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Oz

Bu aragtirmada, Tirkiye’de ortadgretim ¢ag niifusunun cinsiyete gore okul disinda kalmasini
etkileyen bireysel ve sosyoekonomik degiskenleri belirlemek amaglanmaktadir. Secilen
degiskenlerin etkisinin tarihsel siirecteki degisimini incelemek icin Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii’niin
(DIE) 2003 yilinda, Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu (TUIK)’nun 2011 ve 2016 yillarinda yaptigi
Hanehalki Biitge Anketlerindeki mikro veri setleri kullanilmistir. Bagimli degisken ikili ve kesikli
oldugu i¢in veriler Binary lojistik regresyon ile analiz edilmistir. Arastirmada, modelin uyum iyiligi
sozde R? degeri aracilifiyla incelenmis, bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliskinin giiciinii
olemek icin Cox-Snell ve Nagelkerke R? istatistikleri kullanilmigtir. Bagimsiz degiskenlerin anlaml
yordayicilar oldugu ve etki diizeylerinin yillara gore farklilik gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Ortadgretim
cagindaki erkeklerin okul disinda kalmasinda engel durumu, saglik giivencesi, anne ve baba egitim
diizeyi degiskenleri her ti¢ yila ait verilerde etkili yordayicilar iken, yerlesim birimi 2011 verilerinde,
hanehalk: biiytikliigii 2016 verilerinde, kisibast yillik gelir ise 2003 ve 2016 yil1 verilerinde anlaml
yordayicilar olarak saptanmustir. Ortadgretim cagindaki kizlarin okul disinda kalmasinda engel
durumu, yerlesim birimi, anne ve baba egitim diizeyi, hanehalki biyiikligi degiskenleri her ii¢ yila
ait verilerde etkili yordayicilar iken, saglik giivencesinin 2003 ve 2011 y1ili verilerinde, kisibas yillik
gelirin ise 2003 ve 2016 yili verilerinde anlamli yordayicilar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir.
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Giris

Egitim, bireylerin yasam kosullarin1 olumlu etkileyerek basta kiiltiirel, sosyal ve ekonomik
sermayelerinin artmasina, alt toplumsal siniflar i¢in ise yukar1 yonde toplumsal hareketlilikte
onemli bir role sahiptir. Egitim, isgiicli piyasasi ediminden (performansindan) saglik, yasam
boyu 6grenmeye katilim, is ve yasam doyumu, sug, sosyal uyum, biiyltime, vergi gelirleri ve
sosyal yardim 6demelerine kadar degisen bireysel, sosyal ve mali sonuglar1 etkiler (Brunello
ve De Paola, 2013). Egitim, ekonomik boyutta toplumlar igin biiylime, yeni bilgi ve
teknolojilerin iiretilmesi ile verimlilik ve rekabet giiciiniin artisina, sosyal destek alacak
bireylerin azalmasina ve vergi gelirlerinin artisina; sosyal boyutta ise haklarmin bilincinde
olma yoluyla esitsizliklerle savasim, servet dagiliminin iyilestirilmesi, kamusal kararlara
etkin katilim, su¢ oranlarinda azalma, saglik kosullarinin iyilesmesi, toplumsal uyum, baris
ve ¢evrenin korunmasi gibi politik alanlarin gelismesinde etkili bir aragtir (Hayes, Nelson,
Tabin, Pearson ve Worthy, 2002; Rumberger, 1987). Egitimin, siyasal ve demokratik toplum
bilincini gelistirme, karmasik sorunlarin anlasilmasini saglama, teknolojik ilerlemeye
yardimci olma ve kiiltiirel yetenekleri kesfetme gibi ¢ok yonli etkilere sahip oldugu kabul
edilmektedir. Egitim, demokratiklesme, katilimcilik, insan haklari ve sosyal uyum gibi
cagdas toplumsal degerlerin yerlesmesinde ve politik istikrarin olusturulmasinda biiytik
onem tasimaktadir (European Commission, 2005; Helliwell, 2001; Organisation For
Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD), 2001; Tilak, 2002).

Egitimin toplum ve bireyler i¢in dneminin anlagilmasindan sonra egitim, toplumlar
icin temel bir insan hakki olarak kabul edilmistir. Tarihsel siire¢ i¢inde egitim hakkinin
uluslararas1 anlagsmalarda ve ulusal yasalarda “temel bir hak” oldugunu belirten maddelere
yer verilmistir. Insan Haklar1 Evrensel Bildirgesinin 26. maddesinde ve Cocuk Haklarma
Dair S6zlesmenin 28. maddesinde, “herkesin egitim hakkina sahip oldugu, egitimin ilk ve
temel 6grenim diizeyinde zorunlu ve parasiz oldugu belirtilmistir (Birlesmis Milletler, 1949;
UNICEF, 2004). Anayasanin 42. Maddesi ile 222 sayili IIkgretim ve Egitim Kanununa
gore “Kimse, egitim ve 6grenim hakkindan yoksun birakilamaz. ilkdgretim, kiz ve erkek
biitiin vatandasglar i¢in zorunludur ve Devlet okullarinda parasizdir (md. 2)” (Tirkiye Biiyiik
Millet Meclisi, 1982). Herkesin egitim hakkina sahip oldugu 1961 Anayasasinda ve sonraki
tarihlerde egitim ile ilgili ¢ikarilan tiim belgelerde yer almasina karsin, egitim hakkinin tim
bireyler tarafindan kullanilmasi, uygulamada yasama gecirilmemis ve bugiin bile

giincelligini koruyan bir sorun olarak kalmistir.
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oldugunun vurgulanmasi ve zorunlu egitim siiresinin uzatilmasma karsin okul disinda
kalmalar, halen uluslararasi diizeyde ve Tirkiye’de egitimle ilgili 6nemli sorunlardan biri
olmaya devam etmektedir. UNESCO’nun egitim alaninda gelistirdigi 1990 yilinda
diizenlenen Herkes Igin Egitim Konferansi’ndan bu yana diinya capinda egitime erisimde
onemli gelismeler saglanmakla birlikte egitimde cinsiyet esitligi ve cinsiyete dayali adil bir
toplum elde etmekten uzak kalmaktadir (UNESCO, 2015). Okulu erken birakma sadece
Avrupa'da degil, gelismis diinyada da biiyiik bir sorun olarak goriilmektedir. Avrupa
Birliginde (AB), 2007 yilinda erkeklerin %16.9'u ve kizlarin %12.7'si okulu erken
birakmistir (Dale, 2010) ve bunun goriilme oranini 2020'ye kadar %10'a diisiirmek, AB
egitim stratejisinin temel Olgiitlerinden biridir (European Commission, 2009). Ancak 2011
yilinda bu oran %14.4 olarak gerceklesmistir. Bu diisilisiin bir milyondan fazla kisinin okula

devam etmesi ile esdeger oldugu belirtilmistir (Vassiliou, 2011).

Resmi istatistik veriler incelendiginde Tirkiye’de cesitli nedenlerle heniiz egitim
hakkina erisemeyen dnemli ¢ag niifusunun oldugu goriilmektedir. Tiirkiye’de ortadgretim ve
yiksekogretimde okullagsmanin distikligii ve cinsiyetler arasi esitsizliklerin kadmlar
aleyhine oldugu belirtilmektedir (Rankin ve Aytag, 2006; Smits ve Hosgor, 2006; Tansel,
2002; Tomul, 2007). TUIK’in 2012 Cocuk Isgiicii Anketi Sonuglarina gére, 15-17 yas
grubundaki ¢ocuklarin %25.30’u okula devam etmemektedir. Tiirkiye’nin dogusunda ve
kirsal bolgelerinde kadinlarin egitime katiliminin 6nemli bir egitim sorunu oldugu
vurgulanmaktadir (Smits ve Hosgor, 2006). Kalkinma planlarinda, ilk ve ortadgretimde tiim
cocuklarin okula erisiminin saglanmasi, simif tekrarinin ve okul terkinin azaltilmasi
hedeflenmekle birlikte okullasma oranlarinda artislar olmus ancak plan hedefleri kismen
gergeklesmistir. Tirkiye’de ilkokullarda net okullagsma orani 2013 yilinda %98.86 iken
2014te  %99.57°ye; ortaokullarda net okullasma oram1  %93.09°dan  %94.52’ye;
ortadgretimdeki net okullasma orani ise %70.06’dan %76.65’e yiikselmistir (MEB, 2014).

Tiirkiye’de hala temel egitime ve sonradan zorunlu egitime dahil olan ortadgretime
hi¢ baslamayan veya bagladiktan sonra erken ayrilan ¢ocuklar bulunmaktadir. Okul disinda
kalmak yalnizca egitim hakkindan mahrum olmay1 degil ayni zamanda 6teki insan haklardan
yararlanmay1 da etkilemektedir. Birgok arastirmada okul diginda kalmanin, yalnizca okul
disinda kalanlara iliskin ekonomik, psikolojik ve sosyal etkilerine degil ayni zamanda
topluma olan maliyetlerine yer verilmistir. Tirkiye’de okul disinda kalma olgusu,

cogunlukla yalniz bir egitim sorunu olarak kalmis ve egitim sistemi, toplumdaki kurumsal
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giiglerin (hiikiimet, piyasa, popiiler kiiltlir, ana akim medya vs.) disinda, onlardan bagimsiz

bir ada olarak ele alinmistir. Tayli (2008) okul disinda kalmanin; sug oranlari, anti sosyal
davraniglart ve parasal kayiplar arttirdigi i¢in, hem bireysel hem de toplumsal bir sorun
oldugunu vurgulamistir. Okul disinda kalma, egitime yapilan yatirimlarin bireysel boyutta
degerini kaybetmesine neden olurken; egitime yonelik giderlerin bosa harcandigi ve biiyiik
bir ulusal kaynak kaybinin s6z konusu oldugu belirtilmektedir (Kavak ve Ekinci, 1994,
Uysal, 2008).

Okul disinda kalmanin sosyoekonomik sonuglar1 agir oldugu gibi bireysel sonuglari
da oldukg¢a agirdir. Okul disinda kalan ¢ocuklarin biiyiik bir boliimii bir insan haklar1 sorunu
olan gocuk is¢iligiyle, emek somiiriisiiniin en vahsi bigimiyle yiiz yiize kalmaktadir (United
Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF), 2014). Cocuklar ev i¢i hizmet
tretimini (¢ocuk ve yashi bakimi, temizlik, yemek vb.) giderek daha fazla oranda
iistlenmektedir (DISK Arastirma Enstitiisii, 2013). TUIK’in 2012 Cocuk Isgiicii Anketi
Sonuglarina gore; 15-17 yas grubunda ¢ocuklarin %15.60°1 ¢calismakta, ¢alisan bu ¢ocuklarin
ise %34.30’u bir okula devam etmektedir. Diinya genelinde kizlarn %11.00i, 15 yasina
gelmeden zorla evlendirilmekte ve bu da onlarin saglik, egitim ve korunma haklarini
tehlikeye diisiirmektedir (UNICEF, 2014). Tiirkiye genelinde, kiz ¢ocuklarinin zorla gelin
olma olasiligin1 azaltmada, kiz cocuklarinin egitim diizeyleri en belirleyici etmendir.
Kizlarin egitim siirelerinin azalmasi, erken evlenme olasiligini arttirmaktadir. Tiirkiye’de,
hi¢ okula kaydolmamis ya da ilkokuldan mezun olmamis kadinlarin erken evlendirilme
olasilig1 en az ortadgretimden mezun kadinlardan 10.2 kat daha fazladir. Cocugun zorla
gelin olma olasiligi, ilkokulu bitirenler i¢in 5.9 Kkat, ortaokulu bitirenler icin ise 4.9 kattir
(Yiiksel-Kaptanoglu ve Ergdo¢cmen, 2012). Okul disinda kalanlar, okulu bir diploma alarak
bitirenlere goére daha az kazanmaktadirlar. Ogretim diizeyleri arasindaki fark arttikca
kazanglar da diismektedir. Benzer sekilde, okul disinda kalanlarin yilmis isgiler olarak issiz
kalma olasiliklar1 daha yiiksektir ya da isgiicliniin disindadirlar. Onlar, en yiiksek egitim
diizeyi lise olanlardan yilda en az iki ay, lise iistli diplomasi olanlardan ise yilda yaklasik {i¢
ay daha az galisirlar (Rouse, 2007). Bridgeland, Dilulio ve Morison’in (2006) hazirladiklari
rapora gore, liseyi terk edenler, mezun olanlara oranla yilda ortalama olarak 9.200 $ daha az
kazanirlarken, tniversiteyi bitirenler ile karsilastirildiginda yasam boyunca yaklagik 1
milyon $ daha az kazanirlar. Yine 2004 yilindaki igsizlik oranlarinda, liseyi terk edenlerin
igsizligi liniversite mezunlarina oranla ii¢ katin iizerindedir. Onlarin bir yildan diger yila

yoksullagmasi1 da liseden mezun olanlara gore iki katidir.
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arasinda yer almaktadir; diisiik terk oranlar1 egitim sisteminin niteligini olumlarken, yiiksek
terk oranlar1 egitimin niteligine iliskin olumsuzluk olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Egitimde
verimliligin nicelik boyutunda, 6zellikle egitimin/okulun i¢ verimliliginin hesaplanmasinda
kullanilan kayip orani, okulu terk edenlerden ve smif tekrarlarindan olusmaktadir. Kayip

(terk) oran1 yiikseldikg¢e egitimin/okulun i¢ verimliligi diismektedir.

Okuldan erken ayrilma, zayif okul deneyimi, yetenek eksikligi, egitime isgiicii
piyasasindan algilanan getirilerin diisiik olmasi, gelecekteki yardimlarda biiyiik oranda
indirim yapilmasi, zayif sosyal ¢evre ve akran etkisi gibi birgok etkenin sonucudur (Brunello
ve De Paola, 2013). Sonug olarak okul disinda kalan g¢ocuklar bireysel agidan birgok
olumsuzlukla karsilagabilmektedir. Bunlarin bazilari: ¢ocuklarin biligsel, sosyal, psikolojik
ve bedensel gelisimi olumsuz yonde etkilenmekte ve bdylece ¢ocuklarin saglikli gelisme,
toplumsallasma ve egitilme dolayisiyla yasam haklari ihmal ve ihlal edilme ile yiiz yiize
kalmaktadirlar. Gelecekte igsiz kalma, daha diistik gelir elde etme, sosyal haklardan haberdar
olmama, sosyal haklardan daha az yararlanma sorunlariyla yiiz yiize gelme olasilig1

yiiksektir.

Calisma sonuclar1 incelendiginde gerek “egitime katilimi1” gerekse “okul terkini”
etkileyen kaynaklarin benzerlik gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Genel olarak okul terki bireysel,
aile, toplum ve llke diizeyinde Kkiiltiirel, yapisal ve kaynak boyutlart ile ilgili oldugu
sOylenebilir. Rosenthal (1998), okul terki ile ilgili yapilmis 37 c¢alismanin bulgularim
degerlendirerek, okul terki ile iliskili okul dis1 degiskenleri 12 kiimede -125 6zel degisken-
toplamistir. Bunlar: Sosyoekonomik durum, azinlik grup durumu, cinsiyet, toplum
ozellikleri, hanehalk: stresi, yetiskin rolleri alma, okulda kalmak ig¢in sosyal destek, aile
stirecleri, egitimde Ogrenci katilimi, sosyal uyuma karsi Ozerklik gereksinimi, sosyal
sapkinlik ve kisilik 6zellikleri. Yapilan ¢aligmalarda egitime erisimde esitsizliklerin; makro
diizeyde tilkenin sosyoekonomik yapisi ve dncelikleri, mikro diizeyde ise ailesel ve bireysel
etmenlerden kaynaklandigi belirtilmektedir (Tomul, 2007). Berktold, Geis ve Kaufman
(1998), sekizinci sinif ogrencilerinin okul terki nedeniyle yaptiklart boylamsal ¢alismada
okul terklerin %77 oraninda okulla, %34’iniin aile ile ilgili, %32’sinin ¢alisma ile ilgili
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Glimiig’iin (2014) bulgularma gore, yetiskin egitimi diizeyi ve
kadinlarin toplumdaki giiclenmesi gibi sosyal baglam etkenlerinin, ebeveyn egitimi,
hanehalki zenginligi, hanehalki biiylikligii gibi taninmis hane diizeyindeki etkenlerin

cocuklarin okul katilimi agisindan ¢ok 6nemlidir.
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Okul terkindeki degisimin ¢ogu (%72) hanehalki diizeyindeki faktorlerden

kaynaklanmaktadir. Sosyoekonomik kaynaklar (ebeveyn egitimi, babanin meslegi ve
serveti) en onemlisidir. Ailenin sosyal, kiiltiirel ve ekonomik yapisi okul terk ya da okula
devamda 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir (Huisman ve Smits, 2015). Ailenin yasadig1 yer (kir,
kent), ebeveynlerin egitimi, ebeveynlerin meslegi, hanehalki biliyiikligli, dogum siras1 ve
aile geliri gibi ailesel etmenler ¢ocuklarin egitim siiresinde etkilidir. Ozellikle ebeveynlerin
egitim diizeyi ile kisi bas1 gelirin ¢ocugun egitim siiresi lizerinde mithim etmenler oldugu ve
diger sosyoekonomik etmenlerle yliksek seviyede iliskili oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Blanden
ve Gregg, 2004; Crosnoe, Mistry ve Elder Jr, 2002; Machin ve Vignoles, 2004; Smits ve
Hosgor, 2006; Tomul, 2007). Yetiskin egitimi diizeyi ve kadinlarin toplumdaki giigclenmesi
gibi sosyal baglam faktorlerinin, ebeveyn egitimi, hanehalki zenginligi, ev biyiikligi gibi
taninmis hane diizeyindeki faktorlerin cocuklarin okul katilimi agisindan ¢ok Onemlidir
(Gluimiis, 2014). Literatiirde bireye ait cinsiyet, irk ve etnik koken, go¢menlik durumu ve
egitim dilinden farkli anadili konusma gibi demografik degiskenlerin okul terk ile dnemli

diizeyde iliskili oldugu belirtilmektedir (Rumberger, 2001).

Tiirkiye’de okul disinda kalma konusunda yapilan ¢alismalarin bir kismi, okulu terk
etme riski tasiyan dgrencileri dnceden saptamay1 ve 6nlem almayi1 amaglamislardir. (MEB,
2013) yaptiklar1 ¢alismaya gore okul terkinin nedenleri; aileye bagli nedenler (ailenin
sosyoekonomik yapisi, aile baskisi/ilgisizligi), okula karsi duyulan giivenin azalmasi,
arkadaslarin ve sosyal ¢evrenin etkisi, okul basarisizligi (akademik basarisizlik, sinif tekrari,
devamsizlik) ve erken evlilikler olarak agiklanmistir. Tomul (2007), caligmasinda gelir
diizeyi yliksek olan ailelerdeki ¢ocuklarin egitime katilimiin da yiiksek oldugu; her iki
cinsiyetin egitime katilimlarinin bolge ve gelire gore farklilik gosterdigi; biitiin gelir
diizeylerinde ve bolgelerde kadinlarin egitime katilim oranlarmin erkeklerinkinden diisiik
oldugu; gelirdeki yiikselisin egitime katilima etkisinin cinsiyete ve bolgelere gore farklilik

gosterdigi ortaya ¢ikmuistir.

Ozer, Gengtanirim ve Ergene (2011), disiplin cezasi1 alma, alkol-sigara kullanim1 ve
antisosyal davraniglarin okulu terk etme riskini artirdigini, sosyal destegin, ozellikle
ogretmen desteginin okulu terk etme riskini azalttigini1 belirtmektedirler. Tas, Selvitopu,
Bora ve Demirkaya (2013) akranlarin tutum ve davraniglarinin terk riskini etkiledigini;
Simsgek (2011) ise, okul disinda kalma olasiliginin kisisel 6zelliklere ek olarak, aile yapisi
(cok cocuklu aile), egitim sistemi, okuldan ve 6gretmenden memnuniyet gibi etmenlerin

okulu terk olasiligini etkiledigini belirtmektedirler.
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tizerinde duran c¢alismalar da yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bora (2012), ailenin ekonomik durumu, kiz
cocuklarina bicilmis toplumsal roller, okullardaki karma egitim ve giysi uygulamalarinin
velilerin kiz ¢ocuklarini ortadgretime gondermemelerinde etkili oldugunu belirtmektedir.
Adiglizel (2013), oOzellikle kizlarin okul disinda kalmalarinin  temel nedeninin
sosyoekonomik ve kiiltiirel etmenler oldugunu belirtmistir. Sirin, Ozdemir ve Sezgin’in
(2009) calisma sonuglarina gore; erkekler aile gelirine katki sunmak, kizlar ise galisan
anneye destek vermek i¢in evdeki kardeslerin bakimini iistlenme nedenleriyle okul disinda

kalmaktadirlar.

Huisman ve Smits’e (2015) gore okul terkte 6nemli etkenlerden birinin de egitim
kaynaklart (okullarin ve 6gretmenlerin mevcudiyeti) ile ilgilidir. Tayli (2008) 6grencilerin;
ogretmenlerle ve arkadaslariyla olan iligkilerinin, okula ve aileye iligkin nedenlerin, kisisel
ve toplumsal nedenlerin okulu birakmasinda 6nemli rol oynadigin1 vurgulamaktadir. Uysal
(2008), okulu birakmay1 etkileyen ¢evresel etmenlerin en 6nemlisinin okul ¢evresi oldugunu
belirtmistir. Okuldaki aksakliklar, ozellikle okulun niteligi, blylkligi, atmosferi ve
Ogretmenlerin tutumlart ¢ocuklarin egitim sistemi i¢inde kalmalarimi etkilemektedir.
Berktold ve digerlerinin (1998) yaptiklari boylamsal ¢alismada okul terkinde okulla ilgili en
belirgin nedenler ise "okulu sevmeme" (%46.00), "okul basarisizligl" (%39.00),
"ogretmenlerle iyi iliskilerin kotii olmast" (%29.00) ve "is bulup ¢alisma" (%27.00) oldugu

belirtilmistir.

Andrei, Teodorescu ve Oancea (2012), 2000-2009 yillar siiresince 27 AB iilkesinde
kaydedilen veri setlerini kullanarak, okul terkiyle iliskili olarak yaptiklari ¢alismada GSYIH
icindeki egitim harcamalarinin payimnin artmasinin egitimin niteliginin artmasina ve
dolayisiyla okul terk oranlarinin azalmasina neden oldugunu; 6gretmen basina diisen 6grenci
say1s1 azaldikc¢a okul terkinin 6nemli dlclide azaldigini; isgiicli piyasasindaki igsizlik orani
ylikseldikce okul terk oranlarmin da yiikseldigini vurgulamaktadirlar. Ayrica AB
tilkelerindeki okul terkinin belirli bir diizeyini kiiltiirel etmenlerin, kitaya yapilan goglerin,

ekonomik ve sosyal etmenlerin belirledigi de belirtilmektedir.

Huisman ve Smits (2015), yaptiklar1 ¢aligmada okul terkinde bdlgenin gelisim
diizeyinin de oOnemli rol oynadigmi belirtmektedirler. Kamusal olanaklarin yerlesim
yerlerine esit oranda dagilmamasi, hem iilke cografyasinda sehirlerin konumuna hem de
sehir cografyasinda konutun bulundugu yere bagli olarak egitim-6gretim hizmetlerinin

niteliginin farklilasmasma neden olmaktadir (Eskicumali ve Once, 2014). Okul disinda
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kalma olgusunda, cocuklarin yasadigi yerin (mekanin) nitelikleri yeterince dikkate

alimmamigtir. Kent niifusunun, toplumsal konumlarina (etnik, sinifsal kdkenleri, kiiltiirel ve
dinsel aidiyetleri vb.) bagli olarak belirli kentsel mekanlarda yogunlagsmalari ve
birbirlerinden fiziksel olarak kopmalar1 ve simirlt bir kiiltiirel etkilesim i¢inde bulunmalari,
egitim kurumlarin1 da sosyo-mekansal bir bdliinmeye ugratmaktadir (Unal, Ozsoy, Yildiz,
Giingdr, Cankaya ve Aylar, 2010). Celik (2014) ise ayni smirliligi olan (dezavantajli)
mabhallelerde yasiyor olsalar da okula devam eden Ogrencilerin sosyoekonomik ve etnik

acidan okul terklerinden ayristiklarini belirtmektedir.

Tiirkiye, 2010 yilindan itibaren UNICEF ile UNESCO Istatistik Enstitiisii’niin
yuriittigh Okul Disindaki Cocuklar Kiiresel Girisiminin katilimcist 25 iilke arasinda
olmasina karsm, Milli Egitim Bakanligi (MEB), 2013 yilina kadar okul diginda kalan
cocuklara iligkin kapsamli bir arastirma yapmamistir. MEB, 2013 yilindaki ¢alismay1 da
UNICEF igbirligiyle yapmistir (MEB, 2013). Bu yiizden sorun giincelligini korumaktadir.
Ozellikle okul disinda kalmanin nedenlerinden olan sosyoekonomik etmenler, birgok
arastirmada vurgulanmasina karsin ¢ogunlukla bu ¢aligmalarda sosyoekonomik
esitsizliklerin nedenleri ve egitim sisteminin esitsizlik yaratan uygulamalar1 sorun edilmemis

ve bu esitsizliklerin dogallig1 benimsenmistir.

Tomul’a (2007) gore, egitim, toplumsal ve iktisadi esitsizlikleri hafifletme olasilig1
icermenin yaninda, amag, yap1 ve siireglerindeki yanlishiklarla mevcut esitsizlikleri arttirarak
yeniden iiretme olasiligin1 da barindirmaktadir. Egitime erisimi yansitan okullasma oranlari,
egitimdeki esitsizlikleri daha da goriiniir kilmaktadir. Tiirkiye’de hedeflenen diizeyde
katilimin saglanmadig1 egitim kademelerinden biri de ortadgretimdir. Ortadgretimde
hedeflenen okullagma oranlarinin saglanamadigi gibi buradaki okul ¢esitliligi ve egitim
niteligi de Onemli politik tartismalarin merkezinde yer almaktadir. Egitime erigsimde,
ortadgretim, egitim sistemi i¢inde dnemli bir kademedir. Kdse’ye (2006) gore ilkdgretimden
sonraki asamada ogrencilerin hangi tiir bir ortadgretime devam edecegi karari, 6grencilerin
sonraki yasam kosullarini belirlemede 6nemlidir. Huisman ve Smits, J. (2015), gelismekte
olan iilkelerde ilkokuldan ortadgretime ge¢isin, ¢ocuklarin egitim kariyerlerinde énemli bir
kirilma noktast oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Ogrenim goren dgrencilerden okulu terk etmeyi
diistinenler, bu kararlarmi agirlikla lise yillarinda uygulamaktadirlar (Battin-Pearson,
Newcomb, Abbott, Hill, Catalano ve Hawkins, 2000).

Ulusal ve uluslararast alanyazin incelendiginde 0Ogrencilerinin okul disinda

kalmalarini etkileyen etkenlerin ¢oklu baglantili analizlerle bir biitiin olarak belirlenmesinin
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sonuglar1 iyilestirmeye yonelik miidahale edilebilecek degiskenlerin belirlenmesine,

olusturulacak politika ve wuygulamalara veri saglama acisindan Onemli olacagi
diistiniilmektedir. Uluslararasi ve ulusal diizeyde egitime katilim veya okulu terk nedenleri
ile ilgili yapilan ¢alismalarda; egitim kademesi, lilkelerde uygulanan sosyal politikalara,
iilkelerin gelismislik durumuna ve zamana bagli olarak degisebilecegini ortaya koymustur.
Tirkiye’de ortadgretim diizeyinde okul terklerini etkileyen sosyal-ekonomik nedenlerin
belirlenmesinin  gelecekte egitime erisimi artirmak i¢in olusturulacak makro/mikro
politikalara katki saglayabilecegi diisiinlilmektedir. Bu nedenle Tiirkiye’de ortadgretim cag
nifusunun okul disinda kalmasini etkileyen bireysel ve sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin

belirlenmesinin 6nemli olacag: diistiniilmektedir.

Bu calisma Tirkiye’de ortadgretim ¢ag niifusunun cinsiyete gore okul disinda
kalmasini etkileyen bireysel ve sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin etkisinin tarihsel siirecteki

degisimini belirlemeyi amaglanmaktadir.
Yontem

Calisma secilmis yillara gore Tiirkiye’de ortadgretim ¢ag niifusunun okul disinda kalmasini
etkileyen bireysel ve sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin belirlenmesini amagladigindan arastirma

iliskisel tarama modelindedir.
Veri Kaynaklan

Arastirmanin istatistiksel verileri DIE 2003 Hanehalk: Biitce Anketi ile TUIK’in 2011 ve
2016 yillarinda yaptig1 Hanehalk: Biitge Anketlerindeki Fert ve Hane mikro veri setlerinden
elde edilmistir. Hanehalki biitce anketleri, hanelerin sosyoekonomik yapilari, yasam
diizeyleri, harcama kaliplarina iliskin bilgi igeren ve halkin gereksinimlerinin belirlenmesi,
kullanilabilir gelirin haneler ya da bireyler arasinda nasil dagildiginin bilinmesi ve
uygulanan sosyoekonomik politikalarin gecerliginin test edilmesi amaciyla kullanilan en
onemli kaynaklardan biridir (TUIK, 2009) Bu nedenle arastirmada kullanilan veriler ikincil
veri Ozelligi tagimaktadir (Smith, 2017). Yukarida belirtilen anketlerdeki verilerden
arastirma amaglarma uygun verileri elde etmek i¢cin TUIK ten veri isteminde bulunulmustur.
TUIK, veri istemine olumlu yamt vermis, 2003-2013 yillarma ait ilgili anketleri CD
biciminde postayla, 2016 yilina ait anket verilerini elektronik ortamda erisilebilir olarak

arastirmactya ulastirmistir (Ek-1).

2003 Hanehalk: Biitce Anketi (DIE, 2003) 2002 yilinda gelir dagilimi bilgilerini de

elde etmeye yonelik olarak hazirlanmistir. 2003 yilinin 12 ay1 siiresince toplam 25920
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haneden (kentte 1512, kirsalda 648 hane) 107614 kisiye uygulanmustir. Tiirkiye geneli,

kentsel ve kirsal yerler ayriminda toplumsal ve ekonomik veriler elde edilmistir.

Hanehalklarindan bilgiler; goriisme, kayit ve gézlem yontemleriyle derlenmistir.

2011 Hanehalki Biitce Anketinin (TUIK, 2011) kapsami, Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti
sinirlar1  iginde bulunan hanelerde yasayan fertlerdir. Arastirmada kurumsal niifus
kapsaminda bulunanlar ile géger niifus kapsam dis1 tutulmustur. Anketin 6rnekleme yapist;
“Turkiye, Kent, Kir” temelinde tahmin verme amacina uygun olarak olusturulmustur. 1
Ocak-31 Aralik 2011 tarihleri arasinda bir yil siire ile her ay degisen 1104, yillik toplam
13248 ornek hanehalkina uygulanmistir. Anketle Tiirkiye geneli, kentsel ve kirsal yerler
ayriminda sosyal ve ekonomik veriler elde edilmistir. Hanehalklarindan bilgiler; goriisme,

kayit ve gozlem yontemleriyle derlenmistir.

2016 Hanehalki Biitce Anketinin (TUIK, 2016) kapsami, Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti
sinirlart iginde bulunan tiim yerlesim yerlerindeki hanelerde yasayan fertlerdir. Anket, 1
Ocak-31 Aralik 2016 tarihleri arasinda bir yil siire ile her ay degisen aylik toplam 1296
ornek hanehalki olmak iizere yil boyunca toplam 15552 hanehalkina uygulanmistir. Ancak
12096 hanehalkindan toplanan veriler amaca uygun yeterliktedir. 2016 Hanehalki Biitge
Anketi, her ay ortalama 1296 farkli 6rnek hanenin doniisiimlii olarak izlenmesi yoluyla
yuriitiilmiustiir. Y1l boyunca toplam 15552 hanehalkina anket uygulanmais, anketi gecerli olan
hanehalk1 sayis1 12096 olmustur. Hanehalklarindan bilgiler; goriisme, kayit ve gozlem

yontemleriyle derlenmistir.

Orneklem olarak DIE tarafindan uygulanan 2003 yil1 ile TUIK tarafindan uygulanan
2011 ve 2016 yili Hanehalk: Isgiicii Anketlerindeki mikro verilerden secilen 13-17 yas
grubundaki ¢ocuklardir. Veri setlerinin yillar1 belirlenirken 2008 ekonomik krizi dncesi ve
sonrasini karsilastirip okul disinda kalmay: etkileyen faktorlerin degisim egilimini gérmek
amaglanmistir. Bu amacla en gilincel veriler icin 2016 yili, kriz sonrasinin etkilerini
saptamak i¢in 2011 yili, kriz 6ncesi durumu ortaya ¢ikarmak i¢in simdiye kadar igerdigi
degiskenler ve orneklem biiyiikliigii bakimindan en kapsamli arastirma oldugu i¢in 2003 yil1
verileri secilmistir. Calismanin evrenini 2003, 2011 ve 2016 yillar1 Tiirkiye’de 13-17 yas
grubundaki ortadgretim cagindaki ¢ocuklar olusturmaktadir. 2003 ve 2011 Hanehalk: Biitge
Anketi Fert Veri Setinde yas degiskeni bitirilmis yas olarak belirtildigi i¢in 13-17 yas grubu,
2016 veri setinde ise yas i¢cinde bulunulan yas1 belirttigi i¢in 14-18 yas grubu alinmistir. Bu
acidan bu calismadaki ortadgretim ¢agi niifus kavrami, i¢cinde bulunulan 14-18 yas niifusunu

kapsamaktadir.
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Islem

Bu aragtirmanin bagimli degiskeni, 6grenci/6grenci degil, bagimsiz degiskenleri ise; 13-17
yas niifusun yasadigr Yerlesim Birimi (kir-kent), Saglik Giivencesi, Engellilik Durumu
(var/yok), Baba Egitim Diizeyi, Anne Egitim Diizeyi, Kisibas1 Yillik Gelir ve Hanehalki
Biiytkligidiir. Bagimhi degisken herhangi bir egitim kurumuna kayithh olup olmadigi
verisinden alinmistir. 2003 ve 2011 Hanehalki Biitce Anketi Fert Veri Setine 13-17 yas
araligindaki niifusun 6grenci olup olmama durumu dikkate alinarak veriler diizenlenmistir.
Yas ile ilgili degerler bitirilmis yas1 belirtmektedir. Yani 13 yas grubu 13 yasini bitirip 14
yasindan giin alanlar belirtmektedir. 2016 Hanehalki Biitge Anketi Fert Veri Setinde 14-18
yas araligindaki niifusun 6grencilik statiisii (6grenci (1) / 6grenci degil (0) gozetilerek veriler
diizenlenmistir. 2016 yil1 yas verilerinde, i¢inde bulundugu yas esas almmistir. Ogrenci
olmayanlar herhangi bir egitim kademesinde kayitli olmayanlar1 belirtmektedir. Bu
arastirmada okul disinda kalmay1 yordayan degiskenleri belirlemek amaclandigindan Binary

lojistik regresyon ¢oziimlemesinde “6grenci” 07, 6grenci degil ise “1” olarak kodlanmustir.

13-17 yas niifus, anne ve baba 2003, 2011 ve 2016 Hanehalk: Biitge Anketi fert veri
setinde Hanehalki Reisine Yakinligi maddesine gore belirlenmistir. 2003 ve 2011 veri
setinde bu madde kodlamasinda Hanehalki Reisi “0”, Esi “1” ve Oglu/Kiz1 “2” seklinde
kodlanmistir. Ferdin cinsiyeti kismindaki Erkek “17, Kiz “2” olarak kodlanmistir. Hanehalk1
reisi degiskeninde “0” kodlu olup cinsiyeti erkek olarak belirtilenler “baba”, Hanehalki reisi
degiskeninde “1” kodlu olup cinsiyeti kadin olarak belirtilenler “anne”, Hanehalk: reisi

degiskeninde “2” kodlu olup 13-17 yas araliginda olanlar ise oglu/kiz1 kabul edilmistir.

TUIK 2016 veri setinde bu madde Hanehalki Sorumlusu “1”, Esi “2” ve Oglu/Kiz1
“3” geklinde; Ferdin cinsiyeti Erkek “17, Kadin “2” olarak kodlanmistir. Hanehalki
sorumlusu degiskeninde “1” kodlu olup cinsiyeti erkek olarak belirtilenler “baba”, hanehalki
sorumlusu degiskeninde “2” kodlu olup cinsiyeti kadin olarak belirtilenler “anne”, hanehalki
sorumlusu degiskeninde “2” kodlu olup 13-17 yas araliginda olanlar ise oglu/kiz1 kabul

edilmistir. Veri setinde “Biilten” kodlar1 ayn1 olanlar ayni aile bilesimini belirtmektedirler.

Bagimsiz degisken olarak 13-17 yas niifusun Cinsiyet (erkek/kiz), yasadig1 Yerlesim
Birimi (kir-kent), Saglik Giivencesi, Engellilik Durumu (var/yok), Baba Egitim Diizeyi,
Anne Egitim Diizeyi, Kisibas1 Yillik Gelir ve Hanehalki Biiyiikliigii degiskenleri alinmastir.

Cinsiyet erkek (1) ve kiz (2) seklinde kodlanmig, Binary Lojistik Regresyon

coziimlemesinde erkek referans deger olarak alinmigtir.
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Yasadig1 Yerlesim birimi Kir-kent ayrimma gére almmistir. TUIK (2003, 2011)

niifusu 20000 ve daha az olan yerlesim yerlerini “Kir” (1) 20001 ve daha fazla olan yerlesim
yerlerini ise “Kent” (2), olarak tanimlamistir. Binary Lojistik Regresyon ¢éziimlemesinde
kent referans deger olarak alinmistir. 2016 Hanehalki Biitce Anketi Fert ve Hane Veri

Setinde kir/ kent ayrimi yer almamaktadir.

Saglik gilivencesi degiskeni; Saglik Sigortasinin olup olmadiglr verisine gore
yapilmistir. Bu degisken “Zorunlu ve Istege Bagl Sigortali”, “Yesil Kartli”, “Herhangi Bir
Giivencesi Yok” seklinde siniflandirilmistir. Zorunlu ve Istege Bagl Sigortali “1”, Yesil
Kart “2” ve Herhangi Bir Giivencesi Yok “3” olarak kodlanmistir. Binary Lojistik
Regresyon c¢dziimlemesinde “Zorunlu ve Istege Bagli Sigortali” referans deger olarak

alimmustir.

Engellilik durumu (Var/Yok) degiskeni; bu bagimsiz degisken 2011 ve 2016
Hanehalki Biitce Anketi Fert Veri Setinde “Glinliik etkinlige engel fiziksel ya da biligsel
sorun olup olmadigi” seklinde yer almaktadir. 2003 Hanehalki Biitce Anketi Fert Veri Setine
bu degisken ile ilgili herhangi bir madde bulunmamaktadir. Engelinin olmas1 “1”, engelinin
olmamasi ise ‘“2” olarak kodlanmigtir. Binary Lojistik Regresyon ¢oziimlemesinde

“engelinin olmamas1” referans deger olarak alinmistir.

Baba ve anne egitim diizeyi 2003, 2011 ve 2016 Hanehalk1 Biitce Anketi Fert Veri
Setine dayali olarak Tablo 2’de verildigi gibi yeniden siniflandirilmis ve kodlanmustir.
Binary Lojistik Regresyon ¢oziimlemesinde “Yiiksekdgretim mezunu” referans deger olarak

alimustir.

Anne ve baba egitim diizeyi degiskeninin 2003, 2011 ve 2016 Hanehalki Biitce
Anketi Fert Veri Seti’ne dayali olarak yeniden siniflandirilip kodlanmasimna iliskin

dontistimler Tablo 1°de verilmistir.

Tablo 1 incelendiginde Hanehalki Biitce Anketi hane veri setindeki kod ve tanimlari
iizerinde birlestirmeler ve yeniden adlandirmalar yapilmustir. Ornegin veri setindeki “okur-
yazar degil” ile “okur-yazar olup bir okul bitirmedi”ye ait olan 1. ve 2. kodlar arastirma veri

setinde “1. mezun degil” olarak birlestirilmistir.

Hanenin biiytlikligii olarak; hanede yasayan toplam fert sayis1 alinmistir. Hanenin
biiytikliigii 2003, 2011 ve 2016 Hanehalki Biitge Anketi Hane Veri Setinde ham veriler
gruplanarak yeniden kodlanmistir. Buna goére hane biiytikligii 3 ve daha az ise “1”, dort kisi

“2”, bes kisi “3”, alt1 kisi “4”, yedi ve sekiz kisi “5” ve dokuz kisi ve fazlasi ise “6” olarak
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kodlanmistir. Binary Lojistik Regresyon ¢oziimlemesinde hane biiyiikligii “3 ve daha az”

olan referans deger olarak alinmistir.

Tablo 1. Baba ve Anne Egitim Diizeyinin Yeniden Olusturulan Kategori ve Kodlar

2003, 2011, 2016 Hanchalki Biitce Anketi Arastirma Veri Setindeki Kategori ve

Hane Veri Setinde Kod ve Tanimi Kodlari
1. Okur-yazar degil 1. Mezun Degil (1. Okur-yazar degil+2.
2. Okur-yazar olup bir okul bitirmedi Okur-yazar olup bir okul bitirmedi
3. Tlkokul 2. Tlkokul Mezunu (3. ilkokul)
4, Tlkdgretim . .

3. Ilkdgretim mezunu (4. Ilkogretim+
5. Ortaokul )

) Ortaokul+ Orta dengi meslek)

6. Orta dengi meslek
7. Lise 4. Lise ve dengi okul mezunu (7. Lise+8.
8. Lise dengi meslek Lise dengi meslek)
9. 2 yillik yiiksekokul 5. Yiiksekogretim mezunu (9. 2 yillik
10. 4 yillik yiiksekokul, fakiilte yiiksekokul+4 yillik yiiksekokul, fakiilte+
11. Yiiksek lisans, doktora Yiiksek lisans, doktora)

Gelir degiskeni 2003, 2011 ve 2016 Hanehalki Biitge Anketi Hane Veri Setinde
“Yillik Kullanilabilir Hanehalki Geliri” verisi temel alinarak belirlenmistir. ilk asamada
Yillik Kullanilabilir Hanehalki Geliri Hanehalki Biiyiikliigi degerine boliinerek kisi bagi
gelir hesaplanmistir. Ikinci asamada kisi bas1 gelir biiyiikten kiigiige dogru siralanarak
niifusun %20’lik dilimlerine denk gelen degerler belirlenmis ve isimlendirilmistir. Kisi
basma kullanilabilir yillik gelir araligi ve grup tanimlar1 %20°lik niifus dilimlerine gore

Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Yiizde Yirmilik Niifus Dilimlerine Gore Kisi Basina Kullamlabilir Yillik Gelir

Araligi ve Grup Tammlar

Niifus Grup Yillara Gore Kisi Basina Diisen Gelir Arahg

Gruplar1 Tanimi 2003 Y1ih (TL) 2011 Yil (YTL) 2016 Yih (YTL)

1.%20 Alt Gelir  750984285,7 ve alt1 2122,27 ve alt1 3759 ve alt1

11.%20 Ortaalt1 750984286-1189774000 2122,28-3449,75 3760-5909 aras1
Gelir arasi arast

111.%20  Orta Gelir 1189774001-1729105363 3449,76-5157,5 5910-8376 arasi
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Niifus Grup Yillara Gore Kisi Basina Diisen Gelir Arahg:
Gruplar1 Tanimi 2003 Y1ih (TL) 2011 Yih (YTL) 2016 Yih (YTL)
arast arast
IV.%20  Ortaiistii  1729105364- 5157,51-7683,36 8377-12438 arasi
Gelir 2647500000 arasi arast

VI1.%20  Ust Gelir 2647500001 ve yukaris1 ~ 7683,37 ve yukaris1 12439 ve yukaris

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii gibi, veri setinde Alt Gelir Grubu “1”, Ortaalt1 Gelir Grubu
“2”  Orta Gelir Grubu “3”, Ortaiisti Gelir Grubu “4” ve Ust Gelir Grubu “5” olarak
kodlanmustir. Binary Lojistik Regresyon ¢oziimlemesinde “Ust Gelir Grubu” referans deger

olarak alinmustir.
Verilerin Analizi

Okul disinda kalma olasiligini etkileyen degiskenler ve bunlarin etkilerini belirlemek igin
Lojistik Regresyon ¢oziimlemesi kullanilmistir. Lojistik Regresyonda amag, iki veya daha
fazla kategoriden olusan bir bagimli degiskendeki degerleri yordamaktir. Bagimsiz
degiskenler kategorik ve/veya sayisal olabilir. Bagimli degisken yalnizca iki kategoriden
olustugundan, lojistik regresyon, bagimsiz degiskenlerin degerleri degistikce bagimli
degiskenin olusma olasiligin1 yordamaktadir (Mertler ve Reinhart, 2017, s. 18). Yordanan
bagimli degiskenin dagilimi hakkinda herhangi bir varsayimin (yordayici bagimsiz
degiskenlerin normal dagilmasi, dogrusallik ve varyans-kovaryans matrislerinin esitligi gibi)
gerekmemesinin yani sira yordayicilarin siirekli, kesintili veya ikili karisimi olabilmeleri

nedeniyle lojistik regresyon tercih edilmektedir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015, s. 439).

Lojistik regresyon, her ne kadar iki veya daha fazla kategoriden olusan bir bagimli
degiskendeki degerleri yordamak i¢in kullanilabilse de bu arastirmada bagimli degisken ikili
ve kesikli oldugu icin Binary Lojistik Regresyon kullanilmistir. Binary Lojistik Regresyon
katsayisi (Exp(B)) yordayici degiskenlerin bagimli degisken iizerindeki etki durumunu ve
diizeyini ¢oziimleme olanag1 sunmaktadir (Ozdamar, 2004). Bagimsiz degiskenler (cinsiyet,
kisi basma kullanilabilir yillik gelir, yerlesim birimi, hanehalki biiyiikliigii, annenin ve
babanin egitim diizeyi, saglik giivencesi, engel durumu) ise kategorik Ozelliktedir. Bu
ozellikleri nedeniyle yordayic1 degiskenlerin yordanan degisken tizerindeki etki durumunu

coziimlemek i¢in Binary Lojistik Regresyon uygulanmistir.
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Lojistik regresyonun tercih edilmesiyle iliskili bazi onemli zorunluklar vardir.

Ornegin yordayici degiskenlerin kategorilerinde yer alan birey sayis1 ve orani ¢ok az ise
coziimleme yeterince genis parametre tahminleri ile standart hata iiretebilmekte ve modelin
giivenilirligi azalmaktadir. Arastirmada her yordayict degiskende en asagi 50 birimlik
kategorilerin olmasi dikkate alinmis (Moineddin, Matheson ve Glazier, 2007), bu amaca
ulasilmadiginda, kategori birlestirme islemi yerine ilgili degiskenin analizden g¢ikarilmasi
yeglenmistir. Lojistik regresyona giren bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki yiiksek korelasyon,
coklu baglant1 sorununu ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Bu durumda da baz1 degiskenlerin analizden
cikarilmasi gerekmektedir. Yine gozlemlenen veriler ile modelin 6ngoérdigi degerler
arasindaki standardize edilmis artiklara veya hatalara sahip (Zresid degeri 2.5’ten biiyiik) ug

degerler analizden ¢ikarilmistir.

Model sekiz bagimsiz degisken igermektedir (cinsiyet, kisi bagina kullanilabilir y1llik
gelir, yerlesim birimi, hanehalki biiyiikliigii, annenin ve babanin egitim diizeyi, saglik
giivencesi ve engel durumu). Arastirmada Lojistik Regresyon iki asamali modelle
uygulanmistir. Ilk 6nce bagimsiz degiskenlerin bagimli degisken iizerindeki etkisinin
anlamlilik durumunu belirlemek i¢in model belirlenmistir. Bagimsiz degiskenlerin
yordamada etkisi p<0.05 anlamlilik diizeyine bakilarak degerlendirilmistir. Modelin ikinci
asamasinda, yordayict degiskenlerin alt kategorilerinin yordanan degisken iizerindeki goreli

etkisini ifade eden katsayilar (Exp(B)) belirlenmistir.

Arastirmanin amaglart dogrultusunda sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin hem toplu olarak
hem de cinsiyete ve yerlesim birimine goére okul disinda kalmay: etkileme durumlarini
belirlerken oncelikle modelin varsayimlar1 karsilayip karsilamadigi ile ilgili degerler
incelenmis, model uyum degerlerini gosteren Onciil analizler arastirmanin amagclar

dogrultusunda yillara gore sirasiyla verilmistir.

Cinsiyete gore sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin okul disinda kalmasi etkileme
durumunu belirlemek i¢in yapilan Binary Lojistik Regresyonun model uyumlulugu ile

ilgili analiz sonuclari:

DIE 2003 ve TUIK 2011, 2016 yili verilerine gére cinsiyete gore sosyoekonomik
degiskenlerin okul disinda kalmaya etkisine iliskin model uyum analiz sonuclar1 asagida

verilmistir.

2003 yihi verilerinin model uyum analiz sonug¢lari: Modelde bagimsiz degiskenler

arasindaki korelasyon degerleri erkeklerde -0.619 ile +0.369 arasinda, kizlarda ise -596 ile
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+0.320 arasinda oldugu i¢in modelin Coklu Dogrusal Baglanti Sorunu bulunmamaktadir.

Model, alt1 bagimsiz degiskeni icermektedir (yerlesim birimi, sosyal giivence, kisi basina
kullanilabilir yillik gelir, hanehalk: biiyiikliigii, annenin ve babanin egitim diizeyi). Tiim
yordayicilar1 igeren tam model istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (erkeklerde p=
1.022; Wald= 1195.903; p= 0.000; Exp(B)= 0.363; kizlarda: f=-0.363; Wald= 200.272; p=
0.000; Exp(B)= 0.696). Model degerleri erkek ve kiz ayrimina gére modelin 6grenci
olanlarla 6grenci olmayanlar1 birbirinden ayirt edebildigini gostermektedir. Bir biitiin olarak
model, ortadgretim cagindaki erkek niifusun 6grenci olmayan ile ilgili varyansin %8.5°1
(Cox ve Snell R Kare) ile %12.4’i (Nagelkerke R Kare) arasinda bir kismini
aciklayabilmekte ve katilimcilarin %74.0’linii dogru bir bigimde smiflandirabilmektedir.
Ortadgretim ¢agindaki kiz niifusun 6grenci olmayan ile ilgili varyansin %15.0’1 (Cox ve
Snell R Kare) ile %21,2’si (Nagelkerke R Kare) arasinda bir kismini agiklayabilmekte ve
katilimcilarin %69.1°in1 dogru bir bi¢cimde siniflandirabilmektedir. Yordayict degiskenler
analize girdiginde Hosmer ve Lemeshow Testi sonucu anlamlidir (erkek: p= 0.097; kiz: p=
0.057). Elde edilen anlamlilik diizeyinin 0.05’ten daha yiiksek olmasi model-veri uyumunun

yeterli diizeyde olmasiyla ilgili sorun olmadigin1 gostermektedir.

2011 yih verilerin model uyum analiz sonuglari: Modelde bagimsiz degiskenler
arasindaki korelasyon degerleri erkeklerde -0.267 ile + 0.376 arasinda, kizlarda ise :-292 ile
+0,382 arasinda oldugu icin modelin Coklu Dogrusal Baglanti Sorunu bulunmamaktadir.
Model, alt1 bagimsiz degiskeni icermektedir (yerlesim birimi, sosyal giivence, kisi basina
kullanilabilir yillik gelir, hanehalk: biiyiikliigii, annenin ve babanin egitim diizeyi). Tim
yordayicilart igeren tam model istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (erkeklerde B= -
1.488; Wald= 581.681; p= 0.000; Exp(B)= 4.42; kizlarda: = -1.161; Wald= 415.581; p=
0.000; Exp(B)= 3.19). Model degerleri erkek ve kiz ayrimia gore modelin 6grenci olanlarla
ogrenci olmayanlar1 birbirinden ayirt edebildigini gostermektedir. Bir biitiin olarak model,
ortadgretim cagindaki erkek niifusun 6grenci olmayan ile ilgili varyansin %9.7’si (Cox ve
Snell R Kare) ile %15.8’1 (Nagelkerke R Kare) arasinda bir kismini aciklayabilmekte ve
katilimcilarin %81.6’s1n1 dogru bir bigimde siniflandirabilmektedir. Ortadgretim ¢agindaki
kiz niifusun 6grenci olmayan ile ilgili varyansin %19.4’ii (Cox ve Snell R Kare) ile %29.1°1
(Nagelkerke R Kare) arasinda bir kismini agiklayabilmekte ve katilimcilarin %79.4’ini
dogru bir bigimde siniflandirabilmektedir. Yordayici degiskenler analize girdiginde Hosmer

ve Lemeshow Testi sonucu anlamhidir (erkek: p= 0.892; kiz: p= 0.526). Anlamlilik
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diizeyinin yiiksek olmasi model-veri uyumunun yeterli diizeyde olmasiyla ilgili sorun

olmadigini gostermektedir.

2016 yili verilerinin model uyum analiz sonuclari: Modelde bagimsiz degiskenler
arasindaki korelasyon degerleri erkeklerde -0.82 ile + 0.414 arasinda, kizlarda ise: -213 ile
+0,412 arasinda oldugu i¢in modelin Coklu Dogrusal Baglanti Sorunu bulunmamaktadir.
Model, alt1 bagimsiz degiskeni icermektedir (yerlesim birimi, sosyal giivence, kisi basina
kullanilabilir yillik gelir, hanehalk: biiyiikliigii, annenin ve babanin egitim diizeyi). Tiim
yordayicilar1 igeren tam model istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (erkeklerde p=
1.509; Wald= 836.972; p= 0.000; Exp(B)= 0.221; kizlarda: f= 1.337; Wald= 658.617; p=
0.000; Exp(B)= 0.263). Model degerleri erkek ve kiz ayrimina gore modelin 6grenci
olanlarla 6grenci olmayanlari birbirinden ayirt edebildigini gostermektedir. Bir biitiin olarak
model, ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkek niifusun 6grenci olmayan ile ilgili varyansin %4.9’u
(Cox ve Snell R Kare) ile %8.1°i (Nagelkerke R Kare) arasinda bir kismini agiklayabilmekte
ve katilimcilarin %82.1’ini dogru bir bigimde siniflandirabilmektedir. Ortadgretim ¢agindaki
kiz niifusun 6grenci olmayan ile ilgili varyansin %5.8’1 (Cox ve Snell R Kare) ile %9’u
(Nagelkerke R Kare) arasinda bir kismini agiklayabilmekte ve katilimcilarin %79.7’sini
dogru bir bigimde siniflandirabilmektedir. Yordayici degiskenler analize girdiginde Hosmer
ve Lemeshow Testi sonucu anlamhidir (erkek: p= 0.184; kiz: p= 0.107). Anlamlilik
diizeyinin yiiksek olmasi model-veri uyumunun yeterli diizeyde olmasiyla ilgili sorun

olmadigin1 gostermektedir.
Bulgular

Yillara gore (2003, 2011 ve 2016) ortadgretim ¢agindaki niifusun cinsiyete gore 6grenci
olma/olmama sayilar1 ve oranlari Tablo 3’te verilmis ve ayrica gorsel olarak karsilastirma

icin Sekil 1’°de grafik olarak sunulmustur.

Tablo 3 incelendiginde, ortadgretim c¢agindaki niifusun 2003 yilinda toplam
%25.2°s1, 2011 yilinda %21’1 ve 2016 yilinda ise %22.2’°s1 okul disindadir. Okul disinda
kalanlarin 2003 yilinda %63’i, 2011 yilinda %54.7’si, 2016 yilinda ise %50.6’s1 kizdir.

Ortadgretim cagindaki erkek ve kizlarin okul disinda kalma oranlar1 Sekil 1°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 3. Yillara Gére 13-17 Yas Niifusun Cinsiyete Ayrimina Gére Ogrenci Olma

Durumlarinin Dagilimi

Yillar Cinsiyet  Ogrenci Degil Ogrenci Toplam
f % f % f % Ogrenci
olmayan %
Erkek 1031  37.05 4443 53.89 5474 49.64 18.83
2003 Kiz 1752 6295 3802 46.11 5554 50.36 31.54
Toplam 2783 2524 8245 74.76 11028 100.00 25.24
Erkek 343 4531 1490 52.39 1833 50.90 18.71
2011 Kiz 414 54.69 1354 4761 1768 49.10 23.42
Toplam 757 21.02 2844 7898 3601 100.00 21.02
Erkek 448 4945 1695 5340 2143 52.52 20.91
2016 Kiz 458 50.55 1479 46.60 1937 49.10 23.64
Toplam 906 2221 3174 77.79 4080 100.00 22.21

Ortaogretim Cagindaki Erkek ve Kizlarin Okul Disinda Kalma QOranlari

35,00
30,00
25,00
20,00
15,00
10,00

5,00

0,00

Yizde

—_—

2003

2011

e TOPLAM
ERKEK
KADIN

2016

Sekil 1. Yillara Gore Erkek ve Kizlarin Okul Disinda Kalma Oranlar

Sekil 1 incelendiginde, 6zellikle cinsiyetler (kiz ve erkekler) arasindaki okul disinda

kalma oranlar1 arasindaki farkin azaldigi goriilmektedir. Y1l bazinda ortadgretim ¢agindaki

erkek ve kizlarin okul diginda kalma oranlarmin 2011 yilina dogru distiigii ve 2011 yilindan

sonra diisiik oranda artis gosterdigi anlagilmaktadir.
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Cinsiyete (kiz/erkek) gore sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin okul disinda kalmaya

etkisini belirlemek icin yapilan Binary Lojistik Regresyon analiz sonuglari Tablo 4’te

verilmistir.

Tablo 4. 2003, 2011 ve 2016 Yili Veri Analiz Sonuglarina Gére Sosyo-Ekonomik
Degiskenlerin Erkek Ve Kizlarin Okul Disinda Kalmasini Etkileme Durumu

Bagimsiz Yil Erkek Kiz

Degiskenler B Wald p Exp(B) g Wald P Exp(B)

Yerlesim Birimi 2003 0.23 2447 000 126 029 5007 0.00 133
2011 010 048 049 110 042 983 000 152
2003 050 3791 0.00 165 053 5412 000 171
Saglik Giivencesi 2011 0.36 1321 0.00 144 034 1228 000 141
2016 0.04 519 002 103 002 118 028 1.02
2003 0.47 6833 0.00 160 031 4383 0.00 1.37

Anne Egitim
2011 042 1393 0.00 152 044 1444 000 154

Diizeyi

2016 0.03 1161 0.00 103 002 515 0.02 1.02

2003 0.24 10.89 0.00 127 0.66 104.66 0.00 1.93
Baba Egitim

2011 047 2905 0.00 159 044 2306 0.00 156
Diizeyi

2016 0.01 698 001 101 001 459 003 101

2003 0.03 061 043 103 006 387 005 1.07
Hanehalki

2011 0.07 193 016 108 031 3718 0.00 1.36
Biiytikliigi

2016 0.09 1525 0.00 110 010 2105 0.00 111

2003 0.07 434 004 107 017 3640 0.00 118
Gelir (Kisi Basi

2011 0.05 062 043 105 003 022 064 1.03
Yillik)

2016 0.11 548 0.02 111 019 1719 0.00 1.20
Engellilik 2011 131 790 001 370 094 383 005 256

Durumu 2016 177 36.12 0.00 588 172 2144 0.00 556
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Bagimsiz Yil Erkek Kiz

Degiskenler B Wald p Exp(B) g Wald P Exp(B)

2003 054 529 002 172 220 10516 0.00 9.01
Sabit 2011 213 423 004 843 149 207 015 443

2016 241 1355 0.00 1111 235 869 0.00 10.45

2003 ve 2011 yili veri analiz sonuglar incelendiginde; kirda yasayan ortadgretim
cagindaki erkek ve kizlarin, kentte yasayan erkek ve kizlara gore okul disinda kalma
olasiliklar1 daha fazladir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 2003 yil1 veri analiz sonuglarina gore
ortadgretim cagindaki erkek niifusun okul disinda kalma olasiligin1 yordamada yerlesim
birimi ($=0.23; Exp(B)=1.26) anlamli (p<0.05) bir yordayici iken, 2011 veri analiz
sonuclarina goére anlamli bir yordayici degildir (p=0.49>0.05). 2003 verilerine gore
modeldeki diger bagimsiz degiskenler kontrol altinda tutuldugunda, kentte yasayan
erkeklere gore kirsalda yasayan erkeklerin okul disinda kalma olasiligi 1.26 kat daha
fazladir. Bagka bir deyimle kentte yasayan ortadgretim cagindaki erkeklerden 1 kisi okul
disinda kalmasina karsilik, kirda yasayan ortadgretim c¢agindaki erkeklerden 1.26 kisinin
okul disinda kalmasi olasidir. 2011 verilerinde ise kentte ve kirda yasayan erkeklerin okul
disinda kalma olasiliklar1 arasinda anlamli bir farklilik yoktur. Yerlesim birimi, 2003 yili
(6=0.29; Exp(B)=1.33) ve 2011 yili (#=0.42; Exp(B)=1.52) verilerine gore ortadgretim
cagindaki kiz niifusun okul disinda kalma olasiligini yordamada anlamli bir degiskendir
(p<0.05). Modeldeki diger bagimsiz degiskenler kontrol altinda tutuldugunda, kentlerdeki
kiz ¢ocuklarina gore kirsalda yasayan kizlarin okul disinda kalma olasiligr 2003 yili i¢in
1.33 kat, 2011 yil1 igin 1.52 kat daha fazladir. 2011 yilinda yerlesim biriminin ortadgretim
cagindaki kizlarin okul disinda kalmasinda etkililigi artmistir. Yerlesim yeri erkeklerden ¢ok

kizlarin okul disinda kalmasinda etkili bir degiskendir.

Cinsiyet ayrimina gore saglik giivencesinin okul disinda kalmay1 yordama durumuna
iliskin 2003, 2011 ve 2016 yili veri analiz sonuglari incelendiginde; saglik giivencesi
olmayan ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkeklerin, saglik giivencesi olan erkeklere gére okul disinda
kalma olasiliklar1 daha fazladir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 2003 yili (5=0.50; Exp(B)=1.65),
2011 yili ($=0.36; Exp(B)= 1.44) ve 2016 yili (#=0.04; Exp(B)= 1.03) verilerine gore
saglik glivencesinin (zorunlu ve istege baglh sigortali, yesil kartli, saglik giivencesi yok)

ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkek niifusun okul disinda kalmasini yordamada anlamli (p<0.05) bir
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degisken oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ortadgretim ¢agindaki saglik giivencesi olmayan erkeklerin,

yesil karth erkeklere gore okul disinda kalma olasiligi 2003 yili i¢in 1.65 kat, 2011 yili i¢in
1.44 kat ve 2016 yil1 i¢in 1.03 kat daha fazladir. Yine ortadgretim ¢agindaki yesil kartli bir
erkegin, zorunlu ve istege bagl sigortali olan erkeklere gore okul disinda kalma olasiligi

2003 yil1 igin 1.65 kat, 2011 yil1 i¢in 1.44 kat ve 2016 yil1 igin 1.03 kat daha fazladir.

Saglik gilivencesi, ortadgretim ¢agindaki kizlarin okul disinda kalmasini yordamada
2016 yili verilerine gore anlamli degil iken, 2003 ve 2011 yili verilerine gore anlaml bir
yordayicidir. Bu yillara gore, ortadgretim g¢agindaki saglik giivencesi olmayan kizlarin,
saglik giivencesi olan kizlara gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha fazladir. Tablo 4’te,
2003 yili (#=0.53; Exp(B)=1.71), 2011 y1il1 (5=0.34; Exp(B)= 1.41) ve 2016 yil1 (5=0.02;
Exp(B)= 1.02) verilerine gore saglik giivencesinin ortaggretim ¢agindaki kiz niifusun okul
disinda kalmasini yordamada anlamli (p<0.05) bir degisken oldugu goriilmiistiir. Saghk
giivencesi olmayan ortadgretim c¢agindaki kiz cocuklarmin, yesil karth kizlara gore okul
disinda kalma olasilig1 2003 yil1 i¢in 1.71 kat, 2011 yil1 i¢in 1.41 kat ve 2016 yil1 i¢in 1.02
kat daha fazladir. Saglik giivencesi durumundaki (Zorunlu ve istege bagl sigortali, yesil
kartli, herhangi bir gilivencesi yok) azalma, okul disinda kalma olasiligini arttirmaktadir.
Saglik glivencesi olmayan ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkek ve kizlarin, yesil kartli hemcinslerine
gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha yiiksektir. Benzer sekilde, yesil karth erkek ve
kizlarin okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 zorunlu ve istege bagli sigortali olan hemcinslerine
gore daha fazladir. Saglik glivencesinin ortadgretim ¢agindaki kiz ve erkeklerin okul disinda
kalmasinda etkili bir degisken oldugu ancak 2003 verileri diginda 6zellikle erkeklerin okul

disinda kalmasinda daha fazla etkili oldugu goriilmektedir.

Cinsiyet ayrimimna gore anne egitim diizeyinin okul disinda kalmayr yordama
durumuna iliskin 2003, 2011 ve 2016 yil1 veri analiz sonuglar1 incelendiginde; anne egitim
diizeyi diisiik ortadgretim c¢agindaki erkek ve kizlarn, anne egitim diizeyi yliksek olan
hemcinslerine gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha fazladir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde,
2003 yili (8=0.47; Exp(B)=1.60), 2011 y1il1 (5=0.42; Exp(B)= 1.52) ve 2016 yil1 (5=0.03;
Exp(B)= 1.03) verilerine gore anne egitim diizeyinin her {i¢ y1l i¢in de ortadgretim ¢agindaki
erkek niifusun okul disinda kalmasini yordamada anlamli (p<0.05) bir degisken oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Anne egitim diizeyindeki (yiiksekdgretim mezunu, lise ve dengi okul mezunu,
ilkdgretim mezunu, ilkokul mezunu, mezun degil) bir birimlik azalig, ortadgretim cagindaki
erkeklerin okul disinda kalma olasiligin1 2003 yil1 i¢in 1.60 kat, 2011 yil1 i¢in 1.52 kat ve
2016 yili i¢in 1.03 kat arttirmaktadir. Yani ortadgretim c¢agindaki niifusta, annesi ilkokul
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mezunu erkeklerin, annesi ilkogretim mezunu olan erkeklere gore okul disinda kalma

olasiligr 2003 yilt i¢in 1.60 kat, 2011 yili i¢in 1.52 kat ve 2016 yili i¢in 1.03 kat daha
fazladir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 2003 yili (5=0.31; Exp(B)=1.37), 2011 yili (5=0.44,
Exp(B)= 1.54) ve 2016 yili (#=0.02; Exp(B)= 1.02) verilerine gore anne egitim diizeyi
ortadgretim cagindaki kiz niifusun okul disinda kalmasin1 yordamada anlamli (p<0.05) bir
degiskendir. Anne egitim dilizeyindeki bir birimlik azalis, ortadgretim cagindaki kiz
cocuklarinin okul disinda kalma olasiligin1 2003 yil1 i¢in 1.37 kat, 2011 yil1 igin 1.54 kat ve
2016 yili igin 1.02 kat arttirmaktadir. Yani ortadgretim ¢agindaki niifusta, annesi mezun
olmayan kiz ¢ocuklarinin, annesi ilkokul mezunu olan kizlara gore okul disinda kalma
olasiligr 2003 yilt i¢in 1.37 kat, 2011 yili icin 1.54 kat ve 2016 yili icin 1.02 kat daha
fazladir. Anne egitim diizeyi, 2003 y1ili disinda, kizlardan daha ¢ok erkeklerin okul disinda
kalmasinda etkili bir degiskendir.

Cinsiyet ayrimina gore baba egitim diizeyinin okul disinda kalmayi yordama
durumuna iliskin 2003, 2011 ve 2016 yil1 veri analiz sonuglart incelendiginde; baba egitim
diizeyi diigiik ortadgretim cagindaki erkek ve kizlarin, baba egitim diizeyi yliksek olan
hemcinslerine gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha fazladir. Tablo 4’e bakildiginda,
2003 yili (5=0.24; Exp(B)=1.27), 2011 y1il1 (5=0.47; Exp(B)= 1.59) ve 2016 yil1 (5=0.01;
Exp(B)= 1.01) verilerine gore baba egitim diizeyinin ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkek niifusun
okul disinda kalmasini yordamada anlamli (p<0.05) bir degisken oldugu goriilmiistiir. Baba
egitim diizeyindeki bir birimlik azalis, ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkeklerin okul disinda kalma
olasithigimt 2003 yili i¢in 1.27 kat, 2011 yili i¢in 1.59 kat ve 2016 yili igin 1.01 kat
arttirmaktadir. Yani ortadgretim cagindaki niifusta, babasi lise ve dengi okul mezunu olan
erkeklerin, babasi yiiksekogretim mezunu olan erkeklere gore okul disinda kalma olasiligi
2003 y1l1 i¢in 1.27 kat, 2011 yil1 igin 1.59 kat ve 2016 yil1 igin 1.01 kat daha fazladir. Tablo
4 incelendiginde, 2003 yili (#=0.66; Exp(B)=1.93), 2011 yili (#=0.44; Exp(B)= 1.56) ve
2016 yili ($=0.01; Exp(B)= 1.01) verilerine gore baba egitim diizeyinin ortadgretim
cagindaki kiz niifusun okul diginda kalmasini yordamada da anlamli (p<0.05) bir degisken
oldugu goriilmektedir. Baba egitim diizeyindeki bir birimlik azalig, ortadgretim ¢agindaki
kiz ¢ocuklarinin okul disinda kalma olasiligin1 2003 yili i¢in 1.93 kat, 2011 yil1 igin 1.56 kat
ve 2016 yili igin 1.01 kat arttirmaktadir. Yani ortadgretim ¢agindaki niifusta, babasi mezun
olmayan kizlarin, babasi ilkokul mezunu olan kizlara gore okul disinda kalma olasilig1 2003
yili igin 1.93 kat, 2011 yil1 igin 1.56 kat ve 2016 y1l1 i¢in 1.01 kat daha fazladir. Baba egitim

diizeyi yiiksek olan ortadgretim cagindaki erkekler ve kizlarin, baba egitim diizeyi diigikk
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hemcinslerine oranla okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha diisiiktiir. Baba egitim diizeyi

arttikga okul disinda kalma olasiligi azalmaktadir. Baba egitim diizeyi, 2003 yilinda
erkeklerden daha ¢ok kizlarin okul disinda kalmasinda etkili bir degiskendir.

Cinsiyet ayrimina gore hanehalki biiyiikliigiiniin okul disinda kalmayi1 yordama
durumuna iligkin 2003, 2011 ve 2016 yili veri analiz sonuglar1 incelendiginde; hanehalk1
biiytikliigii diisiik olan ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkek ve kizlarin, hanehalk: biiytikliigii yiiksek
olan hemcinslerine gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha fazladir. Tablo 4’te, hanehalk1
biiyiikliigiiniin ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkek niifusun okul disinda kalmasin1 yordamada 2003
ve 2011 yili verilerine gore anlamli olmadig1 (p=0.43>0.05), ancak 2016 yili (£=0.09;
Exp(B)= 1.10) verilerine gore anlamli (p<0.05) oldugu goriilmektedir. Hanehalki
biiytikliigiindeki (iic ve daha az “1”, dort kisi “2”, bes kisi “3”, alt1 kisi “4”, yedi ve sekiz
kisi “5” ve dokuz kisi ve fazlas1 “6”) bir birimlik artis, ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkeklerin okul
disinda kalma olasiligini 2003 ve 2011 yili i¢in etkilemez iken, 2016 yili i¢in 1.10 kat
arttirmaktadir. Yani 2016 yili i¢in ortadgretim ¢agindaki niifusta, bes kisilik bir hanedeki
erkeklerin, dort kisilik bir hanedeki erkeklere gore okul disinda kalma olasiligi 1.10 kat daha
fazladir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 2003 yili (#=0.06; Exp(B)=1.07), 2011 yili (#=0.31;
Exp(B)= 1.36) ve 2016 yil1 (5=0.10; Exp(B)= 1.11) verilerine gére hanehalki biiyiikliigiiniin
ortadgretim cagindaki kiz niifusun okul disinda kalmasii yordamada anlamli (p<0.05) bir
degisken oldugu goriilmektedir. Hanehalk: biiylikliiglindeki bir birimlik artig, ortadgretim
cagindaki kiz ¢ocuklarinin okul disinda kalma olasiligin1 2003 yili ig¢in 1.07 kat, 2011 yilh
icin 1.36 kat ve 2016 yili i¢in 1.11 kat arttirmaktadir. Hanedeki fert sayis1 6zellikle kiz

cocuklarinin okul disinda kalma olasiligini etkilemektedir.

Cinsiyet ayrimima gore kisibast yillik gelirin okul disinda kalmayi yordama
durumuna iligkin 2003 ve 2016 y1l1 veri analiz sonuglar1 incelendiginde; kisibas1 yillik geliri
diisiik olan ortadgretim cagindaki erkek ve kizlarin, kisibast yillik geliri yiiksek olan
hemcinslerine gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha fazladir. Kisibas1 yillik gelir, 2011
yilt i¢in erkek ve kizlarin okul disinda kalma olasiligini etkilememektedir. Tablo 4
incelendiginde, 2003 yili (#=0.07; Exp(B)=1.07; p=0.04<0.05) ile 2016 yili (#=0.11;
Exp(B)= 1.11; p=0.02<0.05) verilerine gore kisibas yillik gelir ortadgretim ¢agindaki erkek
niifusun okul disinda kalmasin1 yordamada anlamli bir degisken iken 2011 yili ($=0.01,
Exp(B)= 1.01) verilerine gore anlamli bir degisken olmadigi (p=0.43>0.05) gériilmektedir.
Kisibas1 yillik gelirdeki bir birimlik azalig, ortadgretim cagindaki erkeklerin okul disinda
kalma olasiligin1 2003 yili i¢in 1.07 kat ve 2016 yili igin 1.11 kat arttirmaktadir. Yani
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ortadgretim cagindaki niifusta, kisibas1 yillik geliri artan erkeklerin, okul disinda kalma

olasiliklar1 diismektedir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 2003 yili ($=0.17; Exp(B)=1.18;
p=0.00<0.05) ile 2016 yil1 (5=0.19; Exp(B)= 1.20; p=0.00<0.05) verilerine gore kisibasi
yillik gelirin, ortabgretim ¢agindaki kiz niifusun okul disinda kalmasini yordamada anlaml
oldugu, 2011 y1l1 verilerine gore ise anlamli olmadigi (p=0.64>0.05) goriilmektedir. Kisibasi
yillik gelirdeki bir birimlik azalis, ortadgretim cagindaki kizlarin okul disinda kalma
olasiligin1 2003 yil1 igin 1.18 kat, 2016 yil1 i¢in 1.20 kat arttirmaktadir. Yani ortadgretim
cagindaki niifusta, kisibas1 yillik geliri artan kizlarin, okul disinda kalma olasiliklar
diismektedir. Kisibas1 yillik gelir azaldik¢a okul disinda kalma olasilig1 artmaktadir. Kisibasi
yillik gelir erkeklerden g¢ok kizlarin okul diginda kalmasinda etkili bir degiskendir. 2003
yilindan 2016 yilina dogru, kisibas1 yillik gelirin okul disinda kalma olasilig1 tizerindeki

etkisi artmistir.

Cinsiyet ayrimina gore engelli olma durumunun okul disinda kalmayi yordamasina
iliskin 2011 ve 2016 yil1 veri analiz sonuglar1 incelendiginde; engeli olmayan ortadgretim
cagindaki erkek ve kizlarin, engeli olan hemcinslerine gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklari
daha azdir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 2011 yili (=1.31; Exp(B)= 3.70) ve 2016 y1il1 (=1.77;
Exp(B)= 5.88) verilerine goére ortadgretim cagindaki engelli erkeklerin okul disinda
kalmasin1 yordamada anlamli (p<0.05) bir degisken oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ortadgretim
cagindaki engelli erkeklerin, engeli olmayan erkeklere gore okul disinda kalma olasiligi
2011 yilt i¢in 3.70 kat ve 2016 yili i¢in 5.88 kat daha fazladir. Erkeklerde engelli olma
durumu okul disinda kalma olasiligi da artmaktadir. Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 2011 yili
(6=0.94; Exp(B)=2.56) ile 2016 yil1 (f=1.72; Exp(B)= 5.56) verilerine gore engelli olma
durumunun ortadgretim cagindaki kizlarin okul disinda kalmasim1i yordamada anlaml
(p<0.05) bir degisken oldugu gorilmiistiir. Ortadgretim ¢agindaki engelli kizlarin, engeli
olmayan kizlara gore okul diginda kalma olasiligi 2011 yili i¢in 2.56 kat ve 2016 yili i¢in
5.56 kat daha fazladir. Kiz ¢ocuklarinda engel durumu arttik¢a okul disinda kalma olasilig
da artmaktadir. Ortadgretim cagindaki engeli olan erkek ve kizlarin, engeli olmayan
hemcinslerine oranla okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha yiiksektir. 2011 ve 2016 yili
verileri karsilastirildiginda, ortadgretim ¢ag niifusunda, engeli olanlarin okul disinda kalma
olasiliklarinin azalmaktan ¢ok iki katindan fazla arttig1 ve engelli erkeklerin engelli kizlara

gore okul disinda kalma olasiliklarinin daha da fazla arttig1 anlasilmaktadir.
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Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Verilerin ¢oéziimlemesinden okul disinda kalmada etkili bireysel degiskenlerin basinda
engelli olma ve cinsiyet gelmektedir. 2003, 2011 ve 2016 yili verilerinin tiimiinde kiz
cocuklarinin okul disinda kalma oranlar1 erkeklerden daha fazladir. Kirsalda yasayan, sosyal
giivencesi olmayan, anne ve baba egitim diizeyi diisiik olan, yoksul ve kalabalik ailelerdeki

engelli kizlarin okul disinda kalma olasiligi en fazladir.

Analizlerde, engelli olma durumunun okul disinda kalmada en yiiksek yordayici
oldugu anlasilmistir. Engeli olanlarin engeli olmayanlara oranla okul disinda kalma
olasiliklari, 2011 ve 2016 verilerinde sirasiyla, 2.74 ve 5.56 kat daha fazladir. Bu durumun,
Birlesmis Milletler Engelli Haklar1 Sozlesmesinde vurgulanan bir¢ok alanda, engellilere
yonelik her tiirlii ayrimciligin etkili oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Gelismis iilke 6rneklerinde
engelli ¢cocuklar sartlar elverdiginde okulda kaynastirmali egitime alinmakta, uzmanlarin
tespit ettigi cocuklara ise 6zel egitim hizmetleri ticretsiz sunulmaktadir. Tiirkiye’de engelli
cocuklar i¢in 6zellikle ilkogretim okullarinin fiziksel olanaklar ve 6gretmen sayisi agisindan
yeterli olmamasi, 6zel egitim hizmetinin diger iilkelere gore daha az sayida kisiye ulagsmasi
ve bu hizmetlerin iicretli olmasi, engeli olan ¢ocuklarin okul disinda kalmalarina neden
olabilmektedir (Geng ve Orhan, 2015). Ayrica bu durum Caglar’in (2009) belirttigi gibi,
engelli ¢ocugundan bir gelecek beklentisi olmayan, onlardan akademik bir basari, ekonomik
bir yarar beklemeyen ailelerin, zorunlu olmadik¢a ¢ocuklarini okula gondermeme egiliminde
olmalarindan ve engelli ¢ocuklarin ulasim, beslenme vb. harcamalarinin fazlaligindan
kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Yine okul disinda kalma riski tasiyan ¢ocuklarin saptandigi

caligmalarda engelli olanlar 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Hillman, 2014).

Alanyazin incelendiginde kiz ¢ocuklarmin erken yasta yetigskin rollerine girmesi
(anneye ev islerinde yardim etme, kardeslerine bakma) (Adigiizel, 2013; Hosgoriir ve Polat,
2015; Kiigiiker, 2018; Tung, 2009; UNICEF, 2017); kiz ¢cocuklarinin erken ergenlige girme
gerekcesiyle evlilige zorlanmasi (Adigiizel, 2013; Dilli, 2006; Tung, 2009); kizlarin okuma
ve yazmayl Ogrenmesinin yeterli goriilerek kiz cocuklarina evlenince kocalar1 bakar
diisiincesi (Dilli, 2006; Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin ve Sirin, 2010; Tung, 2009); ailelerin
erkek ¢ocuklari kizlara gére onde tutan geleneksel dnyargilari (Bakis, Levent, Insel ve Polat,
2009; Ozdemir ve digerleri, 2010; Tung, 2009); ebeveynlerin akraba ve aile biiyiiklerince
kinanmalar1 ve ayiplanmalar1 (Adigiizel, 2013; Tung, 2009); kizlarin geleneksel degerleri ve
etik ilkeleri ihlal edecegi endisesi (Tung, 2009); tutucu ailelerin karma egitimi sorun etmesi
(Bora, 2012; Tung, 2009) gibi nedenlerle kendi istekleri disinda okul disinda kaldiklar
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vurgulanmaktadir. Bu nedenler arastirmanin bulgularini desteklemektedir. Toplumsal

cinsiyet algilarinin yerlesim yerine gore farklilik gosterdigi, kirsalda yasayan kiz ve
erkeklerin kentteki akranlarina gore daha fazla olumsuz etkilendikleri anlagilmistir. Bu
durum kirsalda yasayan ailelerin egitim diizeylerinin distkliigii, biiyiik ¢ogunlugunun tarim
ve hayvancilik ile gegimlerini saglamasi ve dini anlamda daha tutucu diisiince yapisina sahip
olduklarini disiindiirmektedir. Kara ve Giirhan’a (2013) gore, esitsizligin yeniden tretildigi
din kurumu da toplumsal cinsiyet esitsizligini dogallastirmada “tanrisal bir olanak™ olarak

islev gormektedir.

Kir ve kentte yasayan ortadgretim ¢agindaki niifusun okul disinda kalma olasiliklari
arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu, 6zellikle kirdaki ¢ocuklarin kentteki ¢ocuklardan daha
fazla okul disinda kaldiklart bulunmustur. Yerlesim yerleri arasindaki bu farklilik,
Kocakurt’un (2016) bulgularina gore, Tiirkiye’de tiim egitim diizeylerinde, 6zellikle lise
diizeyinde okul, 6gretmen ve derslik sayisinin en az oldugu yerlerin kirsal alanlar olmast,
kirsalda dogum oranmin yiiksek, sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyinin disiik ve
kirsaldakilerin yoksulluk sinirinda bulunmalari, kirsaldaki niifusun ge¢im kaynaginin tarim
ve hayvanciliga bagli olmasi dolayisiyla ¢ocuklarin ev icinde ve/veya disinda
calistirilmalari, kirsaldaki yetiskin niifusun egitim diizeyinin diisiik olmas1 bunun en 6nemli
nedenleri arasinda gosterilebilir. Ayrica Soydan’mn (2015) belirttigi gibi, tasrada calisan
ogretmenler icin uygun egitsel ve yasamsal olanaklar olusturmanin zorluguna bagh olarak
nitelikli 6gretmenleri bu bolgelerde tutmakta yasanan sorunlar, tagrada nitelikli bir egitim
sisteminin olusturulamamasinin en 6ne ¢ikan nedenleri arasindadir. Ancak bu arastirmanin
sonuglari, Glimiis’iin (2014) ¢esitli bireysel ve toplum diizeyindeki degiskenler kontrol
altina alindiktan sonra kir-kent ayriminin 6nemli Ol¢iide ¢ocuklarin okula katilimini
etkilemedig@i bulgusunu desteklememektedir. Giimiis (2014), kir ve kentteki ¢ocuklarin
okula katilim1 agisindan farkliliklarin yalnizca bulunduklari yerden kaynaklanmadigini, daha

¢ok hane ve toplum diizeyindeki esitsizliklerden kaynaklanmis olabilecegini vurgulamstir.

Hanehalki biiytikliigii ve aile yapisi, hanedeki bireylerin gelir ve diger kaynaklardan
yararlanma orani {izerinde belirleyici bir etkiye sahiptir. Arastirmanin verilerine gore,
hanehalk: biyiikliigh arttikca okul diginda kalma olasiligi da artmaktadir. Sosyoekonomik
kosullar1 elverigsiz olan ebeveynlerin cocuk sayisinin fazlaligi, cocuklarin egitsel
gereksinimlerini  finanse etmede sorun yasanmakta ve c¢ocuklariyla  birebir
ilgilenememektedirler (Soydan, 2015). Arastirmanin bulgulart Onceki arastirmalarin

bulgularmi desteklemektedir (Beatty, Neisser, Trent ve Heubert, 2001; Cemalcilar, Goksen
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ve Celik, 2012; Goksen, Cemalcilar ve Giirlesel, 2006; Giimiis, 2014; MEB, 2013; Ozdemir

ve digerleri, 2010; Simsek, 2011). Fakat bulgular Mike, Nakajjo ve Isoke’in (2016), daha
biiylik hanelerdeki ¢ocuklarin okulu birakma olasiliklarinin daha kiigiik hanelerde yasayan
cocuklardan daha az oldugu ve iligkilerin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu seklindeki
bulgulartyla uyumlu degildir. Bu farkin daha biiyiik ailelere verilen devlet desteginden
kaynaklandig1 diistiniilmektedir. Bir c¢ocugun eve gelir getiren kendisinden biiylik
kardeslerinin olmasi da okul disinda kalma olasiligin1 azaltabilmektedir. Hanehalk:
biiyiikliigii arttikca, ¢ocuklarin kitap okuyup ders c¢alisabilmeleri i¢in gerekli olan sessiz,
sicak ve rahatsiz edilmeyecegi bir caligma ortami olusturma olanagi azalmaktadir. Hanehalki
biiylikligii arttikga bireylerin ortalama tiiketim harcamalar1 azalmakta ve en yoksul aileler

oncelikle egitim harcamalarinda kesinti yapmaktadirlar.

Anne ve babanin egitim diizeyi okul disinda kalmayir yordamada etkili
degiskenlerdir. Anne ve baba egitim diizeyi arttik¢a okul disinda kalma olasilig
azalmaktadir. Arastirmanin bulgulari Onceki arastirmalarin bulgularint desteklemektedir
(Bakis ve digerleri, 2009; Bora, 2012; Goksen ve digerleri, 2006; Giimiig, 2014; Hosgoriir
ve Polat, 2015; Ozbas, 2012; Pehlivan, 2006). Egitimli ebeveynlerin, cocuklariyla
gecirdikleri zamanin egitimsiz emsallerine gore daha fazla olmasiyla ¢cocuklarinin akademik
gelisimlerini izleyebilmeleri, denetleyebilmeleri ve cocuklarina akademik g¢aligmalarinda
daha etkili yardim edebilmeleri daha olasidir. Egitim diizeyi yiiksek olan ebeveynler
cocuklarmim basarimini yapict olarak etkileyecek sekilde, evlerinde zengin okuma
kaynaklar1 ve ortamlar1 olusturma ¢abasi igindedirler. Ek olarak ¢ocuklarindan beklentileri
de daha yiiksektir (Giilleroglu, Demir ve Demirtagli, 2014). Cocuklarindan egitim
beklentileri yiiksek olan ebeveynler, ¢cocuklaria ders dis1 etkinliklere katilmalar1 yoniinde
ilham vermekte, Ogretmenlerle daha ¢ok iletisim kurmakta, Ogretmenlerle kurulan iyi
iliskiler cocuklarin giidiilenme olasiligini arttirmakta ve 6gretmenler de 6grenciler ile ilgili
sorunlarin iistesinden gelmede ebeveynler ile isbirligini kolaylastirmaktadir (Cui, 2014).
Egitimli ebeveynler, ¢ocuklarinin egitimlerinin olast getirilerinin daha fazla farkindadir ve
cocuklarinin yiiksek gelir getiren etkinliklerde bulunmalar1 i¢in gereken bilgi ve sosyal
aglara erisme olasiliklar1 da daha yiiksektir. Ayrica Ozel ve Zelyurt'un (2016) ifadesiyle,
yiiksek ebeveyn egitimi, ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarini daha iyi tanimalarmi kolaylastirmakta,
cocuklartyla olan iligkilerini daha saglikli ve etkili duruma doniistiirerek yapicit yonde
etkilemektedir. Schneider, Marschall, Teske ve Roch’a (1998) goére, daha az egitimli

ebeveynler, 6grenci basarimini degerlendirmenin daha soyut ve 6znel yollarindan (6rnegin,
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Ogrenci portfoylerinden) daha ¢ok, Olciinlendirilmis testlerdeki yiiksek puanlara yansiyan,

akademik bagarima 6nem veriler. Ciinkii onlar i¢in testlerdeki gii¢lii bagarim, iyi kolejlere ve
iyi islere erigimle iliskilendirilmektedir. Daha az egitimli ebeveynler, sinifta daha fazla

disiplin isteme egilimindedirler.

Saglik gilivencesi (zorunlu ve istege baglh sigortali, yesil kartli, herhangi bir
giivencesi yok), okul disinda kalmay1 yordamada etkili bir degiskendir. Saglik giivencesi
azaldik¢a okul disinda kalma olasilig1 artmaktadir. Zorunlu ve istege bagh sigortali birine
gore, yesil karth olanlar ve herhangi bir giivencesi olmayanlar; yesil kartli birine gore de
herhangi bir giivencesi olmayanlar daha fazla okul disinda kalmaktadir. Ailenin sosyal
giivencesine iliskin bilgi, ailenin aylik geliri ile ebeveynlerin kayitli/ kayit dis1 islerde ¢alisip
calismadiklarina dair ipuglari sunmaktadir. Ornegin yesil kart, herhangi bir sosyal giivencesi
olmayan, sigortadan mahrum olan ve aylik geliri diisiik olan ailelere verilmekte ve bu
aileleri tedavi ve saglik giderleri devlet tarafindan karsilanmaktadir. Ancak ebeveynleri
calig(a)mayan ya da asgari ticretten dusiik ticretli olarak kayit dis1 calisan ailelerde ise ne
yesil kart ne de bir saglik sigortas1 vardir ve bu ailedeki bireylerin tedavi ve saglik giderleri
devlet tarafindan finanse edilmemektedir. Saglik giivencesi, ailelerin yasam kosullarina

iliskin 6nemli bir degisken olarak one ¢ikmaktadir.

Kisibas1 yillik gelirin okul disinda kalmayr yordama durumu yillara gore farklilik
gostermektedir. Cinsiyet ayrimina gore kisibasi yillik gelir degiskeni, ortadgretim ¢agindaki
erkek ve kiz niifusun okul diginda kalmasini yordamada 2003 ile 2016 yili verilerine gore
anlamli bir degisken iken 2011 yili verilerine gore anlamli bir degisken degildir. Kisibas1
yillik geliri yiliksek olan ortadgretim cagindaki erkek ve kizlarin, kisibasi yillik geliri diisiik
hemcinslerine oranla okul disinda kalma olasiliklar1 daha diistiktiir. Kisibag1 yillik gelir
azaldikca okul disinda kalma olasilig1 artmaktadir. Gelirdeki yiikselis daha ¢ok kadinlarin
egitime devaminda etkilidir. Bulgular Tomul’un (2008) ¢aligmasindaki -gelir artiginin 18-23
yas kadinlarin egitime devaminda en fazla etkili oldugu- bulgularla desteklenmektedir.
Aylik kisi basina diisen hanehalki geliri ile okula kayit arasinda olumlu bir iligki vardir. Bu
iliski olumlu olmakla birlikte cinsiyetlere gore farklilik gostermektedir. Gelir ile okula kayit
arasindaki bu iliski, Tayland’taki geng¢ erkeklerde dogrusal iken gen¢ kizlarda ters U
seklinde olabilmektedir (Tharmmapornphilas, 2013). Gelir disiikligl, yoksullugun
ekonomik boyutunu belirtmektedir. Asir1 yoksulluk, okul katilimii diisiiren bir etmendir,
¢linkli yagamlarinin bir noktasinda aglikla ugrasan cocuklarin okula gitme olasiliklar1 daha

diisiiktiir (Cardoso ve Verner, 2006). Cocuklarin okul disinda kalmalarinin baslica nedeni
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yeterli para giiciiniin yoklugudur. Temel engelleyici etmen, 68renimini siirdiiren ¢ocugun

getirecegi gelir kaybi nedeniyle hane gelirinin diismesidir (Diinya Bankasi, 2005).
Yiiksekogrenim beklentisi olmayan diistik gelirli gengler, ortaggretime devam etmek igin
katlanilmas1 gereken maliyeti, bu egitimin saglayacagi is bulma ve maas kazaniminin
iizerinde degerlendirmekte ve kayit disi sektorlerde de olsa herhangi bir is olanagi
bulduklarinda okul disinda kalabilmektedirler (Egitim Reformu Girisimi, 2009). Ailenin
ekonomik durumunun yetersizligi nedeniyle ebeveynlerin yani sira ¢ocuklarin da isgiicii
piyasasina girerek para kazanmak ve aile ekonomisine katkida bulunmak veya ev islerindeki
sorumluluklarinin artmasi ¢ocuklarin erken yasta okul disinda kalmasina neden olmaktadir
(Bakis ve digerleri, 2009; Karadag ve Balkar, 2015; Ozdemir ve digerleri, 2010). Gelir,
okuldan kaynaklanan okul disinda kalmalarda da etkili olmaktadir. Varsil ailelerin,
cocuklarini nitelikli okullara kaydetme/aktarma olanagi varken, yoksullarin bdyle bir olanagi
yoktur (Yolcu, 2011). Zorunlu egitim siiresinin 12 yila ¢ikarilmasinin yani sira varsil aileler
gibi yoksul ailelerin de c¢ocuklarinin egitimini O6nemsemeleri okul disinda kalmay1

yordamada kisibasi yillik gelirin etkisini diisiirmiis olabilir.

Cinsiyet ayrimina gore sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin (yerlesim birimi, saglik
giivencesi, engelli olma durumu, anne ve baba egitim diizeyi, hanehalk: biiyiikligi ve
kisibagi yillik gelir) okul disinda kalma durumuna iliskin ¢o6ziimlemelerde anlamli
yordayicilar oldugu, bu degiskenlerden engelli olma durumunun yordayict etkisi
yiikselirken, diger degiskenlerin anlamli yordayicilar olmakla birlikte etki oranlarinin yillar
itibariyle azaldigi ortaya c¢ikmistir. Bu durum, zorunlu egitim siiresinin arttirilmasi ile
ortadgretim diizeyinde bir orgiin egitim kurumuna kayitl olmayanlarin, devamsizlarin ya da
iki kez sinif tekrarina diisen 6grencilerin e-okul sistemde otomatik olarak acgik lise 6grencisi

olarak kabul edilmesinden kaynaklandig: diisiiniilmektedir.
Oneriler
Arastirmada elde edilen sonuglara dayanarak asagidaki politika 6nerileri sunulabilir.

1. Engelli ¢ocuklarin farkliliklarin1 dikkate alacak egitsel uygulamalarss arttirilmali,
engelli cocuklarin ebeveynleri, engellilere yonelik kamusal desteklerden haberdar edilmeli

ve ¢ocuklarinin giiglendirilmesi i¢in yonlendirilmelidirler.

2. Var olan ekonomik sistemle yiizlesmek toplumumuzun hedefi durumuna gelmelidir.
Devlet, egitime erisimde sosyo ekonomik 6zelliklerin etkisini ortadan kaldiracak 6nlemler

almalidir.
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3. Ebeveynlerin sosyal giivencelerine bakilmaksizin (giivencesiz, yesil kartli, zorunlu

ve istege bagli sigortall), herkesin, 6zellikle ¢ocuklarin esit saglik giivencesine sahip olmasi

saglanmalidir.

4, Devletin ve sivil toplum kuruluslarimin burs uygulamalart ve okullagsma
kampanyalari, kismi de olsa bir¢ok ¢cocugun egitimini siirdiirmesine katki sunmaktadir. Bu
yiizden yoksul ailelere, ¢ocugun egitim gereksinimini karsilamaya yonelik parasal yardimlar
yapilmali ve 6zellikle kiz ¢ocuklarin1 okula gondermeyen tutucu aileleri ikna etmek igin

projeler gelistirilmelidir.

5. Ebeveyn egitim diizeyinin ¢ocuklarin egitim siiresi tizerindeki etkisi diisiiniildiigiinde
tim tlkede yetiskin okuryazarligini arttiracak c¢aligmalara yer verilmeli, aile ile okul

arasindaki iligkilerin niceligi ile niteliginin artmasina ¢aba gosterilmelidir.

6. Politikacilar, dini referanslara da gonderme yaparak, “her aile en az ii¢ ¢ocuk sahibi
olmal1” ve “ailelere ¢ocuk basina mali yardim verilecegi” seklinde sdylemlerle aileleri daha

fazla cocuk yapmaya 6zendirmemelidirler.

7. Egitimin bir insan hakki olmasi dolayisiyla, gereksinim olan yerlere gerekli okul
binalar1 yapilmali ve okullar arasindaki nitelik farklari kaldirilmalidir. Haklar, maliyet yarar
analizlerine feda edilmemelidir. Ozellikle kirsal alanlarda ortadgretim diizeyindeki okullarin

sayis1 arttirilmalidir.

8. TUIK verilerinde baz1 degiskenlerin dlgiinlendirilmemesi (8rnegin yerlesim birimi-
kir ve kent), bu degiskenlere yonelik karsilagtirmalar1 engellemektedir. Bu yiizden TUIK her
yil gergeklestirdigi anketlerde temel degiskenleri 6l¢iinlemelidir.

9. Farkli budun, inan¢ ve cinsel kimliklerin yasam kosullariyla okul diginda kalma

durumlarini karsilastirmak igin TUIK verilerinde bu degiskenlere de yer vermelidir.

10. Milli Egitim Bakanlhigi basarisizlik, devamsizlik, okuldan uzaklastirma ve okul
disinda kalmaya yonelik farkli cinsiyet, yas, cinsel kimlik, budun, dinsel inang, okul tiiri,

yerlesim yeri vb. degiskenlerin yer aldigi bir veri havuzu olusturmalidir.
Arastirma Onerileri

Bu aragtirmada elde edilen sonuglardan yola ¢ikilarak gelistirilen ve yapilacak arastirmalara

ve Uygulamalara katki sunabilecek uygulama onerileri agagida siralanmaktadir.

1. Gelecek arastirmalar TUIK’in Gelir ve Yasam Kosullar1 Anketlerindeki verilere

dayali olarak gerceklestirilebilir.



140 S.Almis ve K. Karakiitiik/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 53, 110-149, 2021
2. Bu arastirma ortadgretim diizeyindeki okul disinda kalmis c¢ocuklarla yapilmistir.

Gelecek aragtirmalar farkl egitim diizeyindeki ¢ocuklarla/genglerle yapilabilir.

3. Kamuoyunda 4+4+4 diye bilinen degisiklik ile 2012-2013 6gretim yilindan itibaren
12 yillik zorunlu kademeli egitime gegildi (Ilkdgretim ve egitim kanunu ile baz1 kanunlarda
degisiklik yapilmasina dair kanun, 2012). Egitim sisteminde yapilan bu kokten degisikligin

okul terklerine olan etkisi arastirilabilir.

4. Okul diginda kalma olgusu bakimindan farkli ekonomik sistemlerle yonetilen tilkeler

karsilastirilabilir.

5. Kamu okullari ile 6zel okullardaki devamsizlik, smif tekrar1 ve okul disinda kalma

durumlar karsilastirilarak ele alinabilir.

6. Egitim politikalarinin ve okul ikliminin basarisizlik, devamsizlik, sinif tekrari ve

okul disinda kalma oranlarini nasil etkiledigi tizerine daha ¢ok arastirma yapilmalidir.

7. Ulkemiz farkli iilkelerden go¢ almakta ve iilkemizdeki siginmaci sayisi artmaktadir.
Siginmacilarin topluma uyumunu ve egitime devamini saglayacak politikalara yol gosterici
olmak i¢in sigimmacilarin ve siginmaci c¢ocuklarinin toplumsal ve egitimsel sorunlarini

kapsayan alan arastirmalar planlanabilir.

Tesekkiir: Hanehalki Biitge Anketi mikro verilerini saglayan Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii ile

Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu ¢alisanlarina tesekkiir ederiz.

Etik Kurul izin Bilgisi:: Bu ¢alisma Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisiiniin 4
Ekim 2019 tarihinde kabul ettigi, Kasim Karakiitik danigsmanliginda yiiriitiilen, Selman
Almig’m doktora tezine dayanmaktadir. Bu arastirma Sinop Universitesi insan Arastirmalar
Etik Kurulu’nun 12/07/2019 tarihli ve 2019-36 sayil1 karar ile alinan izinle yiiritiilmustiir.
Arastirma amaclarina uygun verileri elde etmek icin TUIK’ten veri isteminde
bulunulmustur. TUIK, veri istemine olumlu yanit vermis, 2003-2013 yillarina ait ilgili
anketleri CD bi¢iminde postayla, 2016 yilina ait anket verilerini 30.07.2018 tarihli ve
27964695-622.03-E.17240 sayil1 kararla elektronik ortamda erisilebilir olarak arastirmaciya

ulagtirmistir.
Yazar Cikar Catismasi Bilgisi: Yazarlar ¢ikar ¢atigmasi olmadigini beyan etmektedir.

Yazar Katkisi: Yazarlar calismaya esit oranda katki saglamistir
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Abstract

This study aims to determine the individual and socio-economic variables that affect the secondary
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independent variables are significant predictors, and their effect levels differ by year. While the
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Introduction

Education positively affects individuals' living conditions, especially by increasing their
cultural, social, and economic capital, and has an important role in upward mobility in lower
social classes. Education affects individual, social and financial outcomes ranging from
labor market performance to health, participation in lifelong learning, job, life satisfaction,
crime, social cohesion, growth, tax revenues, and social support payments (Brunello & De
Paola, 2013). Education is an effective tool that provides economic growth for societies;
increase in productivity and competitiveness through the production of new knowledge and
Technologies; decrease in individuals who will receive social support and increase in tax
revenues in the economic dimension while combating inequalities in the society, improving
the distribution of wealth, effective participation in public decisions, reduction in crime rates
and development of political areas such as health conditions, social cohesion, peace and
protection of the environment in the social dimension (Hayes, Nelson, Tabin, Pearson &
Worthy, 2002; Rumberger, 1987). It is recognized that education has multifaceted effects
such as enhancing awareness of political and democratic society, understanding complex
problems, helping technological progress, and discovering cultural talents. Education is of
great importance in establishing contemporary social values such as democratization,
participation, human rights, cohesion, and establishing political stability
(EuropeanCommission, 2005; Helliwell, 2001; Organisation ForEconomic Co-Operation
and Development (OECD), 2001; Tilak, 2002).

Education has been recognized as a basic human right for societies after the
importance of education for society and individuals is understood. In the historical process,
articles stating that the right to education is a “fundamental right “have been included in
international agreements and national laws. In article 26 of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and Article 28 of the Convention on The Rights of the Child, it is stated that
“everyone has the right to education; Education is compulsory and free at primary and basic
education level (United Nations, 1949; UNICEF, 2004). According to the 42nd article of the
Constitution and the Law on Primary Education and Education No: 222, “None can be
deprived of the right to education and training. Primary Education is compulsory for all male
and female citizens and is free of charge in state schools (Article 2) “(Grand National
Assembly of Turkey, 1982). Although it is included in the 1961 Constitution, in which
everyone has the right to education. In all documents issued on education in the following
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dates, all individuals' right to education could not be implemented in practice and remains a

current issue even today.

Despite the emphasis on education as a fundamental right in international and
national legal regulations on education and the extension of the compulsory education
progress, exclusion from school remains one of the major issues related to education in
Turkey and at the international level. It is still far from achieving gender equality in
education and just society based on gender. However, significant improvements have been
made in access to education worldwide since the Education for All-Conference, held in
1990, which UNESCO developed in education (UNESCO, 2015). Early school leaving is
seen as a major problem in Europe and the developed world. In the European Union (EU) in
2007, 16.9% of the boys and 12.7% of the girls left school early (Dale, 2010), and reducing
the incidence of this to 10% by 2020 is one of the basic criteria of the EU education strategy
(European Commission, 2009). However, this rate was realized as 14.4% in 2011. It is stated
that this decrease is equivalent to more than a million people attending school (Vassiliou,
2011).

When the official statistics are analyzed, a significant age population has not reached
the right to education for various reasons. Secondary education and higher education in
Turkey have low schooling, and gender inequalities are against women (Rankin & Aytag,
2006; Smits & Hosgor, 2006; Tansel, 2002; Tomul, 2007). According to TUIK’S 2012
Child Labor Survey results, 25.30% of children in the 15-17 age group do not attend school.
It is emphasized that women's participation in education is an important education problem
in Turkey’s east and rural areas (Smits & Hosgor, 2006). Although the development plans
aim to ensure the access of all children to school in primary and secondary education; and
reduce the grade repetition and dropout, there was an increase in the schooling rates, but the
plan targets were partially realized. In Turkey, the net schooling rate in primary schools,
98.86% in 2013, increased to 99.57% in 2014. Likewise, in secondary schools, the net
schooling rate, which was 93.09% in 2013, increased to 94.52% in 2014, and in secondary
education, the net schooling rate increased from 70.06% to 76.65% (MEB, 2014).

In Turkey, there are still children who include in basic education and compulsory
education late. The ones who never start secondary education or leave early after starting
secondary education. Being out of school affects the right to education and the enjoyment of

other human rights. Many studies have included the economic, psychological, and social



S.Almis, & K. Karakiitiik / Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 53, 110-149, 2021 3

effects of being out of school on those who remain out of school and its costs to society. The
case of being out of school in Turkey has mostly just remained an educational problem. The
education system is treated as an independent island outside of society's corporate forces
(government, market, popular culture, mainstream media. etc.). Tayli (2008) emphasized
that being out of school is both an individual and social problem, as it increases crime rates,
anti-social behavior, and monetary losses. While being out of school causes investments in
education to lose value in the individual dimension, expenditures for education are wasted,

and there is a huge loss of national resources (Kavak & Ekinci, 1994; Uysal, 2008).

The socio-economic consequences of being out-of-school are severe; likewise, the
individual consequences are also quite severe. The vast majority of children who are out of
school face child labor, a human rights problem, that is, the most brutal form of labor
exploitation. (United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF), 2014).
Children are increasingly undertaking domestic services (child and elderly care, cleaning,
cooking, etc.) (DISK Research Institute, 2013). According to TUIK’s 2012 Child Labor
Survey Results: 15.60% of the children in the 15-17 age group work, and 34.30% of these
working children attend a school. Worldwide 11% of girls are forced into marriage before
the age of 15, endangering their health, education, and protection rights (UNICEF, 2014). In
reducing the likelihood of girls being forced brides throughout Turkey, girls’ education

levels are the most decisive factor.

Reduced education times for girls increase the likelihood of getting married early. In
Turkey, women who have never enrolled in school or graduated from primary school are
10.2 times more likely to be married early than women who have at least graduated from
secondary school. The probability of a child being a forced bride is 5.9 times for those who
finish primary school and 4.9 times for those who finish secondary school (Yiiksel-
Kaptanoglu & Ergd¢men, 2012). Those who are out of school earn less than those who
finish school with a diploma. As the difference between education levels increases, earnings

decrease.

Similarly, out of school are more likely to be unemployed or remain out of the labor
force as frustrated workers. They work about two months less per year than those with high
school degrees as their highest education level and work about three months less per year
than those with a post-high school degree (Rouse. 2007). According to a report conducted

by Bridgeland, Dilulio, and Morison (2006), high school dropouts earn an average of 9200
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dollars less per year than graduates while earning about 1 million dollars less during their
lifetime to university graduates. Again in the unemployment rate in 2004, high school
dropouts’ unemployment rate is more than three times higher than that of university
graduates. Their impoverishment from one year to the next is twice as much as those who

graduated from high school.

In terms of the education system, dropout rates are among the quality indicators of
the education/school; low dropout rates affirm the quality of the education system, while
high dropout rates are considered negative regarding education quality. The rate of loss,
regarding the quantity dimension of productivity in education, which is especially used in
calculating the internal efficiency of education/school, consists of school dropouts and grade
repetitions. As the loss (dropout) rate increases, the internal efficiency of education/school
falls.

Early school leaving results from many factors such as poor school experience, lack
of ability, low perceived returns to education from the labor market, large reductions in
future benefits, poor social environment, and peer influence (Brunello & De Paola, 2013).
As a result, children who are out of school may face many negativities individually. Some of
them are: children’s cognitive, social, psychological, and physical development is negatively
affected, and therefore children face neglect and violation of their right to life such as
education, healthy development, and socialization. In the future, they are more likely to face
unemployment, lower-income, not being aware of social rights, and hence less benefiting

from social rights.

When the study results were examined, it was determined that the sources affecting
both “participation in education” and “school dropout” were similar. In general, it can be
said that school dropout is related to cultural, structural, and resource dimensions at the
individual, family, community, and country level. Rosenthal collected the out-of-school
variables associated with dropout as -125 specific variables in 12 sets by evaluating the
findings of 37 studies on dropout (1998). These are socio-economic status, minority group
status, gender, social characteristics, household stress, taking adult roles, social support for
staying in school, family processes, student participation in education, the need for
autonomy against social cohesion, social deviance, and personality traits. Studies have
shown that inequalities in access to education are caused by the country's socio-economic

structure and priorities at the macro level and familial and individual factors at the micro-
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level (Tomul, 2007). Berktold, Geis, and Kaufman, in their longitudinal study (1998) on
eighth-grade students’ dropout, stated that 77% of school dropouts were related to school,
34% to the family; and 32% to the job. According to Glmiis’s findings (2014), social
context effects such as adult education level and women’s empowerment in society and
well-known household factors such as parental education, household wealth, and household

size are very important in terms of children’s school participation.

Most of the change in dropout (72%) is due to household level factors. Socio-
economic resources (parental education, father’s occupation, and wealth) are the most
important factors. The family's social, cultural, and economic structure plays an important
role in dropping out or attending school (Huisman & Smits, 2015). Familial factors such as
where the family lives (rural/ urban), parents’ education, parents’ occupation, household
size, birth order, and family income are effective in children's education period. It is
emphasized that especially the education level of parents and the income per capita are
important factors on the education period of the child and are highly correlated with other
socio-economic factors (Blanden & Gregg, 2004; Crosnoe, Mistry & Elder Jr, 2002; Machin
& Vignoles, 2004; Smits & Hosgor 2006; Tomul, 2007). Social context factors such as the
level of adult education and women’s empowerment in society and well-known household-
level factors such as parental education, household wealth, and household size are very
important for children’s school participation (Glmiis 2014). The literature states that
demographic variables such as gender, race and ethnic origin, immigration status, and
speaking a mother tongue different from the language of education are significantly

associated with school dropout (Rumberger, 2001).

Some of the studies conducted in Turkey on staying out of school aimed to identify
students at risk of leaving school in advance and take precautions accordingly (MEB, 2013).
According to their study, the reasons for school dropout were explained as family-related
reasons (socio-economic structure of the family, family pressure/indifference), decreased
trust in the school, the effect of friends and social environment, school failure (academic
failure, grade repetition, absenteeism) and early marriages. In Tomul’s study (2007), it has
been found that children in families with high-income levels have high participation in
education; the participation of both sexes in education differs according to region and
income; women’s participation in education at all income levels and regions is lower than
Men’s; and the effect of the increase in income on participation in education differs by

gender and regions.
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Ozer, Gengtanirim, and Ergene (2011) stated that taking disciplinary punishment,
alcohol, smoking and anti-social behavior increases the risk of dropping out of school; on
the other hand, they state that social support, especially teacher support, reduces the risk of
dropping out of school. Tas, Selvitopu, Bora, and Demirkaya (2013) noted that the attitudes
and behaviors of peers affect the dropout risk; while Simsek (2011) stated that, in addition to
personal characteristics, factors such as family structure (multi-child family), education

system, satisfaction with school and teacher affect the likelihood of dropping out.

In the context of exclusion from school studies, that especially focus on barriers
related to girls’ schooling, were conducted. Bora (2012) states that the family's economic
situation, social roles assigned to girls, coeducation, and clothing practices in schools are
effective in preventing parents from sending girls to secondary education. Adigiizel (2013)
stated that the main reason why girls are excluded from school is socio-economic and
cultural factors. According to the study results of Sirin, Ozdemir, and Sezgin (2009), boys
are excluded from school for reasons of contributing to family income, and girls are
excluded from school for reasons of taking care of siblings at home to support working

mothers

According to Husman and Smits (2015), one of the important factors in school
dropout is related to educational resources (availability of schools and teachers). Tayl
(2008) emphasizes that students’ relationships with teachers and friends, reasons for school
and family, personal and social reasons play an important role in dropping out of school.
Uysal (2008) stated that the most important environmental factor affecting school dropout is
the school environment. School disruptions, especially the school's quality, size, atmosphere,
and teachers’ attitudes affect children’s staying in the educational system. In the longitudinal
study conducted by Berktold et al. (1998), it was stated that the most obvious reasons for
school dropout were “dislike school (46%), “school failure (39%), “bad relations with
teachers (29%)” and “finding a job and working (27%)”.

Andrei, Teodorescu, and Oance (2012) conducted a study on school dropout using
data sets recorded in 27 EU countries during 2000-2009. In this study, they noted the
following details: The increase in the share of education expenditures in GSYIH causes the
quality of education to increase, and thus it decreases dropout rates; as the number of
students per teacher decrease, dropout decreases significantly; and lastly the higher the
unemployment rate in the labor market the higher the school dropout rates. In this study, it is
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also stated a certain level of school dropout in EU countries is determined by cultural

factors, migration to the continent, economic and social factors.

Huisman and Smits (2015) state in their study that the development level of the
region also plays an important role in dropping out of school. The fact that public facilities
are not distributed equally to the settlements causes the quality of education and training
services to differ depending on the location of the cities in the country geography and the
location of the housing in the city geography (Eskicumali & Once, 2014). In the
phenomenon of being out of school, the characteristics of the place where children live have
not been taken into account adequately. The concentration of the urban population in certain
urban places depending on their social position (ethnic, class, origins, cultural and religious
affiliations, etc.) and their physical separation from each other and therefore a limited
cultural interaction causes a socio-spatial division of educational institutions (Unal, Ozsoy,
Yildiz, Giingor, Cankaya & Aylar, 2010). On the other hand, Celik (2014) states that even
though they live in the same disadvantaged neighborhoods, students who attend school

differ from school dropouts in socio-economic and economic terms.

Although Turkey has been among the 25 countries participating in the Global
Initiative for Children Out of School, UNICEF and UNESCO Institute of Statistics conducts
that since 2010, the Ministry of Education (MEB) has not conducted a comprehensive study
of children who were out of school until 2013. MEB also carried out this study in 2013 in
cooperation with UNICEF (MEB 2013). Therefore, the problem is still up to date. Although
socio-economic factors, which are especially the reasons for being out of school, have been
emphasized in many studies, the causes of socio-economic disparities and the practices of
the education system that create inequality have not been problematic in these studies.
What’s more, the naturalness of these inequalities has been adopted.

According to Tomul (2007), education includes the possibility of alleviating social
and economic inequalities and increasing the possibility of reproducing existing inequalities
with inaccuracies in its purpose, structure, and processes. Schooling rates, which reflect
access to education, make inequalities in education more visible. Secondary education is one
of Turkey's educational levels where the targeted level of participation is not achieved. As
the targeted schooling rates in secondary schools are not achieved, the school diversity and
educational quality are also at the center of important political debates. Secondary education

is an important stage in the education system in terms of access to education. According to
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Kose (2006), the decision on which type of secondary education students will attend in the
next stage after primary education is important in determining students' future living
conditions. Huisman and Smits (2015) emphasize that the transition from primary school to
secondary education is an important breaking point in children’s educational careers in
developing countries. Students considering leaving school mostly implement these decisions
during their high school years (Battin-Pearson, Newcomb, Abbott, Hill, Catalano &
Hawkins, 2000).

When the national and international literature is examined, it is thought that
determining the factors affecting students’ exclusion from school as a whole by multi-
linked analyzes will be important in terms of determining the variables that can be
intervened to improve results and providing data for policies and practices to be formed.
Studies of the reasons for participation or leaving school at the international and national
level have shown that education level may change depending on the social policies applied
in countries, the development of countries, and time. It is believed that determining the
social and economic reasons affecting school dropouts at the secondary level in Turkey can
contribute to macro/micro policies created to increase education access in the future. For this
reason, it is thought that it will be important to determine the individual and socio-economic
variables that affect the exclusion of the secondary education age population from school in

Turkey.

This study aims to determine the change in the historical process of individual and
socio-economic variables affecting the exclusion of secondary education age population

from school by gender in Turkey.
Method

The study aims to determine individual and socio-economical variables that affect the
exclusion of the secondary age population from school in Turkey according to selected

years. The research is in the relational scanning model.
Data Sources

The study's statistical data were obtained from the DIE 2003 Household Budget Survey and
the individual and household microdata sets in TUIK’S 2011 and 2016 Household Budget
Surveys. Household Budget Surveys include information on socio-economic structures,
levels of life, and spending patterns of households, and these surveys are one of the most
important sources used to determine the needs of the public, to know how the available
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income is distributed among households or individuals and to test the validity of the applied
socio-economic policies (TUIK, 2009). For this reason, the data used in the research is
secondary data (Smith, 2017). In order to obtain data suitable for research purposes from the
data in the surveys mentioned above, data was requested from TUIK. TUIK responded
positively to the data request and delivered the relevant surveys for 2003-2013 by mail in the
CD form. The survey data for 2016 has been made available as accessible in an electronic

environment to the researcher (Appendix-1).

The 2003 Household Budget Survey (DIE, 2003) was prepared to provide income
distribution information in 2002. During the 12 months of 2003, it was applied to 107614
people from 25920 households (1512 in the city and 648 in a rural area). Using a survey,
Social and economic data have been obtained to separate urban and rural places throughout
Turkey. Information from households was compiled using interview, recording, and

observation methods.

The scope of the 2011 Household Budget Survey (TUIK, 2011) is individuals living
in households located within the borders of the Republic of Turkey. In the study, people
included in the corporate population and the nomadic people were excluded. The survey's
sampling structure was created to estimate based on “Turkey, City, Rural.” The survey was
applied to 13248 households for one year by taking 1104 sample households, which changed
every month between January 1 and December 31. Using the survey, Social and economic
data have been obtained to separate urban and rural places throughout Turkey. Information

from households was compiled using interview, recording, and observation methods.

The scope of the 2016 Household Budget Survey (TUIK, 2016) is individuals living
in households located within the Republic of Turkey's borders. This survey was applied to
15552 households for one year by taking 1296 sample households that changed every month
between January 1 and December 31. However, the data collected from 12096 households
was adequate for the purpose. The 2016 Household Budget Survey was conducted by
alternately monitoring an average of 1296 different sample households each month. A total
of 15552 households was surveyed throughout the year, and the number of households
whose survey was valid was 12096. Information from households was compiled using

interview, recording, and observation methods.

In the 13-17 years, age group selected from micro-data in the household labor force
surveys conducted by DIE in 2003 and TUIK in 2011 and 2016 were used as sampling. In
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determining the years of datasets, it is aimed to see the trend of change of factors affecting
exclusion from school by comparing before and after the 2008 economic crisis. For this
purpose, the year 2016 was selected for the most up-to-date data; the year 2011 was selected
to determine the effects of the post-crisis, and the year 2003 data was chosen as it is the most
comprehensive study in terms of variables. Sampling size contained so far to reveal the pre-
crisis situation. The study's scope is the children of the secondary education age in the age
group of 13-17 years old in Turkey in 2003, 2011, and 2016. In the 2003 and 2011
Household Budget Survey, the age variable in the individual data set was covered by the 13-
17 years age group because it was specified as the finished age; in the 2016 data’s set, the
age variable was covered by the 14-18 years age group because it indicated the current age.
From this point of view, the concept of the secondary education age population in this study
covers the current population of 14-18 years old.

Process

The dependent variable of this study is not the student /the student variable. The independent
variables are the settlement unit (rural/urban) where the population of 13-17 years age lives,
Health Assurance, Disability Status (yes/ no), Father’s education level, Mother’s education
level, Annual income per capita, and Household Size. The dependent variable is taken from
the data on whether an individual is enrolled in any educational institution. In the 2003 and
2011 Household Budget Survey, the individual data set was edited to take into account
whether the population in the 13-17 years age range is a student or not. Age-related values
indicate finished age. In other words, the 13 years-old group indicates getting days from the
age of 14 by finishing 13 years of age. In the individual data set of the 2016 Household
Budget Survey, the data was arranged by considering the student status (student (1) /not
student (0)) of the population in the 14-18 years age range. Non-students denote those who
are not enrolled in any level of education. In Binary Logistics Regression analysis, the
student is encoded as “0, “Likewise, non-student is encoded as “1 “as this study is intended

to determine the variables that predict staying out of school.

In the individual data set of 2003, 2011, and 2016 Household Budget Survey, 13-17
years age population, mother and father were determined according to the article proximity
to the household head. In this article coding in the 2003 and 2011 data sets, the head of the
household is encoded as “0; the wife as “1”; and son/daughter as “2”. In the individual’s
gender part, the male (boy) is encoded as “1,” and the girl is encoded as “2”. In the head of
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the household variable, those encoded as “0” and specified as male are considered to be
“father”; in the head of the household variable, those encoded as “1” and specified as female
/woman are considered to be “mother” and in the head of the household variable those
encoded as “2” and specified as in the range of 13-17 years age are accepted as

son/daughter.

In TUIK’s 2016 data set, this item is stated by coding the household manager as “1”;
the wife as “2”; and son/daughter as “3”. In the gender section, the male is encoded as “1,”
and the woman is encoded as “2”. In the household manager variable, those with a “1” code
and whose gender is specified as male are accepted as “father”; in the household manager
variable, those with a “2 “code and whose gender is specified as a woman are accepted as
“mother”, and in the household manager variable those coded with a “2” and specified as “in
the 13-17 years age” are accepted as son/daughter. Those with “the same bulletin” codes in

the data set indicate the same family structure.

The gender of the population of 13-17 years age (male/female), residential
area/settlement unit (rural /urban) of the 13-17 years age population, Health Assurance,
Disability Status (yes/no), Father’s education level, Mother’s education level, Annual

income per capita and Household Size were taken as independent variables.

The gender was coded as male “1” and girl as “2”; and in Binary Logistics Analysis,

the male was taken as the reference value.

The settlement where she/he lives were taken according to the rural-urban
distinction. TUIK (2003, 2011) defined the settlements with a population of 20000 or less as
Rural “1 “and the settlements with a population of 20001 and more as “cities” (2). The city
is taken as a reference value in Binary Logistics Analysis. In the individual and household
data set of the 2016 Household Budget Survey, there is no rural/urban distinction.

Health Assurance variable was made according to the data of whether there is health
insurance or not. This variable is classified as “compulsory and optional insured,” “with
green card,” and “no assurance.” The compulsory and optional insured is encoded as “1”;
Green Card variable is encoded as “2,” and no assurance is encoded as “3”. In Binary
logistics Analysis “compulsory and optional insured” variable was taken as the reference

value.

Disability Status (yes/no) variable is included in the 2011 and 2016 Household
Budget Survey's data set as “whether there is a physical or cognitive problem that prevents
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daily activity.” There is no item related to this variable in the 2003 Household Budget
Survey's data set. Having a disability was encoded as “1” and “not having a disability” was
encoded as “2”. In Binary Logistics Analysis “not having disability” variable was taken as

the reference value.

Father and mother education levels were reclassified and coded as given in Table 2
based on the individual data set of the Household Budget Surveys in 2003, 2011, and 2016.
In Binary Logistics Analysis “higher education graduate” variable was taken as the reference

value.

The transformations regarding the reclassification and coding of the mother and
father education level variable based on the individual data set of the Household Budget
Surveys in 2003, 2011, and 2016 are given in Table 1.

Table 1: The reconstructed categories and codes of father and mother education level

Code and Definition in the Household Data Set Categories and Codes in the Research
of 2003, 2011, and 2016 Household Budget Data Set

Survey

1. illiterate 1. not graduated (1. illiterate + 2. Was

2. was literate but did not graduate from literate but did not graduate from a

a school school)

3. primary school 2. primary school graduate (3. Primary
school)

4. primary education 3. primary school graduate (4. primary

5. secondary school education+ secondary school +middle

6. middle equivalent profession equivalent profession)

7. high school 4. high school or equivalent school

8. high school equivalent profession graduate (7. High school +8. High school
equivalent profession

9. junior college 5. higher education graduate (9. Junior

10. four-year college, faculty college+ four years college + faculty+

11. master, doctorate master, doctorate)

When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that combinations and renames are made on the
codes and definitions in the household data set of the Household Budget Survey. In other

words, Table 1 combines and renames the codes and definitions in the household data set of
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the Household Budget Survey. For example, the 1st and 2 nd codes belonging to “illiterate
“and “literate but did not graduate from a school “variables in the data set were combined as
“Code 1 —not graduated “in the Research Data Set.

As the size of the household, the total number of people living in the household was
taken. The household's size was recorded by grouping the raw data in the household data set
of 2003, 2011, and 2016 Household Budget Survey. Accordingly, if the household size is 3
or less as “1”; four persons as “2”; five persons as “3”; six persons as “4”; seven and eight
persons as “5” and nine or more persons were encoded as “6”. In Binary Logistics Analysis

household size 3 or less” variable was taken as the reference value.

The income variable was determined based on “annual available household income”
data in the household data set of 2003, 2011, and 2016 Household Budget Surveys. In the
first stage, income per capita was calculated by dividing the household size value's annual
available household income. In the second stage, income per capita was ranked in
descending order, and the values corresponding to 20% of the population were determined
and named. Annual available income per capita range and group definitions were given in

Table 2 according to 20% population segments.

Table 1. Annual Available Income Per Capita Range and Group Definitions According To

20% Populations Segments

Population Group Income Per Capita Range By Years

Groups Definition 2003 Years (TL) 2011 Years (YTL) 2016 Years (YTL)

1.%20 Lower- 750984285,7 and 2122,27 and below 3759 and below
income below

11.%20 Lower 750984286- 2122,28-3449,75  3760-5909 between
middle 1189774000 between
income between

111.%20 Middle 1189774001- 3449, 76-5157,5  5910-8376 between
income 1729105363 between

between

IV.%20 Upper- 1729105364- 5157,51-7683,36  8377-12438 between
middle 2647500000 between
income between

V1.%20 Upper 2647500001 and 7683,37 and above 12439 and above
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Population Group Income Per Capita Range By Years
Groups Definition 2003 Years (TL) 2011 Years (YTL) 2016 Years (YTL)

income above

As seen in Table 2, the lower-income group as “1”; the lower-middle-income group
as “2”; the middle-income group as “3”; the upper-middle-income group as “4” and the
upper-income group were encoded as “5” in the data set. In Binary Logistics Analysis, the

“upper-income group” was taken as the reference value.
Analysis of the Data

Logistics regression analysis was used to determine the variables affecting the probability of
being excluded from school and their effects. Logistics regression aims to predict the values
in a dependent variable consisting of two or more categories. Independent variables can be
categorical and numeric. Since the dependent variable consists of only two categories,
logistics regression predicts the dependent variable's probability occurring as the values of
the independent variable change (Mertler & Reinhart, 2017, p. 18). Logistics regression is
preferred because it does not require any assumptions about the distribution of the predicted
dependent variable (such as the normal distribution of independent predictor variables,
linearity, and equality of variance-covariance matrices) and being continuous, discontinuous,
or binary mixing of predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2015, p. 439).

Although logistics regression can predict the values in a dependent variable
consisting of two or more categories, Binary Logistics Regression was used in this study
because it is binary and discrete. Binary Logistics Regression coefficient (Exp (B)) offers the
opportunity to analyze the effect of predictor variables on the dependent variable (Ozdamar,
2004). Independent variables (Gender, Annual Available Income Per Capita, Settlement
Unit, Household Size, Education Level of mother and father, Health Assurance, Disability
Status) are categorical. Because of these features, Binary Logistics Regression was applied

to analyze the predictive variables' effect on the predicted variable.

There are some important imperatives for choosing logistics regression. For example,
suppose the number and ratio of individuals in the categories of predictor variables are too
low. In that case, the analysis can produce standard errors with sufficiently large parameter
estimates, and the reliability of the model is reduced. The study took into account that each
predictor variable had categories of at least 50 units (Moineddin, Matheson & Glazier,

2007). When this goal was not achieved, it was preferred to exclude the relevant variable
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from the analysis instead of the category combination. The high correlation between the
independent variables under logistics regression reveals the multiple connection problem. In
this case, some variables should be removed from the analysis. Again, extreme values with
standardized residuals or errors (Zresid value greater than 2.5) between the observed data

and the model's predicted values were removed from the analysis.

The model includes eight independent variables (Gender, Annual Available Income
Per Capita, Settlement Unit, Household Size, Education Level of mother and father, Health
Assurance, Disability Status). Logistics regression was applied with a two-stage model in
the study. First, the model was determined to determine the significance of independent
variables' effect on the dependent variable. The predictive effect of the independent
variables was evaluated by looking at p<0.05 significance level. In the second stage of the
model, the coefficients (Exp (B)) expressing the relative effect of the predictor variables'

subcategories on the predicted variable were determined.

In line with the study's aims, while determining the effect of socio-economic
variables to stay out of school both collectively and by gender and location, firstly, the
values related to whether the model met the assumptions or not were examined. Preliminary
analyzes showing model fit values were given in order by years for the purposes of the

research.

The results of the analysis of the model fit of the Binary Logistics Regression
performed to determine whether socio-economic variables by gender affect the

exclusion from school:

According to the data of DIE 2003 and TUIK 2011 and 2016, the results of the
model fit analysis regarding the effect of socio-economic variables by gender on exclusion

from school are given below.

Model Fit Analysis Results of 2003 Data: In the model, the correlation values
between independent variables are between -0.619 and +0.369 in boys and — 596 and +0.320
in girls. So the model does not have a multiple linear connection problem. The model
includes six independent variables (Settlement Unit, Social Security, Annual Available
Income Per Capita, Household Size, Education Level of father and mother). The complete
model including all the predictors was found to be statistically significant (for boys: f=
1.022; Wald= 1195.903; p= 0.000; Exp (B)= 0.363; for girls: 5=-0.363; Wald= 200.272; p=
0.000; Exp (B)= 0.696). Model values show that the model can distinguish between students
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and non-students according to the distinction between boys and girls. As a whole, the model
can explain a part between 8.5% (Cox and Snell R?) and 12.4% (Nagelkerke R?) of the
variance related to the non-student of the male population of secondary school age and can
accurately classify 74.0% of the participants. It can explain a part between 15.0% (Cox and
Snell R?) and 21.2% (Nagelkerke R?) of the variance related to the non-student of the female
population of secondary school age. It can accurately classify 69.1% of the participants. The
Hosmer and Lemeshow test results are significant (male: p= 0.097; girl: p= 0.057) when
predictive variables are included in the analysis. The fact that the significance level obtained

is higher than 0. 05 indicates that there is no problem with the adequate model-data fit.

Model Fit Analysis Results of 2011 Data: In the model, the correlation values
between independent variables are between -0.267 and +0.376 in boys and -292 and +0.382
in girls. So the model does not have a multiple linear connection problem. The model
includes six independent variables (Settlement Unit, Social Security, Annual Available
Income Per Capita, Household Size, Education Level of father and mother). The complete
model including all the predictors was found to be statistically significant (for boys: p= -
1.488; Wald= 581.681; p= 0.000; Exp (B)= 4.42; for girls: p= -1.161; Wald= 415.581; p=
0.000; Exp (B)= 3.19). Model values show that the model can distinguish between students
and non-students according to the distinction between boys and girls. As a whole, the model
can explain a part between 9.7% (Cox and Snell R?) and 15.8% (Nagelkerke R?) of the
variance related to the non-student of the male population of secondary school age and can
accurately classify 81. 6% of the participants. It can explain a part between 19.4% (Cox and
Snell R?) and 29.1% (Nagelkerke R?) of the non-student female secondary school-age
population variance. It can accurately classify 79.4% of the participants. The Hosmer and
Lemeshow test results are significant when predictive variables are included in the analysis
(male: p= 0.892; girl: p= 0.526). The fact that the significance level is high indicates that

there is no problem with the adequate model-data fit.

Model Fit Analysis Results of 2016 Data: In the model, the correlation values
between independent variables are between - 0.82 and +0.414 in boys and — 213 and +0.412
in girls. So the model does not have a multiple linear connection problem. The model
includes six independent variables (Settlement Unit, Social Security, Annual Available
Income Per Capita, Household Size, Education Level of father and mother). The complete
model including all the predictors was found to be statistically significant (for boys =
1.509; Wald= 836.972; p= 0.000; Exp (B)= 0.221; for girls: p= 1.337; Wald= 658.617; p=
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0.000 Exp (B)= 0.263). Model values show that the model can distinguish between students
and non-students according to the distinction between boys and girls. As a whole, the model
can explain a part between 4.9% (Cox and Snell R?) and 8.1% (Nagelkerke R?) of the
variance related to the non-student of the male population of secondary school age and can
accurately classify 82. 1% of the participants. It can explain a part between 5.8% (Cox and
Snell R?) and 9% (Nagelkerke R? of the non-student female secondary school-age
population variance. It can accurately classify 79.7% of the participants. The Hosmer and
Lemeshow test results are significant when predictive variables are included in the analysis
(male: p= 0.184; girl: p= 0.107). The fact that the significance level is high indicates that

there is no problem with the adequate model-data fit.
Conclusions

The numbers and rates of being a student /not being a student of the population of secondary
school age according to gender by years (2003, 2011, and 2016) are given in Table 3 and

Figure 3 for visual comparison.

When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that 25.2% of the secondary school-age
population in 2003, 21% in 2011, and 22.2% in 2016 were out of school. It is also seen that
63% of those who were out of school in 2003, 54.7% in 2011, and 50.6% in 2016 were girls.

Out-of-school rates of boys and girls at secondary school age are given in Figure 1.

Table 2. The distribution of the student status of the population aged 13-17 years by gender
by years.

Years Gender Notstudent Student Total
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f % f % f % Not being student%

Male 1031 37.05 4443 53.89 5474 49.64 18.83

2003 Girl 1752 62.95 3802 46.11 5554 50.36 31.54

Total 2783 2524 8245 74.76 11028 100.00 25.24

Male 343 4531 1490 52.39 1833 50.90 18.71

2011 Girl 414 5469 1354 47.61 1768 49.10 23.42

Total 757 21.02 2844 78.98 3601 100.00 21.02

Male 448 4945 1695 53.40 2143 5252 20091

2016 Girl 458 50.55 1479 46.60 1937 49.10 23.64

Total 906 22.21 3174 77.79 4080 100.00 22.21

Out- of -school rates of boys and girls of secondary school age
35

30

25

£ 20 — —e—Male
g L ——
3 15 Female
Total
10
5
0
Year 2003 Year 2011 Year 2016

Figure 1. Out—of-School rates of boys and girls by years

When Figure 1 is analyzed, it is seen that the difference between the out-of-school
rates between the genders (boys and girls) especially decreases. It is also seen that the rate of
exclusion of boys and girls at secondary school age decreased towards 2011 and showed a
slight increase after 2011.
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The results of Binary Logistics Regression Analysis were made to determine the

effect of socio-economic variables on staying out of school according to gender (girl/ boy)

are given in Table 4.

Table 4: According to the data of analysis results of 2003, 2011, and 2016, the effect of

socio-economic variables on the exclusion of boys and girls from schools.

Independent Male Girl
) Year
variables p Wald p Exp(B) §  Wald P Exp(B)
2003 0.23 24.47 0.00* 1.26 0.29 50.07 0.00* 1.33
Settlement Unit
2011 0.10 0.48 049 1.10 0.42 9.83 0.00* 1.52
2003 050 3791 0.00* 1.65 0.53 54.12 0.00* 1.71
Health
2011 0.36 13.21 0.00* 1.44 0.34 12.28 0.00* 1.41
Assurance
2016 0.04 5.19 0.02* 1.03 0.02 1.18 0.28 1.02
2003 0.47 68.33 0.00* 1.60 0.31 43.83 0.00* 1.37
Education
Level of 2011 0.42 13.93 0.00* 1.52 0.44 14.44 0.00* 1.54
Mother
2016 0.03 11.61 0.00* 1.03 0.02 5.15 0.02* 1.02
2003 0.24 10.89 0.00* 1.27 0.66 104.66 0.00* 1.93
Education
2011 0.47 29.05 0.00* 1.59 0.44 23.06 0.00* 1.56
Level of Father
2016 0.01 698 0.01* 1.01 0.01 459 0.03* 1.01
2003 0.03 0.61 043 1.03 0.06 3.87 0.05* 1.07
Household Size 2011 0.07 193 0.16 1.08 0.31 37.18 0.00* 1.36
2016 0.09 15.25 0.00* 1.10 0.10 21.05 0.00* 1.11
Income (Annual 2003 0.07 4.34 0.04* 1.07 0.17 36.40 0.00* 1.18
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Independent Male Girl
) Year
variables p Wald p Exp(B) §  Wald P Exp(B)
Income Per 2011 0.05 062 043 1.05 0.03 0.22 064 1.03
Capita)
2016 011 548 0.02* 1.11 019 17.19  0.00* 1.20
Disability 2011 1.31 7.90 0.01* 3.70 094 3.83 0.05% 2.56
Status 2016 1.77 36.12 000* 588 172 2144  0.00* 556
2003 054 529 002 172 220 10516 0.00 9.01
Constant 2011 213 423 004 843 149 2.07 0.15 4.43
2016 2.41 1355 0.00 11.11 235 8.69 0.00 1045
*p<0.05

When the data analysis results of 2003 and 2011 are analyzed, boys and girls of
secondary school age living in rural areas are more likely to be out of school than boys and
girls living in urban areas. When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that while the settlement unit
(6=0.23; Exp (B)=1.26)) is a significant predictor (p<0.05) in predicting the probability of
being out of school for the secondary school age male population according to the data
analysis results of 2003, it is not a significant predictor (p=0.49>0.05) according to the 2011
data analysis results. According to 2003 data, when other independent variables in the model
are kept under control, rural males are 1.26 times more likely to be out of school than urban
males. In other words, 1.26 % of the person of secondary school age males living in rural
areas may be out of school, whereas one person of secondary school age males living in the
city is out of school. In the 2011 data, there is no significant difference between the
probability of being out of school for males living in urban and rural areas. In 2011 data,
there is no significant difference between urban and rural males’ probability of being out of
school. The settlement unit is a significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting the probability of
being out of school for the female population of secondary school age according to 2003
(6=0.29; Exp (B)=1.33) and 2011 ($=0.42; Exp (B)=1.52) data. When other independent

variables in the model are kept under control, rural girls are 1.33 times more likely to be out
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of school than urban girls for 2003 and 1.52 times more likely to be out of school for 2011.
In 2011, the settlement unit's effectiveness increased in keeping girls of secondary school
age out of school. Place of residence is an effective variable to keep girls out of school rather

than boys.

When the data analysis results of 2003, 2011, and 2016 regarding health assurance
status in predicting to stay out of school according to gender discrimination are analyzed,
secondary school age males without health assurance are more likely to be out of school
than males with health assurance. When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that according to
2003 (5=0.50; Exp (B)=1.65); 2011 (5=0.36; Exp (B)= 1.44) and 2016 (5=0.04; Exp (B)=
1.03) data, Health assurance (compulsory and optional insured; green card; no health
assurance) is a significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting the exclusion of male population at
secondary school age. The probability of being out of school for males of secondary school
age without health assurance compared to males with a green card is 1.65 times for 2003; it
is 1.44 times more for 2011 and 1.03 times for 2016. The probability of a male with a Green
Card of secondary age to be out of school is 1.65 times for 2003 compared to males with a
compulsory and optional insurance; it is 1.44 times higher for 2011 and 1.03 times for 2016.

While health insurance is not significant in predicting the exclusion of secondary
school age girls from school according to 2016 data, it is a significant predictor according to
2003 and 2011 data. According to these years, girls of secondary school age who do not
have health assurance are more likely to be out of school than girls with health assurance. In
Table 4, according to the data of 2003 ($=0.53; Exp (B)=1.71), 2011 ($=0.34; Exp (B)=
1.41) and 2016 (=0.02; Exp (B)= 1.02), it is seen that health assurance is a significant
variable (p<0.05) in predicting the exclusion of girls at secondary school age from school.
The probability of being out of school for girls of secondary school age without health
assurance compared to girls with a green card is 1.71 times for 2003, 1.41 times more in
2011, and 1.02 times for 2016. The decrease in health assurance (compulsory and optional
insured; green card; no health assurance) increases the probability of being out of school.
Secondary school-age boys and girls without health assurance are more likely to be out of

school than their fellows with a green card.

Similarly, boys and girls with green cards are more likely to be out of school than

their fellows with compulsory and optional insurance. Health assurance is an effective
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variable in the exclusion of girls and boys of secondary school age. However, except for

2003 data, it is seen that it is more effective, especially for boys, to stay out of school.

When data analysis results of 2003, 2011, and 2016 regarding the status of mother’s
education level in predicting to stay out of school according to gender discrimination are
analyzed, it is seen that secondary school-age boys and girls with low mother’s education
level are more likely to be out of school than their fellows with high mother’s education
level. When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that the education level of the mother is a
significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting the exclusion of male population of secondary
school age for all three years, according to the data of 2003 ($=0.47; Exp (B)=1.60), 2011
(=0.42; Exp (B)= 1.52) and 2016 =0.03; Exp (B)= 1.03). A one-unit decrease in mother’s
education level (higher education grade, high school or equivalent school graduate, primary
school graduate, primary school graduate, not graduate) increases the likelihood of
secondary school age males being out of school 1.60 times for 2003; 1.52 times for 2011
and 1.03 times for 2016. In other words, in the secondary school-age population, the
probability of being out of school is 1.60 times in 2003 for men whose mothers are primary
school graduates compared to males whose mothers are primary education graduates. It is
1.52 times more for 2011 and 1.03 times for 2016. When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that
the education level of the mother is a significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting the
exclusion of the girl population of secondary school age for all three years, according to the
data of 2003 (8=0.31; Exp (B)=1.37), 2011 (B=0.44; Exp (B)= 1.54) and 2016 p=0.02; Exp
(B)= 1.02). A one-unit decrease in mother’s education level increases the likelihood of
secondary school age girls being out of school 1.37 times for 2003; 1.54 times for 2011, and
1.02 times for 2016. So in the secondary school-age population, the probability of being out
of school is 1.37 times for 2003 for girls whose mothers are not graduates than girls whose
mothers are primary school graduates. It is 1.54 times more for 2011 and 1.02 times for
2016. The mother's education level is an effective variable that causes more boys than girls

to stay out of school, except in 2003.

When data analysis results of 2003, 2011, and 2016 regarding the status of father’s
education level in predicting to stay out of school according to gender discrimination are
analyzed, it is seen that secondary school-age boys and girls with low father ‘s education
level are more likely to be out of school than their fellows with high father’s education level.
When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that father’s education level is a significant variable

(p<0.05) in predicting the exclusion of the male population of secondary school age
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according to the data of 2003 (=0.24; Exp (B)=1.27), 2011 (=0.47; Exp (B)= 1.59) and
2016 (B=0.01; Exp (B)= 1.01). A one-unit decrease in father’s education level increases the
likelihood of secondary school age males being out of school 1.27 times for 2003, 1.59
times for 2011, and 1.01 times for 2016. So, in the secondary school-age population, the
probability of being out of school is 1.27 times for 2003 for boys whose fathers are high
school or equivalent school graduates compared to males whose fathers are higher education
graduates. It is 1.59 times more for 2011and 1.01 times for 2016. When Table 4 is analyzed,
it is seen that the education level of the father is a significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting
the exclusion of girl population of secondary school age for all three years, according to the
data of 2003 (5=0.66; Exp (B)=1.93), 2011 (=0.44; Exp (B)= 1.56) and 2016 (5=0.01; Exp
(B)= 1.01). A one-unit decrease in father’s education level increases the likelihood of
secondary school age girls being out of school 1.93 times for 2003, 1.56 times for 2011, and
1.01 times for 2016. So, in the secondary school-age population, the probability of being out
of school is 1.93 times for 2003 for girls whose fathers are not graduate than girls whose
fathers are primary school graduates. It is 1.56 times more for 2011 and 1.01 times for 2016.
It is seen that secondary school-age boys and girls with a high father’s education level are
less likely to be out of school than their fellows with a low father’s education level, as the
education level of the father increases, the probability of being out of school decreases.
Father’s education level is an effective variable that caused more girls than boys to stay out
of school in 2003.

When data analysis results of 2003, 2011, and 2016 regarding the status of
household size in predicting to stay out of school according to gender discrimination are
analyzed, it is seen that secondary school-age boys and girls with a small household size are
more likely to be out of school than their fellows with high household size. When Table 4 is
analyzed, it is seen that household size is not a significant variable (p=0.43>0.05) in
predicting the exclusion of the secondary school age's male population according to the data
of 2003 and 2011. However, it is a significant variable (p<0.05) according to the data of
2016 (=0.09; Exp (B)= 1.10). While one —unit increase in household size (three or less “1
«“; four persons “2 *; five persons “3 ; six persons “4 “; seven and eight persons “5 “and
nine persons or more “6 “) does not affect the probability of secondary school age boys in
2003 and 2011, it increases this probability 1.10 times for 2016. When Table 4 is analyzed,
it is seen that household size is a significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting the exclusion of

girl population of secondary school age for all three years, according to the data of 2003
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(8=0.06; Exp (B)=1.07), 2011 (5=0.31; Exp (B)= 1.36) and 2016 (8=0.10; Exp (B)= 1.11).
A one-unit increase in household size increases the likelihood of girls of secondary school
age being out of school 1.07 times for 2003, 1.36 times for 2011, and 1.11 times for 2016.

The number of household members especially affects the probability of exclusion of girls.

When data analysis results of 2003 and 2016 regarding the status of annual income
per capita in predicting to stay out of school according to gender discrimination are
analyzed, it is seen that secondary school-age boys and girls with low annual income per
capita are more likely to be out of school than their fellows with high annual income per
capita. Annual income per capita does not affect boys' and girls' probability of being out of
school for 2011. When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that annual income per capita is a
significant variable in predicting the exclusion of the male population of the secondary
school age according to the data of 2003 (5=0.07; Exp (B)=1.07; p=0.04<0.05) and 2016
(6=0.11; Exp (B)= 1.11; p=0.02<0.05). However, it is not a significant variable
(p=0.43>0.05) according to the data of 2011 (5=0.01; Exp (B)= 1.01). A one-unit decrease
in annual income per capita increases the likelihood of secondary school age males being out
of school 1.07 times for 2003 and 1.11 times for 2016. In the population of secondary school
age, males whose annual income per capita increases are less likely to be out of school.
When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that annual income per capita is significant in predicting
the exclusion of girls at the secondary school age according to the data of 2003 (=0.17;
Exp (B)=1.18; p=0.00<0.05) and 2016 (#=0.19; Exp (B)= 1.20; p=0.00<0.05). However, it
is not a significant variable (p=0.64>0.05) according to the data of 2011.

A one-unit decrease in annual income per capita increases the likelihood of
secondary school age girls being out of school 1.18 times for 2003 and 1.20 times for 2016.
In the population of secondary school age girls whose annual income per capita increases are
less likely to be out of school as the annual income per capita decreases, the probability of
being out of school increases. Annual income per capita is a significant variable that affects
girls’ exclusion from school rather than boys. The impact of annual income per capita on the

probability of being out of school increased from 2003 to 2016.

When data analysis results of 2011 and 2016 regarding the status of Disability Status
in predicting to stay out of school according to gender discrimination are analyzed, it is seen
that secondary school-age boys and girls without disabilities are less likely to be out of
school than their fellows with disabilities. When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that disability
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status is a significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting the exclusion of disabled males of
secondary school age according to the data of 2011 ($=1.31; Exp (B)= 3.70) and 2016
(#=1.77; Exp (B)= 5.88). Secondary school-age disabled males are 3.70 times more likely to
be out of school than non-disabled males in 2011; they are 5.88 more likely to be out of
school than non —disabled males in 2016. Disability status increases the probability of being
out of school for males. When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that disability status is a
significant variable (p<0.05) in predicting the exclusion of girls of secondary school age
according to data of 2011 (5=0.94; Exp (B)=2.56) and 2016 (=1.72; Exp (B)= 5.56).
Secondary school-age girls with disabilities are 2.56 times more likely to be out of school
than non-disabled girls in 2011, and likewise, they are 5.56 times more likely to be out of
school than their fellows without disabilities in 2016. The more disability among girls, the
more likely they are to be out of school. Boys and girls with disabilities in secondary
education are more likely to be out of school than their fellows without disabilities. When
the data of 2011 and 2016 are compared, it is understood that in the secondary school-age
population, the probability of staying out of school for people with disabilities more than
doubled rather than decreasing and that the probability of staying out of school for disabled

boys increased more than disabled girls.
Discussion and Conclusion

After analyzing the data, it is seen that the leading individual variables that are effective in
staying out of school are disability status and gender variables. Girls are more likely to be
out of school than boys in all 2011, 2003, and 2016 data. Disabled girls who live in the rural
area; who have no social security; who have low father and mother education levels: and
who are also in poor and crowded families are most likely to be out of school. Disabled girls
who live in the rural area; who have no social security; who have low father and mother
education levels; and who are in crowded and low-income families are most likely to be out

of school.

In the analyzes, it was understood that disability status was the highest predictor of
exclusion from school. People with disabilities are 2.74 and 5.56 times more likely to be out
of school than non —disabled people, respectively, in 2011 and 2016. In many areas
emphasized in the United Nations Convention on Disability Rights, all kinds of
discrimination against children are thought to be effective in this situation. In the examples

of the developed countries, children with disabilities are enrolled in mainstream education
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when conditions permit, and special education services are provided free of charge to
children that experts determine. In Turkey, disabled children can stay out of school because
of some factors such as primary schools are not sufficient in terms of physical facilities and
number of teachers for disabled children, only a small number of people can benefit from
special education services compared to other countries, and also these special education
services are paid (Gen¢ & Orhan, 2015). As Caglar (2009) pointed out, this may also be
because families, who do not expect a future, academic benefit or success from their
disabled children, tend not to send their children to school unless it is compulsory and what
is more as expenses of transportation, nutrition and similar needs of disabled children are
much is another reason for families not to send their disabled children to school. Likewise,
in studies regarding children at risk of being excluded from school, disabled children come
first (Hillman, 2014).

When the literature is examined, it is emphasized that girls stay out of school against
their will due to reasons such as girls’ entering adult roles at an early age (helping mother
with household chores and looking after their siblings) (Adigiizel, 2013; Hosgorir & Polat
2015; Kiigiiker, 2018; Tung, 2009; UNICEF, 2017); girls being forced into early marriage
due to early puberty (Adigiizel, 2013; Dilli, 2006; Tung, 2009); the thought that only being
literate is enough for girls as their husbands take care of them when they get married (Dilli,
2006; Ozdemir, Erkan, Karip, Sezgin and Sirin, 2010; Tung, 2009); traditional prejudices of
families that keep boys ahead of girls (Bakis, Levent, insel & Polat, 2009; Ozdemir et al.,
2010; Tung, 2009); condemnation of parents by relatives and family elders (Adigiizel, 2013,
Tung, 2009); concern that girls will violate traditional values and ethical problems (Tung,
2009) and conservative families are making coeducation a a problem (Bora, 2012; Tung,
2009). These reasons support the findings of the study. It has been understood that gender
perceptions differ according to the residential area, and girls and boys living in rural areas
are more negatively affected than their peers in the city. This situation suggests that rural
families have a low education level; the vast majority of them make their living from
agriculture and animal husbandry, and they have a more religiously conservative mindset.
According to Kara and Giirhan (2013), the religious institution, where inequality is

reproduced, functions as a “divine opportunity “in naturalizing gender inequality.

It has been found that there is a significant difference between the secondary school-
age population living in rural and urban areas in their probability of being out of school and

especially rural children stay out of school more than urban children. According to Kocakurt
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(2016), in all levels of education in Turkey, especially at the high school level, rural areas
are the places with the least number of schools, teachers, and classrooms; high birth rates in
rural areas; the rural people are on the poverty line because of the low socio-economic
development level; children being employed inside and /or outside the home as the
livelihood of the rural population depends on agriculture and animal husbandry can be
emphasized as some of the most important reasons for the difference between settlements.
Also, as Soydan (2015) emphasized, the problems experienced in keeping qualified teachers
in these regions due to the difficulty of creating appropriate educational and vital
opportunities for teachers working in the rural areas are among the most prominent reasons
for not establishing a qualified education system in the rural areas. However, this research
results do not support the finding of Gliimiis (2014) that the rural-urban distinction does not
significantly affect children’s school attendance after various individual and societal
variables are taken under control. Giimiis (2014) emphasized that the differences in school
participation of children in rural and urban areas did not only stem from their location but

also inequalities at the household and society level.

Household size and family structure have a determining effect on the rate of
household member’s utilization of income and other resources. According to the research
data, the larger the household size, the higher the probability of being out of school. Parents
with unfavorable socio-economic conditions have problems in financing their children's
educational needs and can not take care of their children individually because of a large
number of children (Soydan 2015). The findings of the study support the findings of
previous studies (Beatty, Neisser, Trent & Heubert, 2001; Cemalcilar, Goksen & Celik,
2012; Goksen, Cemalcilar & Giirlesel, 2006; Giimiis, 2014; MEB, 2013; Ozdemir et al.,
2010; Simsek, 2011). However, the findings were not consistent with Mike, Nakajjo, and
Isoke (2016)’findings that children living in larger households were less likely to drop out
than children living in smaller households. The relationships were statistically significant.
This difference is thought to be due to the state support given to large families. Having older
siblings who bring income to the home can also reduce the likelihood of being out of school.
As the size of the household increases, the possibility of creating a quiet, warm and
undisturbed studying environment for children to read and study decreases. As the
household size increases, individuals' average consumption expenditure decreases, and the

poorest families first cut their education expenditures.
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Parents' education level is an effective variable in predicting exclusion from school;
as mother and father's education level increases, the probability of being out of school
decreases. The findings of the study support the findings of previous studies (Bakis et al.,
2009; Bora, 2012; Géksen et al., 2006; Giimiis, 2014; Hosgoriir & Polat, 2015; Ozbas, 2012.
Pehlivan, 2006). Educated parents are more likely to monitor their children’s academic
development and supervise and help their children with their academic work more
effectively by spending more time with their children than uneducated parents. Parents with
a high level of education strive to create rich reading resources and environments in their
homes in a way that affects their children’s success constructively. Besides, they have higher
expectations from their children (Giilleroglu, Demir & Demirtasli, 2014). Parents who have
high educational expectations from their children inspire their children to participate in
extracurricular activities; communicate more with teachers, and hence good relations with
teachers increase the likelihood of motivation of children and parallel to this, teachers
facilitate cooperation with parents in overcoming problems with students (Cui, 2014).
Educated parents are more aware of the potential benefits of their children ‘s education.
Their children are more likely to have access to the information and social Networks that
they need to engage in activities that bring high income. Besides, higher parental education
makes it easier for parents to get to know their children better. It influences constructively
by transforming relationships with their children into a healthier and more effective way,
according to Ozel and Zelyurt (2016). Less-educated parents place more emphasis on
academic achievement reflected in high scores in measured tests than more abstract and
subjective ways of assessing student performance (for example, by student portfolios),
according to Schneider, Marschall, Teske, and Roch (1998). Because strong performance in
tests is associated with access to good colleges and good jobs for them. Parents with less

education tend to want more discipline in the classroom.

Health Assurance (compulsory and optional insured, with a green card, no insurance)
is an effective variable in predicting school exclusion; as health assurance decreases, the
probability of being out of school increases. People with a green card and people without
any insurance are more out of school than compulsory and optional insured people;
similarly, those who do not have any insurance are more out of school than people with
green cards. Information on the family's social security provides clues about the family's
monthly income and whether they work in formal/informal jobs. For example, the green

card is given to families with no social security, and are deprived of insurance and have a
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low monthly income. So the treatment and health expenses of these families are covered by
the state. However, there is neither a green card nor a health assurance for families whose
parents do not work (can not work)or who work informally with a wage lower than the
minimum wage, and hence treatment and health expenses of the individuals in this family
are not financed by the state. Health assurance stands out as an important variable regarding

the living conditions of the families.

The status of annual income per capita variable in predicting to stay out of school
differs by years. According to 2003 and 2016 data, the annual income per capita variable
according to gender discrimination is a significant variable in predicting the exclusion of
male and female population of secondary school age. Still, it is not a significant variable
according to 2011 data. Secondary school-age boys and girls with high annual income per
capita are less likely to be out of school than their fellows with low annual income per capita
as the annual income per capita decreases—the probability of being out of school increases.
The rise in income is more of an effective factor for women to continue education. It is
supported by the findings in Tomul (2008)’s study that the increase in income is most
effective in the continuation of education for women aged 18-23. There is a positive
relationship between monthly household income per capita and enrollment. Although this
relationship is positive, it differs by gender. While this relationship between income and
enrollment in school is linear for young males in Thailand, it may be inverted U-shaped for
young females (Tharmmapornphilas, 2013). Low income refers to the economic dimension

of poverty.

Extreme poverty is a factor that reduces school attendance because children who
struggle with hunger at some point in their lives are less likely to go to school (Cardoso &
Verner, 2006). The main reason for children being excluded from school is the lack of
sufficient funds. The main obstacle is the decrease in the household income due to the loss
of income of the student (World Bank, 2005). Young people with low income do not have
higher education expectations and hence evaluate the cost to be incurred to continue
secondary education in terms of finding a job and salary earnings that this education will
bring and so they may stay out of school when they find any job opportunity, even in
informal sectors (Education Reform Initiative, 2009). Due to the inadequacy of the family’s
economic situation, entering the labor market with the parents to earn money and contribute
to the family economy or their increased responsibilities in housework may cause children to

stay out of school at an early age (Bakis et al., 2009; Karadag & Balkar, 2015; Ozdemir et
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al., 2010). The income variable is also effective in exclusion from school due to school
factors. Rich people can enroll/ transfer their children to qualified schools, but the poor do
not have such opportunities (Yolcu, 2011). The effect of annual income per capita in
predicting exclusion from school may have reduced as the period of compulsory education
increases to 12 years, and low-income families start to give importance to their children’s

education like rich people.

Socio-economic variables according to gender discrimination (settlement unit, health
assurance, disability status, education level of father and mother, household size, and annual
income per capita) are significant predictors in the analysis of exclusion from school. While
the predictive effect of the disability status variable increased, it was found that although
other variables were still significant predictors, their effect rates decreased over the years.
This situation stems from the fact that those who are not enrolled in a formal education
institution at the secondary education level due to the increase in the duration of compulsory
education; and students who are absent or students who make grade repetition twice are

automatically accepted as open high school students in the e-school system.
Suggestions
Based on the results of the research, the following policy suggestions can be presented

1. Educational practices that consider the differences of children with disabilities
should be increased; Parents of disabled children should be made aware of public support for
disabled people, and these parents should be directed to empower their children.

2. Confronting the existing economic system should become the goal of our society.
The state should take measures to eliminate the influence of socio-economic characteristics
in access to education.

3. Regardless of parents’ social security (no insurance, green card, compulsory and
optional insurance), everyone should have equal health coverage.

4. Scholarship applications and schooling campaigns of the state and non-governmental
organizations contribute to the continuation of education of many children, although in part;
financial aid should be given to the poor families to meet the educational needs of the child,
and projects should be developed to convince conservative families who do not send their
girls to school.

5. Considering the effect of parents' education level on the education period of the
children, the studies to increase adult literacy should be done in the whole country; and
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efforts should be made to increase the quality and quantity of relations between the family
and the school.

6. By referring to religious references, politicians should not encourage families to have
more children by stating that “each family should have at least three children” and “families
will be given financial aid per child.”

7. Since education is a human right, necessary school buildings should be built where
needed, and qualification differences between schools should be removed. Rights should not
be sacrificed for cost-benefit analysis. The number of secondary education schools should be
increased, especially in rural areas.

8. The fact that some variables are not measured in the data of TUIK (for example,
settlement unit-rural-urban) prevents the comparison of these variables. Therefore, the basic
variables should be measured in the surveys that TUIK conducts every year.

9. In order to compare exclusion from school and living conditions of different nations,
beliefs, and sexual identities, these variables should also be included in TUIK data.

10. Ministry of Education should create a data repository of gender, age, sexual identity,
nation, religious belief, school type, place of residence, and so on for failure, absenteeism,

suspension from school, and school exclusion.
Research Suggestions

The application suggestions developed based on the results obtained in this research, and
that can contribute to the researchers and applications that are to be made are listed below.

1. Future researches can be conducted based on data from TUIK’s income and living
conditions surveys.

2. This research has been conducted with children who are out of school at the
secondary education level. Future researches can be conducted with children/young people
with different educational levels.

3. With the change is known as 4+4+4 in public, 12 —year compulsory gradual
education started as of the 2012-2013 academic year (Primary Education and education law
and law on making changes in some laws, 2012). It can be researched how this radical
change in the education system effect dropouts.

4. Countries with different economic systems can be compared in terms of staying out

of school.
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5. Staying out of school, absenteeism, and grade repetition situations in public and
private schools can be studied by comparing.

6. More researches should be conducted on how education policies and school climates
affect absenteeism, failure, grade repetition, and staying out of school.

7. Our country receives immigration from different countries, and the number of
refugees in our country is increasing. To guide the policies that will ensure the integration of
asylum seekers into society and take part in education, field research covering the social and
educational problems of refugees and refugee children can be planned.
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