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In this study, it is aimed to determine the perceptions of pre-service teachers about the
variables affecting equality of opportunity and opportunity in education. The research is a
descriptive and quantitative study conducted in the survey model. The data of the study
were collected online from 535 pre-service teachers. The Equal Opportunity in Education
Scale (EOES) developed by the authors was used in the study. At the end of the study, it
was determined that geographical-social factors were more effective on equality of
opportunity in education than familial and administrative factors. In addition, it was
determined that familial factors differed according to the gender variable; familial,
geographical-social and administrative factors differed according to the grade level; and
general evaluations differed according to the number of children in the family; however,
there was no differentiation according to the general socioeconomic status of the family,
housing, mother's and father's occupation and residential unit. As a result, pre-service
teachers' evaluations showed that familial, geographical, social and administrative factors
were effective on the structure of the phenomenon of equal opportunity in education. In
line with the evaluations of pre-service teachers, it was observed that geographical social
factors were the most effective among these factors.

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Egitimde Firsat Esitligine iliskin Tutumlarinin incelenmesi
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Egitimde firsat esitliginin saglanabilmesi, iilkelerin ya da toplumlarin gelismisligi agisindan
bu arastirmada, Ogretmen adaylarnin egitimde firsat ve imkan esitligini etkileyen
degiskenlere iliskin algilarini belirlemek amaclanmistir. Arastirma, tarama modelinde
yliriitiilmiis betimsel ve nicel bir ¢alisma 6zelligi tasimaktadir. Arastirmanin verileri 535
Ogretmen adayindan ¢evrimigi yolla toplanmistir. Arastirmada yazarlar tarafindan
gelistirilen Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Olgegi (EFEO) kullanilmistir. Arastirma sonunda;
egitimde firsat ve imkan esitligi {izerinde ailevi ve yonetimsel etkenlere gore cografi-
toplumsal etkenlerin daha fazla etkili oldugu belirlenmistir. Ayrica, cinsiyet degiskenine
gore ailevi etkenlerin; sinif diizeyine gore ailevi, cografi-toplumsal ve yénetimsel etkenlerin,
ailedeki ¢ocuk sayisina gore genel degerlendirmelerin farklilastigi; buna karsilik ailenin
genel sosyoekonomik durumu, barinma yerleri, anne ve baba meslegi ile yasanilan yerlesim
birimi degiskenlerine gore bir farklilasma olmadig1 belirlenmistir. Sonug olarak; 6gretmen
adaylarmin degerlendirmeleri egitimde firsat esitligi olgusunun yapisina yonelik ailevi,
cografi toplumsal ve ydnetimsel etkenlerin etkili oldugunu gostermistir. Ogretmen
adaylarmin degerlendirmeleri dogrultusunda bu etkenler igerisinde en etkili olanimn
cografi toplumsal etkenler oldugu gozlenmistir.
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1. Giris

Egitimde esitlik ilkesinin uzun bir tarihsel ge¢misi olmakla
birlikte giincelligini koruyan tartisma konularindan biri
oldugu belirtilmelidir. Egitimin herkes igin erisilebilir
olmas1 gorevinin oncelikle devletin sorumlulugunda
oldugu esitligi
diisiincesinin somut bir sekilde uygulanmasinin beklendigi

sOylenebilir. Zira egitimde firsat
yerler dncelikle devlet okullaridir. Modern diinyada egitim
barisgil, siddet icermeyen, hosgoriilii ve ekonomik agidan
nitelikli insan sermayesini olusturmak ve iginde yasadig:
topluma  uyum  saglayan  bireyler  yetistirmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Mammadov, 2018). Bu nedenle devletler
vatandaslarinin bu degerler ve beklentiler cercevesinde en
iyi sekilde egitim almalar1 igin politikalar {iretir ve
uygularlar (Giil ve Yesil, 2024). Higbir smifsal ayrim
yapmaksizin biitiin bireylere egitim firsat ve imkanlarinin
esit sekilde dagitilabilmesi biiyiik 6nem arz etmektedir. Bu
durum ayni zamanda bu esitligi bozan etkenlerle 6zel
olarak miicadele edilmesini ve tedbirler iiretilmesini de
zorunlu hale getirmektedir. Alanyazinda, egitimde firsat
esitligini etkileyen faktorler arasinda tilkenin ekonomik
glicii, {ilkenin egitime ayirdig1 Dbiite, ailenin
sosyoekonomik durumu, anne-babanin egitim ve mesleki
durumu, gelir dagilimi, cografi sartlar gibi bir¢ok etkenin
yer aldig1 dikkati ¢ekmektedir (Aksu ve Cantiirk, 2015;
Campbell ve Klein, 1982; Mete, 2009). Egitimde firsat
esitligi goriiniirde biitiin {ilkelerin ve hatta taninmuis iilke
iistli kuruluslarin siirekli dile getirdikleri ve Snemsedikleri
bir ilkeymis gibi dursa da ¢6ziimii icin pratikte yeterli
¢abanin gosterilme durumunun siklikla tartisma konusu
edilip kimi zaman ulusal ve uluslararast mahkemelere kimi
zaman da medyaya yansimis olmast (Panti¢ ve Florian,

2015) bir gosterge olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Tiirkiye’de egitimde firsat esitligini saglamak adina
ozellikle 21. yilizyilin basindan beri bir¢ok politika
gelistirilip uygulanmaya calisildigr dikkati ¢ekmektedir.
2003 yilinda c¢ocuklarini yoksulluktan dolay1 okula
gonderemeyen ailelere nakit yardimi éngoren Sarthi Egitim
Yardimi (SEY) programi uygulanmis, bu programin igerigi
genigletilerek kiz ¢ocuklarinin egitimine agirlik verilerek
devam etmis, okullarda &grencilerin yeni teknolojiden
yararlanabilmeleri i¢in Fatih projesi gelistirilerek cok
sayida ogrenciye tablet bilgisayar ve ¢ok sayida okula da
etkilesimli tahtalar dagitilmistir (Tabak, 2019). Tiirkiye’'de
son yillarda egitimde firsat esitligini artirmak igin ilgili
bakanlik tarafindan yeni programlar gelistirilerek hayata
gecirilmektedir. Ornegin, flkokullarda Yetistirme Programi
(IYEP) ile egitsel kazanimlara yeterince erisemeyen
¢ocuklar i¢in belirli saatlerde haftalik dersler verilmektedir.
Bunun disinda mesleki egitimi iyilestirmek icin Mesleki
Egitimde 1000 Okul Projesi,
giderlerinin

Ozel egitimde egitim

kargilanmasim ~ ongoren  Ozel  Egitim

Uygulamalari, dezavantajl miilteci ¢ocuklarin
egitimlerinin saglanmast i¢in Uyum Simuflar1 Projesi,
Ucretsiz Ders Kitab1 dagitimi, Pansiyon ve bursluluk
hizmetleri gibi bir¢ok projeyi hayata gegirmistir (Ozer vd.,
2020). Bu calismalar egitime erisim konusunda biiyiik
bagarilara ulasilmasin1 saglarken, Tiirkiye’de yapilan
merkezi smavlar ise egitimde firsat esitsizligine neden
olmaktadir. Ciinkii merkezi sinavlar ile belirlenen okul
tercihleri ailelerin basta ekonomik olmak iizere kiiltiirel ve
toplumsal sermayelerine gore ¢ocuklarin egitimine yapmais
olduklar1 yatirima gore degismektedir (Sahin, 2019). Tiim
bu diizenlemelere ve gelismelere ragmen Tiirkiye'de
egitimde firsat ve imkan esitliginin tam olarak
saglanabildigi sdylenemez (Polat ve Boydak Ozkan, 2020).
Bu nedenle daha saglam ve saglikli sekilde iyilestirme
calismalarmin siirdiiriilmesi igin yeni politikalar gelistirilip
uygulamalarda  kararhlik

belirtilmelidir.

gosterilmesi gerektigi

Tiirkiye’de egitimde firsat esitligi olgusunun bigimlenmesi
tizerinde etkisi bulunan degiskenlere ve bunlarin etkilerine
iliskin Ogretmen adaylarmin algilarmin incelenmesi,
arastirmanin temel problemini olusturmaktadir. Egitim
sistemi igerisindeki konumu ve yeni yetisen neslin
kiiltirlenmesi iizerindeki etkileri dikkate alindiginda
Ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi olgusu
hakkindaki
uygulamalar {izerinde yapilmasi gereken diizenlemelere

degerlendirmelerinin, sistem ya da
iliskin 6nemli ipuglarini barindiracagr diistiniilmektedir.
Ciinkii egitimde firsat esitligi iilkelerin ekonomik, cografi,
sosyal, politik yapisindan etkilenebildigi gibi, bireysel
faktorlerden de etkilenebilmektedir.
ekonomik faktorler

Bu degiskenler
baglaminda aralarinda bulunan
iligkilerden kaynaklanan nedenlerle egitime erisimi de
etkilemektedir (Mete, 2009). Zhang (2002) gelir dagiliminin
esit olmadig: {iilkelerde egitim harcamalarinin daha g¢ok
varlikli kisilere dogru kayabildigine vurgu yapmaktadir.
Bu ise Ogrencilerin 6grenme basarilar1 agisindan da
esitsizliklerine neden olabilmektedir (Goodlad, 1996;
Myasnikov vd., 2019).

Egitimde firsat esitligi kavraminin ne oldugu ve iilkelerin
belirli sosyal gruplara ve bireylere egitimde esitligi
saglayip saglamayacagina iliskin devam eden bir tartisma
ortaya c¢ikmigtir. Bu tartisma onlarca yil Once ortaya
c¢ikarken, aymi zamanda Ogretmenleri ve O&gretmen
adaylarin1 da igerisine alarak devam etmektedir (Brick,
1993; Evetts, 2003 vb.; Gutman, 1987; Howe, 1994). Ciinkii
Ogretmenlerin egitim olanaklarmin adil bir sekilde
dagitilmasinda bilingli olarak ahlaki agidan sorumluluk
hissetmeleri egitimde firsat esitliginin saglanmasinda
onemlidir (Vijfeijken vd., 2021). Boylelikle gelecekte
Ogretmen olarak egitim sisteminin onemli bir bileseni

olmanin &tesinde, kiiltiir yayicisi olarak yeni yetisen neslin
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zihin diinyasmin bicimlendirmede giiclii bir etken olan
Ogretmenlerin (6gretmen adaylarmin), egitimde firsat
esitligini nasil algiladiklar1 ve bu algilar1 {izerinde

belirleyici olan degiskenlerin etki giiglerine iligkin
tespitlerin  yapilmast amacglanmistir. Diger taraftan
arastirma ile ulasilacak sonuglarin, egitimde firsat

esitliginin iyilestirilmesi yoniinde alinabilecek onlemlere
fikir
diistintilmektedir. Bu amag cercevesinde arastirmada,

ve Onceliklerine iligkin 6n olusturabilecegi

baslica su sorulara cevaplar aranmistir:

1. Ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligine
iliskin algilar1 hangi diizeydedir?

2. Ogretmen adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligine
iliskin algilar1 cinsiyet, smif diizeyi, barinma yeri,
ailenin sosyoekonomik diizeyi, baba ve anne
meslegi, biiyiidiikleri yerlesim yeri ve kardes
sayisina gore anlaml olarak farklilik gdstermekte
midir?

3. Ogretmen adaylarmin smuf diizeyi, ailelerin
sosyoekonomik diizeyi, biiyiidiikleri yerlesim
yeri ve kardes sayilar ile alg1 diizeyleri arasinda
bir iligki var midir?

2. Yontem
2.1. Desen

Bu arastirmada nicel yontemlerden birisi olan tarama
modeli kullanilmistir (Aliaga ve Gunderson, 2002;
Creswell, 2003; Giil, 2023). Arastirmada egitimde firsat
esitligi algisinin bazi demografik degiskenlere gore
farklilasma durumunun belirlenmesi ve
adaylarina gore egitimde firsat esitligine etki eden
faktorlerin

Ogretmen

diizeylerinin nicel olarak
amaglanmistir. Arastirma, egitimde firsat esitligi algisim

betimsel bir bakis acisiyla inceledigi igin nicel tarama

saptanmasi

yontemi tercih edilmistir.
2.2. Orneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini, 2023-2024 akademik yilinda egitim
fakiiltelerinde 6grenim goéren 6gretmen aday1 Ogrenciler
olusturmaktadir. Orneklem grubunu ise, ulasilabilirlik ve
ekonomiklik Sl¢iitleri dikkate alinarak tesadiifi 6rnekleme
yoluyla belirlenen Sakarya Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi,
Ahi Evran Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi, Karamanoglu
Mehmet Bey Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi ve Kirikkale
Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi ogrencilerinden
olusturulmustur. Ornekleme dahil edilen katilima
sayisinin uygulanan analiz teknigine gore yeterli olma
durumunu belirlemek {izere x2 testleri i¢in serbestlik
derecesi 5 tizerinden G-Power (Etki Giicii) analizi yapilarak
bulunmustur. Bu ¢ercevede asgari katilimei sayisinin (220)
lizerinde bir grup ile ¢alisilmig; 402 (%75,1) kadin ve 133
(%24,9) erkek olmak {izere toplamda 535 dgretmen aday1
ogrenci, arastirmanin orneklem grubunu olusturmustur.

2.3. Islem

Caligmada kullanilan 6lgek formu 6ncelikle elektronik hale
doniistiiriilmiis ve veriler ¢evrimici olarak toplanmuistir.
Elde edilen verilerin normal dagilim sartim1 saglayip
saglamadigina bakilarak yapilacak testlerin parametrik
veya nonparametrik testlerden hangisi olacagina karar
verilmistir. ulasilan  bulgular
tablolastirilarak yorumlanmustir.

Testler sonucunda

2.3.1. Etik bildirim

Yapilan bu ¢alismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmasi
belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci
boliimii olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir1
Eylemler” baghigi altinda belirtilen eylemlerden higbiri
gerceklestirilmemistir. Bu c¢alisma, Kirgizistan Tiirkiye
Manas Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Kurulunun R.30.2024/BAYEK-10659 sayili karari ile alinan
izinle ytiratilmiistiir.

2.4. Veri Toplama Araglar
2.4.1. Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Inang Olgegi (EFEO)

Bu 6lgek yazarlar tarafindan gelistirilmistir. EFEO, Ailevi
Etkenler, Cografi-Toplumsal Etkenler ve YoOnetimsel
Etkenler adlarindaki 3 faktorii barindiran ve 23 maddelik
7'1i Likert tipi gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgektir. Uygulanan
Acimlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) sonrasi toplamda %50.60
varyansin agiklandigi 3 faktore ulasilmistir. Maddelerin
icerikleri dikkate alinarak EFEO'nin faktorleri; “Ailevi
Etkenler”, “Cografi-Toplumsal Etkenler” ve “Yonetimsel
Etkenler” seklinde adlandirilmustir. Olgekten alinabilecek
en fazla puan 161 iken, en diisiik puan ise 23'tiir. Olgegin
alt boyutlarinda alman yiiksek puan o alt boyutun etki
glicliniin yiiksekligine ve algimmin olumsuzluguna, aliman
diisiik puan ise o alt boyutun etki giicliniin diisiikligiine
ve algmm ise olumlu olduguna vurgu yapmaktadir.
EFEQY gine ait uyum indeks degerleri x2/sd =2.71, GFI1=.90,
AGFI =88, CFI=.90, NFI=.85, PNFI=.77, I[FI=.90, RMSEA
= .057, RMR = .097, PNFI = .76 ve PGFI = .74 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Olgme aracinin  giivenirlik calismalart
kapsaminda Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayis1 6lgegin
geneli igin .89 olarak hesaplanmistir. Ayrica bu deger
birinci faktor icin .76, ikinci faktor icin .80 ve tiglincii faktor
i¢in ise .85 olarak hesaplanmuistir.

Maddeler Tamamen Katiliyorum’a yaklastik¢a alt boyutun
Olcekteki etkisi artmaktadir. Olcek maddelerinin tamanu
olumsuz ifadelerden olustugundan her bir alt boyutta
alinan toplam puan egitimde firsat esitligi algisinin
olumsuzluguna, alman diisiik puan ise olumlu olduguna
isaret eder. Olcegin degerlendirme kriteri toplam puan
ortalamalari {izerinden yapilirken, dlgek alt boyutlarmin
etki giicli degerlendirmeleri ise puanlarin aritmetik
ortalamasi iizerinden yapilmaktadir. Puan araliklar1 ve
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degerlendirme olgiitleri alg1 bakimindan 20-40 ¢ok olumlu,
41-60 olumlu, 61-80 biraz olumlu, 81-100 orta, 101-120 biraz
121-140 141-161  ¢ok
seklindeyken, etki giicii bakimindan ise 1,00 — 1,85 arali$:
“Hig diisiik”, 1.86 - 271
“Katilmyorum/Diisiik”, 2.72 - 3.57 “Kismen
katilmiyorum/Biraz diisiik”, “3.58 — 4.43 “Kararsizim/Orta”,
4.44 — 5.29 “Kismen katiliyorum/Biraz yiiksek”, 5.30 — 6.14
615 - 7.00
katilyorum/Cok yiiksek” seklindedir.

olumsuz, olumsuz, olumsuz

katilmiyorum/Cok

“Katilwyorum/Yiiksek”  ve “Tamamen

2.5. Veri Analizi

Calismada 6ncelikle veri setinde yer alan ug degerler olup
olmadigina bakilmis ve veri setinden gikartilmistir. Daha
sonra verilerin normal dagilim kosulunu yerine getirip
Shapiro-Wilk ile
Kolmogorov-Smirnov testleri uygulanmistir. Sonuglarmn

getirmedigini  belirlemek iizere

her iki analizde de anlamli ¢iktig1 belirlenmistir (p <.05).

Sosyal bilimler alaninda daha ¢ok verilerin normal dagilim
sartin1 yerine getirip getirmedigini anlamak i¢in basiklik
(Skewness) ve carpiklik (Kurtosis) degerleri dikkate
alindigindan  bu  degerlere  bakilmistir.  Degerler
incelendiginde basiklik degerinin 3.37 ve c¢arpiklik
4.27 Literatiir

incelendiginde arastirmacilar arasinda bir fikir birliginin

degerinin oldugu  gozlenmistir.
olmadigr gozlenmistir. Bazi arastirmacilar (Morgan vd.
2011; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013) basiklik ve carpiklik
degerlerinin +1 ve -1 araliginda, George, Mallery, (2010) ve
Field (2009) basiklik ve carpikligin +2 ile -2 arasinda
olmasinin normal dagilim i¢gin yeterli kanit olusturdugunu
belirtmektedirler. Ancak Kline’a (2011) ve Brown’a (2006)
gore ise carpiklik degerinin -3 ve +3 ve basiklik degerinin
ise -10 ve +10 arasinda olmasi normal dagilim sartinu
saglamasi icin yeterlidir. Dolayisiyla arastirmada
kullanilan veri setinin basiklik degerinin normal dagilim
kosulunu yerine getirmedigi belirlenmistir. Dolayisiyla
¢alismanin verilerinin analizinde parametrik testler yerine
parametrik olmayan testlerden Kruskal Wallis ve Mann

Whitney U testleri kullanilmas: kararlastirilmistir.

Tek ve ¢ok degiskenli ug degerler incelenmis 6 kisinin ug
deger sinirini astig1 goriilmiis bu nedenle bu veriler test dist
birakilmistir. Devaminda ise P-P grafigine bakilmis ayrica
histograma incelenmis, ¢oklu normallik varsayiminin
karsilanmadigi  anlagilmistir.  Ogretmen adaylariin
EFEO'nin alt boyutlarinda cinsiyet degiskeninin etkisinin
bulunup bulunmadigi Mann Whitney U Testi ile test
edilmistir. Test sonucunda ulasilan etki biyiiklagiini
hesaplamak icin r etki degeri formiiliinden yararlanilmigtir

(Corder ve Foreman, 2009). Formiil su sekildedir:

Vn

Cohen (1992) r etki degerinin yorumlanmasinda kullanilan
etki siniflandirmasini su sekilde yapmustir:

r = .10 kiigiik etki. Bu durumda etki toplam varyansin
%1’ini agiklar.

r=.30 orta etki. Bu durumda etki toplam varyansin %9 unu
aciklar.

r = .50 biiyiik etki. Bu durumda etki toplam varyansin
%25’ini agiklar.

Ogretmen adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi alg1 diizeyleri
iizerinde sinif, barinma yeri, sosyo ekonomik durum, baba
meslegi, anne meslegi, biiytidiigiiniiz yer ve kardes sayis1
degiskenlerinin etkisinin bulup bulunmadigina ise
parametrik olmayan testlerden Kruskal Wallis-H Testi ile
bakilmistir. Anlamhlik diizeyi .05 olarak almmustir.
Kruskal Wallis Testi i¢in etki biiyiikliigiine Eta kare (n?)
bakilmigtir. Eta

degiskenin bagimli degiskene ait toplam varyansin ne

formiiliiyle kare degeri bagimsiz
kadarini acikladigini gosteren 0 ve 1 arasinda bir deger alan
etki hesaplama tiirtidiir (Pallant, 2017; Rosenthal ve

Rosnow, 2008). Formiil su sekildedir:
XZ

T]Z =
n-1

Cohen (1992) Eta Kare'nin aldig1 deger .01 kiigiik, .06 orta
ve .14 ise biiyiik etki degeri olarak yorumlanmaktadir.

Arastirmada degiskenler arasindaki iliski

Spearman-Brown korelasyon katsayisi ile bakilmistir. Bu

diizeyine

testin kullanilmasinin nedeni degiskenlerin siirekli ve
normal dagilmiyor olmasidir (Allison, 1975).
3. Bulgular

3.1. Ogretmen Adaylarinin EFEO ve Alt Boyutlarinin
Etki Giiclerine Iliskin Alg1 Diizeyleri

Tablo 1.

Olgegin geneli ve alt boyutlarinda 6gretmen adaylarmin
algilarina iliskin betimsel veriler

Ss X Puan
ortalamast
Ailevi Etkenler 1.00 5.25 122
Cografi-Toplumsal 73 5.76 134
Etkenler
Yonetimsel Etkenler 1.12 5.30 123
EFEQO Genel 78 5.43 126
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Yukaridaki tabloda 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimde firsat
esitligi algilarmi bigimlendiren temel faktorler ve etki
glicleri yer almaktadir. Olgek genelinden ve olgek alt
boyutlarindan alinan yiiksek ortalama ve toplam puanlar
etki gliciiniin yiiksek oldugunu gosterirken, algmin da
olumsuzluguna vurgu yapmaktadir. Buna gore tabloda yer
alan veriler incelendiginde 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimde
firsat esitliginde cografi-toplumsal etkenlerin daha giiglii
oldugunu distindiikleri (x=5.76) ve bu alt boyuttaki
algilarinin digerlerine gore daha olumsuz oldugu (x=134)
anlasilmaktadar. Ogret’men adaylarina gore EFEQ'de ailevi

Tablo 2.

etkenler ve yonetimsel etkenlerin ortalama ve toplam
puanlarmin ise birbirine yakin oldugu, dolayisiyla etki
gliclerinin de benzer oldugu gozlenmistir.

3.2. Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore Ogretmen Adaylarinin
Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Algilar

Ogretmen adaylarinin  egitimde firsat esitligi algt
diizeylerinde cinsiyetlerine gore istatistiksel olarak anlaml
bir farlilik olup olmadigini belirlemek i¢in yapilan Mann

Whitney U Testi Sonuglar: Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Egitimde firsat esitligi alg: diizeyinin cinsiyete gore farkhilasma durumuna iliskin Mann Whitney U testi sonuglar:

Gruplar N Sira Sira toplami1 U P Etki
ortalamasit

Ailevi Etkenler Kadin 402 259.29 104235.00 23232.00 .02 .10
Erkek 133 294.32 39145.00

Cografi-toplumsal Kadin 402 273.05 109766.50 24702.50 .18 -

Etkenler Erkek 133 252.73 33613.50

Yonetimsel Etkenler Kadin 402 274.39 110303.50 24165.50 .09 -
Erkek 133 248.70 33076.50

EFEO Genel Kadin 402 268.67 108006.50 26462.500 .86 -
Erkek 133 265.97 35373.50

Yukaridaki tablo incelendiginde kadin ve erkek 6gretmen
adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi algt Olcegi Ailevi
Etkenler alt
istatistiksel agidan anlaml1 bir farklilik belirlenmistir (p <.

boyutunda sira ortalamalar1 arasinda
05). Bagka bir ifade ile kadin 6gretmen adaylarinin Ailevi
Etkenler algilarinin erkeklerinkine gore daha olumlu
oldugu gozlenmistir. Olgegin Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler
etkenler alt

ve yoOnetimsel boyutlarinda ve 6lgek

toplaminda ise kadin ve erkek katilimcilarin sira
ortalamalar1 arasindaki farkin istatistiksel agidan anlamli
olmadig8 (p > .05) gozlenmistir. Buna gore erkek 6gretmen
adaylarmin, Ailevi Etkenler boyutu agisindan daha

olumsuz degerlendirmelerde bulunduklar: sdylenebilir.

Diger taraftan 6gretmen adaylarmin cinsiyetinin, egitimde
“Ailevi Etkenler” alt boyutundaki
degerlendirmeleri {izerindeki etki giiciinii belirlemek iizere

firsat  esitliginin

r etki degeri hesaplanmis ve .10 oldugu belirlenmistir. Buna
gore cinsiyetin 6gretmen adaylarinin Ailevi Etkenler alt
boyutundaki degerlendirmeleri iizerindeki etki giiciiniin
kiigiik diizeyde oldugu ve varyansmn %1’inin cinsiyete
bagli olarak aciklanabildigi; buna karsilik Cografi-
toplumsal Etkenler ve Yonetimsel Etkenler alt boyutlar
iizerinde

kapsamindaki degerlendirmelerin varyansi

agiklama giiciiniin olmadig1 sdylenebilir.

3.3. Sumf Degiskenine Gore Ogretmen Adaylarinin
Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Alg1 Diizeyleri

Tablo 3’te 6gretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligine
iliskin algt diizeylerinin; Ailevi Etkenler (x>=23.612.; p <
.05), Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler (x=21.229; p < .05),
Yonetimsel Etkenler (x>=16.538; p < .05) ve olgek genelinde
(x*=26.625, p > .05) istatistiksel ac¢idan anlamli bir
farklilasmanin oldugu gozlenmistir. Buna gore 6gretmen
adaylarinin sinif diizeylerinin, egitimde firsat esitligi
algilar1 ve bu algilarin bicimlenmesinde etkili olan
degiskenlerin etki giigleri {izerinde farklilasmalara neden
olabilecek bir giigte oldugu sdylenebilir.

Gozlemlenen farklilasmanin kaynagini belirlemek iizere
veriler {izerinde Tamhane T2 testi uygulanmistir. Yapilan
Tamhane T2 analizi sonunda 2, 3 ve 4. sinif Ogrencilerinin
1. smif dgrencilerine gore; 2, 3 ve 4. sinuf 6grencilerinin de
5. sinif 6grencilerine gore Ailevi Etkenlerin egitimde firsat
esitligi olgusu tizerinde daha belirleyici etkisinin olduguna
inandiklar1 gézlenmistir. Sinuf diizeyinin Ailevi Etkenlerin
egitimde firsat esitligi olgusu tiizerindeki etkisinin etki
biiytikliigii 0.04 olarak belirlenmistir. Buna gore Ailevi
Etkenlerin etki
farklilagmalarin

giicline iliskin degerlendirmelerdeki

%4 intin, smif  degiskeni ile

agiklanabildigi sdylenebilir.
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Olgegin Cografi-Toplumsal Etkenler alt boyutu agisindan
bakildiginda 1.
Ogrencilerine gore cografi-toplumsal etkenlerin egitimde

smif Ogrencilerinin 2. ve 3. siuf
firsat esitligi olgusu tizerinde daha az belirleyici etkisinin

olduguna inandiklar1 gozlenmistir. Siuf diizeyinin
Cografi-Toplumsal Etkenlerin egitimde firsat esitligi
olgusu {tizerindeki etkisinin etki biiytikliigi 0.16 olarak
belirlenmistir. Buna gore Cografi-Toplumsal Etkenlerin
etki giictine iliskin degerlendirmelerdeki farklilasmalarin

%16’smin sinif degiskeni ile agiklanabildigi soylenebilir.

EFEO'nin geneli agisindan bakildiginda ise 1. smiflarda
Ogrenim goren oOgretmen adaylar1 2. ve 3. smiflarda
Ogrenim gorenlere; 2 ve 2. Siiflarda 6grenim gorenlere
gore ise yiiksek lisans Ogrencileri gore ailevi, cografi-
toplumsal ve yonetimsel etkenleri egitimde firsat esitligi

egitimde firsat esitligi olgusu tizerindeki etkisine iliskin
etki biiytikliigti .03 olarak belirlenmistir. Buna gore
Etkenlerin etki
degerlendirmelerdeki

Yonetimsel giiciine iliskin

farklilasmalarm  %3’tintin,  smf

degiskeni ile agiklanabildigi sdylenebilir.

EFEO'nin geneli agisindan bakildiginda ise ailevi, cografi-
toplumsal ve yonetimsel etkenleri egitimde firsat esitligi
olgusu agisindan 1. smif Ogrencilerinin 2 ve 3. smuf
ogrencilerine gore daha az belirleyici olduguna inandiklar
gozlenmistir. Egitimde firsat esitligi olgusu tizerinde etkili
olan bu  degiskenlerin etki  giiglerine iliskin
degerlendirmeler tizerinde simf diizeyi degiskeninin etki
biiytikliigii 0.05 olarak belirlenmistir. Buna gore egitimde
firsat esitligine iliskin degerlendirmelerdeki farklilasmanin

%5’inin, smif d {izeyi degiskeni ile agiklanabildigi

olgusu acisindan daha az belirleyici olduguna inandiklar1  sdylenebilir.

gozlenmistir. Smif diizeyinin Yonetimsel Etkenlerin

Tablo 3.

Egitimde firsat esitligi alg: diizeyinin sinif degiskenine gore farlilik gisterip gostermedigine iliskin Kruskal Wallis H testi sonuclar:
Boyutlar Gruplar N Sir. Ort. Sd X2 ) Fark Etki
Ailevi etkenler 1.Smuf 204 238.99 4 23.612 .00 1<2 .04

2. Smf 143 282.16 13
1<4
3..Smuf 81 298.78 25YL
4.Simf 85 306.52 3>YL
Yiiksek Lisans 22 182.82 4>YL
Cografi toplumsal 1.Smf 204 236.63 4 21.229 .00 1<2 16
Etkenler 2.Siuf 143 296.35 1<3
3..S1mnuf 81 301.38
4.Simf 85 280.13
Yiiksek Lisans 22 204.82
Yonetimsel Etkenler 1.Simaf 204 24391 4 16.538 .00 1<2 .03
2.Simuf 143 305.09
3..S1mnf 81 287.75
4.Simf 85 254.44
Yiiksek Lisans 22 230.02
EFEO Genel 1.Simaf 204 233.16 4 26.625 .00 1<2 .05
2.5imuf 143 303.28 13
3..Smf 81 300.48 YL
3>YL
4.Simf 85 279.89
Yiiksek Lisans 22 196.25
3.4.Barmma Yeri Degiskenine Gére Ogretmen Yukaridaki tabloda arastrmaya katilan 6gretmen

Adaylarimin Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Alg: Diizeyleri

Egitimde firsat esitligi olgusunun bicimlenmesinde etkili
olan degiskenlerin etki giiciine iliskin degerlendirmelerin,
Ogretmen adaylarinin barinma yerlerine gore farklilasma
durumunun incelenmesi sonunda elde edilen bulgular
Tablo 4’te 6zetlenmistir.

adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi alg1 diizeylerinin
barinma yeri degiskenine gore farklilasma durumlart yer
almaktadir. Tablo incelendiginde Ailevi Etkenler (x?=.841;
p > .05), Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler (x*=2.563; p > .05),
Yonetimsel Etkenler (x?=.344; p > .05) alt boyutlar ile
EFEO'nin geneli (x>=1.177; p > .05) agisindan istatistiksel
agidan bir farklilasmanin olmadigr goriilmektedir. Buna
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gore egitimde firsat esitligi olgusunun bicimlenmesinde
etkili
degerlendirmelerinin barmilan yere gore farklilasmadigt

olan degiskenlere iliskin &gretmen aday:

soylenebilir. Bununla birlikte Buna ragmen her bir alt boyut

ve  Olgek geneli diizeyinde  Ogretmen  aday:

degerlendirmelerinin sira ortalamalar1 arasindaki siralilik
dikkate alindiginda yiiksekten diisiige Ogrenci Yurdu >
Aile Evi > Ogrenci Evi seklinde siralandigi dikkati

cekmektedir. Buna gore her nekadar ogretmen aday:
degerlendirmeleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmasa da
her bir altboyut ve 6lgek geneli agisindan 6grenci yurdunda
kalan ogretmen adaylarinin ailevi, cografi-toplumsal ve
yonetimsel etkenlerin etki giicline daha ¢ok inandig1; buna
karsilik 6grenci evinde kalanlarin ise digerlerine gore etki
gliclerini daha alt diizeyde degerlendirdigi soylenebilir.

Tablo 4.
Egitimde firsat esitligi alg1 diizeyinin barinma yeri degiskenine gore farlilik gosterip gostermedigine iliskin Kruskal Wallis H Testi
sonuclar
Boyutlar Gruplar N Sir. Ort. Sd X2 P Fark
Ailevi Etkenler C)grenci evi 42 255.83 2 841 .66 -
Ogrenci yurdu 386 271.77
Aile evi 107 259.17
Cografi-toplumsal Ogrenci evi 42 234.71 2 2.563 28 -
Etkenler Ogrenci yurdu 386 273.28
Aile evi 107 262.02
Yonetimsel Etkenler Ogrenci evi 42 255.12 2 344 .84 -
Ogrenci yurdu 386 269.69
Aile evi 107 266.96
EFEO Genel Ogrenci evi 42 246.43 2 1.177 55 -
Ogrenci yurdu 386 271.81
Aile evi 107 262.73

Ogretmen
Adaylarimin Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Alg1 Diizeyleri

3.5. Sosyoekonomik  Diizeylerine Gore

Egitimde firsat esitligi olgusunun bicimlenmesinde etkili
olan degiskenlerin etki giiciine iligskin degerlendirmelerin,
Ogretmen adaylarinin ailelerinin gelir diizeyine gore
farklilasma durumunun incelenmesi sonunda elde edilen
bulgular Tablo 5’te 6zetlenmistir.

Asagidaki  tabloda
adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi inang¢ diizeylerinin

arastirmaya katilan  &gretmen
sosyoekonomik durum degiskenine gore farklilasma

durumlar1 yer almaktadir. Tablo incelendiginde Ailevi

Etkenler (x>=7.465; p > .05), Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler
(x>=7.808; p > .05), Yonetimsel Etkenler (x>=2.537; p > .05) ve
olgek toplaminda (x?=6.870; p > .05) istatistiksel a¢idan bir
farklilasmanin olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Ancak yine de sira
ortalamalar1 arasinda sosyoekonomik durum diistiikge
egitimde firsat esitligi algisinda da bir diisiis oldugu
gozlenmektedir. Sosyoekonomik agidan diisiik diizeyde
olan ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi
algillarinin diger gruplara gore daha olumsuz oldugu
sOylenebilir.
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Tablo 5.

Egitimde firsat esitligi alg: diizeyinin sosyoekonomik durum degiskenine gore farlilik gisterip gostermedigine iliskin Kruskal Wallis

H Testi sonuglart

Boyutlar G. Diizeyi N Sir. Ort. Sd X2 p Fark

Ailevi Etkenler 0-10000 TL 315 279.98 3 7.465 .06 -
10.001-20.000 TL 133 251.56
20.001-30.000 TL 56 270.54
30.001 ve + TL 31 212.23

Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler 0-10000 TL 315 278.13 3 7.808 .06 -
10.001-20.000 TL 133 250.79
20.001-30.000 TL 56 283.51
30.001 ve + TL 31 210.92

Yonetimsel Etkenler 0-10000 TL 315 275.43 3 2.537 47 -
10.001-20.000 TL 133 263.56
20.001-30.000 TL 56 253.72
30.001 ve + TL 31 237.39

EFEO Genel 0-10000 TL 315 278.89 3 6.870 .08 -
10.001-20.000 TL 133 255.62
20.001-30.000 TL 56 268.61
30.001 ve + TL 31 209.40

3.6. Baba Meslegi Degiskenine Gore Ogretmen 3.7. Anne Meslegi Degiskenine Gore Ogretmen
Adaylarimin Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Alg:1 Diizeyleri Adaylarimin Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Alg: Diizeyleri
Yukaridaki  tabloda aragtirmaya katilan = &8retmen  y 4 o.4o1i tabloda katlan

adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi alg1 diizeylerinin baba
meslegi degiskenine gore farklilasma durumlart yer
almaktadir. Tablo incelendiginde Ailevi Etkenler alt
boyutu (x*=9.464.; p > .05), Yonetimsel Etkenler (x*=4.551; p
>.05), Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler alt boyutu (x>=18.932 p >
.05) ve odlgek toplaminda (x?=9.622; p > .05) istatistiksel
agidan anlamli bir farklilasmanin olmadigr gozlenmistir.
Her ne kadar alt boyutlar arasinda baba meslegi
bakimindan istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir fark olmasa da
sira ortalamalarina bakildiginda bazi gruplar arasinda bir
farkin oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Gruplar arasinda &zellikle
babasi is¢i ve issiz olan 0gretmen adaylarimin egitimde
firsat esitligi algilarinin diger gruplara gore daha olumsuz
oldugu soylenebilir.

aragtirmaya Ogretmen
adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi inang diizeylerinin anne
meslegi degiskenine gore farklilasma durumlart yer
almaktadir. Tablo incelendiginde Ailevi Etkenler (x?=5.497 ;
p > .05), Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler (x*=4.795; p > .05),
Yonetimsel Etkenler (x?=3.434; p>.05) ve dl¢ek toplaminda
(x*=6.023; p > .05
farklilasmanin olmadigl gozlenmistir. Buna karsmn sira

istatistiksel ag¢idan anlamli bir

ortalamalari incelendiginde her ne kadar istatistiksil agidan
anlamli olmasa da gruplar arasinda bir farkin oldugu
belirlenmistir. Anneleri olmayan veya c¢alismayan
Ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi algilarinin

diger gruplara gore daha diisiik oldugu sdylenebilir.

332



Y. E. Giil and R. Yesil Ahi Evran University Journal of Kirsehir Education Faculty Volume 26, Issue 2, 2025

Tablo 6.
Egitimde firsat esitligi alg: diizeyinin baba meslegi degiskenine gire farlilik gosterip gostermedigine iliskin Kruskal Wallis H Testi
sonuclart

Boyutlar Gruplar N Sir. Ort. Sd X2 p Fark
Ailevi Etkenler 1 Memur 92 268.08 5 4.017 .55 -
2 Serbest meslek 111 281.49
3 Ciftci 58 24420
4 Esnaf 67 250.93
5 Emekli 77 260.75
6 Isci 130 280.14
Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler 1 Memur 92 258.70 5 10.497 .06 -
2 Serbest meslek 111 278.87
3 Ciftci 58 269.18
4 Esnaf 67 267.15
5 Emekli 77 223.08
6 Isci 130 291.82
Yonetimsel Etkenler 1 Memur 92 264.83 5 3.547 .62 -
2 Serbest meslek 111 268.02
3 Ciftei 58 262.44
4 Esnaf 67 280.29
5 Emekli 77 242.84
6 Isci 130 281.28
EFEQ Genel 1 Memur 92 263.11 5 5.829 .32 -
2 Serbest meslek 111 276.09
3 Ciftci 58 251.27
4 Esnaf 67 268.99
5 Emekli 77 239.91
6 Isci 130 288.15
Tablo 7.

Egitimde firsat esitligi alg1 diizeyinin anne meslegi degiskenine gére farlilik gosterip gostermedigine iliskin Kruskal Wallis H Testi
sonuglar

Boyutlar Gruplar N Sir. Ort. sd X2 P Fark
Ailevi Etkenler Yok 24 258.06 3 5.497 13 -
Isci 36 225.50
Ev hanim1 439 274.86
Memur 36 233.44
Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler Yok 24 280.00 3 4.795 18 -
Isci 36 263.19
Ev hanimi 439 272.12
Memur 36 214.61
Yonetimsel Etkenler Yok 24 260.75 3 3.434 .32 -
Isci 36 259.14
Ev hanimi 439 272.69
Memur 36 22451
EFEO Genel Yok 24 268.50 3 6.023 A1 -
Isgi 36 243.57
Ev hanim 439 274.39

Memur 36 214.13
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3.8. Biiyiidiigiiniiniiz Yer Degiskenine Géore Ogretmen
Adaylarimin Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Alg1 Diizeyleri

Tablo 8de arastirmaya katilan Ogretmen adaylarmnin
egitimde firsat esitligi algt diizeylerinin biiytime yeri
degiskenine gore farklilasma durumlar: yer almaktadir.

Tablo 8.

Tablo incelendiginde Ailevi Etkenler (x>=1.067; p > .05),
Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler (x>=2.246; p > .05), Yonetimsel
Etkenler (x=1.952; p > .05) ve 6lgek genelinde (x=1..107; p
> .05) istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir farklilasmanin
olmadig1 gozlenmistir.

Egitimde firsat esitligi alg1 diizeyinin biiyiidiigiiniiz yer degiskenine gore farlilik gosterip gostermedigine iliskin Kruskal Wallis H

Testi sonuclar

Boyutlar Biiyiime yeri N Sir. Ort. sd X2 p Fark

Ailevi Etkenler Biiytiksehir 123 271.65 2 1.067 .59 -
Sehir 200 259.17
Koy/kasaba/ilge 212 274.21

Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler Biiytiksehir 123 280.32 2 2.246 .32 -
Sehir 200  255.64
Koy/kasaba/ilge 212 272.52

Yonetimsel Etkenler Biiytiiksehir 123 285.03 2 1.952 .38 -
Sehir 200  263.65
Koy/kasaba/ilge 212 262.23

EFEQ Genel Biiyiiksehir 123 280.40 2 1.107 .57 -
Sehir 200 262.08
Koéy/kasaba/ilge 212 266.39

3.9. Kardes Sayist Degiskenine Gére Ogretmen  farkhiliklarin hangi gruplar arasinda olduguna bakilmis,

Adaylarimn Egitimde Firsat Esitligi Alg1 Diizeyleri

Tablo 9'da arastirmaya katilan Ogretmen adaylarmnin
egitimde firsat esitligi inanng diizeylerinin kardes sayisi
degiskenine gore farklilasma durumlar1 yer almaktadir.
Tablo incelendiginde Ailevi Etkenler (x>=9.528; p < .05) ve
Olcek toplaminda (x?=1.575; p < .05) istatistiksel agidan bir
farklilasmanin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Buna karsin Cografi-
toplumsal Etkenler (x>=4.528; p > .05) ve YoOnetimsel
Etkenler (x?>=6.446; p > .05) alt boyutunda anlamli bir
farklilagma anlamli

gozlenmemistir. Gozlenen

buna gore Ailevi Etkenler alt boyutunda 1 ve 3. gruplar
arasinda 1. grup, 2 ve 3. gruplar arasinda 2. grup lehine
anlamli  bir farklilasma tespit edilmistir. Olgegin
toplaminda ise 1 ve 3. Gruplar arasinda 1. Grup lehine
anlamli bir farklilasmaya rastlanmistir. Belirlenen bu
Etkenler alt

boyutunda 0.02 olarak diisiik bir etkiye sahip oldugu ve

farkhiligm etki biyikliginin Ailevi
toplam varyansin %?2’sinin kardes sayisi tarafindan
agiklandigi dlcek toplaminda ise 0.01 olarak yine diisiik bir
etkiye sahip oldugu ve toplam varyansin %1’inin kardes
say1s1 tarafindan agiklandig1 gézlenmistir.
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Tablo 9.
Egitimde firsat esitligi alg: diizeyinin kardes sayis: degiskenine gore farlilik gisterip gostermedigine iliskin Kruskal Wallis H testi
sonuclart
Boyutlar Ailede ¢ocuk sayisi N Sir. Ort. sd X2 p Fark Etki
Ailevi Etkenler 1-2 137 254.02 2 9.528 .01 .02
34 262 257.02 13
S 2<3
5 ve iistii 136 303.23
Cografi-toplumsal Etkenler 1-2 137 259.38 2 4.528 .10 - -
3-4 262 259.88
5 ve tistii 136 292.33
Yonetimsel Etkenler 1-2 137 260.14 2 1.575 45 - -
3-4 262 264.86
5 ve iistii 136 281.96
EFEQ Genel 1-2 137 254.55 2 6.446 .04 1<3 .01
3-4 262 260.08
5 ve tistii 136 296.80

3.10. Ogretmen Adaylarmin Egitimde Firsat Esitligi
Alg1 Diizeyleri ile Bazi Degiskenler Arasindaki iliski
Diizeyi

Tablo 10’da 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi
algilar1 ile ailenin sosyoekonomik diizeyi, ailede g¢ocuk
sayist ve sinif degiskenleri arasindaki korelasyon analizi
sonuglar1 yer almaktadir. Tablodan da anlasilacag: iizere
Ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi algilar1 ile
ailenin sosyoekonomik diizeyi arasinda negatif yonlii,
ailede ¢ocuk sayisi, sinif degiskenleri arasinda ise pozitif
yonlii anlamli bir iligki saptanmigtir. Diger bir deyisle,
ogretmen adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi algis1 puanlari
artttkca ve olumsuza dogru ilerledik¢e ailenin
sosyoekonomik diizeyi de diismekte, buna kargilik ailede

¢ocuk sayis1 ve sinif diizeyleri de artmaktadir.

Tablo 10.

Ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi algilart ile sinif,
aile sosyoekonomik diizeyi ve ailedeki cocuk sayist arasindaki
iliskiye ait Spearman-Brown testi sonuglart

Ailenin Ailede Smuf diizeyi
sosyoekonomik  gocuk sayisi
diizeyi
EFEO r -.090* 114% .109*
Genel p .04 .01 .01
n 535 535 535
4. Tartisma

Ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligine iliskin
tutumlarin1 ve bu olgunun bi¢imlenmesinde etkisi olan

faktorlerin  etki  giliciine ait degerlendirmelerini

belirleyerek, farkli degiskenlere gore farklilasma ya da
iliski durumunu betimlemeyi amaglayan arastirma
sonunda Ogretmen adaylarmin degerlendirmeleri, ailevi
etkenler, cografi-toplumsal etkenler ve yonetimsel etkenler
olmak iizere {i¢ ana baslikta toplanmistir. Farkli yillarda
hazirlanan OECD raporlar1 (2010; 2014) incelendiginde de
ailelerin sosyoekonomik durumlarinin, yasanilan cografi
bolgenin ve yerlesim yerleri ile ilgili ulasim sartlarmin,
hukuki diizenlemelerin nicelik ve niteliginin, egitimde
firsat ve imkan esitliginin saglanmasinda 6nemli etkenler
arasinda sayildigr ve iilkelere iliskin bu konularda
degerlendirmelerde bulunuldugu dikkati ¢ekmektedir. Bu
degiskenlerin etkili olduguna iligskin alanyazinda birgok
aragtirmanin bulundugu da gozlenmektedir (Chevalier ve
Lanot, 2002; Goodlad, 2004; Kazu, 2019; Seban ve Perdedi,
2016). Buna gore ogretmen aday degerlendirmelerinden
yola ¢ikarak egitimde firsat ve imkan esitligi olgusunun
bicimlenmesi konusunda ailevi, cografi-toplumsal ve
etkili

degerlendirmelerin, alanyazinda alti ¢izilen etkenlerle

yonetimsel  etkenlerin olduguna iligkin
tutarlilik gosterdigi sdylenebilir. Diger taraftan dgretmen
adaylar1 tarafindan bu {i¢ etken alani igerisinde, digerlerine
gore daha giiglii etkisi oldugu diisiiniilen boyut, cografi-
toplumsal etkenlerdir. Diger bir deyisle 6gretmen adaylar
okulun bulundugu yerin ekonomik ve sosyal imkanlarinin,
kirsal veya kentsel bolgede yer almasinin, toplumdaki
ekonomik esitsizliklerin ailevi etkenler ve yoOnetimsel

etkenlere gore daha etkili oldugunu diistinmektedirler.

Ogretmen adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligine iliskin
algilar1 cinsiyetlerine gore anlaml diizeyde farklilasirken
cografi-toplumsal ve yonetimsel etkenler konusunda
algiya
kadinlara gore ailevi etkenlerin etki giiciiniin diger

benzer sahiptirler. Erkek Ogretmen adaylar



Y. E. Giil ve R. Yesil

Ahi Evran Universitesi Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi Cilt 26, Say1 2, 2025

etkenlere gore fazla oldugunu diisiinerek daha olumsuz bir
algiya sahiptirler. Erkek katillmcilar egitimde firsat
esitliginde ailevi etkenlerin o6nemine dikkat cekerek,
ailedeki esitsizliklerin 6grencinin egitimine de etki ettigini
diisiinmektedirler. OECD (2010) raporunda da ailenin
ozellikle sosyoekonomik durumunun akademik basariy1
etkiledigi; bu nedenle de sosyoekonomik diizeyin
iyilestirilmesi ya da desteklenmesi yoniinde Onlemler
alinmasinin 6nerildigi dikkati cekmektedir. Tlgili raporda
PISA’da diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerin biiyiik
¢ogunlugunu sosyoekonomik acidan diisiik gelirlilerin
olusturdugu belirtilmektedir. Diger taraftan Kazu (2019) da
ailenin sosyoekonomik durumunun akademik basari
tizerinde Onemli etkisi bulundugunu vurgulamaktadir.
Buna karsilik kadin Ogretmen adaylari erkeklere gore,
EFEO'nin cografi-toplumsal ve yonetimsel etkenler alt
boyutlarmmin daha etkili olduguna inanmaktadirlar. Bu
daha etkin

katilabilmek ve yonetimde daha etkili olabilmek adina

durum, kadmlarin toplumsal yasama

erkeklere gore esitligin saglanabilmesi konusunda daha

istekli olmalariyla agiklanabilir. Nitekim Cetinkaya
Biiyiikbodur ve Kayma'nin (2020) yaptigi calismada
kadinlarin  sosyal adaletin savunulmasi konusunda

erkeklere gore daha fazla ilgi ve cabaya sahip olduklar:

belirlenmistir.

Arastirmada ulasilan diger onemli bir bulgu 6gretmen
adaylarmin 6grenim gordiikleri sinif diizeyinin, egitimde
firsat esitligi algilarin etkiledigi yoniindedir. Genel olarak
ogretmen adaylari, sinuf diizeyi yiikseldikge ailevi, cografi-
toplumsal ve yonetimsel etkenlerin egitimde firsat esitligi
tizerindeki etkilerinin arttigina inanilmaktadirlar. Buna
karsilik yiiksek lisans Ogrencileri, lisans &grencilerinin
aksine, ailenin egitimdeki firsat esitliginde etkisinin daha
durum, smuf

az olduguna inanmaktadirlar. Bu

diizeylerinin yiikselmesine paralel olarak &gretmen
adaylarmin, gerek egitim kavram ve siireclerine iligkin bilgi
ve deneyiminin artmasi gerekse ulasim, ekonomik maliyet
ve emek gibi konularda daha fazla sorun yasamaya
baslamalari, bu etkenlerin egitimde firsat ve esitligi
tizerindeki etkilerini daha net hissetmeleri ile aciklanabilir.
Bagta devlet olmak tizere hem devletin hem de ailenin
bireye egitim firsati sunmada gorevli kurumlar olarak
algilanmasi1 (Coban Kaynak, 2017; Inan ve Demir, 2018) ve
yasanilan sorunlari ailevi ve yonetimsel etkenler ile kiiltiir,
ulasim ya da yerlesim birimi sartlar1 kapsaminda cografi-
toplumsal etkenlerle iliskilendirilmesi bu degerlendirmeyi
dogurmus olabilir.

Aragtirmanin diger 6nemli bir bulgusu da Ogretmen
adaylarmin egitimde firsat esitligi algilar1 {izerinde
barinma yerinin istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir farkliliga
neden olmadig1 yoniindedir. Buna karsilik sira ortalamalar1
degerleri incelenmesi sonunda egitimde firsat esitligi

olgusu {izerinde ailevi, cografi-toplumsal ve yonetimsel
etkenlerin her birinin etkisinin daha yiiksek olduguna
inananlarin 6grenci yurdunda kalan, daha az olduguna
inananlarin ise 6grenci evinde kalanlarin oldugu dikkati
cekmistir. Yurtta kalan Ogrencilerin olumsuz algilari
yurdun olumsuz sartlarinin 6grenciler tizerindeki etkisiyle
agiklanabilir. Ciink{i Demirel ve digerleri (2006) yapmuis
olduklari calismada yurtta kalan 6grencilerin beden ve ruh
sagliginda olumsuz yonde degisimler oldugu gozlenmistir.
Ozgiir ve digerleri (2010) yaptiklar aragtirmada da yurtta
kalan 6grencilerin aile evi ve 6zel 6grenci evinde kalanlara
gore daha olumsuz ruhsal ve fiziki alg1 igerisinde olduklar1
belirlenmistir. Bunun nedenleri arasinda &grencilerin
yurtlarin fiziki sartlari, beslenme sartlar: ve egitim sartlar:
agisindan olumsuz oldugunu diisiinmeleri gosterilebilir
(Bayrak vd., 2021).
olumsuzluklarin, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimde firsat

Ogrenci  yurtlarinda  yasanan

esitligi  olgusuna  iliskin  degerlendirmelerini de

belirginlestirdigi soylenebilir. Algilarmni da etkiledigi

distiniilebilir.

Arastirma ile ulasilan sonuglardan biri de O6gretmen
adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi algilarinin ailelerinin
sosyoekonomik diizeylerine gore farklilasmadigidir. Buna
karsilik sira ortalamalart karsilastirildiginda ailelerinin
sosyoekonomik durumu diisiik olan 6gretmen adaylarmin
ailevi, cografi-toplumsal ve yonetimsel etkenlerin etki
giiclerinin daha fazla olduguna inanmaktadirlar. Bu sonug
egitim esitsizliginden en ¢ok distik gelirli ailelerin
etkilenmesiyle agiklanabilir (Kalsen, 2016). Gelir diizeyinin
egitim imkanlarina ulasmada 6nemli bir belirleyici oldugu
bir¢ok aragtirmada da (Aikens ve Barbarin, 2008; Catterall
vd., 2012; Duncan vd., 1998; Lee ve Burkam, 2002; McLoyd,
1998; Yeung vd., 2002) ortaya konan bir durumdur.
Dolayisiyla arastirmanin bu bulgusu ile alanyazinin
tutarlilik icerisinde oldugu séylenebilir.

Calismada 6gretmen adaylarnin egitimde firsat esitligi
algilar1 tizerinde baba mesleginin istatistiksel agidan
anlaml bir farliliga neden olmadig: belirlenmistir. Buna
karsin sira ortalamalar: incelendiginde; ailevi etkenler ile
cografi-toplumsal etkenleri babasi serbest meslek sahibi ya
da isci olan O0gretmen adaylari, yonetimsel etkenleri ise
babasi is¢i ve esnaf olanlar daha fazla Onemsedigi
gozlenmigtir. EFEO'nin geneline bakildiginda ise babast
daha c¢ok etkili
bulmaktadirlar. Benzer bir degerlendirmede bulunan

isci ve serbest meslek olanlar
Zolkoski ve Bullock (2012), babas is¢i ya da diizensiz isi
bulunan 6grencilerin, egitim siireglerini risk faktorlerine
actk bir alan olarak degerlendirmesi nedeniyle ailevi,
cografi-toplumsal ve yoOnetimsel etkenleri O6nemli
Goodlad’a (2004) gore de

sosyoekonomik diizeyin diisitk olmasi ya da babanin

gordiiklerini  belirtmistir.

diizenli bir isinin olmamasi, 6grencinin hem basarisint hem
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de egitim hizmetine ulamay1 6énemli 6l¢iide ve olumsuz
yonde etkilemektedir. Benzer sekilde Seban ve Perdeci
(2016) ile Sengoniil (2013) de yaptiklari ¢alismalar sonunda
hem ebeveynin meslek hem de egitim durumlarinn,
¢ocuklarin egitimden beklentileri ve egitim hizmetine
imkanlar1 iizerinde etkilerinin

ulasabilme belirleyici

oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Aragtirma sonunda ulasilan sonuglardan biri de, egitimde

firsat esitligine iligkin Ogretmen aday1

degerlendirmelerinin,  annelerinin  meslegine  gore
farklilasmadigidir. Buna karsilik sira ortalamalari {izerinde
yapilan inceleme sonunda, annesi ev hanimi olan 6gretmen
adaylarmnin egitimde firsat esitligi olgusu tizerinde ailevi ve
yonetimsel etkenlerin; annesi olmayanlarin ise egitimde
cografi-toplumsal etkenlerin daha biiyiik etkisinin
oldugunu diisiindiikleri belirlenmistir. Ailenin egitim
diizeyi ve meslek durumun, egitim hizmetine ulasma ve
akademik basariy1 artirmada etkili olan ¢nemli faktorler
oldugunu ortaya koyan bircok c¢alisma bulunmaktadir
(Chevalier ve Lanot, 2002; Seban ve Perdeci, 2016). Ayrica
Eren’e (2016) gore egitim gormiis aileler diger ailelere gore
¢ocuklariyla daha yakindan ilgilenerek, onu belli bir kaliba

sokmak yerine, yetenekleri dogrultusunda yonlendirirler.

Calismada, Ogretmen adaylarinin egitimde firsat esitligi
algilar1 tizerinde biiyiidiikleri yerin bir etkisinin olup
olmadigina bakilmis ve istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir farka
ulasilmamistir. Diger taraftan, farklilasmalar anlamli
olmamakla  birlikte sira  ortalamalar1  agisindan
incelendiginde; ailevi etkenlerin etki gliclinii tasrada
yasayan 0gretmen adaylary; diger alt boyutlar ile EFEO'nin
geneli agisindan ise metropolde yasayan 6gretmen adaylari
bu etkenlerin etki giiciinii daha belirleyici olarak
dikkati

yasayan genclerin kiiciik yerlesim yerlerine gore daha fazla

degerlendirdikleri ¢ekmistir.  Metropollerde
imkan olmasina ragmen biiyiik sehirlerdeki rekabet,
ulasim giigliikleri, hayat pahalilig1 gibi nedenlerle egitimde
firsat esitligi olgusu tizerinde bu etkenlerin daha belirleyici
etkiye sahip oldugu degerlendirmesine ulastirdig:
soylenebilir. Ciinkii her sosyoekonomik diizeyde ailelerin
bulundugu biiyiiksehirlerin sakinleri arasinda alt ve st
katman arasinda kiigiik yerlesim yerlerine goére daha
biiyiik bir fark bulunmasi 6grencilere de bu adaletsizligi
daha yakindan gorme imkani sunmaktadir. Ayrica
kentlerde tek velili ailelere sik¢a rastlanmasimin da bu

olumsuz alguy1 etkiledigi diisiiniilebilir (Sahin, 2012).

Arastirmada ulasilan diger 6nemli bir bulgu ise, kardes
sayisinin  Ogretmen adaylarmun egitimde firsat esitligi
algilar1 iizerinde etkisinin bulundugu yoniindedir. Ailevi
etkenler, cografi-toplumsal etkenler ve yOnetimsel
etkenlerin etki giigleri, 5 ve daha ¢ok ¢ocuklu ailelerde

yetisen Ogretmenlere gore daha belirgindir. Bu durum,

¢ocuk sayisinin artmasiyla birlikte sahip olunan imkanlarin
daha fazla kisi tarafindan paylasiimas: zorunlulugu
nedeniyle bu etkenlerin egitimde firsat esitligi olgusu
daha
kaynaklanabilir. Evdeki mekan, bilgisayar ve calisma

uzerindeki etkisinin fazla hissedilmesinden
masasl, kitap gibi materyaller ve egitime ayrilan biitce

sikintilarinin ~ yasanmasina neden  oldugu baz
aragtirmalarda ortaya konulmustur (Seban ve Perdeci,

2016; Sirin, 2005).

Arastirmada ulasilan son bulgu ise, 6gretmen adaylarinin
EFE algilar ile ailenin sosyoekonomik diizeyi, ailede ¢ocuk
sayist ve smif degiskenleri arasinda anlaml iligkilerin
bulundugudur. Egitimde firsat esitligi olgusunun
bicimlenmesindeki etkenlerin etki giicii ile ailelerin
sosyoekonomik diizeyleri arasinda negatif; kardes sayilari
iligkiler

ve simif diizeyleri ile pozitif ve anlaml

bulunmaktadir. Sosyoekonomik durumu iyi olan
ailelerdeki bireyler, egitimde firsat esitligi olgusu iizerinde
etkili olan etkenlerin etkisini daha az hissederken ¢ok
¢ocuklu ve smif diizeyi yiiksek olanlar bu etkileri daha
belirgin hissetmektedirler. Giiler ve digerleri (2021),
calismasinda Ogretmen adaylarin sosyal agidan adaletin
saglanamadigim diisiindiiklerini belirlemistir. Ogretmen
adaylarinin EFE alg1 diizeyleri arttik¢a ailede ¢ocuk sayist
ve smif diizeyleri de artmaktadir. Cok ¢ocuklu ailelerde
anne ve babanin onlara karg: ilgisini, sabrmni, ¢ocuklara
ayirabilecegi zamani ve ekonomik olarak onlara
yapacaklari harcamalar1 etkilemektedir (Eskicumali ve
Eroglu, 2001). Bu nedenle ¢ok cocuklu ailede biiyiiyen
bireylerin EFE algilarinin kardes sayis1 oraninda olumsuz
olmast beklenir. Siuf diizeyi ile EFE algis1 arasindaki
pozitif iliski ise sinif diizeyleri artan 6grencilerin zamanla

egitim ve hayat deneyimlerinin artmasiyla agiklanabilir.

Bu arastirmada yalnizca Ogretmen adaylar1 {izerinde
egitimde firsat esitligi tutumu incelenmistir. Toplumun
farkli mesleki ve sosyokiiltiirel O6zelliklerdeki gruplar
iizerinde de egitimde firsat esitligi tutumu arastirilabilir ve
sonuglar karsilastirilabilir. Ayrica gorevi basinda bulunan
O0gretmenler ile de bu tiir ¢alisma yiiriitiilebilir. Sonuglar
branslara ve kidemlere gore karsilastirilabilir.

Arastirmada kardes sayisinin egitimde firsat esitligi
algisini etkiledigi belirlenmistir. Bunun nedenleriyle ilgili
nitel bir ¢calisma (6rnek olay ¢alismasi) yiiriitiilebilir.

Bu arastirmada simf degiskenine gore egitimde firsat
esitligi algisinda farklilik oldugu gozlenmistir. Simf
diizeyine gore egitimde firsat esitligi algist neden
farklilastign nitel arastirma yontemleri ile (olgubilim
calismasi yapilabilir) degerlendirilebilir.

Benzer arastirmalar, ©zel olarak belirli bolgeler esas
alinarak yapilabilir. Boylelikle arastirma sonuglarindan
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yararlanilarak bolgelere ya da iilkelere gore egitimde firsat
esitliinin  saglanmasi  i¢in  atilabilecek  adimlar
onceliklendirilebilir; etkili ve bilimsel verilere dayanan bir
yol haritas1 olusturulabilir.

Yazar Katkilar1 Ak yazar; Aragtirmanin
planlanmasi, modelin tasarlanmasi, istatistiksel analiz,
sonuclar ve tartisma Ikinci yazar; giris, istatistiksel
analizler, teorik arka plan, sinirlamalar.

Finansman :Bu c¢alismada finansal bir
destek alinmamaistir.

Cikar Catismasi : Bu calismada yazarlar arasinda
veya herhangi bir kurum ya da kurulusla herhangi bir ¢ikar
catigmasit bulunmamaktadir.

Veri Erisilebilirligi :Talep tizerine veriler
gonderilecektir.
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1. Introduction

Although the principle of equality in education has a long
historical background, it should be noted that it is one of
the most current topics of debate. It can be said that the task
of making education accessible to all is primarily the
responsibility of the state. Indeed, it is primarily in public
schools that the idea of equality of opportunity in education
is expected to be concretely implemented. In the modern
world, education aims to create peaceful, non-violent,
tolerant and economically qualified human capital and to
raise individuals who adapt to the society they live in
(Mammadov, 2018). For this reason, states produce and
implement policies to ensure that their citizens receive the
best education within the framework of these values and
expectations (Giil & Yesil, 2024). It is of great importance
that educational opportunities and opportunities can be
distributed equally to all individuals without any class
discrimination. At the same time, this situation also makes
it imperative to specifically combat the factors that disrupt
this equality and to produce measures. In the literature, it
is noteworthy that many factors such as the economic
power of the country, the budget allocated to education, the
socioeconomic status of the family, the educational and
professional status of the parents, income distribution, and
geographical conditions are among the factors affecting
equality of opportunity in education (Aksu and Cantiirk,
2015; Campbell and Klein, 1982; Mete, 2009). Although
equality of opportunity in education seems to be a principle
that all countries and even recognized supranational
organizations constantly express and attach importance to,
the fact that sufficient efforts are made in practice for its
solution is frequently discussed and sometimes reflected in
national and international courts and sometimes in the
media can be considered as an indicator (Panti¢ & Florian,
2015).

It is noteworthy that many policies have been developed
and implemented in Turkey to ensure equal opportunities
in education, especially since the beginning of the 21st
century. In 2003, the Conditional Education Assistance
(CEA) program, which provides cash assistance to families
who cannot send their children to school due to poverty,
was implemented, the content of this program was

expanded and continued with an emphasis on girls'
education, and the Fatih project was developed to enable
students to benefit from new technology in schools, and
tablet computers were distributed to many students and
interactive boards were distributed to many schools
(Tabak, 2019). In recent years in Turkey, new programs
have been developed and implemented by the relevant
ministry to increase equality of opportunity in education.
For example, the Primary School Catch-up Program (IYEP)
provides weekly lessons at certain hours for children who
do not have sufficient access to educational outcomes. In
addition, the Ministry has implemented many projects such
as the 1000 Schools in Vocational Education Project to
improve vocational education, Special Education Practices,
which envisages covering educational expenses in special
education, the Adaptation Classes Project to ensure the
education of disadvantaged refugee children, Free
Textbook distribution, Pension and scholarship services
(Ozer et al., 2020). While these efforts have led to great
achievements in access to education, centralized exams in
Turkey cause inequality of opportunity in education. This
is because the school preferences determined by centralized
exams vary according to the investment families have made
in their children's education according to their economic,
cultural and social capital (Sahin, 2019). Despite all these
regulations and developments, it cannot be said that
equality of opportunity and opportunity in education can
be fully achieved in Turkey (Polat & Boydak Ozkan, 2020).
Therefore, it should be noted that new policies should be
developed and implementation should be determined in
order to continue improvement efforts in a more robust and
healthy way.

The main problem of the study is to examine the
perceptions of pre-service teachers about the variables that
have an impact on the shaping of the phenomenon of equal
opportunity in education in Turkey and their effects.
Considering its position in the education system and its
effects on the acculturation of the new generation, it is
thought that pre-service teachers' evaluations about the
phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education will
contain important clues regarding the arrangements to be
made on the system or practices. Because equality of
opportunity in education can be affected by the economic,
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geographical, social, political structure of countries as well
as individual factors. These variables also affect access to
education for reasons arising from the relationships
between them in the context of economic factors (Mete,
2009). Zhang (2002) emphasizes that in countries with
unequal income distribution, education expenditures may
shift more towards wealthier individuals. This can lead to
inequalities in terms of students' learning achievement
(Goodlad, 1996; Myasnikov et al., 2019).

There has been an ongoing debate about what constitutes
equality of opportunity in education and whether countries
should provide equality in education to certain social
groups and individuals. While this debate emerged
decades ago, it continues to involve teachers and pre-
service teachers (Gutman, 1987; Brick, 1993; Howe, 1994;
Evetts, 2003, etc.). Because it is important for teachers to
consciously feel responsible for the fair
distribution of educational opportunities to ensure equal
opportunities in education (Vijfeijken et al., 2021). Thus,
beyond being an important component of the education

morally

system as a teacher in the future, it is aimed to determine
how teachers (pre-service teachers), who are a powerful
factor in shaping the mental world of the new generation as
a culture spreader, perceive equality of opportunity in
education and to determine the influence of the variables
that are determinant on these perceptions. On the other
hand, it is thought that the results of the research may
provide a preliminary idea about the measures and
priorities that can be taken to improve equality of
opportunity in education. Within the framework of this
purpose, answers to the following questions were sought
in the research:

1. What is the level of pre-service teachers'
perceptions of equality of opportunity in
education?

2. Do pre-service teachers' perceptions of equality of
opportunity in education differ significantly
according to gender, grade level, place of
residence, socioeconomic level of the family,
father's occupation, place of
residence and number of siblings?

3. Is there a relationship between pre-service

and mother's

teachers' grade level, socioeconomic level of their
families, place of residence and number of siblings
and their perception levels?

2. Method
2.1. Design

In this study, survey method, which is one of the
quantitative methods, was used (Aliaga & Gunderson,
2002; Creswell, 2003; Giil, 2023). In the study, it was aimed
to determine the differentiation of the perception of
equality of opportunity in education according to some
demographic variables and to quantitatively determine the
levels of factors affecting equality of opportunity in
education according to pre-service teachers. Since the

research examines the perception of equality of
opportunity in education from a descriptive perspective,

quantitative survey method was preferred.
2.2. Study Group

The population of the study consists of pre-service teacher
students studying in faculties of education in the 2023-2024
academic year. The sample group consisted of Sakarya
University Faculty of Education, Ahi Evran University
Faculty of Education, Karamanoglu Mehmet Bey
University Faculty of Education and Kirikkale University
Faculty of Education students who were determined by
random sampling by taking into account the criteria of
accessibility and economy. In order to determine the
adequacy of the number of participants included in the
sample according to the analysis technique applied, the
degree of freedom for x2 tests was found by performing G-
Power analysis over 5. In this framework, a group above
the minimum number of participants (220) was worked
with; a total of 535 pre-service teacher students, 402 (75.1%)
female and 133 (24.9%) male, constituted the sample group
of the study.

2.3. Procedure

The scale form used in the study was first converted into
electronic form and the data were collected online. It was
decided whether the tests to be performed would be
parametric or nonparametric tests by checking whether the
obtained data met the normal distribution condition. The
findings obtained as a result of the tests were tabulated and
interpreted.

2.3.1. Ethical disclosure

In this study, all the rules specified in the “Directive on
Scientific Research and Publication Ethics of Higher
Education Institutions” were followed. None of the actions
specified under the second section of the Directive,
“Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics”, have been carried out. This study was conducted
with the permission of Kyrgyzstan Turkey Manas
University Scientific Research and Publication Ethics
Commission dated 03.27.2024
R.30.2024/BAYEK-10659.

and numbered

2.4. Measures
2.4.1. Equal Opportunity in Education Belief Scale

This scale was developed by the authors. It is a valid and
reliable 23-item 7-point Likert-type scale with 3 factors:
Familial ~Factors, Geographical-Social Factors and
Administrative Factors. After the Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA), 3 factors with a total variance of 50.60%
were reached. Considering the content of the items, the
factors of the EPSI were named as “Familial Factors”,
“Geographical-Social “Administrative
Factors”. The maximum score that can be obtained from the
scale is 161, while the minimum score is 23. A high score in
the sub-dimensions of the scale emphasizes the high impact

Factors” and
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power of that sub-dimension and the negativity of the
perception, while a low score emphasizes the low impact
power of that sub-dimension and the positive perception.
The fit index values of the EFEQ were calculated as
x2/sd=2.71, GFI=.90, AGFI=.88, CFI=.90, NFI=.85, PNFI=.77,
IF1=.90, RMSEA=.057, RMR=.097, PNFI=.76 and PGFI=.74.
Within the scope of the reliability studies of the
measurement tool, Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient
was calculated as .89 for the overall scale. In addition, this
value was calculated as 0.768 for the first factor, 0.800 for
the second factor and 0.855 for the third factor.

The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the
measurement tool was calculated as .890 for the overall
scale. The AVE and CR reliability values of the scale are
calculated based on the factor loadings obtained from CFA.
Within the scope of the reliability analysis of the
measurement tool, Cronbach Alpha values were calculated
as 0.768 for the first factor, 0.800 for the second factor and
0.855 for the third factor; CR values were calculated as 0.72
for the first factor, 0.94 for the second factor and 0.70 for the
third factor; AVE values were calculated as 0.86 for the first
factor, 0.55 for the second factor and 0.71 for the third
factor; test-retest values were calculated as 0.82 for the first
factor, 0.86 for the second factor and 0.81 for the third
factor.

The effect of the sub-dimension on the scale increases as the
items get closer to Completely Agree. Since all of the scale
items consist of negative statements, the total score
obtained that the
perception of equality of opportunity in education is
negative, while a low score indicates a positive perception.
While the evaluation criterion of the scale is based on the
total score averages, the evaluation of the impact power of
the scale sub-dimensions is based on the arithmetic mean
of the scores. The score ranges and evaluation criteria are
20-40 very positive, 41-60 positive, 61-80 somewhat
positive, 81-100 moderate, 101-120 somewhat negative, 121-

in each sub-dimension indicates

140 negative, 141-161 very negative in terms of perception,
while the range of 1.00 - 1.85 is “Strongly disagree/very
low”, 1. 86 - 2.71 “Disagree/Low”, 2.72 - 3.57 “Partially
disagree/Somewhat low”, 3.58 - 4.43
“Undecided/Moderate”, 4.44 - 5.29 “Partially
agree/Somewhat high”, 5.30 - 6.14 “Agree/High” and 6.15 -
7.00 “Fully agree/Very high”.

2.5. Data Analysis

In the analysis of the data, extreme values were first
identified and removed from the data set. In order to
distribution, the
and Shapiro-Wilk
examined and the results were found to be significant in

determine the normal results of

Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were
both test types (p<0.05). Then, since in studies conducted in
the field of social sciences, the normal distribution of data
is mostly determined by Skewness and Kurtosis values,

these values were examined. It was determined that the

kurtosis value of the data was 3.377 and the skewness value
was 4.272. When the literature was examined, it was
observed that there was no consensus among the
researchers. Some researchers (Morgan et al, 2011;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) accept that the kurtosis and
skewness values are between +1 and -1, while some
researchers (Field 2009; George and Mallery, 2010) accept
that the data fulfill the normality distribution condition if
these values are between +2 and -2. However, according to
Kline (2011) and Brown (2006), a skewness value between -
3 and +3 and a kurtosis value between -10 and +10 are
sufficient to fulfill the normal distribution condition.
Therefore, it was determined that the kurtosis value of the
data set used in the research did not fulfill the normal
distribution condition. For this reason, Mann Whitney U
Test and Kruskal Wallis H tests, which are nonparametric
tests, were used to analyze the data.

Univariate and multivariate outliers were examined and 6
individuals were removed from the data set since their data
exceeded the outlier limit. Afterwards, the P-P graph was
examined and the histogram was examined, and it was
observed that the assumption of multiple normality was
not met. The Mann-Whitney U Test was used to test
whether there is an effect of gender variable on the sub-
dimensions of EFEO of pre-service teachers. The r effect
size formula was used to calculate the effect size obtained
as a result of the test (Corder & Foreman, 2009). The
formula is as follows:

Z

Vyn

Cohen (1992) made the effect classification used in the
interpretation of the r effect value as follows:

r=0.10 is a small effect. In this case, the effect explains 1%
of the total variance.

r=0.30 medium effect. In this case, the effect explains 9% of
the total variance.

r = 0.50 large effect. In this case, the effect explains 25% of
the total variance.

The Kruskal Wallis H test, one of the nonparametric tests,
was used to determine whether the variables of grade,
father's
occupation, mother's occupation, where you grew up and

place of residence, socio-economic status,
number of siblings had an effect on the perception levels of
pre-service teachers on equality of opportunity in
education. The significance level was taken as 0.05. The
effect size for the Kruskal-Wallis test was analyzed using

the formula Eta squared (n?). Eta squared value is an effect
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calculation type that takes a value between 0 and 1 showing
how much of the total variance of the dependent variable is
explained by the independent variable (Pallant, 2017;
Rosenthal & Rosnow, 2008). The formula is as follows:

X2

nZ
n-1

Cohen (1992) interpreted the value of Eta squared as 0.01
small, 0.06 medium and 0.14 large effect value.

In the study, the level of relationship between variables was
examined with Spearman-Brown correlation coefficient.
The reason for using this test is that the variables are
continuous and not normally distributed (Allison, 1975).

3. Results

3.1. Pre-service Teachers’ Perception Levels Regarding
the Effectiveness of EFEO and its Sub-dimensions

The table above shows the main factors shaping pre-service
teachers' perceptions of equality of opportunity in
education and their power of influence. While the high
mean and total scores obtained from the overall scale and
the sub-dimensions of the scale indicate that the power of

influence is high, it also emphasizes the negativity of the
perception. Accordingly, when the data in the table are
analyzed, it is understood that pre-service teachers think
that geographical-social factors are stronger in equality of
opportunity in education (X'=5.76) and their perceptions in
this subdimension are more negative than the others
(x=134). According to the pre-service teachers, the mean
and total scores of familial and administrative factors in
EFEO are close to each other, and therefore, their impact
strengths are similar.

Table. 1.
Descriptive data on the perceptions of pre-service teachers in the
overall and sub-dimensions of the scale

Sd X Mean
Family Factors 1.00 5.25 122
Geographical-Social Factors 73 5.76 134
Administrative Factors 1.12 5.30 123
EFEO General 78 5.43 126
3.2. Prospective Teachers’ Perceptions of Equal

Opportunity in Education According to Gender Variable

The results of the Mann Whitney U Test conducted to
determine whether there is a statistically significant
difference in pre-service teachers' perception levels of
equality of opportunity in education according to their
gender are given in Table 2.

Table 2.
Mann Whitney U test results for the differentiation of the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education according to
gender
Gender N Rank Rank Total U ) Effect
Mean
Family Factors Female 402 259.29 104235.00 23232.00 .02 .10
Male 133 294.32 39145.00
Geo-social Factors Female 402 273.05 109766.50 24702.50 18 -
Male 133 252.73 33613.50
Administrative Factors Female 402 274.39 110303.50 24165.50 .09 -
Male 133 248.70 33076.50
EFEO General Female 402 268.67 108006.50 26462.500 .86 -
Male 133 265.97 35373.50

When the table above is analyzed, a statistically significant
difference was determined between the mean ranks of
female and male pre-service teachers in the Family Factors
sub-dimension of the perception scale of equality of
opportunity in education (p<.05). In other words, it was
observed that female pre-service teachers' perceptions of
Family Factors were more positive than those of male pre-
service teachers. In the Geographical-Social Factors and
Administrative Factors sub-dimensions of the scale and in
the total scale, the difference between the mean ranks of
female and male participants was not statistically
significant (p>.05). Accordingly, it can be said that male

pre-service teachers made more negative evaluations in
terms of Family Factors dimension.

On the other hand, the r effect value was calculated to
determine the effect of the gender of the pre-service
teachers on their evaluations on the “Familial Factors” sub-
dimension of equality of opportunity in education and it
was found to be 0.10. Accordingly, it can be said that the
effect power of gender on pre-service teachers' evaluations
in the Family Factors sub-dimension is at a small level and
1% of the variance can be explained depending on gender;
on the other hand, it has no explanatory power on the
variance of evaluations within the scope of Geographical-
Social Factors and Administrative Factors sub-dimensions.
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3.3. Pre-service Teachers’ Perception Levels of Equal
Opportunity in Education According to Grade Variable

In Table 3, it is observed that there is a statistically
significant differentiation in the levels of pre-service
teachers' perceptions of equality of opportunity in
education in terms of Familial Factors (x2=23.612; p < .05),
Geographical-Social (x2=21.229; p < .05),
Administrative Factors (x2=16.538; p < .05) and the scale in
general (x2=26.625; p <.05). Accordingly, it can be said that

Factors

pre-service teachers' grade levels have a power that can
cause differentiation on their perceptions of equality of
opportunity in education and the effect power of the In
Table 3, it is observed that there is a statistically significant
differentiation in the levels of pre-service teachers'
perceptions of equality of opportunity in education in
terms of Familial Factors (x2=23.612; p <.05), Geographical-
Social Factors (x2=21.229; p < .05), Administrative Factors
(x2=16.538; p < .05) and the scale in general (x2=26.625; p <
.05). Accordingly, it can be said that pre-service teachers'
grade levels have a power that can cause differentiation on
their perceptions of equality of opportunity in education
and the effect power of the variables that are effective in
shaping these perceptions.

Tamhane T2 test was applied on the data to determine the
source of the observed differentiation. As a result of the
Tamhane T2 analysis, it was observed that 2nd, 3rd and 4th
grade students believed that familial factors had a more
determinative effect on the phenomenon of equal
opportunity in education than 1st grade students, and 2nd,
3rd and 4th grade students believed that familial factors
had a more determinative effect on the phenomenon of
equal opportunity in education than 5th grade students.
The effect size of the effect of grade level on the effect of
familial factors on the phenomenon of equality of

opportunity
Accordingly, it can be said that 4% of the differences in the

in education was determined as 0.04.

evaluations regarding the impact of Familial Factors can be
explained by the class variable.

In terms of the Geographical-Social Factors sub-dimension
of the scale, it was observed that 1st grade students

that had
determinative effect on the phenomenon of equality of

believed geographical-social factors less
opportunity in education than 2nd and 3rd grade students.
The effect size of grade level on the effect of Geographical-
Social Factors on the phenomenon of equality of
opportunity in education was determined as 0.16.
Accordingly, it can be said that 16% of the differences in the
evaluations regarding the impact of Geographical-Social

Factors can be explained by the class variable.

In terms of the overall EFEO, it was observed that pre-
service teachers studying in the 1st grades believed that
familial, geographical-social and administrative factors
were less determinative in terms of equality of opportunity
in education than those studying in the 2nd and 3rd grades,
and those studying in the 2nd and 2nd grades than
graduate students. The effect size of grade level on the
effect of Administrative Factors on the phenomenon of
equality of opportunity in education was determined as
0.03. Accordingly, it can be said that 3% of the differences
in the evaluations regarding the impact of Administrative
Factors can be explained by the class variable.

In terms of the overall EFEO, it was observed that 1st grade
students believed that familial, geographical-social and
administrative factors were less determinative in terms of
the phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education
than 2nd and 3rd grade students. The effect size of the
grade level variable on the evaluations regarding the effect
power of these variables that are effective on the
phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education was
determined as 0.05. Accordingly, it can be said that 5% of
the differentiation in the evaluations on equality of
opportunity in education can be explained by the grade
level variable.
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Table 3.
Kruskal Wallis H Test results on whether the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education differs according to the class
variable
Class N Rank Sd X2 P Difference Effect
Level Mean
Family Factors 1st class 204 238.99 4 23.612 .00 1<2 .04
1<3
2nd class 143 282.16 1<d
3rd class 81 298.78 2>M
3>M
4th class 85 306.52 45M
Master 22 182.82
Geo-social Factors 1st class 204 236.63 4 21.229 .00 1<2 .16
1<3
2nd class 143 296.35
3rd class 81 301.38
4th class 85 280.13
Master 22 204.82
Administrative Factors 1st class 204 24391 4 16.538 .00 1<2 .03
2nd class 143 305.09
3rd class 81 287.75
4th class 85 254.44
Master 22 230.02
EFEQO General 1st class 204 233.16 4 26.625 .00 1<2 .05
1<3
2nd class 143 303.28
2>M
3rd class 81 300.48 3>M
4th class 85 279.89
Master 22 196.25

3.4. Pre-service Teachers’ Perception Levels of Equal
Opportunity in Education According to the Place of
Accommodation Variable

The findings obtained as a result of examining the
differentiation of the evaluations regarding the impact
power of the variables that are effective in shaping the
phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education
according to the accommodation places of the prospective
teachers are summarized in Table 4.

The table above shows the differentiation of the perception
levels of the pre-service teachers participating in the
research according to the variable of place of residence.
When the table is examined, it is seen that there is no
statistical differentiation in terms of Familial Factors
(x2=.841; p > .05), Geographical-Social Factors (x2=2.563; p
> .05), Administrative Factors (x2=.344; p > .05) sub-
dimensions and the overall EFEO (x2=1.177; p > .05).

Accordingly, it can be said that pre-service teachers'
evaluations of the variables that are effective in shaping the
phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education do not
differ according to the place of residence. However, despite
this, it is noteworthy that when the ranking between the
rank averages of the pre-service teachers' evaluations at the
level of each sub-dimension and the scale as a whole is
taken into consideration, it is noteworthy that it is ranked
from high to low as Student Dormitory > Family House >
Student House.
significant difference between the evaluations of the

Accordingly, although there is no
prospective teachers, it can be said that the prospective
teachers who stay in the student dormitory believe in the
influence power of familial, geographical-social and
administrative factors more in terms of each sub-dimension
and the scale in general; on the other hand, those who stay
in the student house evaluate the influence power at a
lower level compared to the others.
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Table 4.

Kruskal Wallis H Test results on whether the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education differs according to the place

of residence variable

Groups N Rank Sd X2 ) Dif.
Mean
Family Factors Student 42 255.83 2 841 .66 -
House
Student 386 271.77
dormitory
Family 107 259.17
home
Geo-social Factors Student 42 234.71 2 2.563 .28 -
House
Student 386 273.28
dormitory
Family 107 262.02
home
Administrative Factors Student 42 255.12 2 .344 .84 -
House
Student 386 269.69
dormitory
Family 107 266.96
home
EFEO General Student 42 246.43 2 1.177 .55 -
House
Student 386 271.81
dormitory
Family 107 262.73
home

3.5. Pre-service Teachers’ Perception Levels of Equal
Opportunity in Education According to Socioeconomic
Level

The findings obtained as a result of examining the
differentiation of the evaluations regarding the impact
power of the variables that are effective in shaping the
phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education
according to the income level of pre-service teachers'
families are summarized in Table 5.

The table above shows the differentiation status of the pre-
service teachers' belief levels of equality of opportunity in

education according to socioeconomic status variable.
When the table is examined, it is seen that there is no
statistical differentiation in Familial Factors (x2=7.465; p >
.05), Geographical-Social Factors (x2=7.808; p > .05),
Administrative Factors (x2=2.537; p > .05) and the total scale
(x2=6.870; p > .05). However, it is still observed that there is
a decrease in the perception of equality of opportunity in
education as socioeconomic status decreases. It can be said
that pre-service teachers with low socioeconomic status
have more negative perceptions of equality of opportunity
in education compared to other groups.
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Table 5.

Kruskal Wallis H Test results on whether the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education differs according to

socioeconomic status variable

Group N Rank Sd X2 P Diff.
Mean
Family Factors 0-10000 TL ~ 315 279.98 3 7.465 .06 -
10.001- 133 251.56
20.000 TL
20.001- 56 270.54
30.000 TL
30.001 ve+ 31 212.23
TL
Geo-social Factors 0-10000 TL ~ 315 278.13 3 7.808 .06 -
10.001- 133 250.79
20.000 TL
20.001- 56 283.51
30.000 TL
30.001 ve+ 31 210.92
TL
Administrative Factors 0-10000 TL 315 27543 3 2.537 47 -
10.001- 133 263.56
20.000 TL
20.001- 56 253.72
30.000 TL
30.001 ve+ 31 237.39
TL
EFEO General 0-10000 TL ~ 315 278.89 3 6.870 .08 -
10.001- 133 255.62
20.000 TL
20.001- 56 268.61
30.000 TL
30.001 ve+ 31 209.40
TL

3.6. Pre-service Teachers’ Perception Levels of Equal
Opportunity in Education According to Father’'s
Occupation Variable

The table above shows the differentiation of the perception
levels of the pre-service teachers participating in the
research according to the variable of father's occupation.
When the table is examined, it is observed that there is no
statistically significant differentiation in the Family Factors
sub-dimension (x2=9.464; p > .05), Administrative Factors
(x2=4.551; p > .05), Geographical-Social Factors sub-

dimension (x2=18.932; p > .05) and the total scale (x2=9.622;
p > .05). Although there is no statistically significant
difference between the sub-dimensions in terms of father's
occupation, it is understood that there is a difference
between some groups when the rank averages are
analyzed. Among the groups, it can be said that the
perceptions of the prospective teachers whose fathers are
workers and unemployed have more negative perceptions
of equality of opportunity in education compared to the
other groups.
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Table 6.

Kruskal Wallis H Test results on whether the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education differs according to the

father’s occupation variable

Groups N Rank Sd X2 P Diff.
Mean
Family Factors 1 Officer 92 268.08 5 4.017 .55 -
2 Self- 111 281.49
employment
3 Farmer 58 244.20
4 Tradesmen 67 250.93
5 Retired 77 260.75
6 Worker 130 280.14
Geo-social Factors 1 Officer 92 258.70 5 10.497 .06 -
2 Self- 111 278.87
employment
3 Farmer 58 269.18
4 Tradesmen 67 267.15
5 Retired 77 223.08
6 Worker 130 291.82
Administrative Factors 1 Officer 92 264.83 5 3.547 .62 -
2 Self- 111 268.02
employment
3 Farmer 58 262.44
4 Tradesmen 67 280.29
5 Retired 77 242.84
6 Worker 130 281.28
EFEO General 1 Officer 92 263.11 5 5.829 .32 -
2 Self- 111 276.09
employment
3 Farmer 58 251.27
4 Tradesmen 67 268.99
5 Retired 77 239.91
6 Worker 130 288.15

3.7. Pre-service Teachers’ Perception Levels of Equal
Opportunity in Education According to Mother’s
Occupation Variable

The table above shows the differentiation of the pre-service
teachers' belief levels of equality of opportunity in
education according to the variable of mother's occupation.
When the table is examined, it is observed that there is no
statistically significant differentiation in Familial Factors
(x2=5.497; p > .05), Geographical-Social Factors (x2=4.795; p

> .05), Administrative Factors (x2=3.434; p > .05) and total
scale (x2=6.023; p > .05). On the other hand, when the rank
averages were analyzed, it was determined that there was
a difference between the groups, although it was not
statistically significant. It can be said that the perceptions of
pre-service teachers whose mothers are not working or not
working have lower perceptions of equality of opportunity
in education compared to other groups.
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Table 7.

Kruskal Wallis H Test results on whether the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education differs according to the

mother’s occupation variable

Group N Rank Sd X2 P Diff.
Mean

Family Factors No 24 258.06 3 5.497 13 -
Worker 36 225.50
Housewife 439 274.86
Officer 36 233.44

Geo-social Factors No 24 280.00 3 4.795 18 -
Worker 36 263.19
Housewife 439 272.12
Officer 36 214.61

Administrative Factors No 24 260.75 3 3.434 32 -
Worker 36 259.14
Housewife 439 272.69
Officer 36 224 .51

EFEO General No 24 268.50 3 6.023 A1 -
Worker 36 243.57
Housewife 439 274.39
Officer 36 214.13

3.8. Prospective Teachers’ Perception Levels of Equal

Table 8 shows the differentiation status of the pre-service
teachers' perception levels of equality of opportunity in
education according to the place of growth variable. When
the table is examined, it is observed that there is no

Table 8.

statistically significant differentiation in Familial Factors
(x*=1.067; p > .05), Geographical-Social Factors (x>=2.246; p
> .05), Administrative Factors (x>=1.952; p>.05) and the

scale in general (x>=1..107; p > .05).

Kruskal Wallis H Test results on whether the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education differs according to the

variable of where you grew up

Group N Rank Sd X2 p Diff.
Mean

Family Factors Metropolitan 123 271.65 2 1.067 .59 -
City 200 259.17
Village/town/district 212 274.21

Geo-social Factors Metropolitan 123 280.32 2 2.246 .32 -
City 200 255.64
Village/town/district 212 272.52

Administrative Factors Metropolitan 123 285.03 2 1.952 .38 -
City 200 263.65
Village/town/district 212 262.23

EFEO General Metropolitan 123 280.40 2 1.107 .57 -
City 200 262.08
Village/town/district 212 266.39
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3.9. Opportunity in Education According to the
Place of Growth Variable

The table above shows the differentiation of the pre-service
teachers' belief levels of equality of opportunity in
education according to the number of siblings variable.
When the table is examined, it is seen that there is a
statistical differentiation in Familial Factors (x2=9.528; p >
.05) and the total scale (x2=1.575; p >.05). On the other hand,
no significant difference was observed in the Geographical-
Social Factors (x2=4.528; p > .05) and Administrative
Factors (x2=6.446; p > .05) subscales. The groups between
which the significant differences were observed were

Table 9.

examined, and accordingly, in the Family Factors
subdimension, a significant difference was found between
the 1st and 3rd groups in favor of the 1st group, and
between the 2nd and 3rd groups in favor of the 2nd group.
In the total scale, a significant difference was found
between the 1st and 3rd groups in favor of the 1st group. It
was observed that the effect size of this difference
determined had a low effect of 0.02 in the Family Factors
sub-dimension and 2% of the total variance was explained
by the number of siblings, while it had a low effect of .01 in
the total scale and 1% of the total variance was explained
by the number of siblings.

Kruskal Wallis H Test results on whether the level of perception of equality of opportunity in education differs according to the

number of siblings variable

Group N Rank Sd X2 P Diff. Effect
Mean
Family Factors 1 1-2 137 254.02 2 9.528 .01 .02
1<3
2 3-4 262 257.02 23
5+ 136 303.23
Geo-social Factors 1 1-2 137 259.38 2 4528 .10 - -
2 3-4 262 259.88
3 5+ 136 292.33
Administrative Factors 1 1-2 137 260.14 2 1.575 45 - -
2 3-4 262 264.86
3 5+ 136 281.96
EFEO General 1 1-2 137 254.55 2 6.446 .04 1<3 .01
2 3-4 262 260.08
3 5+ 136 296.80

3.10. The Level of Relationship between Prospective
Teachers’ Perception Levels of Equal Opportunity in
Education and Some Variables

Table 10 shows the results of the correlation analysis
between pre-service teachers' perceptions of equality of
opportunity in education and the variables of
socioeconomic level of the family, number of children in the
family and grade. As can be seen from the table, a

significant negative correlation was found between pre-

service teachers' perceptions of equality of opportunity in
education and the socioeconomic level of the family, while
a significant positive correlation was found between the
number of children in the family and the grade variables.
In other words, as the scores of pre-service teachers'
perceptions of equal opportunity in education increase and
become more negative, the socioeconomic level of the
family decreases, while the number of children in the
family and grade level increase.
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Table 10.

Spearman-Brown test results for the relationship between pre-
service teachers’ perceptions of equality of opportunity in
education and grade, family socioeconomic level and number of

children in the family
Socioeconomic Number of Class
level of the family ~ children
EFEO r -.090* 114%* .109*
General p .04 .01 .01
n 535 535 535

4. Discussion

At the end of the research, which aims to determine the
attitudes of pre-service teachers towards equality of
opportunity in education and their evaluations of the
strength of the factors that have an impact on the shaping
of this phenomenon and to describe the differentiation or
relationship status according to different variables, the
evaluations of pre-service teachers were grouped under
three main headings: family factors, geographical-social
factors and administrative factors. When the OECD reports
(2010; 2014) prepared in different years are examined, it is
noteworthy that the socioeconomic status of families, the
geographical region of residence and the transportation
conditions related to settlements, the quantity and quality
of legal regulations are considered among the important
factors in ensuring equality of opportunity and
opportunity in education and evaluations are made on
these issues for countries. It is also observed that there are
many studies in the literature that these variables are
effective (Chevalier and Lanot, 2002; Goodlad, 2004; Kazu,
2019; Seban and Perdeci, 2016). Accordingly, based on the
pre-service teacher evaluations, it can be said that the
that

administrative factors

evaluations familial, geographical-social ~and

are effective in shaping the
phenomenon of equality of opportunity and opportunity in
education are consistent with the factors emphasized in the
literature. On the other hand, among these three factors,
geographical-social factors are considered to have a

stronger impact than the others.

In other words, pre-service teachers think that the
economic and social opportunities of the location of the
school, being located in a rural or urban area, and economic
inequalities in the society are more effective than familial
and administrative factors.

While pre-service teachers' perceptions about equality of
opportunity in education differed significantly according
to their gender, they had similar perceptions about
geographical-social and administrative factors. Male pre-
service teachers have a more negative perception than
female pre-service teachers, thinking that familial factors

are more influential than other factors. Male participants
emphasize the importance of family factors in equal
opportunities in education and think that inequalities in the
family also affect the education of students. In the OECD
(2010)
socioeconomic status of the family affects academic

report, it is noteworthy that especially the

achievement; therefore, it is recommended to take
measures to improve or support socioeconomic status. In
the relevant report, it is stated that the majority of students
with low performance in PISA are from socioeconomically
low-income families. On the other hand, Kazu (2019)
emphasizes that the socioeconomic status of the family has
a significant impact on academic achievement. On the other
hand,

geographical-societal and administrative factors sub-

female pre-service teachers believe that the

dimensions of IPSAS are more effective than male pre-
service teachers. This can be explained by the fact that
women are more willing than men to ensure equality in
order to participate more effectively in social life and to be
more effective in governance. As a matter of fact, in the
study conducted by Cetinkaya Biiyiikbodur and Kayma
(2020), it was determined that women had more interest
and effort in defending social justice than men.

Another important finding of the study is that the grade
level of pre-service teachers affects their perceptions of
equality of opportunity in education. In general, pre-
service teachers believe that the effects of familial,
geographical-social and administrative factors on equality
of opportunity in education increase as the grade level
increases. On the contrary, graduate students, unlike
undergraduate students, believe that family has less
influence on equality of opportunity in education. This can
be explained by the fact that, in parallel with the increase in
their grade level, prospective teachers' knowledge and
experience about educational concepts and processes
increased, and they started to experience more problems
such as transportation, economic cost and labor, and they
felt the effects of these factors on equal opportunities and
equality in education more clearly. The fact that both the
state, especially the state, and the family are perceived as
institutions responsible for providing educational
opportunities to individuals (Coban Kaynak, 2017; Inan
and Demir, 2018) and that the problems experienced are
associated with family and administrative factors and
geographical-social factors within the scope of culture,
transportation or settlement conditions may have led to this

evaluation.

Another important finding of the study is that the place of
residence does not cause a statistically significant
difference in the perceptions of pre-service teachers on
equality of opportunity in education. On the other hand, it
is noteworthy that those who believe that the effect of each
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of familial, geographical-social and administrative factors
on the phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education
is higher are those who live in student dormitories, while
those who believe that the effect of each of these factors is
lower are those who live in student houses. The negative
perceptions of the students staying in dormitories can be
explained by the effect of the negative conditions of the
dormitory on the students. Because in the study conducted
by Demirel et al. (2006), it was observed that there were
negative changes in the physical and mental health of
students staying in dormitories. Ozgiir et al. (2010), also
found that students staying in dormitories had more
negative mental and physical perceptions than those
staying in family homes and private student houses.
Among the reasons for this may be that students think that
dormitories are unfavorable in terms of physical
conditions, nutritional conditions and educational
conditions (Bayrak et al., 2021). It can be said that the
negativities experienced in student dormitories also clarify
pre-service teachers' evaluations of the phenomenon of

equality of opportunity in education.

One of the results of the research is that pre-service
teachers' perceptions of equality of opportunity in
education do not differ according to the socioeconomic
status of their families. On the other hand, when the mean
ranks are compared, it is seen that pre-service teachers with
low socioeconomic status of their families believe that
familial, geographical-social and administrative factors
have more influence. This result can be explained by the
fact that low-income families are most affected by
educational inequality (Kalsen, 2016). The fact that income
level is an important determinant in accessing educational
opportunities is also revealed in many studies (Aikens and
Barbarin, 2008; Catterall et al., 2012; Duncan et al., 1998; Lee
and Burkam, 2002; McLoyd, 1998; Yeung et al.,, 2002).
Therefore, it can be said that this finding of the study is
consistent with the literature.

In the study, it was determined that father's occupation did
not cause a statistically significant difference in the
perceptions of pre-service teachers on equality of
opportunity in education. However, when the rank
averages were analyzed, it was observed that family and
geographical-social factors were more important for pre-
service teachers whose fathers were self-employed or
workers, and administrative factors were more important
for those whose fathers were workers and tradesmen.
When the general EFEO is analyzed, it is observed that
those whose fathers are workers and self-employed find it
more effective. In a similar evaluation, Zolkoski and
Bullock (2012) stated that students whose fathers are
workers or have consider familial,

irregular jobs

geographical-social and administrative factors important

because they consider the educational process as an area
open to risk factors. According to Goodlad (2004), low
socio-economic status or the father's lack of a regular job
affect both
achievement and access to educational services. Similarly,
Seban and Perdeci (2016) and Sengoniil (2013) stated that
both parents' occupation and educational status have

significantly and negatively student

determinative effects on children's expectations from
education and their access to educational services.

One of the results of the research is that pre-service
teachers' evaluations of equality of opportunity in
education do not differ according to their mothers'
occupation. On the other hand, as a result of the analysis of
the rank averages, it was determined that pre-service
teachers whose mothers were housewives thought that
familial and administrative factors had a greater impact on
the equality of opportunity in education, while those whose
mothers were not housewives thought that geographical-
social factors had a greater impact on the equality of
opportunity in education. There are many studies that
show that the educational level and occupational status of
the family are important factors that are effective in
accessing educational services and increasing academic
achievement (Chevalier and Lanot, 2002; Seban and
Perdeci, 2016). In addition, according to Eren (2016),
educated families take a closer interest in their children
than other families and guide them in line with their
abilities instead of putting them into a certain mold.

In the study, it was examined whether the place where pre-
service teachers grew up had an effect on their perceptions
of equality of opportunity in education and no statistically
significant difference was found. On the other hand,
although the differences were not significant, when
analyzed in terms of rank averages, it was noteworthy that
pre-service teachers living in provinces evaluated the
power of influence of family factors as more determinative,
while pre-service teachers living in metropolitan areas
evaluated the power of influence of these factors as more
determinative in terms of other sub-dimensions and the
overall EFEQ. Although young people living in
metropolitan areas have more opportunities compared to
small settlements, it can be said that these factors have a
more determinative effect on the phenomenon of equality
of opportunity in education due to reasons such as
competition, transportation difficulties, and cost of living in
big cities. Because there is a larger gap between the lower
and upper strata among the residents of metropolitan cities,
where families of all socioeconomic levels are found, than
in small settlements, students have the opportunity to see
this injustice more closely. In addition, the fact that single-
parent families are frequently encountered in cities may
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also be thought to affect this negative perception ($ahin,
2012).

Another important finding of the study is that the number
of siblings has an effect on pre-service teachers' perceptions
of equality of opportunity in education. The influence of
familial ~ factors, geographical-social factors and
administrative factors is more evident for teachers who
grew up in families with 5 or more children than for
teachers who grew up in families with 5 or more children.
This may be due to the fact that with the increase in the
number of children, the impact of these factors on the
phenomenon of equality of opportunity in education is felt
more due to the necessity of sharing the opportunities
owned by more people. Some studies have shown that the
space at home, materials such as computers and desks,
books, and the budget allocated for education cause

problems (Seban & Perdeci, 2016; Sirin, 2005).

The last finding of the study is that there are significant
relationships between pre-service teachers' perceptions of
EFE and the socioeconomic level of the family, number of
children in the family and grade level variables. There are
negative and significant relationships between the impact
power of the factors in shaping the phenomenon of equal
opportunity in education and the socioeconomic status of
the families, and positive and significant relationships with
the number of siblings and grade levels. Individuals in
families with a good socioeconomic status feel the impact
of the factors affecting the phenomenon of equality of
opportunity in education less, while those with many
children and high-class levels feel these effects more
clearly. Giiler et al. (2021) also found in their study that pre-
service teachers think that social justice cannot be achieved.
As the EFE perception levels of pre-service teachers
increase, the number of children in the family and their
grade level also increase. In families with many children, it
affects the interest and patience of the mother and father
towards them, the time they can spare for the children and
the economic expenditures they will make for them
(Eskicumali and Eroglu, 2001). For this reason, it is
expected that the EFE perceptions of individuals growing
up in families with many children will be negative in
proportion to the number of siblings. The positive
relationship between grade level and EFE perception can
be explained by the increase in education and life
experiences of students with increasing grade levels.

In this study, only pre-service teachers' attitudes towards
equal opportunity in education were examined. Attitudes
towards equality of opportunity in education can be
investigated on groups with different professional and
sociocultural characteristics of the society and the results
can be compared. In addition, this kind of study can also be

conducted with teachers who are on duty. The results can
be compared according to branches and seniority.

In the study, it was determined that the number of siblings
affected the perception of equality of opportunity in
education. A qualitative study (case study) can be
conducted on the reasons for this.

In this study, it was observed that there was a difference in
the perception of equality of opportunity in education
according to the grade variable. Why the perception of
equality of opportunity in education differs according to
grade level can be evaluated with qualitative research
methods (a phenomenological study can be conducted).

Similar studies can be conducted on the basis of specific
regions. In this way, steps that can be taken to ensure
equality of opportunity in education can be prioritized
according to regions or countries, and a road map based on
effective and scientific data can be created.
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