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In this study, it is aimed to determine how the secondary school students perceive
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research. The data of the research, which was conducted on the secondary school
students in the city center of Burdur, was collected through the “Scale of Equality of
Opportunity and Possibility in Education”. Descriptive analyses such as percentage and
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frequency and One-Way Manova analysis were used in the study. As a result of this

Kengrds: . study, it was understood that the perceptions of secondary school students in regard
Equality of opportunity and . . S .
possibility to equality of opportunity and possibility varied based on gender, type of school and

whether the place of living is rural or urban. It was determined that the students, who
received education in a type of school except for women’s vocational secondary school
and live in the city, perceived their primary school and secondary school to be more
sufficient in regard to the equality of opportunity and possibility. This study includes
suggestions in line with the acquired results.

Primary school,
Secondary school,
Secondary school students.

Lise Ogrencilerinin ilkdgretim ve Ortadgretim Okullarina iliskin Firsat ve
imkan Esitligi Algilari”

Makale Bilgisi 0z

Arastirmada, lise 6grencilerinin egitim aldiklar ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarini
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firsat ve imkan esitligi agisindan nasil algiladiklarini tespit etmek amaglanmistir.

Makale Gegmisi: Arastirmada, nedensel karsilastirma modeli  kullaniimigtir.  Burdur ili merkez

Gelis 06.12.2018 ortadgretim kurumlarinda 6grenim goéren Ogrenciler Uzerinde yapilan arastirmanin
Dizeltme 03.04.2019 verileri, “Egitimde Firsat ve imkan Esitligi Olcegi” aracihgiyla toplanmistir. Arastirmada;
Kabul 11.04.2019 yuzde, frekans gibi betimleyici analizler ve Tek Yonli Manova analizi kullanilmistir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Arastirma sonucunda; cinsiyete, okul tiiriine ve yasanilan yerin kir kent olmasina goére

Firsat ve imkan esitligi, lise 6grencilerinin firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin anlaml diizeyde farkhlik gosterdigi
ilkégretim, belirlenmistir. Kiz, meslek lisesi disindaki okul tiriinde egitim alan ve kentte yasayan
ogrencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim kademesinde egitim aldiklari okullar firsat ve
imkan esitligi acisindan daha yeterli algiladiklari saptanmistir. Arastirmada, ulagilan
sonuglar dogrultusunda dnerilere yer verilmistir.

Ortadgretim,
Lise 6grencileri.

Introduction

Although education started with the history of humanity, it became a field of service in which only
the elite benefited up to the Industrial Revolution (Ankay, 1991; Ozaydinlik, 2014). Productive efficiency,
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which moved from family towards factory with Industrial Revolution, ended education’s special and
privileged status as an activity. It put forth the necessity to present education service broadly and
publicly (Duman, 2005; Unal & Ozsoy, 1998). This situation, that is to say the regulation of education
through state and its financing through public resources, caused the start of discussions on equality of
education (Unal & Ozsoy, 1998), and initiated the process of transformation from elite education into
equality of opportunity in education.

Equality in education is indispensable in respect to the education services enabling the potentials of
all the individuals and ensuring constructive roles within social life. The way to enable this can be
possible through the actualization of equality of opportunities in education. Equality of opportunity in
education means that all the individuals of a society can equally access education services, in which they
can actualize their abilities in the most appropriate way, and that they all have equal chance of
benefiting from the said education services (Hesapgioglu & Diindar, 2011; Tezcan, 2016). It is the
removal, by the state, of obstacles that are not the responsibility of the individuals and that deprives the
individuals of education or prevent them from accessing it equally. In other words, equality of
opportunities is to protect the individual from the injustices against his rights by birth as much as
possible (Comte-Sponville, 2004 qtd. Kodelja, 2016), and to compensate the elements of luck and
obstacle from the past (Renaut, 2007).

The first step taken from elite education towards equality of opportunity in the world was the
acceptance that education is the fundamental human right. Thus, education, which took its place
among the fundamental rights on the international conventions, the constitutions and laws of the
countries, became one of the duties of a state and became an obligatory service that was given for free
(Gok, 2004); became a service that could be enjoyed by the people who had no money or nobility. This
development is a very important step for the equality of opportunity in education as well. However, the
defenders of equality state that not everyone in the society can use his right to education due to the
opportunities they have, although there is no legal obstacle (Hesapgioglu & Diindar, 2011; Unal & Ozsoy,
1998). They emphasize that equality before law cannot prevent the differences in benefiting from
education. According to them, clear or less visible social, economic and geographical obstacles can
threaten the equality of opportunity in education (Tezcan, 2016). In that sense, along with the right of
education the individuals must be presented with opportunities in using this right as well (Zoraloglu,
1998). The state must eliminate the obstacles that are not the responsibility of the individuals and
deprive them of education so that they can actually access the education guaranteed legally; it should
make education physically, economically and socially accessible and offer everyone an equal chance of
start (Bobbio, 1995, qtd. Kodelja, 2016). Chance for an equal start brought up equality in conditions.
The idea of equality in conditions anticipates that the participants of the race start from the same point
and continue the race with similar obstacles (Unal & Ozsoy, 1998). Otherwise, since the conditions of
starting the competition will be different, providing only the opportunity may not be sufficient in
ensuring equality of opportunity. Equality in conditions is important in correcting the injustices in
inputs. However, this situation does not guarantee the points that people reach at the end of the
competition, that is to say the results they acquired, are similar in terms of quality and quantity. In
simpler words, equality in inputs and conditions may not provide equality in results. This point reached
in the understanding of equality caused the principle of equality in results to be embraced (Turner,
1997). According to the principle of equality in results, the equality of opportunity stands for trying to
ensure everybody reaches similar results regardless of their starting point of equality of opportunity and
their natural ability. With this change in perception, the concept of equality of opportunity in education
is defined, beyond providing the education opportunities equally to everyone, as providing equality in
education as well as in the results to be achieved (Garner, 2004). Equality of opportunity is listed as
having school for everyone, ensuring school registration and continuation, which are followed by
success. With this understanding of equality, the emphasis on individuals getting access to education
and their longevity in this system shifted towards the questioning of the trait, quality and effectiveness
of the education they received (Kavak, Aydin & Akbaba-Altun, 2007). Thus, it can be said that the idea
of equality in education that started with the Industrial Revolution moved from equality in inputs
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towards equality in outputs, and the equality in conditions evolved towards equality in results (Unal &
Ozsoy, 1998).

The change in the idea of equality in education caused the provision of equality of opportunity in
education to become an ongoing struggle for all the states. According to Hesapgioglu and Dindar
(2011), the struggle of Turkey in this matter started with the Ottoman Empire and gained speed with the
Declaration of the Republic. This issue during the Republic Era was brought up many times during the
Planned Development Period, Education Councils and State Planning Organization documents and many
attempts were made in terms of the equality of opportunity and possibility. It can be said that
especially recently, there have been significant progresses made in all the education system, in
particular the primary school, in regard to the access to education in Turkey. However, the resources on
this subject state that the inequality in regard to the distribution of education opportunities continue in
Turkey, and the schools cannot offer the opportunity of equal education (Algan & Algan, 2013; Aydin,
2009; Gk, 2004; Giingdr, 2009; Onder, 2012; Oz, 2013). Remarkable differences in terms of education
quality provided to the students, class equipment of schools, equipment and supplies, laboratories,
libraries, health and hygienic conditions, quantity and quality of teachers between schools are
underlined (Cing1, Kadilar & Kogberber, 2008; Karip & Apaydin, 2007; Petek & Onder, 2015; Turkish
Education Association [TED], 2008). For example, according to the Trends in International Mathematics
and Science Study (TIMSS) 2015 national report, almost half of the eighth and ninth graders receive
education in disadvantaged schools that have problems in terms of conditions and resources and have
shortcomings (MEB, 2016). According to a number of studies, even though certain disadvantageous
schools do not lack of teachers and basic sources, some qualitative problems related to these sources
are present. (MEB, 2016; The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2009;
Petek & Onder, 2015). Petek and Onder (2015) stress that disadvantageous schools are generally
considered as transitional institutions by teachers and the speed of teacher change and teacher
shortage is high in their study. It is stated that teaching activities are time to time conducted by less
experienced, assigned by different schools or temporary teachers who are known as paid teachers.
Moreover, it is asserted that some lessons are given by inappropriate teachers in terms of their
branches (Petek & Onder, 2015).

According to the studies, the ways the students benefit from the education opportunities provided
through public funding vary depending on subjective and socio-economic characteristics (Ozbas, 2013).
Individuals’ gender, socioeconomic status, geographical conditions of their residential areas, whether
they live in rural or city, the region where they live, structure of their schools may cause inequality of
opportunity and possibility. Obstacles arising from these criteria which are main variables of inequality
of opportunity and possibility may be determinant in accessing to quality education (Hesapcioglu &
Dindar, 2011; Oakes, 2004; Tezcan, 2016). These characteristics may cause them to be taught in a more
disadvantageous school and to be more disadvantageous in comparison with their peers (Egitim
Reformu Girisimi [ERG], 2014; 2016; MEB, 2016). For example, according to the reports on the subject,
socioeconomically disadvantaged students are mostly educated in disadvantaged schools due to
impossibilities about their families (ERG, 2014; 2016; MEB, 2016). The majority of the students aged 15
that come from the highest socio-economic segment in Turkey study in science (51%) and Anatolian
(42%) secondary schools, which are accepted to be schools with highest quality education (ERG, 2009).
According to another study, general secondary schools in comparison to the types of school such as
Anatolian and science secondary schools, are insufficient for the students in terms of social, personal
and academic development opportunities (Ozbas, 2013). Students that receive education in Anatolian,
Anatolian Teacher and Science Secondary schools think that they received education in schools, where
the education services were qualitative both in primary school and secondary school (Ozbas, 2012).
Only 53% of the families from disadvantaged sociological background think that the schools, where their
children received education, provided them with opportunities of equal education (Ozbas, 2018). As a
result of the analysis conducted in accordance with these findings, it can be said that the number of
schools offering qualitative education in primary and secondary education are limited, and as
mentioned in many studies (ERG, 2009; Karip, 2007; Marks, 2006; OECD, 2009), the students from lower
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socio-economic backgrounds caused by social inequalities cannot access these schools. In other words,
it can be stated that the disadvantaged students cannot benefit from the education opportunities at the
same level with their advantaged peers.

It is impossible to eliminate inequality. On the other hand, it is vital that the studies conducted on
this matter should determine what differences exist between the schools in terms of inequality of
opportunity and possibility and to detect regions where improvements should be made. Thus, this study
aims to determine how secondary school students perceive their primary schools and secondary schools
in terms of the equality of opportunity and possibility. These directed perceptions of the students have
been examined according to variables of gender, whether they live in rural or city and their school type
paving the way for educational differences between individuals. These variables have been chosen since
they are shown as main factors preventing opportunity equality in education in the literature. Evaluating
primary schools and secondary schools in terms of opportunity and possibility equality is based on the
opinions of secondary school students. There are three main reasons why the opinions of secondary
school students are asked. The first one is the thought of asking opinions of people benefitting from a
service is the most effective way to assess the service. Another one is the demand of evaluating schools
which are at the both education levels with the opinions of the same students. The last one is
demanding to investigate students from different school types in secondary education were taught in
what kind of a school in terms of the equity of opportunity and possibility. The literature shows that the
studies that ask the opinions of the students for analyses of schools, which carry the duty of preparing
the future of the societies, are limited in number (Ozbas, 2012; 2013). It is understood that the studies
that exist in that matter are conducted on a city in Eastern Anatolian region. Regional difference is a
significant factor causing inequality of opportunity in education according to national and international
reports (Dinya Bankasi, 2011; ERG, 2009; Girel & Kartal, 2015; Tezcan, 2016). Structures of the regions
may differ in terms of educational opportunities. Geographical position where individuals live in may be
significantive in quality of education (ERG, 2009; Glirel & Kartal, 2015). This study has been conducted in
a county located in the southern west of Turkey and the sixth one in the education index (TUIK, 2016).
Thus, it is thought that this study is vital in order to reveal what the students think about learning
domains in terms of inequity of opportunity and possibility in a such county. In addition, it is anticipated
that this study would provide data so as to decrease inequalities in education and to increase quality,
contribute efforts made with the purpose of eliminating inequality in opportunities caused by the
distribution of schools, and shed light to the policy makers in regulations to be made. On the other
hand, it is thought that this study would fill a gap in the field and serve as a resource for the new studies.
Based on this idea and in line with the aim of this study, the answers to the following questions are
sought:

According to the perceptions of secondary school students on equality of opportunity and possibility
for primary school and secondary school:

1) Are there any significant differences in terms of gender?
2) Are there any significant differences regarding the type of their school?
3) Are there any significant differences in terms of the place of living?
Method
Research model

The causal-comparative model as part of the quantitative research methods is used in this study.
This research model offers researchers to make comparison between groups (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun,
2012, akt. Sozbilir, 2015). The causal-comparative model has been used in this study since it aims to
compare the perceptions of the different students in terms of gender, school type and residential area
about their primary school and secondary school in regard to equity of opportunity and possibility.
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Participants

The study was conducted on the secondary school students in the center of Burdur. The study
population was created via multi-stage sampling method. For this purpose, the secondary schools were
divided into groups of low (below 200), medium (between 200-400) and high (above 400). Afterwards,
the schools that were taken within the scope of study through simple random sampling from each group
based on the ratio of their weights. Lastly, one class from each grade level (9-10-11-12) in the schools
that were within the scope of study was included into the study as a simple random sample. Through
this method, the total of students in the study reached 969. However, the measurements of 22
participants were removed due to extreme values, and as a result the analyses were run on 947
students.

Among the students that were within the scope of the study, 551 of them (58.2%) were girls, 396
(41.8%) were boys, 259 (27.3%) were ninth graders, 254 (26.8%) were tenth graders, 225 (23.8%) were
eleventh graders and 209 (22.1%) were twelfth graders. When the distribution of the students based on
the type of school was analyzed, it is seen that 95 of the students (10%) were studying in Science
secondary school, 113 (11.9%) in Social Sciences secondary school, 438 (46.2%) in Anatolian secondary
school, 301 (31.8%) in Vocational secondary school. 204 of the students that participated in the study
(21.5%) live in village, 10 (1.1%) in town, 74 (7.8%) in district and 659 (69.6%) in city center. The
students’ residential areas have been determined by taking into account Turkish Statistical Institute’s
rural and city differentiation. If the population of the relevant place is 20 000 or less it is considered as a
rural (village and town), if the population is 20 001 or more, it is assumed as a city. The schools have
been discussed in three dimensions which are science secondary school, Anatolian secondary school and
vocational secondary school.

Instrument

In the study, the “Scale of Equality of Opportunity and Possibility in Education”, developed by Ozbas
(2013) was used. The scale consists of 23 items and three dimensions. The first dimension of the scale is
to measure the level how much the secondary schools follow a method application which is appropriate
for socioeconomic variables of students in the secondary schools. In this scale, there is not a dimension
to evaluate the primary schools in this regard. The second and the third dimensions of the scale aim to
determine the perceptions of the students towards equity of opportunity and possibility by taking into
account the same aspects. The items of the second and the third dimensions of the scale are the same
as a question. This is to say that the students are asked to evaluate their primary schools and secondary
schools in terms of equity of opportunity and possibility from the same aspects. Therefore, the second
dimension of the scale called as “primary school applications” and the third dimension of the scale
called as “quality of secondary primary services” have been used. There are nine items in both
dimensions. The 5 Likert-type scale is scored as never (1), little (2), average (3), very (4), completely (5).
The reliability of the scale was calculated by Ozbas, and the alpha reliability coefficient of the primary
school dimension was found to be .88, while the alpha reliability coefficient of the secondary school was
found to be .87. In this study, the construct validity of the scale was analyzed with confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA), while its reliability was analyzed with the calculation of Cronbach alpha coefficients. As a
result of the confirmatory factor analysis, it was seen that the adaptive values of the scale (x2= 831.101,
sd= 225, x2/sd= 3.69, RMSEA= .053, GFI= .93, AGFI=.91, CFI= .93, NFI= .91 ve IFI= .93, RMR=.054 ) were
at an acceptable level (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Cronbach Alpha value was calculated to be .91 for all
the scale, .84 for the sub-dimension of primary school and .92 for the sub-dimension of secondary
school. Based on these results, it can be said that the scale being used is valid and reliable.

Data Analysis

In the study, in addition to the descriptive analyses such as percentage and frequency, One-Way
Manova was used for the analysis of comparison of the perceptions of the students on the equality of
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opportunity and possibility for primary schools and secondary schools. It is necessary for the data set to
meet certain assumptions so that One-Way Manova analysis can yield reliable results. These
assumptions are listed below.

1) Sample size: It is to have at least more participants than the dependent variable in each cell. The
ideal is even more than that (Pallant, 2016). According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), having at least
20 participants in each cell strengthens the sample size. In the study, the number of participants for
each cell is way above than this critical value.

2) Ensuring univariate and multivariate normal distribution: Univariate normal distribution in the
study was tested through measures of central tendency and graphic. 9 measures shown as the extreme
data within the box graphic reached as a result of the analyses were excluded from the data set.
Descriptive statistics for the data are given in Table 1. In Table 1, due to having the average, mode and
median values of the central tendency measures as close to each other, having the coefficients of
skewness and kurtosis within the range of +1, and finding the value reached as a result of proportioning
these coefficients with the standard errors within the range of +1.96, it is assumed that the univariate
normal distribution of the data was provided. Multivariate normal distribution in the study was checked
through Mahalanobis distances. Mahalanobis limit value was determined with the consideration of .01
significance value and on the basis of chi square distribution table. In consideration with the number of
independent variables included within One-Way Manova analysis, the limit value of Mahalanobis was
determined to be 9.21 13 measures that exceeded this value were excluded from the data set (Can,
2014).

Table 1.
Descriptive Statistics Acquired for the Variables.

Gender Type of School Place of Living
Girl Boy Physical-  Anatolian Vocational Urban Rural
n=551 n=396 Social n=438 n=301 n=215 n=732
Mean 3.27 3.09 3.36 3.25 2.99 3.02 3.24
_8 Median 3.33 3.11 3.44 3.33 3 3 3.33
§ Mode 3.33 3.11 3.56 3.33 3.56 2.78 3.33
> Skewness -.159 -.024 -.108 -.161 .008 .055 -.164
g St.Error (Skewness) .104 123 .169 117 14 .166 .09
& Kurtosis -.141 -.054 -.039 -.135 -.056 -.164 -.078
St.Error (skewness) .208 .245 .336 .233 .28 .33 .18
_ Mean 3.10 2.89 3.27 3.21 2.55 2.91 3.05
§ Median 3.14 2.93 3.29 3.22 2.57 2.93 3.11
& Mode 3.21 2.71 2.79 3.14 2.93 3.14 3.14
E Skewness -.276 -.043 .012 -.359 131 -.021 -.215
-g St.Error (Skewness) .104 123 .169 117 14 .166 .09
© Kurtosis -.375 -.021 -.554 .103 -.117 .18 -.382
“ st.Error (skewness) .208 .245 .336 .233 .28 .33 .18

3) Linearity: There must be a linear relationship between dependent variables. In the study, this
assumption was analyzed via scatter diagram and correlation coefficient. As a result of the analyses, it
was seen that there was a significantly positive relationship between the dependent variables (r=.41,
p<.01), but it was at a level that will not create multicollinearity (r<.90) and the data meet the linearity
assumption (Pallant, 2016).

4) Homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices: It was seen that there was no significant
difference between covariances of the dependent variables [Box’s test p value (.418 for gender, .284 for
type of school, .062 for place of settlement)] and the condition of equality of error variances [p value in
primary school (.959 for gender, .065 for type of school, .302 for place of settlement), p value in
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secondary school (.062 for gender, .916 for type of school, .075 for place of settlement)] (Can,
2014).Notes. 1. 5-point rating scale was used in both SES and SGS in which “1” refers to Never and “5”
refers to Very often. 2. Stem of the SGS items was “Considering the time period from the first year you
entered the university until today, mark the degree to which the X University has helped you regarding
the subjects addressed in each of the following statements.”

Findings

In this part of the study, the perceptions of the secondary school students on the equality of
opportunity and possibility in the schools of primary school and secondary school were compared based
on gender, type of school and place of settlement (rural-urban).

1) Findings Regarding Gender

Findings on whether the perceptions of the secondary school students on equality of opportunity
and possibility in schools of primary school and secondary school significantly differed were presented in
Table 2.

Table 2.
One-Way Multivariate Manova Results Based on Gender.
Dependent Variable Gender n X Sd df F p
Girl 551 3.27 0.70
Pri School 1-946 15.64 .00
rimary >choo Boy 396 309  0.70
Girl 551 3.10 0.82
S dary School 1-946 15.74 .00
econdary schoot gy 396 289 077

Manova results showed that the perceptions of the secondary school students on equality of
opportunity and possibility significantly differed based on gender. In other words, being a boy or a girl
significantly differ the perceptions of the students on equality of opportunity and possibility in schools
of primary school and secondary school [Wilks’ Lambda (A)=.977, F(; 946y=11.183, p<.01, n?=.023]. This
finding shows that the scores to be acquired from the linear component made up of primary school and
secondary school scores vary based on gender, and the impact of gender on the changes in the
perception on equality of opportunity and possibility is 2.3%. The analysis of average and standard
deviation values of equality of opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school and secondary
school given in Table 2, and the results of one-way ANOVA conducted on each education level on the
basis of gender shows that there is a significant difference between the perceptions of secondary school
students on equality of opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school [F(;,945)=15.637, p<.01]
and secondary school [F(1,045)=15.740, p<.01]. Based on the average values, it can be said that the
perceptions of female students on equality of opportunity and possibility in both areas of education
were higher. Looking at the partial eta values, it can be said that the impact of gender on the
perceptions of students on equality of opportunity and possibility in both primary school and secondary
school was 1.6%.

2) Findings Regarding the Type of School

Findings on whether the type of school had a significant effect on the perceptions of students on
equality of opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school and secondary school are presented
in Table 3.
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Table 3.

One-Way Multivariate Manova Results Based on the Type of School.

Dependent Type of School N X Sd df F p nz
Life-Social Sciences 208 3.36 0.65

Primary School Anatolian 438 3.25 0.72 2-944 20.87 .00 .04
Vocational 301 2.99 0.68
Life-Social Sciences 208 3.27 0.73

Secondary School  Anatolian 438 3.21 0.75 2-944 85.21 .00 .15
Vocational 301 2.55 0.76

Manova results showed that the type of school effected the perception on equality of opportunity
and possibility. In other words, the type of school currently being studied at significantly differs the
perceptions of the students on equality of opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school and
secondary school [Wilks” Lambda (A)=.843, F(; 943,=42.072, p<.01, n?=.082]. This finding shows that the
scores to be acquired from the linear component made up of primary school and secondary school
scores vary based on the type of school, and the impact of the type of school on the changes in the
perception on equality of opportunity and possibility is 8.2%. The analysis of average and standard
deviation values of equality of opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school and secondary
school, and the results of one-way ANOVA conducted on each education level on the basis of the type of
school shows that there is a significant difference between the perceptions of secondary school
students on equality of opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school [F(; 945,=20.866, p<.01]
and secondary school [F(; 945,=85.209, p<.01]. The type of school currently being studied at differ the
perceptions of the students on equality of opportunity and possibility in both primary school and
secondary school. The significant difference is between the vocational secondary schools and other
types of school. The perceptions of the vocational secondary school students on equality of opportunity
and possibility in primary school and secondary school are lower than the students from the other types
of school. Based on the partial eta square value, it can be said that the 4.2% of the variance in the
scores of equality of opportunity and possibility in primary school and 15% of the variance in the scores
of equality of opportunity and possibility in secondary school can be explained by the type of school.

3) Findings Regarding the Place of Settlement

Findings on whether the perceptions of the secondary school students on equality of opportunity
and possibility in schools of primary school and secondary school significantly differed based on the
place of settlement were presented in Table 4.

Table 4.
One-Way Multivariate Manova Results Based on the Place of Settlement.

Dependent Variable Place of Settlement n X Sd df F p n
. Rural 215 3.02 0.67
Primary School Urban 732 324 071 1-946 16.32 .00 .02
Rural 215 291 0.73
Secondary School Urban 732 3.05 0.83 1-946 4.44 .04 .01

Manova results revealed that the perceptions of the secondary school students on equality of
opportunity and possibility significantly differed based on the place of settlement. In other words, living
in a rural or urban settlement significantly differs the perceptions of the students on equality of
opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school and secondary school [Wilks’ Lambda (A)=.983,
F(2,044)=8.280, p<.01, n?=.017)]. This finding shows that the scores to be acquired from the linear
component made up of primary school and secondary school scores vary based on the place of
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settlement, and the impact of the place of settlement on the changes in the perception on equality of
opportunity and possibility is 1.7%. The analysis of average and standard deviation values of equality of
opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school and secondary school, and the results of one-
way ANOVA conducted on each education level on the basis of the place of settlement shows that there
is a significant difference between the perceptions of secondary school students on equality of
opportunity and possibility in schools of primary school [F(;,045)=8.064, p<.01] and secondary school
[F(1,045)=2.891, p<.01] based on whether the place of settlement is rural or urban. The difference in
both levels of education is in favor of students living in urban areas. The students living in urban areas
perceive the schools of primary school and secondary school as more sufficient in terms of equality of
opportunity and possibility. Based on the partial eta value, it can be said that the variance of the
perception of equality of opportunity and possibility in schools that can be explained by the place of
settlement as an independent variable is 1.7% for primary school and 0.5% for secondary school.

Discussion & Conclusion

In this study, it is aimed to determine the perceptions of secondary school students on equality of
opportunity and possibility in primary school and secondary school. For this purpose, it was understood
that the perceptions of the secondary school students on equality of opportunity and possibility
significantly differed based on gender. In other words, it was determined that being a boy or a girl
significantly differed the perceptions of the students on equality of opportunity and possibility in schools
of primary school and secondary school. It was understood that the scores to be acquired from the
linear component made up of the scores of primary school and secondary school varied based on
gender, and the girl students in two levels of education had a higher perception on equality of
opportunity and possibility in primary school and secondary school. Considering the literature, gender
difference is a significant variable preventing the equity of opportunity in the education and educational
inequalities arise as against girl. (Dlinya Bankasi, 2011; Ergetin & Arifoglu, 2016; ERG, 2009; Girel &
Kartal, 2015; Smits & Hosgor, 2006; Tezcan, 2016; Tomul, 2007). Thus, it can be said that this finding of
this study does not correspond to the literature. Examining the studies conducted on this matter, it is
seen that there is no homogeneous distribution in gender inequity. While there may be regional
differences in this regard, it is understood that living in rural causes girls to be subject to more
educational inequity. (Dlinya Bankasi, 2011; ERG, 2009; Smits & Hosgor, 2006; Tezcan, 2016; Tomul,
2007). The biggest difference in terms of gender inequity is in the east and rural regions of the country
such as Southeast, Eastern Anatolia, Northeast Anatolia. (ERG, 2016). The study has been only
conducted on the students of the schools located in in the central of city located in the southern west of
Turkey. This may be effective in favor of the girls. Furthermore, examining the relevant reports, the risk
of that disadvantageous girls stay out of school is quite high and this risk raises as the age increases
(UNICEF, 2012) and this risk becomes distinct (Dinya Bankasli, 2011). Even though they do not stay out
of school, it is seen that they do not prefer allowing their daughters to go away from their houses (Bora
& Tas, 2017), the distance between learning environments and residential areas plays an important role
in accessing to qualified education (ERG, 2016; UNICEF, 2004). Therefore, although secondary school
education is obligatory, since maintaining formal training is not obligatory a part of disadvantageous
girls is out of formal training and another part may not access to a school located in city center. This may
cause perceptions of female students towards inequity of opportunity and possibility to be higher and to
obtain a result in favour of girls.

According to another result of the study, the type of school has a significant impact on the
perceptions of the students on equality of opportunity and possibility in primary school and secondary
school. Approximately eight percent of the changes in student’s perceptions on equality of opportunity
and possibility can be explained with the type of school. In consideration with the levels of education, it
was seen that the variance explained by the type of school was four percent in primary school and
fifteen percent in secondary school. Based on this result of the study, it can be said that the impact of
the type of school on the perception on equality of opportunity and possibility is higher in secondary
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school. It can be said that this result is similar with the finding of Buyruk (2008), which states that the
difference between the institutions of education in terms of quality and opportunity is more apparent in
secondary schools. Additionally, it was determined that the significant difference based on the type of
school was between the vocational secondary schools and other types of school. The perceptions of the
vocational secondary school students on equality of opportunity and possibility both in primary school
and secondary school are lower than the students from the other types of school. Based on this result of
the study, it can be said that the vocational secondary school students, in comparison to the other types
of secondary schools, perceive the schools of primary school and secondary school to be less sufficient.
The literature shows that the education opportunities within the cities in Turkey at the level of primary
school and secondary school are not distributed equally (Buyruk, 2008; Ozbas, 2012; 2013; Petek &
Onder, 2015). The main decisive factor in this is shown to be the inflexible natures of the schools based
on their types. In other words, inflexible characteristics given to the schools in Turkey are considered to
be the violation of equality in education, and are shown as one of the underlying reasons of inequality of
opportunities (Dinger & Uysal, 2010; Sadovnik, Cookson & Semel, 1994). Again, in literature, it is stated
that the type of school to be continued is based on the inequalities in human, cultural, social and
economic capital (Onder & Giiglli, 2014). In that sense it can be said that the way of accessing favorite
and distinguished schools such as science and social sciences secondary schools is possible through the
socio-economic and cultural characteristics of the family, which is influential on the social environment
the student lives in and the school he receives his primary school. In some of the studies conducted on
this matter draws attention to it as well; and it is emphasized that the students studying in Anatolian
and science secondary schools are more advantageous (Coskun, 2014; Kose, 1999; Ozsoy, 2002) and
students studying in vocational secondary schools are more disadvantageous (Coskun, 2014) in terms of
human, cultural, social and economic capital. It can be stated that the advantageous students study in
schools defined as advantageous (ERG, 2016; MEB, 2014), while the students studying in
disadvantageous schools face double disadvantage (Onder & Giiglii, 2014). Therefore, the result of the
study in regard to the type of school shows similarities with the literature.

The other result of the study shows that living in urban or rural areas significantly differ the
perceptions of the students on equality of opportunity and possibility in primary school and secondary
school. The difference is on behalf of the students living in the urban areas. The perceptions of the
students living in the urban areas on equality of opportunity and possibility in primary school and
secondary school are higher than the students living in rural areas. It can be said that this finding of the
study shows similarities with the studies presenting that the education services differ in terms of quality
and quantity based on the place of settlement (Bulug, 1997; Biytkoztiirk, 1992; Celkan, 1996; Diinya
Bankasi, 2011; OECD, 2010; Onder, 2012; Petek & Onder, 2015; Tezcan, 2016). In the conducted studies,
it is stressed that physical, technical and human sources of the schools may differ in rural or city, urban
population benefits from educational services more than rural population, disadvantageous close
schools may be short of appropriate students, teachers and basic sources, even though quantitative
sufficiency is provided, certain problems are seen in accessing to qualified sources (MEB, 2005; OECD,
2010). It is stated that city schools do not have many problems about shortage of personnel and their
possibility to employ qualified teachers and to have better educational sources is higher (OECD, 2010).
In some studies, it is emphasized that in countries with insufficient funding of education, the education
opportunities vary based on the location of the school in the city. It is stated that there are educational
inequalities especially in villages and the relatively less developed parts of the cities. It is stated that, in
these countries the students living there became more disadvantaged because the state cannot provide
the villages with the education opportunities so as to balance them with the cities (Tezcan, 2016). It is
stated to create a more disadvantaged position for especially the girls (Ferreira & Gignous, 2010). In
that sense, it can be said that this finding of the study is supported by literature. Additionally, it can be
stated that the inability to provide balanced educational opportunities for each school can cause the
start of a process that does not favor the students living in rural areas.

Based on the results of this study, there can be some suggestions made.
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1) In this study, it was found that the students of vocational secondary schools and living in rural
areas found their schools to be less sufficient in terms of equality of opportunity and possibility.
Considering this result and the data that the school the student can access to is based on the
opportunities of his family, it can be said that while providing education services it is important for the
state to follow a policy that will lift the burden of insufficient education resources on from the shoulders
of the children living in negative conditions and will decrease the inequalities caused by the education
inputs.

2) It can be said that initiatives that will provide equal education opportunities along with access to
school and meet the basic needs caused by the impossibilities of the family are needed while giving this
fight.

3) Considering that the study is limited with the students studying in the schools of secondary
school in the city center of Burdur, it can be said that it is important to analyze the educational
institutions in terms of equality of opportunity and possibility through studies that include different
cities and teachers, directors and students and use different methodologies.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Egitim insanlik tarihiyle baslamis olsa da, sanayi devrimine kadar sadece segkinlerin yararlandigi bir
hizmet alani olmustur (Ankay, 1991; Ozaydinlik, 2014). Sanayi devrimiyle birlikte, aileden fabrikaya
kayan Uretim etkinligi, egitimi 6zel ve ayricalikh faaliyet olmaktan ¢ikarmis, bu hizmetinin genel ve
kamusal olarak sunulmasinin gerekliligini ortaya koymustur (Duman, 2005; Unal & Ozsoy, 1998). Bu
durum, yani egitimin devlet eliyle dizenlenmesi ve kamusal kaynaklarla finanse edilmesi, egitimde esitlik
tartismalarinin baslamasina yol agmis (Unal & Ozsoy, 1998); elit egitimden firsat esitligine déniisim
sirecini baglatmistir.

Egitimde esitlik, egitim hizmetlerinin tum bireylerin potansiyellerini gerceklestirebilmeleri ve
toplumsal hayatta yapici roller listlenebilmeleri bakimindan vazgegilmezdir. Bunu saglayabilmenin yolu
ise, egitimde firsat esitliginin gerceklestirilmesi ile mimkin olabilir. Egitimde firsat esitligi, ayrim
yapilmaksizin toplumdaki tim bireylerin yeteneklerini en uygun bicimde gelistirebilecekleri egitim
hizmetlerine esit Olgliide ulasabilmelerinin yaninda onlardan esit 6lglide yaralanma sansina sahip
olmalarinin saglanmasi (Hesapgioglu & Diindar, 2011; Tezcan, 2016), bireylerin kendi sorumlulugunda
olmayan, onu egitimden mahrum birakan ya da esit bicimde yararlanmasini dnleyen engellerin devlet
eliyle kaldirilmasi durumudur. Bir diger ifadeyle firsat esitligi, bireyin gelecegini mimkiin oldugunca
dogustan sahip oldugu adaletsizliklerden korumak (Comte-Sponville, 2004 akt. Kodelja, 2016), sosyal
sermaye sonucunda kazanilan ge¢mis kaynakli sans ya da engelleri telafi etmektir (Renaut, 2007).

Dinyada elit egitimden firsat esitligine dogru uzanan bu yolda atilan ilk adim, egitimin temel insan
hakki olarak kabul edilmesi olmustur. Boylece uluslararasi sozlesmelerde, (lkelerin anayasa ve
yasalarinda temel haklar arasinda yerini alan egitim, devletin gorevlerinden biri olmus; zorunlu ve
parasiz verilen bir hizmet haline gelmis (Gok, 2004); parasi ve soylu olmayanlarin da yararlandig bir
hizmete donugmustir. Bu gelisme, egitimde firsat esitligi icin oldukga dnemli bir adimdir. Ancak esitligin
savunuculari, hukuksal bir engel olmamasina ragmen sahip olduklari olanaklar nedeniyle toplumdaki
herkesin egitim hakkini kullanamayacagini ifade etmektedirler (Hesapgioglu & Diindar, 2011; Unal &
Ozsoy, 1998). Yasa oniindeki esitlik ile egitimden yararlanma farkliliklarinin éniine gegilemeyecegini
vurgulamaktadirlar. Onlara gore, acik ya da az goriiniir sosyal, ekonomik ve cografik engeller egitimde
firsat esitligini tehdit edebilmektedir (Tezcan, 2016). Bu bakimdan bireylere, egitim hakkinin yaninda bu
hakki kullanabilme olanaklari da sunulmaldir (Zoraloglu, 1998). Hukuki agidan giivence altina alinan
egitime fiilen erisebilmek icin devlet, bireylerin kendi sorumlulugunda olmayan ve onlari egitimden
mahrum birakan engelleri kaldirmali; egitimi fiziksel, ekonomik ve toplumsal olarak erisilebilir hale
getirmeli, herkese esit baslangi¢ sansi sunmalidir (Bobbio, 1995 akt. Kodelja, 2016). Esit baslangi¢ sansi,
kosullarda esitligi glindeme getirmistir. Kosullarda esitlik distincesi, yarisa katilanlarin ayni noktadan
baslamalari ve vyarisi benzer engellerle siirdiirmelerini 6ngériir (Unal & Ozsoy, 1998). Aksi takdirde,
varisa baslama kosullari farkli olacagindan sadece firsat verilmesi firsat esitligini saglamada yeterli
olmayabilir. Kosullarda esitlik, girdilerdeki adaletsizlikleri dizeltmek agisindan 6nemlidir. Ancak bu
durum, yarisin sonunda insanlarin ulastiklari noktalarin, yani elde ettikleri sonuglarin nitelik ve nicelik
acisindan benzer olmasini garanti etmez. Daha basit bir ifadeyle, girdilerde ve kosullarda esitlik,
sonuglarda esitligi getiremeyebilir. Esitlik anlayisinda ulasilan bu nokta, sonuglarda esitlik ilkesinin
benimsenmesine yol agmistir (Turner, 1997). Sonuglarda esitlik ilkesine gore, firsat esitligi baslama
noktasi ve dogal yetenegi ne olursa olsun herkesin benzer sonuglara ulasilmasini gerceklestirmeye
calismaktir. Bu algisal degisimle, egitimde firsat esitligi kavrami, egitim firsatlarini herkese esit 6l¢lide
sunabilmenin 6tesinde 6gretimde ve erisilecek sonuclarda da esitlik saglamak (Garner, 2004) seklinde
tanimlanmistir. Firsat esitligi; herkes icin okulun olmasi, okula kayit olmanin ve devamin saglanmasi,
pesinden de basarinin gelmesi biciminde siralanmistir. Bu esitlik anlayisiyla, bireyin egitime ulasmasina
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ve bu sistemde daha uzun sire kalmasina degil, ayni zamanda aldigi egitimin niteligi, kalitesi, etkililigi de
sorgulanmaya baslamistir (Kavak, Aydin & Akbaba-Altun, 2007). Boylece sanayi devrimiyle baslayan
egitimde esitlik dislincesinin; girdilerde esitlik anlayisindan ciktilarda esitlige dogru bir yonelim
gosterdigi, kosullarda esitlikten sonuclarda esitlige dogru bir evrim gecirdigi sdylenebilir (Unal & Ozsoy,
1998).

Egitimde esitlik dislincesindeki degisim, egitimde firsat esitligi saglamanin tim devletler icin devam
eden bir micadele olmasina neden olmustur. Turkiye’nin bu konuyla ilgili micadelesi, Hesapgioglu ve
Dindar’a (2011) goére Osmanli'yla baslamis, cumhuriyetin ilaniyla hiz kazanmistir. Cumbhuriyet
doneminde konu; planli kalkinma déneminde, egitim suralarinda ve Devlet Planlama Tegkilati (DPT)
dokiimanlarinda ¢ok kez ele alinmis ve firsat ve imkan esitligi agisindan Onemli girisimlerde
bulunulmustur. Ozellikle son yillarda, Tiirkiye’de egitime erisimde, temel egitim basta olmak {izere tim
egitim kademelerinde kayda deger gelismelerin kat edildigi séylenebilir. Ancak konuyla ilgili kaynaklarda
Tirkiye'de, egitim olanaklarinin dagitimiyla ilgili esitsizliklerin devam ettigi, okullarin esit 6gretim firsati
sunamadigi belirtiimektedir (Algan & Algan, 2013; Aydin, 2009; Gok, 2004; Giingdr, 2009; Onder, 2012;
Oz, 2013). Okullar arasinda, dgrencilere sunulan egitimin kalitesi ve okullarin sinif donanimi, arag gereg,
laboratuvar, kutiiphane, saglk ve temizlik kosullari, 6gretmen niceligi ve niteligi gibi egitim ortamini
etkileyecek faktorler agisindan ciddi farkhhklarin olduguna dikkat ¢ekilmektedir (Cingi, Kadilar &
Kogberber, 2008; Karip & Apaydin, 2007; Petek & Onder, 2015; Tirk Egitim Dernegi [TED], 2008).
Ornegin Uluslararasi Matematik ve Fen Egilimleri Arastirmasi (TIMSS) 2015 ulusal raporuna gére,
sekizinci ve dordinct sinif 6grencilerinin neredeyse yarisi, kosul ve kaynak agisindan sorunlarin
bulundugu ve bazi eksikliklerin oldugu dezavantajli okullarda egitim almaktadir (Milli Egitim Bakanligi
[MEB], 2016). Bazi galismalara gore, dezavantajli okullarda 6gretmen ve temel kaynaklar agisindan
eksiklik olmasa bile bu kaynaklara iliskin niteliksel sikintilar bulunmaktadir (MEB, 2016; Ekonomik
Kalkinma ve isbirligi Orgiitii [OECD], 2009; Petek & Onder, 2015). Petek ve Onder’in (2015) ¢alismasinda
Tirkiye'de dezavantajli okullarin genellikle 6gretmenler tarafindan gegis bolgesi olarak kullanildigina, bu
okullarda 6gretmen degisim hizinin ve 6gretmen agiginin daha yiksek olduguna deginilmektedir.
Dezavantajli okullarda 6gretim faaliyetlerinin, zaman zaman daha az deneyimli ya da farkli okullardan
gorevlendirilen veya lcretli olarak bilinen gecici 6gretmenler tarafindan yarattldigi belirtilmektedir.
Bazen derslerin alani uygun olmayan dgretmenlerce verildigi ileri sirilmektedir (Petek & Onder, 2015).

Arastirmalara gore o6grencilerin kamu kaynaklariyla saglanan egitim imkanlarindan yararlanma
bicimleri, 6znel ve sosyoekonomik 6zelliklerine gére farklilasmaktadir (Ozbas, 2013). Bireylerin cinsiyeti,
sosyoekonomik durumu, yasadiklari ¢evrenin cografik sartlari, kir ya da kentte yasiyor olmasi, yine
yasadiklari bolge, egitim aldiklari okullarin yapisi firsat ve imkan esitsizligine neden olabilmektedir. Firsat
ve imkan esitsizliginin ana degiskenleri olan bu alanlarin herhangi birinden kaynaklanan engeller,
bireylerin kaliteli egitime erisiminde belirleyici olabilmektedir (Hesapgioglu & Diindar, 2011; Oakes,
2004; Tezcan, 2016). Onlarin akranlarina gore dezavantajli olmasina yol acan bu ozellikler daha
dezavantajli bir okulda egitim almalarina neden olabilmektedir (Egitim Reformu Girisimi [ERG], 2014;
2016; MEB, 2016). Ornegin konuyla ilgili hazirlanan raporlara gére ailesiyle ilgili imkansizliklardan dolay:
cogunlukla dezavantajli okullarda, sosyoekonomik agidan dezavantajh 6grenciler egitim almaktadir (ERG,
2014; 2016; MEB, 2016). Turkiye’de en yiiksek sosyoekonomik dilimden gelen 15 yas grubundaki
ogrencilerin ¢ogu, yiksek kalitede egitim veren okullar olarak kabul edilen fen (%51) ve Anadolu (%42)
liselerinde 6grenim gérmektedir (ERG, 2009). Bir baska arastirmaya goére, Anadolu, fen lisesi gibi okul
turleri ile karsilastirildiginda genel liseler, 6grencilerin sosyal, kisisel ve akademik gelisim olanaklari
acisindan daha yetersizdir (Ozbas, 2013). Anadolu, Anadolu &gretmen, fen liselerinde egitim alan
ogrenciler, hem ilkdgretimde hem de ortaégretimde daha nitelikli egitim hizmeti sunulan okullarda
egitim aldiklarini diisinmektedirler (Ozbas, 2012). Dezavantajli sosyolojik tabakadan ailelerin %53'0,
gocuklarina devam ettikleri okullarda esit egitim imkanlarinin saglandigini diisinmektedir (Ozbas, 2018).
Bu bulgular dogrultusunda bir degerlendirme yapildiginda, Tirkiye'de ilkégretim ve ortadgretim
diizeyinde nitelikli egitim veren okul sayisinin sinirli oldugu, birgok calismada belirtildigi gibi (ERG, 2009;
Karip, 2007; Marks, 2006; OECD, 2009) toplumsal esitsizlikler nedeniyle bazi 6grencilerin bu okullara
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erisemedigi soylenebilir. Bir diger ifadeyle, dezavantajli 6grencilerin egitim firsatlarindan avantajl
akranlariyla ayni diizeyde yararlanamadigi ifade edilebilir.

Esitsizligi tamamen ortadan kaldirmak miimkin olmamakla birlikte konuyla ilgili yapilan
arastirmalarin firsat ve imkan esitligi acisindan okullar arasinda ne gibi farkliliklarinin olduguna iligkin
durum tespiti yapilmasi, iyilestirme yapilacak alanlarin belirlenmesi bakimindan o6nemli oldugu
sodylenebilir. Bu nedenle bu arastirmada lise 6grencilerinin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarini firsat ve
imkan esitligi acisindan nasil algiladiklarini belirlemek amaglanmistir. Ogrencilerin bu yénli algilari,
bireyler arasinda egitsel farkliliklarin ortaya ¢ikmasina zemin hazirlayan cinsiyet, kir ve kentte yasama ve
Ogretim gorilen okul tirt degiskenlerine gore incelenmistir. Bu degiskenler, alanyazinda egitimde firsat
esitligini engelleyen baslica unsurlar arasinda gosterilmesi nedeniyle tercih edilmistir. Arastirmada
ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarinin firsat ve imkan esitligi acisindan degerlendirilmesi lise
ogrencilerinin  goruslerine dayali olarak yapilmistir. Arastirmada lise 06grencilerinin  gérisine
basvurulmasinin ¢ temel nedeni vardir. Bunlardan ilki, herhangi bir hizmetle ilgili degerlendirmede
kullanilabilecek en etkin yollardan birinin o hizmetten yararlananlarinin gorisiine basvurmak oldugu
distncesidir. Bir digeri, her iki egitim kademesindeki okullarla ilgili degerlendirmenin ayni 6grencinin
gorusline dayali olarak incelenme istegidir. Sonuncusu ise ortadgretimde farkh okul tiirlerinde 6gretim
goren Ogrencilerin ilkdgretimde firsat ve imkan esitligi agisindan nasil bir okulda 6gretim gordigiunu
inceleme arzusudur. Alanyazina bakildiginda, toplumlarin gelecegini hazirlama gorevini Gstlenen okullara
iliskin bu yonli degerlendirmelerde 6grencilerin gorlisiine basvuran arastirmalarin sinirh oldugu
gorilmektedir (Ozbas, 2012; 2013). Bu arastirmalarin da Dogu Anadolu bélgesinde bir ilde
gerceklestirildigi anlasiimaktadir. Ulusal ve uluslararasi raporlara gore bolgesel farklilik, egitimde firsat
esitsizligini olusturan 6nemli bir unsurdur (Dinya Bankasi, 2011; ERG, 2009; Giirel & Kartal, 2015;
Tezcan, 2016). Bolgeler egitim olanaklari bakimindan farkli yapilar sergileyebilmektedir. Bireyin iginde
yasadigl cevrenin cografik konumu, erisilen egitimin niteligi Gzerinde belirleyici olabilmektedir (ERG,
2009; Gurel & Kartal, 2015). Yurutulen bu arastirma, Tirkiye'nin gliney batisinda bulunan ve Tirkiye
istatistik Kurumu (TUIK) egitim endeksinde altinci sirada yer alan (TUIK, 2016) bir ilde gergeklestirilmistir.
Bu nedenle bu 6zellige sahip bir ilde 6grencilerin firsat ve imkan esitligi acisindan 6grenme alanlari ile
ilgili ne disundukleri ortaya c¢ikarma agisindan arastirmanin 6nemli oldugu dislinilmektedir. Ayrica
arastirmanin bir taraftan egitimde esitsizlikleri azaltmak ve kaliteyi arttirmak icin veri saglayacagi,
okullarda dagiimdan kaynaklanan firsat esitsizliklerinin giderilmesi amaci ile yurutilen cabalara katki
saglayacagl ve olusturulacak diizenlemelerde politika yapicilara 1sik tutacagi 6ngorilmektedir. Diger
taraftan yeni ¢alismalara kaynak olusturacagi diisinilmektedir. Bu diisiinceden hareketle arastirmada,
¢alismanin amaci dogrultusunda asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir:

1) Lise 6grencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilari
cinsiyetlerine gére anlamli fark gostermekte midir?

2) Lise 6grencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilari okul
tirlne gore anlamli farkhhk gdstermekte midir?

3) Lise Ogrencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilan
yasanilan yerlesim yerine (kir-kent) gére anlamli fark géstermekte midir?

Yontem
Arastirma modeli

Arastirmada, nicel arastirma yontemlerinden nedensel karsilastirma modeli kullanilmistir. Bu
arastirma modeli, arastirmacilara gruplar arasinda karsilastirma yapma imkani verir (Fraenkel, Wallen &
Hyun, 2012, akt. Sozbilir, 2015). Bu arastirmada, cinsiyeti okul tlr( ve yasadigi yerlesim yeri agisindan
farkh 6grenci gruplarinin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim kademesinde 6gretim gordikleri okullara iliskin firsat
ve imkan esitligi algilarini karsilastirmak hedeflendiginden nedensel karsilastirma arastirma modeli
kullantimstir.
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Katilimcilar

Arastirma Burdur ili merkez ortadgretim kurumlarinda 6grenim goren 6grenciler Gzerinde yapilmistir.
Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubu, cok asamali 6rnekleme yéntemiyle olusturulmustur. Bunun igin ortadgretim
okullari, taban puanlarina gére disiik (200 alti), orta (200-400 arasi) ve yiiksek (400 (stl) olarak
kiimelere ayrilmistir. Ardindan her bir kiimeden agirligi oraninda basit seckisiz 6rnekleme ile galisma
kapsamina alinan okullar belirlenmistir. Son olarak ise ¢alisma kapsamindaki okullardan her seviyeden
birer sinif basit seckisiz olarak ¢alismaya alinmistir. Bu dogrultuda 969 6grenciye ulasilmistir. Ancak ug
deger nedeniyle 22 katilimciya ait olgimler veri setinden c¢ikarilarak analizler 947 6grenci lzerinde
gerceklestirilmistir.

Arastirma kapsamindaki o6grencilerin 551'i (%58.2) kiz, 396’si (%41.8) erkek, 259'u (%27.3)
dokuzuncu, 254’l (%26.8) onuncu, 225’i (%23.8) on birinci, 209’u (%22.1) ise on ikinci sinif 6grencisidir.
Ogrencilerin okul tiiriine gére dagilmina bakildiginda, 95’nin (%10) Fen lisesinde, 113’{iniin (%11.9)
Sosyal Bilimler lisesinde, 438’inin (%46.2) Anadolu lisesinde, 301’inin (%31.8) Meslek lisesinde egitim
aldig1 gorulmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin 204’G (%21.5) kodyde, 10’u (%1.1) kasabada, 74’si
(%7.8) ilge, 659’0 (%69.6) il merkezinde yasamaktadir. Arastirmada 6grencileri yasadigi yerlesim birimi,
Tirkiye Istatistik Kurumu’nun kir kent ayrimi dikkate alinarak niifusu 20 000 ve alti olan yerlesim
birimleri (kdy ve kasaba) kir, 20 001 ve Uzeri yerlesim birimleri kent olarak tanimlanmistir. Okul tiru ise
fen ve sosyal bilimler lisesi, Anadolu lisesi ve meslek lisesi olarak ti¢ boyutta ele alinmistir.

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmada, Ozbas (2013) tarafindan gelistirilen “Egitimde Firsat ve imkan Esitligi Olcegi”
kullanilmistir. Olgek 23 madde ve {i¢ boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olgegin ilk boyutu, ortadgretim okullarinin,
ogrencilerin sosyoekonomik degiskenlerine uygun bir yonetim uygulamasini gerceklestirme dizeyini
dlgmeye yoneliktir. Olgekte, ilkégretim okullarini bu acidan degerlendirmeye imkan taniyan bir boyut
bulunmamaktadir. Olgegin ikinci ve liclinci boyutunda ise ayni acilardan 6grencilerin ilkdgretim ve
ortadgretim okullarindaki firsat ve imkan esitligi uygulamalarina yonelik algilarini  belirmek
amaclanmistir. Olgegin ikinci ve tglincii boyutlarinda yer alan maddeler, soru kékii olarak aynidir; yani
ogrencilerin ayni acilardan ilkogretim ve ortadgretim kademesinde Ogretim gordikleri okullardaki
uygulamalari firsat ve imkan esitligi acisindan degerlendirmeleri istenmektedir. Bu nedenle arastirmada
olcegin “ilkogretim uygulamalar” olarak adlandirilan ikinci boyutu ile “ortaégretim hizmetlerinin niteligi”
olarak adlandirilan Gglinct boyutu kullanilmistir. Bu boyutlarda dokuzar madde bulunmaktadir. 5’li Likert
tipindeki dlcekte; hic (1), az (2), orta (3), cok (4), tam (5) olarak puanlanmistir. Olgegin giivenilirligi Ozbas
tarafindan hesaplanmis ilkdgretim boyutunun alfa glivenirlik katsayisi .88, ortadgretim boyutunun alfa
guvenirlik katsayisi ise .87 olarak bulunmustur. Bu arastirmada olgege iliskin glivenirlik ve gegerlilik
analizleri yeniden yapilmistir. Olgegin yapi gecerligi dogrulayici faktér analizi (DFA) ile giivenirligi ise
Cronbach alfa katsayilari hesaplanarak incelenmistir. Uygulanan dogrulayici faktér analizi sonucunda
6lcegin uyum degerlerinin (x2= 831.101, sd= 225, x2/sd= 3.69, RMSEA= .053, GFI= .93, AGFI=.91, CFI=
.93, NFI= .91 ve IFI= .93, RMR= .054 ) kabul edilebilir dizeyde oldugu gorilmustir (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001). Cronbach Alpha degeri ise tim olgek icin .91, ilkégretim alt boyutu icin .84, ortadgretim alt
boyutu igin .92 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu sonuglara dayali olarak arastirmada kullanilan 6lgegin gecerli ve
givenilir oldugu séylenebilir.

Veri Analizi

Arastirmada; ylzde, frekans gibi betimleyici analizlerin disinda cinsiyet, kirda ve kentte yasama ve
farkh okul tiirlinde egitim alma durumuna goére 6grencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yénelik
firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin karsilastiriimasi Tek Yonli Manova ile analiz edilmistir. Tek Yonli
Manova analizinin glivenli sonuclar verebilmesi icin veri setinin bazi varsayimlari karsilamasi
gerekmektedir. Bu varsayimlar asagida siralanmistir.
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1) Orneklem biyiikligii: Her bir hiicrede en az bagimli degisken sayisindan daha fazla katilimciya
sahip olmaktir. ideal olani bunun daha fazlasidir (Pallant, 2016). Tabachnick ve Fidell’e (2001) gére
ise her bir hicrede en az 20 katimcinin olmasi 6érneklem biyukliguni saglamlastirir. Arastirmada
her bir hiicreye disen katilimci sayisi bu kritik degerin ¢ok tstlindedir.

2) Tek degiskenli ve ¢ok degiskenli normalligin saglanmasi: Arastirmada tek degiskenli normallik
merkezi egilim o6lglleri ve grafik araciligi ile test edilmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda ulasilan kutu
grafig§inde ug veri olarak gosterilen 9 6lgim veri setinden ¢ikarilmistir. Verilere iliskin betimsel
istatistikler Tablo 1'de verilmistir. Tablo 1’deki merkezi egilim olgileri ortalama, mod ve medyan
degerlerinin birbirine yakin olmasi, ¢arpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarinin £1 arali§inda, bu katsayilarin
standart hatalarina oranlanmasiyla ulasilan degerin +1.96 araliginda bulunmasi nedeniyle verilerin
tek degiskenli normalligi saglandigi varsayilmistir. Arastirmada c¢ok degiskenli normallik ise
Mahalanobis uzakliklari aracihigi ile kontrol edilmistir. Mahalanobis sinir degeri, .01 anlamlik dizeyi
dikkate alinarak kay-kare dagilim tablosuna bakilarak belirlenmistir. Tek Yonli Manova analizine
dahil edilen bagimsiz degisken sayisi dikkate alinarak calismada Mahalanobis sinir degeri 9.21
olarak belirlenmistir. Bu degeri asan 13 6lglim veri setinden gikariimistir (Can, 2014).

Tablo 1.
Dediskenlere Yénelik Elde Edilen Betimsel Istatistikler.
Cinsiyet Okul Tiira Yerlesim Yeri
Kiz Erkek Fen-Sosyal Anadolu Meslek Kir Kent
n=551 n=396 n=208 n=438 n=301 n=215 n=732
Ortalama 3.27 3.09 3.36 3.25 2.99 3.02 3.24
Medyan 3.33 3.11 3.44 3.33 3 3 3.33
§ Mod 3.33 3.11 3.56 3.33 3.56 2.78 3.33
,gfb Carpikhk -.159 -.024 -.108 -161 .008 .055 -.164
2 st. Hata (carpiklik) .104 123 .169 117 .14 .166 .09
Basiklik -.141 -.054 -.039 -135 -.056 -.164 -.078
St. Hata (basiklik) .208 .245 .336 .233 .28 .33 .18
Ortalama 3.10 2.89 3.27 3.21 2.55 2.91 3.05
e Medyan 3.14 2.93 3.29 3.22 2.57 2.93 3.11
'g, Mod 3.21 2.71 2.79 3.14 2.93 3.14 3.14
%0 Carpiklik -.276 -.043 .012 -.359 131 -.021 -.215
2 St. Hata (carpikhk) .104 123 .169 117 14 .166 .09
O Basiklik -.375 -.021 -.554 .103 -117 .18 -.382
St. Hata (basiklik) .208 .245 .336 .233 .28 .33 .18

3) Dogrusallik: Bagimli degiskenler arasinda dogrusal bir iliski olmalidir. Arastirmada bu varsayim
sacllma diyagrami ve korelasyon katsayisi araciligiyla incelenmistir. Analizler sonucunda, bagimh
degiskenler arasinda anlamh diizeyde pozitif yonla bir iliskinin oldugu (r=.41, p<.01), ancak bunun
coklu baglanti olusturmayacak dizeyde oldugu (r<.90) ve verilerin dogrusallik varsayimini
karsiladig1 gorilmustar (Pallant, 2016)

4) Varyans-kovaryans matrislerinin homojenligi: Bagimli degiskenlere ait kovaryanslar arasinda

anlaml farkin olmadigi [Box’s testi p degeri (cinsiyet icin .418, okul tlr{ igin .284, yerlesim yeri
.062)] ve hata varyanslari esitligi kosulunun [ilkogretimde p degeri (cinsiyet icin .959, okul turi igin
.065, yerlesim yeri .302)], [ortadgretimde p degeri (cinsiyet icin .062, okul tird icin .916, yerlesim
yeri .075)] saglandig gérilmustir (Can 2014).
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Bulgular

Arastirmanin bu bélimimde, lise 6grencilerinin ilkdgretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve
imkan esitligi algilari cinsiyete, okul tiiriine ve yasanilan yerlesim yerine (kir-kent) gére karsilastiriimistir.

1) Cinsiyete iliskin bulgular

Lise 6grencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin anlamh
olarak farkhlasip farklilasmadigina yonelik bulgular Tablo 2’'de verilmistir.

Tablo 2.
Cinsiyete Gére Tek Yonlii Cok Dediskenli Manova Sonuglari.
Bagiml Degisken Cinsiyet n X Ss sd F p
ilkégretim Kiz 551 3.27 0.70

1-94 15.64 .
Uygulamalari Erkek 396 3.09 0.70 946 >-6 00
Ortadgretim Kiz 551 3.10 0.82
Uygulamalari Erkek 396  2.89 077 1794 174 00

Manova sonuglari, cinsiyete goére lise Ogrencilerin firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin anlamh
farkhlastigini géstermistir. Bir diger ifadeyle erkek ya da kiz olmak 6grencilerin ilk6gretim ve ortadgretim
kademesinde egitim alinan okula yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarini  anlamli  olarak
farkhlagtirmaktadir [Wilks’ Lambda (A)=.977, F(; 946)=11.183, p<.01, n?=.023]. Bu bulgu, ilkégretim ve
ortadgretim puanlarindan olusan dogrusal bilesenden elde edilecek puanlarin cinsiyete bagl olarak
degistigini ve cinsiyetin firsat ve imkan esitligi algisindaki degisime etkisinin %2.3 oldugunu
gostermektedir. Tablo 2’de verilen ilkdgretim ve ortadgretim kademesinde egitim alinan okullara yonelik
firsat ve imkan esitligi ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri ile her bir egitim kademesine iliskin
cinsiyete gore yapilan tek yonli ANOVA sonuglari incelendiginde ise, lise 6grencilerin ilkdgretim
[F(1,045)=15.637, p<.01] ve ortadgretim [F(; 945)=15.740, p<.01] okullarina yénelik firsat ve imkan esitligi
algilarinin anlamli farkhlik gosterdigi anlagilmaktadir. Ortalama degerlere bakildiginda, her iki kademede
de kiz 6grencilerin egitim aldiklari okullara yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin daha yiiksek oldugu
soylenebilir. Kismi eta kare degerlerine bakildiginda ise, 6grencilerin hem ilkégretim hem de ortadgretim
okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarindaki degisime cinsiyetin etkisinin %1.6 oldugu
soylenebilir.

2) Okul tiiriine iligkin bulgular

Ogrencilerin ilkdgretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilar Gzerinde
egitim aldiklari okul tlrtiniin anlamli bir etkisinin olup olmadigina yonelik bulgular Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3.
Okul Tiiriine Gére Tek Yénlii Cok Degiskenli Manova Sonuglari.
Bagimh Degisken  Okul Tiirii n X Ss sd F p nz
iiksgretim Fen-Sosyal Bil. Lisesi 208 3.36 0.65
Anadolu 438 3.25 0.72 2-944 20.87 .00 .04
Uygulamalari
Meslek 301 2.99 0.68
. Fen-Sosyal Bil. Lisesi 208 3.27 0.73
S?gaucigrr::I;j]rl Anadolu 438 321 075 2-944 8521 .00 .15
Meslek 301 2.55 0.76

Manova sonuglari, okul tarinin firsat ve imkan esitligi algisini etkiledigini gostermistir. Bir diger
ifadeyle, hali hazirda devam edilen okul tliri 6grencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim kademesinde egitim
alinan okula yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarini anlamli olarak farkhlastirmaktadir [Wilks” Lambda
(A)=.843, F(2,043)=42.072, p<.01, n?=.082]. Bu bulgu, ilkégretim ve ortadgretim puanlarindan olusan
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dogrusal bilesenden elde edilecek puanlarin egitim alinan okul tiriine bagh olarak degistigini ve okul
tirdnun firsat ve imkan esitligi algisindaki degisime etkisinin %8.2 oldugunu gostermektedir. Egitim
kademesine iliskin ortalama ve standart sapma degerleri ile her bir egitim kademesine iliskin okul tiriine
gore tek yonlii ANOVA sonuglar incelendiginde ise 68rencilerin ilkdgretim [F(; 945=20.866, p<.01] ve
ortadgretim [F(q,045)=85.209, p<.01] okullarina yénelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin farklilagtigi
anlagiimaktadir. Halen egitim alinan okul tiril, 6grencilerin hem ilk6gretimde hem de ortadgretimde
egitim aldiklari okullara yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarini farklilagtirmaktadir. Anlamli farkhlagsma
meslek liseleri ile diger okul tirleri arasindadir. Meslek lisesi 6grencilerinin, iki egitim kademesinde
egitim aldiklari okullara yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilari diger okul tirlerinde egitim alan
ogrencilerden daha dustktir. Kismi eta kare degerine bakildiginda ise ilkogretim okullarina yonelik firsat
ve imkan esitligi puanlarindaki varyansin %4.2’sinin, ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan
esitligi puanlarindaki varyansin %15’inin okul tlri tarafindan agiklandigi sdylenebilir.

3) Yerlesim yerine iliskin bulgular

Ogrencilerin ilkégretim ve ortadgretim okullarina ydnelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin yerlesim
yerine gore anlamli olarak farklilasip farkhlasmadigina yonelik bulgular Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4.

Yerlesim Yerine Gére Tek Yonlii Cok Degiskenli Manova Sonuglari.

Bagiml Degisken  Yerlesim Yeri n X Ss sd F p n_2
ilkdgretim Kir 215 3.02 0.67

Uygulamalari Kent 732 324 071 1794 1632 .00 .02
Ortadgretim Kir 215 2.91 0.73

Uygulamalari Kent 732 305 og3 L% 4440400

Manova sonuglari, yasanilan yerlesim yerine gore 6grencilerin firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin anlamli
diizeyde farklilik gosterdigini ortaya koymustur. Yani kir veya kentte yasamak 6grencilerin ilkbgretim ve
ortaégretim kademesinde egitim alinan okula yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarini anlamh olarak
farklilagtirmaktadir [Wilks’ Lambda (A)=.983, F(; 044)=8.280, p<.01, n?=.017]. Bu bulgu, ilkégretim ve
ortaégretim puanlarindan olusan dogrusal bilesenden elde edilecek puanlarin yasanilan yerlesim yerine
bagh olarak degistigini ve yerlesim biriminin firsat ve imkan esitligi algisindaki degisime etkisinin %1.7
oldugunu gostermektedir. Tablo 4’te verilen egitim kademesine iliskin ortalama ve standart sapma
degerleri ile her bir egitim kademesine iligkin yerlesim yerine goére yapilan tek yénli ANOVA sonuglari,
yaganilan yerlegim biriminin kir ve kent olmasina gére 6grencilerin ilkégretim [F(q 945)=8.064, p<.01] ve
ortadgretim [F(;045)=2.891, p<.05] okullarina yénelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin anlamli olarak
farkhlastigini gostermektedir. Her iki egitim kademesinde de farklilasma kentte yasayan 6grenciler
lehinedir. Kentte yasayan Ogrenciler firsat ve imkan esitligi agisindan ilkogretim ve ortadgretim
kademesinde egitim aldiklari okullari daha yeterli olarak algilamaktadirlar. Kismi eta kare degerine
bakildiginda ise, 6grencilerin okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algisinin bagimsiz degisken
yerlesim yeri tarafindan agiklanabilen varyansin ilkdgretim kademesi igin %1.7, ortadgretim kademesi
icin %0.5 oldugu soylenebilir.

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmada; lise 6grencilerinin cinsiyetine, kir ya da kentte yasama durumuna ve Ogretim
gordigl okul tirtne gore ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarini
tespit etmek amaglanmistir. Bu amag kapsaminda yapilan arastirmada, cinsiyete gore lise 6grencilerin
firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin anlamli farklilik gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Bir diger ifadeyle arastirmada,
erkek ya da kiz olmanin 6grencilerin ilk6gretim ve ortadgretim kademesinde 6grenim gordiikleri okula
yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarini anlamli olarak farkllastirdigi tespit edilmistir. ilkdgretim ve
ortadgretim puanlarindan olusan dogrusal bilesenden elde edilecek puanlarin cinsiyete bagh olarak
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degistigi, her iki kademede de kiz 6grencilerin egitim aldiklari okullara yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi
algilarinin daha yuksek oldugu anlasiimistir. Alanyazina bakildiginda, cinsiyet farkliiginin egitimde firsat
esitligini engelleyen 6nemli bir degisken oldugu ve egitimsel esitsizliklerin kadinlarin aleyhine olacak
sekilde ortaya ¢iktigi gérilmektedir (Diinya Bankasi, 2011; Ergetin & Arifoglu, 2016; ERG, 2009; Gurel &
Kartal, 2015; Smits & Hosgor, 2006; Tezcan, 2016; Tomul, 2007). Dolayisiyla arastirmanin bu bulgusunun
alanyazinla 6rtismedigi soylenebilir. Konuyla ilgili yapilan arastirmalar incelendiginde, Tlrkiye'de egitim
alanindaki cinsiyet esitsizliginin homogen bir dagihm gostermedigi gorilmektedir. Bu agidan bdlgesel
farkhhiklar olabildigi gibi kirda yasama, gelir ve egitim seviyesindeki dislklGglin kizlarin daha fazla egitim
esitsizligine ugramasina neden oldugu anlasiimaktadir (Diinya Bankasi, 2011; ERG, 2009; Smits & Hosgor,
2006; Tezcan, 2016; Tomul, 2007). Cinsiyet esitsizligi baglaminda en buytk farkliigin Gineydogu, Dogu
ve Kuzeydogu Anadolu gibi daha ¢ok (ilkenin dogusundaki bolgelerinde ve kirsal alanlarda oldugu
gorulmektedir (ERG, 2016). Arastirma, Tiarkiye'nin giiney batisinda yer alan bir ilde sadece sehir
merkezindeki okullarda 6gretim goren 6grenciler Gzerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Bu durum arastirmada
kizlar lehine bir sonuca ulasiimasinda etkide bulunmus olabilir. Ayrica konuyla ilgili raporlar
incelendiginde, dezavantajli kizlarin okul disinda kalma riskinin oldukga yiiksek oldugu ve bu riskin yas
ilerledikge arttigi (UNICEF, 2012), ortadgretim diizeyinde oldukga belirginlestigi (Dlinya Bankasi, 2011)
anlasiimaktadir. Okul disinda kalmasa bile ailelerin kizlarini evlerinin uzaginda bir okula géndermeyi
tercih etmedikleri (Bora & Tas, 2017), 6grenme ortamlari ile yasam yeri arasindaki mesafenin kaliteli
egitime erismede 6nemli rol oynadig (ERG, 2016; UNICEF, 2004) gorllmektedir. Bu nedenle Tiirkiye'de
lise egitimi zorunlu egitim kapsaminda olsa da orgilin egitime devam zorunlulugu olmadigindan
dezavantajli kiz 6grencilerin bir kismi 6rgin egitim disinda kalmis, bir kismi ise il merkezindeki bir okula
ulasamamis olabilir. Bu da, arastirmada kiz 6grencilerin firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin daha yiiksek
olmasina, arastirmada kizlar lehine bir sonuca ulagiimasina yol agmis olabilir.

Arastirmanin bir diger sonucuna gore, 6grencilerin ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarina yénelik firsat
ve imkan esitligi algilar Gzerinde egitim aldiklari okul tdrinidn anlamh bir etkisi bulunmaktadir.
Ogrencilerin firsat ve imkan esitligi algisindaki degisimin yaklasik yiizde sekizi egitim alinan okul tiirii
tarafindan aciklanmaktadir. Kademelere gore bakildiginda, okul tiri tarafindan agiklanan varyansin
ilkégretimde yaklasik ylzde dort, ortadgretimde ylzde on bes oldugu gorilmustir. Ayrica arastirmada
okul tirine gore anlamli farklilasmanin meslek liseleri ile diger okul tirleri arasinda oldugu saptanmistir.
Meslek lisesi 6grencilerinin ilkbgretim ve ortadgretim kademesinde egitim aldiklari okullara yonelik firsat
ve imkan esitligi algilari diger okul tirlerinde egitim alan 6grencilerden daha diistktiir. Arastirmanin bu
sonucundan hareketle, diger lise tirleri ile karsilastirildiginda, meslek lisesi 6grencilerinin ilkdgretim ve
ortadgretim kademesinde egitim aldiklari okullari daha yetersiz algiladiklari séylenebilir. Alanyazina
bakildiginda, Tirkiye’de ilkogretim ve ortadgretim diizeyinde il icinde egitim imkanlarinin esit sekilde
dagitilmadigi gériilmektedir (Buyruk, 2008; Ozbas, 2012; 2013; Petek & Onder, 2015) Bu durum icin de
temel belirleyicinin, tirlerine gore okullarin tabakalastiriimis olmasi gosterilmektedir. Bir baska ifadeyle,
Tirkiye’de okullar arasinda olusturulan tabakalasma egitimde esitlik ihlali olarak degerlendirilmekte,
firsat esitsizliginin arkasinda yatan nedenlerden biri olarak gosterilmektedir (Dinger & Uysal, 2010;
Sadovnik, Cookson & Semel, 1994). Yine alanyazinda 6grencinin hangi okul tiirine devam edileceginin
beseri, kiiltiirel, sosyal ve ekonomik sermayedeki esitsizliklere dayandigi belirtiimektedir (Onder &
Guglii, 2014). Bu durumda ortadgretimde fen ve sosyal bilimler lisesi gibi Gist tabakada yer alan gdzde ve
seckin okullara ulasabilmenin yolunun, gerek 06grencinin icinde bulundugu sosyal cevre gerekse
ilkogretimde devam ettigi okul Uzerinde etkili olan ailenin sosyoekonomik ve kiiltirel ozelliklerinden
gectigi soylenebilir. Konuya yonelik yapilan bazi arastirmalarda da buna dikkat ¢ekilmekte, beseri,
kilturel, sosyal ve ekonomik sermaye acisindan Anadolu ve fen liselerinde egitim alan 6grencilerin daha
avantajli (Coskun, 2014; Kése, 1999; Ozsoy, 2002), meslek liselerinde dgrenim géren dgrencilerin ise
dezavantajli (Coskun, 2014) olduklarina vurgu yapilmaktadir. Avantajli okul olarak tanimlanan okullarda
genel olarak avantajli cocuklarin egitim aldigi (ERG, 2016; MEB, 2016), dezavantajli kurumlarda 6grenim
gdren 6grencilerin cifte olumsuzluk ile yiiz yiize geldigi ifade edilebilir (Onder & Giiglli, 2014). Dolayisiyla
arastirmanin okul tird ile ilgili sonuglarinin alanyazinla benzerlik gosterdigi soylenebilir.
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Arastirmanin bir baska sonucu, kirda veya kentte yasama durumuna goére ogrencilerin ilkogretim ve
ortadgretim kademesinde egitim alinan okula yonelik firsat ve imkan esitligi algilarinin anlamli
farklilagtigini  gostermektedir. Farklilasma kente yasayan Ogrenciler lehinedir. Kentte yasayan
ogrencilerin hem ilkdgretim hem de ortadgretimde egitim aldiklari kurumlara yonelik firsat ve imkan
esitligi algilar kirsalda yasayan o6grencilerden daha yuksektir. Arastirmanin bu bulgusunun, egitim
hizmetlerinin nitelik ve nicelik agisindan yerlesim birimine gore farklilastigini ortaya koyan arastirmalarla
benzerlik gosterdigi sdylenebilir (Bulug, 1997; Biyilkoztiirk, 1992; Celkan, 1996; Diinya Bankasi, 2011;
OECD, 2010; Onder, 2012; Petek & Onder, 2015; Tezcan, 2016). Yapilan arastirmalarda, okullarin fiziki,
teknik ve insan kaynagi niteliklerinin kirda ya da kentte olmasina gore farkhlasabildigi, kentsel nufusun
kirsal nifusa oranla daha iyi egitim hizmetinden faydalandigi, dezavantajli gevre okullarin uygun 6grenci,
O0gretmen ve temel kaynaklardan yoksun kalabildigi, sayisal yeterlilik saglansa bile nitelikli kaynaklara
ulasma konusunda sikinti gektikleri vurgulanmistir (MEB, 2005; OECD, 2010; Petek & Onder, 2015). Kent
okullarin personel eksikligi konusunda c¢ok fazla sikinti yasamadigi, kalifiyeli 6gretmen ve daha iyi egitim
kaynaklarina sahip olma oraninin daha yiksek oldugu ortaya konulmustur (OECD, 2010). Egitim
harcamalarinin yetersiz oldugu llkelerde egitim imkanlarinin okulun sehirdeki konumuna gore
degistigine dikkat cekilmektedir. Ozellikle kdyler ve illerin gérece daha az gelismis yerlerinde egitsel
esitsizliklerin olustugu bildirilmektedir. Bu Ulkelerde, devletin egitim imkanlarini kentlerle dengeleyecek
bicimde koylere ulastiramamasi yiziinden buralarda yasayan 6grencilerin dezavantajli hale geldikleri
ifade edilmektedir (Tezcan, 2016). Bunun, 6zellikle kizlarda daha dezavantajli bir durum olusturdugu
belirtiimektedir (Ferreira & Gignous, 2010). Bu durumda, arastirmanin bu bulgusunun alanyazin
tarafindan desteklendigi soOylenebilir. Ayrica her okula egitsel imkanlarin dengeli olarak
ulastirlamamasinin kirsal bolgelerde yasayan oOgrenciler aleyhine bir siirecin baslamasina neden
olabilecegi belirtilebilir.

Bu arastirmanin sonuglarina dayali olarak bazi 6neriler getirilebilir.

1) Arastirmada, meslek liselerinde egitim alan ve kirsal kesimde ikamet eden 6grencilerin egitim
aldiklari okullari firsat ve imkan esitligi acisindan daha yetersiz bulduklari saptanmistir. Bu sonug
ve Ogrencinin eristigi okulun ailesiyle ilgili imkanlara dayali oldugu verisi gbéz Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, devletin egitim hizmetlerini sunarken yetersiz egitim kaynaklarinin yiakina
olumsuz kosullardaki ¢ocuklarin omzundan kaldiracak, egitim girdilerinden kaynaklanan
esitsizlikleri azaltacak olumlu eylem politikalarinin izlemesinin 6nemli oldugu séylenebilir.

2) Her 6grencinin 6grenme yasantilarina tam anlamiyla ulasabilmesi igin verilen miicadelede, okula
erismenin yayinda, esit egitim imkanlarina sahip olma ve aileyle ilgili imkéansizliklardan
kaynaklanan temel ihtiyaglarinin karsilanmasini saglayacak girisimlere ihtiyag oldugu sdylenebilir.

3) Arastirmanin, Burdur il merkezindeki ortadgretim kurumlarinda 6grenim goren 6grenciler ile
sinirl oldugu dikkate alindiginda, farkl illeri kapsayan, 6gretmen, yonetici ve 6grencilerin dahil
edildigi, farkli yontem ve desenlerin kullanildigi arastirmalarla egitim kurumlarinin firsat ve
imkan esitligi agisindan incelenmesinin dnemli oldugu soylenebilir.
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