physical exercise, and build social relationships 
[20, 21]. Leisure fulfillment plays a crucial role in 
maintaining psychological health and significantly 
increasing overall happiness [22, 23]. Therefore, 
leisure satisfaction, as a measure of happiness and 
fulfillment derived from leisure activities, is closely 
related to life satisfaction.

Satisfaction with life is described as the state or 
outcome derived from comparing what individuals 
wish to achieve with what they actually possess [24, 
25]. It serves as a subjective indicator of well-being, 
reflecting individuals’ overall assessments of their 
lives and the satisfaction they derive from these 
evaluations [26].

Satisfaction with life not only enhances personal 
well-being but also fosters positive interactions and 
social cohesion within society [27, 28]. Participation 
in leisure activities plays a fundamental role in 
improving university students’ satisfaction with life 
by meeting their psychological, social, and physical 
needs. While leisure satisfaction refers to the 
happiness and fulfillment individuals experience 
from leisure activities, life satisfaction represents a 
holistic evaluation of the contentment individuals 
derive from various aspects of their lives [25, 29].

Despite the existence of numerous studies 
exploring the relationships between leisure 
satisfaction and life satisfaction, the specific 
dynamics among university students participating in 
outdoor recreational activities remain insufficiently 
understood. Previous research has highlighted 
general benefits, but gaps persist in identifying 
how different factors, such as demographic 
characteristics and types of activities, influence 
these outcomes. Therefore, this topic requires a 
more in-depth investigation to comprehensively 
understand the role of leisure satisfaction in 
enhancing life satisfaction among students. 

Considering the strong relationship between 
outdoor recreational activities, leisure satisfaction, 
and life satisfaction, students who engage in leisure 
activities can enhance both their quality of life and 

overall life satisfaction.  Given this, the objective of 
this study is to examine the relationship between 
students’ life satisfaction and leisure satisfaction 
during outdoor recreational activities.

Materials and Methods
This study employed a relational survey model, 

a type of correlational research designed to identify 
relationships between two or more variables and 
provide insights into potential cause-and-effect 
dynamics [30, 31].

Participants 
The research group consisted of 647 voluntary 

university students: 413 males (M_age = 21.42 ± 1.89) 
and 234 females (M_ age = 20.79 ± 1.96). The overall 
mean age of the participants was 21.19 years (M_ age 
= 21.19 ± 1.93). Participants were selected through 
convenience sampling from students engaged in 
various leisure activities, including social, cultural, 
and physical activities.

Research Design

Data Collection Tools
The data were collected using a personal 

information form developed by the researchers. 
This form inquired about independent variables, 
including gender, age, academic department, and 
participation in sports during leisure time.

The data were collected using a personal 
information form developed by the researchers. 
This form inquired about independent variables, 
including gender, age, academic department, and 
participation in sports during leisure time.

The Leisure Time Satisfaction Scale (LTSS), 
created by Beard and Ragheb and translated into 
Turkish by Karlı et al., was used to measure the 
degree of participants’ satisfaction with leisure 
activities [32, 33]. According to validity and reliability 
tests, the 39 items in the LTSS were divided into six 
sub-dimensions: psychological, educational, social, 
relaxation, physiological, and aesthetic.

The internal consistency coefficient of the 
Turkish adaptation of the LTSS was determined to 
be 0.92 for the overall scale, and the sub-dimension 
values were as follows: 0.96 for psychological, 0.84 
for educational, 0.82 for social, 0.79 for relaxation, 
0.82 for physiological, and 0.79 for aesthetic. In 
this study, the internal consistency coefficient 
was 0.96 for the overall scale. The sub-dimension 
coefficients were 0.86 for psychological, 0.89 for 
educational, 0.84 for social, 0.85 for relaxation, 0.80 
for physiological, and 0.80 for aesthetic.

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) created 
by Diener et al. and translated into Turkish by Yetim, 
was used to measure the life satisfaction of the 
participants [25, 34]. The five-item life satisfaction 
scale was constructed using a seven-point Likert 
scale for scoring. “Strongly disagree (1)”, ‘disagree 
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(2)’, ‘partially disagree (3)’, ‘undecided (4)’, ‘partially 
agree (5)’, ‘agree (6)’ and ‘strongly agree (7)’ are 
seven-point Likert possibilities. While the internal 
consistency coefficient of the scale used in the 
adaptation study was .86, the internal consistency 
coefficient determined for the data collected for this 
study was .85.

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS), created 
by Diener et al. and translated into Turkish by 
Yetim, was used to measure participants’ life 
satisfaction [25, 34]. The scale consists of five items, 
each rated on a seven-point Likert scale: “Strongly 
disagree (1)”, “Disagree (2)”, “Partially disagree (3)”, 
“Undecided (4)”, “Partially agree (5)”, “Agree (6)”, 
and “Strongly agree (7)”. The internal consistency 
coefficient of the scale in the adaptation study was 
0.86, while the internal consistency coefficient for 
the data collected in this study was 0.85.

Data Collection Process
Participants were asked to complete the scales 

using their mobile devices, and all data collection 
tools were administered digitally. The instructions 
provided necessary explanations regarding the 
study’s purpose and detailed guidance on how to 
complete the data collection tools. The responses 
were submitted voluntarily by individuals who 
engaged in various leisure activities. After collecting 
the forms, the researcher reviewed them and 
excluded those with missing information or errors. 
The valid and complete data were then transferred 
to a computer for analysis.

Ethical Standards
This study was conducted in accordance with 

ethical guidelines for research involving human 
participants. Before participating, all students 
were provided with detailed information about the 
purpose and procedures of the study. Informed 
consent was obtained from all participants, 
emphasizing the voluntary nature of their 
participation and their right to withdraw at any 
time without penalty. To ensure confidentiality and 
privacy, no identifying information was collected, 
and all data were anonymized and securely stored. 
The study received ethical approval from the 
University Ethics Committee.

Statistical Analysis
The statistical analysis was conducted using 

SPSS 20.0. The methods applied to assess the data 
included frequency analysis, numerical mean, 
standard deviation, independent samples t-test, 
ANOVA, and Pearson correlation tests. To determine 
the suitability of parametric tests, the results of 
Levene’s test for equality of variances and the 
Skewness and Kurtosis values for normality of the 
data were analyzed [35]. The equality of variances 
was confirmed, as the significance value for Levene’s 
test was greater than p < 0.05 [30]. Additionally, 
the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was calculated to 
assess the reliability of the scales.

Results 
The various dimensions of satisfaction, including 

psychological, educational, social, relaxation, 
physiological, and aesthetic factors, were assessed 
in this study. These dimensions are summarized in 
Table 1.

The “Relaxation” sub-dimension had the 
greatest mean (3.68), while the “Physiological” sub-
dimension had the lowest mean (3.51) when the 
arithmetic means of the participants’ scores on the 
Leisure Satisfaction Scale were analyzed by factor 
(see Table 1). Participants’ overall Satisfaction with 
Life Scale scores had an arithmetic mean of 4.36. 
Furthermore, it was determined that the data has 
a normal distribution after looking at the skewness 
and kurtosis values of the scale scores.

Table 2 reveals the results of the t-test, indicating 
no statistically significant differences in the scores 
of any LSS sub-dimension based on the gender 
variable. Additionally, the t-test results for the 
gender variable showed no statistically significant 
differences in the mean scores of the SWLS.

Table 3 shows statistically significant differences 
in the mean scores of all LSS sub-dimensions 
based on the participants’ department of study. 
A comparison of the mean scores for all LSS 
sub-dimensions indicates that students in the 
“Recreation” department had higher mean scores 
than those in the “Coaching Education” and “Sports 
Management” departments. Additionally, the mean 

Table 1. Distribution of scale scores

Well-Being Categories n Mean Sd Skewness Kurtosis Min. Max.

SWLS 647 4.36 1.46 -0.19 -0.76 1.00 7.00

LSS

Psychological 647 3.53 0.81 -0.40 -0.20 1.00 5.00

Education 647 3.57 0.82 -0.34 -0.12 1.00 5.00

Social 647 3.61 0.76 -0.40 0.12 1.00 5.00

Relaxation 647 3.68 0.94 -0.49 -0.25 1.00 5.00

Physiological 647 3.51 0.80 -0.36 0.05 1.00 5.00

Aesthetics 647 3.59 0.89 -0.49 0.02 1.00 5.00
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Table 2. T-test results by gender variable

Well-Being Categories Gender N Mean Sd sd t p

SWLS
Female 234 4.32 1.44

645 -.343 .732
Male 413 4.37 1.47

LSS

Psychological
Female 234 3.50 .82

645 -.746 .456
Male 413 3.55 .79

Education
Female 234 3.56 .84

645 -.182 .856
Male 413 3.57 .80

Social
Female 234 3.62 .77

645 .237 .813
Male 413 3.60 .74

Relaxation
Female 234 3.68 .96

645 .088 .930
Male 413 3.67 .91

Physiological
Female 234 3.48 .84

645 -.443 .658
Male 413 3.51 .77

Aesthetics
Female 234 3.53 .93

645 -1.071 .284
Male 413 3.61 .86

Table 3. ANOVA results by department variable

Source of Variance Sum of Squares sd Mean Square F p Difference*

SWLS

Intergroup 19.075 3 6.358

3.005 .030 1 > 2Intragroup 1360.638 643
2.116

Total 1379.713 646

LSS

Psychological

Intergroup 16.291 3 5.430

8.677 .000 3 > 2.4Intragroup 402.402 643
.626

Total 418.693 646

Education

Intergroup 15.674 3 5.225

8.102 .000 3 > 2.4Intragroup 414.635 643
.645

Total 430.309 646

Social

Intergroup 9.086 3 3.029

5.401 .001 3 > 2.4Intragroup 360.562 643
.561

Total 369.648 646

Relaxation

Intergroup 17.176 3 5.725

6.723 .000 3 > 2.4Intragroup 547.610 643
.852

Total 564.786 646

Physiological

Intergroup 8.625 3 2.875

4.574 .004 3 > 2.4Intragroup 404.188 643
.629

Total 412.813 646

Aesthetics

Intergroup 13.291 3 4.430

5.703 .001 3 > 2.4Intragroup 499.468 643
.777

Total 512.759 646
*p<0,05 - 1. Physical Education and Sports Teaching 2. Coaching Education, 3. Recreation, 4. Sports 
Management

scores varied statistically significantly depending 
on the students’ study major (F(3, 646) = 3.005; p 
< 0.05). The results of the Tukey test revealed that 
students in the “Physical Education and Sports 

Teaching” department had higher average scores 
than those in the “Coaching Education” department.

Table 4 shows that the mean scores for the 
“Psychological” and “Relaxation” sub-dimensions 
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of the LSS were not statistically significantly 
different based on the t-test results for participants’ 
engagement in sports activities (p > 0.05). However, 
for the “Education”, “Social”, “Physiological”, 
and “Aesthetic” sub-dimensions of the LSS, there 
were statistically significant differences in mean 
scores depending on participation in leisure sports 
activities (p < 0.05). Analysis of these mean scores 
revealed that participants who engaged in sports 
activities during their leisure time had higher scores 
in these sub-dimensions. Additionally, the t-test 
results for the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) 
showed no statistically significant differences based 
on sports participation (t(645) = -0.958; p > 0.05).

According to Table 5, the results of the correlation 
analysis conducted to test the relationships between 
participants’ age, monthly income, duration of 
participation in leisure activities, SWLS, and LSS 
sub-dimensions show the following:
•	 A positive, low-level statistically significant 

relationship was found between monthly income 
and the SWLS average scores (r = .12, p < 0.05).

•	 Similar low-level positive correlations were 
observed between monthly income and the LSS 
sub-dimensions:

-	 Psychological (r = .12),
-	 Educational (r = .11),
-	 Social (r = .10),
-	 Relaxation (r = .08),
-	 Physiological (r = .11), and
-	 Aesthetic (r = .07), all at p < 0.05.

•	 Additionally, a positive, moderate-level 
statistically significant relationship was found 
between the SWLS average scores and the 
following LSS sub-dimensions:

-	 Psychological (r = .39),
-	 Educational (r = .36),
-	 Social (r = .36),
-	 Relaxation (r = .36),
-	 Physiological (r = .35), and
-	 Aesthetic (r = .30), all at p < 0.05.

These findings suggest that as monthly income 
levels increase, both life satisfaction and leisure 
satisfaction levels tend to increase.

Table 4. T-test results according to the variable of participation in sports activities

Participation in Sports Events N Mean Sd sd t p

SWLS
No 231 4.28 1.47

645 -.958 .732
Yes 416 4.39 1.45

LSS

Psychological
No 231 3.43 .80

645 -2.249 .456
Yes 416 3.58 .79

Education
No 231 3.44 .84

645 -2.875 .004*
Yes 416 3.64 .79

Social
No 231 3.48 .76

645 -3.178 .002*
Yes 416 3.68 .74

Relaxation
No 231 3.59 .96

645 -1.754 .080
Yes 416 3.72 .91

Physiological
No 231 3.37 .80

645 -3.220 .001*
Yes 416 3.58 .78

Aesthetics
No 231 3.43 .93

645 -3.238 .001*
Yes 416 3.67 .85

*p<0,05	

Table 5. Correlation results of the participants between LSS and SWLS according to independent variables

Variables SWLS
LSS
Psychological Education Social Relaxation Physiological Aesthetics

Age
r 0.00 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02
p 0.99 0.50 0.67 0.69 0.22 0.67 0.57

Monthly Income
r .125 .124 .116 .103 .087 .114 .078
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.04

Participation 
Duration in 
Leisure Time

r 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.02

p 0.91 0.52 1.00 0.75 0.31 0.96 0.64

SWLS
r - .398 .365 .361 .369 .356 .303
p - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Discussion
The current research aims to explore how 

university students participating in outdoor 
recreational activities perceive their life satisfaction 
and leisure satisfaction. The obtained results 
have been analyzed within the context of existing 
research findings.

Outdoor recreation refers to leisure activities 
conducted in natural environments, where 
individuals engage directly with the outdoors [36]. 
In recent years, activities that involve close contact 
with nature have gained increasing popularity [37]. 
Given this trend, the present study investigates 
the relationship between students’ levels of 
life satisfaction and leisure satisfaction as they 
participate in outdoor recreational activities.

There was no discernible variation in the 
LSS sub-dimensions based on the gender of the 
participants. Similar findings were reported by 
Mamak [38], who found no significant difference 
in leisure satisfaction levels according to gender 
among university students participating in leisure 
activities. Consistent with these results, Ardahan 
and Yerlisu [39] also found no significant gender 
differences in leisure satisfaction levels among 
university students. Likewise, Yiğit [40] observed 
no significant gender-based differences in leisure 
satisfaction among students involved in university 
recreational activities. Furthermore, Gökçe [41] 
found no significant difference in leisure satisfaction 
levels among students preparing for the university 
entrance exam.

Ragheb and Griffith [29] determined that gender 
did not create a significant difference among the 
factors influencing individuals’ leisure satisfaction 
levels. Additionally, Iso-Ahola and Weissinger 
[42] suggested that while participation in leisure 
activities enhances individuals’ perceptions of 
satisfaction, these perceptions are independent of 
demographic variables such as gender. In conclusion, 
it can be inferred that the leisure satisfaction 
levels of both female and male individuals may be 
similar. This finding suggests that the nature of the 
activities and individual preferences might have a 
more significant effect on leisure satisfaction than 
gender.

Regarding the gender variable, there was no 
discernible variation in the participants’ mean 
SWLS scores. A study by Küçük Kılıç et al. [43] found 
no significant difference in life satisfaction based on 
gender among attendees of summer sports schools. 
Similarly, Yaşartürk and Bilgin [44] found no clear 
variation in life satisfaction between male and 
female college students. Ayhan and Özel [45] also 
reported no significant difference in life satisfaction 
based on gender among university students.

This conclusion aligns with existing research 
suggesting that factors such as personal experience, 

individual values, and living circumstances, rather 
than gender, determine life satisfaction [46]. 
Furthermore, Pavot and Diener [26] concluded that 
life happiness is not significantly influenced by 
gender.

The results of this study reveal that life 
satisfaction levels among male and female university 
students participating in outdoor activities are quite 
similar. This could reflect the shared sources of 
pleasure, rejuvenation, and relaxation that outdoor 
activities provide. Additionally, the similarity 
in living circumstances and access to outdoor 
activities among university students may contribute 
to reducing gender disparities in life satisfaction.

Based on the findings, university students of 
both sexes perceive leisure and life satisfaction at 
equivalent levels. In this context, gender may not 
be a determining factor for personal evaluations 
like leisure and life satisfaction, which depend 
more on personal interests, expectations, and 
experiences. Therefore, the degrees of satisfaction 
and fulfillment derived from leisure activities can 
develop independently of gender.

Based on the participants’ majors, there was a 
notable variation among the LSS sub-dimensions. 
Students in the “Recreation” department 
outperformed those in the “Coaching Education” 
and “Sports Management” departments across all 
LSS sub-dimension mean scores. Research suggests 
that students’ leisure experiences and satisfaction 
may be influenced by various factors, including 
their lifestyles, hobbies, and stress levels associated 
with different academic disciplines [47]. However, 
a study by Bakar and Yaşartürk [48] reported 
results contrary to ours, showing no significant 
variation in LSS sub-dimensions based on students’ 
academic departments. Considering that students 
in the Recreation department typically receive more 
training in efficiently and effectively evaluating 
leisure activities, our findings align with the existing 
literature. Furthermore, the observed differences in 
leisure satisfaction among students from different 
departments suggest that leisure activities should 
be designed to align with the academic needs, 
interests, and lifestyles of students.

The SWLS mean scores of the participants varied 
significantly based on their academic department. 
The results showed that students in the “Coaching 
Education” department had lower mean scores 
than those in the “Physical Education and Sports 
Teaching” department. A study by Yaşartürk et 
al. [49] similarly found a significant difference 
in life satisfaction based on department. Their 
findings indicated that students in the “Physical 
Education and Sports Teaching” department had 
higher life satisfaction compared to those in the 
“Sports Management” department. This suggests 
that the academic field of study may be a key factor 
influencing life satisfaction among university 
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students. The study supports this view, indicating 
that individuals’ professional or academic fields can 
directly or indirectly affect their life satisfaction [25]. 
Conversely, a study by Aktop and Göksel [50] found 
significant differences in life satisfaction based 
on department, while Çolak and Ünal [51] reported 
no such significant differences. In this context, 
academic expectations, career goals, and daily life 
routines of students in different departments likely 
play a determining role in their life satisfaction [52]. 
To help university students maximize the benefits of 
outdoor recreational activities and enhance their life 
satisfaction, it is essential to design these activities 
to meet both their physical and psychological needs.

The mean scores of the LSS sub-dimensions 
“Education,” “Social,” “Physiological,” and 
“Aesthetic” showed a statistically significant 
difference based on participation in sports activities. 
In contrast, the “Psychological” and “Relaxation” 
sub-dimensions showed no statistically significant 
difference. Further analysis revealed that these 
significant differences favoured individuals who 
engage in sports during their free time. The literature 
supports these findings, indicating that sports 
activities positively impact leisure satisfaction by 
fulfilling both physical and psychological needs [53, 
54]. Individuals who participate in sports activities 
tend to experience benefits such as strengthened 
social bonds, improved physical health, and 
opportunities for self-actualization. Additionally, 
the positive effects of sports, such as competition, a 
sense of achievement, and the release of endorphins 
through physical activity, directly enhance leisure 
satisfaction [55, 56].

As a result, it is suggested that sports activities 
should play an important role in the planning 
of outdoor recreation programs. Encouraging 
university students to participate in these activities 
can enhance their leisure satisfaction and support 
both their physical and psychological well-being. 
Moreover, such activities can contribute to overall 
satisfaction with university life by fostering social 
engagement and participation.

No statistically significant difference was 
found in satisfaction with life mean scores based 
on participants’ involvement in sports activities. 
This suggests that life satisfaction may emerge 
independently of participation in sports during 
outdoor activities. The literature highlights that 
life satisfaction is influenced by various factors, 
including overall living conditions, psychological 
well-being, and social environment [25].

Research indicates that university students’ life 
satisfaction is affected not only by sports activities 
but also by multidimensional factors such as 
academic success, social relationships, economic 
status, and the achievement of personal goals 
[57]. Therefore, strategies aimed at increasing life 
satisfaction should not focus solely on one type of 

activity. Offering a variety of activities that cater to 
different interests and needs can encourage broader 
participation in outdoor activities alongside sports 
events.

The following LSS sub-dimensions: 
“Psychological,” “Educational,” “Social,” 
“Relaxation,” “Physiological,” and “Aesthetic” 
were investigated in conjunction with the SWLS 
mean scores. The findings revealed a statistically 
significant, moderately positive relationship 
between these variables. Küçük Kılıç et al. [43] 
reported a strong positive association between 
the Leisure Satisfaction Scale and the Satisfaction 
with Life Scale sub-dimensions. Their study also 
found that individuals’ levels of leisure satisfaction 
are strong predictors of their life satisfaction. 
Similarly, among international college students, 
Uluç et al. [58] identified a positive and statistically 
significant relationship between life satisfaction 
and leisure satisfaction. Moreover, considerable 
positive correlations between SWLS and the LSS 
sub-dimensions (psychological, educational, social, 
relaxation, and aesthetic) were reported by Huang 
[59] and Acar and Yılmaz [60].

The correlation analysis reveals several reasons 
for the positive and significant connections between 
SWLS and LSS sub-dimensions. Psychological well-
being and, consequently, overall life satisfaction 
may improve when individuals effectively and 
satisfactorily use their spare time. Leisure activities, 
particularly those addressing psychological, social, 
educational, relaxation, and artistic aspects, can 
enhance mental and emotional health, thereby 
increasing life satisfaction levels. Moreover, 
leisure activities can strengthen social bonds, help 
individuals manage stress more effectively, and 
promote self-actualization, all of which significantly 
improve the overall quality of life. Therefore, the 
positive relationship between SWLS and LSS sub-
dimensions can be explained by the way leisure 
activities fulfill various needs, thus fostering life 
satisfaction. Additionally, the study examined 
the effects of gender, academic department, and 
participation in sports on the relationship between 
LSS and SWLS. The findings suggest that gender 
has a limited impact on leisure satisfaction and life 
satisfaction. Differences in LSS and SWLS scores 
based on academic department may be attributed to 
variations in students’ academic fields and interests.

A positive and significant correlation was 
found between the LSS and SWLS sub-dimensions, 
indicating that leisure activities are a factor that 
enhances life satisfaction. The study highlights 
that leisure activities improve quality of life and 
satisfaction by addressing individuals’ physical, 
social, and psychological needs [53, 61, 62]. Leisure 
satisfaction is known to support various aspects such 
as self-actualization, building social connections, 
and managing stress. The role of leisure satisfaction 
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in enhancing life satisfaction can be explained by 
the positive emotions individuals derive from leisure 
activities and the contribution these activities make 
to their overall happiness.

Research Limitations
This study has several limitations that should 

be acknowledged. The research relied on self-
reported data, which may introduce biases such as 
social desirability or inaccurate recall. The sample 
consisted solely of university students, limiting the 
generalizability of the findings to other populations. 
Additionally, the study focused on outdoor 
recreational activities; therefore, the results may 
not fully capture the effects of other types of leisure 
activities on life satisfaction.

This study confirms the significant relationship 
between leisure satisfaction and life satisfaction 
among university students participating in 
outdoor recreational activities, consistent with 
findings from another research. The results align 
with the general understanding that leisure 
activities contribute to psychological, social, and 
physical well-being, thereby enhancing overall life 
satisfaction. While some variations exist depending 
on factors such as academic department or personal 
preferences, the overall trend supports the positive 
influence of leisure satisfaction on life satisfaction. 

Future research should build on these insights by 
exploring different demographic groups and using 
longitudinal approaches. Examining various types 
of leisure activities and contextual factors can 
provide a more comprehensive understanding of 
how leisure satisfaction impacts life satisfaction.

Conclusions
This study aimed to examine the relationship 

between leisure satisfaction and life satisfaction, 
and the findings revealed a significant positive 
correlation between these two variables. Outdoor 
activities support life satisfaction by allowing 
individuals to connect with nature, engage in 
physical exercise, and spend quality time with their 
social circles. The results indicate that satisfaction 
derived from leisure activities positively influences 
overall life satisfaction.

These findings align with the broader 
understanding that leisure activities contribute to 
individuals’ physical, psychological, and social well-
being. Regular and fulfilling participation in leisure 
activities can play a crucial role in enhancing life 
satisfaction. In conclusion, leisure activities that 
meet psychological and social needs significantly 
enhance individuals’ overall satisfaction with life.
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