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Okul Gelirlerinin ve Sosyoekonomik Gelismislik Diizeyinin Ortadogretimden

Yiiksekogretime Gegis Siireci ile iliskisi
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Ozet: Bu arastirma, firsat ve olanak esitligi baglaminda egitim hakki ve egitime erisim
stireglerini etkileyen sosyoekonomik ve sosyokiiltiirel degiskenleri irdelemektedir. Bu
amagla on lisans ve lisans diizeyinde yiiksekogretime yerlesme oranlarmin, T.C. Milli
Egitim Bakanlhigi (MEB) tarafindan saglanan cari ddenekler, okul aile birligi gelirleri
ve ilgelerin sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyleri arasinda farkhilik gdsterip
gostermedigi  Ankara’min ilgelerindeki kamu ortadgretim okullari iizerinden
arastirilmistir.  Arastirmanin  evrenini  bu okullar olusturmaktadir. Arastirma
kapsaminda; (MEB) Strateji Gelistirme Baskanligi (SGB) tarafindan ayrilan cari
ddenekler ile Ankara Il Milli Egitim Miidiirliigiinden (MEM) 2018, 2019 ve 2020
ogretim yullarimda alinan okul aile birligi gelirlerine iliskin verilere ulasimstir. T.C.
Olgme, Se¢me ve Yerlestirme Merkezinden (OSYM) ayni yillara ait ortaégretimden
yiiksekogretime gegis verilerine ulasilmistir, ilgelerinin sosyoekonomik gelismislik
endeks degerleri ise T.C. Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlhigi tarafindan 2022 yilinda
yayimlanan; Sosyo-Ekonomik Geligmislik Siralamast Endeksi (SEGE) sonug¢larindan
elde edilmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen veriler normal dagilum géstermedigi
icin gruplar arasindaki farklara iliskin hipotezlerin testinde parametrik olmayan
yontemler kullamilmigtir. Arastirma bulgularina gore on lisans ve lisans diizeyinde
yiiksekogretime yerlesme oranlarmmin, okul aile birligi gelir gruplar: ve ilgelerin
sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyleri bakimindan farkliik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir.
Buradan hareketle okullar ve bulunduklar: bélgeler arasindaki okul aile birligi gelir
Sfarkliklarint azaltmak icin cari ddeneklerin dagitilmasinda dezavantajli bolgelere
oncelik saglanmasi onerilmektedir.
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Sanayilesmeye dayal1 iiretim bigimlerinin asamali olarak artmasi, bireylerin egitim stireclerini
istthdam kosullarini saglamanin bir araci olarak goérmelerinde etkili olmustur. Ayrica toplumsal
smiflarin egitime erigim olanaklari, sahip olduklar: sosyal, kiiltiirel ve ekonomik sermayelerin
yeterliligi dl¢iisiinde bir avantaj ya da dezavantaj durumuna doniismiistiir. Bu durum, kisilerin
sosyal iliskilerini yasalar oniinde esitlik ilkesi temelinde diizenleyen normlarin yani sira egitim
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alaninda da toplumsal istem mekanizmasina bagli olusan kapsam ve igerigin belirlenmesine
dontik diizenlemeleri de beraberinde getirmistir.

Diinyada giderek hizlanan bilimsel ve teknolojik gelismeler ile sanayi teknolojilerinin
modernlesmesi, sanayinin gereksinimlerine uygun nitelikli insan giicii yetistirilmesi ve
beklentiler dogrultusunda egitim sistemlerinin doniistiiriilmesine yol agmistir (Ergiin, 2016).
Altunya’ya (2003) gore sanayi ve teknoloji alanlarindaki gelismelere bagli olarak egitim
programlarindaki doniigiim, egitimin yeni toplumsal islevler kazanmasini saglamis ve
dolayisiyla devlet (otorite) ile kisi (hak) iliskisinin hukuksal olarak diizenlenmesini giindeme
getirmistir. Bu durum, ayni zamanda egitim politikalarinin kapsam, igerik ve hedefler yoniinden
veriye bagl bir anlayisla gozden gegirilmesini de zorunlu kilmaktadir.

Tiirkiye'de Anayasa ve ilgili yasalar egitim hakkin1 koruma altina almistir. Ancak, resmi
istatistikler incelendiginde heniiz egitim hakkina erisemeyen c¢ag niifusunun, énemli bir oranda
oldugu belirtilmektedir (Almis ve Karakiitiik, 2021). Egitim hakki, Insan Haklar1 Evrensel
Bildirgesi’nin 26. maddesi ve Birlesmis Milletler (BM) Cocuk Haklar1 Soézlesmesi gibi
uluslararasi belgelerle de korunmaktadir (Lee, 2013; Birlesmis Milletler Cocuklara Yardim
Fonu [UNICEF], 2017). Bu belgeler, ilkogretimin herkes i¢in zorunlu ve parasiz olmasini ve
egitimde firsat esitliginin saglanmasini vurgular. Ancak egitim finansmani politikalari, kaynak
yetersizlikleri ve kaynaklarin dagilimi egitime erisim ve nitelik agisindan énemli farkliliklar
yaratmaktadir.

Ulusal alanyazinda yer alan arastirmalardan tarihsel sirayla ilk olarak Ozsoy (2002) ailelerin
gelir durumunun 6grencilerin yiiksekogretime gegiste oldugu gibi okula devam etme ve fakiilte
ve program se¢me siire¢lerinde de etkili oldugunu belirlemistir. Diindar (2010) egitimde firsat
ve olanak esitligini ele alan politika belgeleri ve raporlari ¢oziimlenmis ve elde edilen sonuglara
gore gerek bolgeler arasindaki gerekse ayni bolge icindeki okullarin olanaklart ve okullagma
oranlar arasinda ciddi farkliliklar bulundugunu saptamistir. Arastirma kapsaminda incelenen
bilimsel raporlara gore, sinav basarisi ile egitime erisim ve egitimin niteligi gibi sorunlarin 6ne
ciktig1, ozellikle de iiniversiteye giris sisteminin temelde bir egitime erisim sorunu olarak
algilandig1 belirtilmigtir. Tabak (2017) MEB biitce kalemlerinin egitimde firsat ve olanak
esitligini destekleyecek bir anlayisla yapilandirilmasi ve bu amagla 6zellikle sosyal politikalarin
dezavantajli gruplar lehine diizenlemeler icermesi gerektigine dikkat ¢ekilmistir. Tabak’in
(2017) en 6nemli bulgularindan biri ise dogrudan okul biitgeleriyle ilgilidir. Buna gore bir¢ok
okulun, gereksinimlerini karsilayacak diizeyde biit¢eye sahip olmadig1 ve bu okullarin fiziksel
yapilarim iyilestirmek ve sosyal etkinlikler diizenleyebilmek icin velilerden bagis toplamak
zorunda oldugu belirtilmektedir (Tabak, 2017). Sonug olarak, anne-babalarin 6zel finansmana
olan baghiliginin azaltilmasi i¢in bolgesel diizeyde ekonomik endekslerin olusturulmas: ve
MEB biit¢esinin il ve okul ¢apinda bu calismanin sonunda ulagilan bulgular dogrultusunda
dagitilmas1 Onerilmistir. Celikkol ve Avci (2017) 6zel olarak orgiin egitim kapsaminda lise
ogrencileri 0rneklem olarak sectikleri arastirmalarinda Isparta il merkezinde ekonomik ve
sosyal firsatlara erisim ile egitimdeki esitsizlik olgusu arasindaki iligkileri incelemislerdir.
Aragtirma sonuglarina gore egitimde gozlenen firsat ve olanak esitsizlikleri, toplumsal kesimler
arasindaki ekonomik ve sosyal esitsizliklerin bir yansimasidir. Ozellikle Bourdieu nun kiiltiirel
sermayenin aktarimi kuramina dikkat ¢ekilen arastirmada, anne-babanin egitim durumunun,
mesleki statiilerinin ve gelir durumlarinin egitimsel esitsizliklerini yeniden {irettigi
goriilmiistiir. Bu gostergelerin, ayn1 zamanda Ogrencilerin genel akademik liselere ya da
mesleki teknik okullara yonelmeleri siirecinde etkin birer etmen olarak ortaya c¢iktigt
goriilmektedir. Buna gore, ilkokul ve ortaokul diizeyinde 6grencinin bulundugu sosyal,
ekonomik ve kiiltiirel kosullar, liselere giriste uygulanan merkezi sinavlar yoluyla yeniden
iiretilerek pekistirilmektedir (Celikkol ve Avci, 2017). Sahin (2019) yaptig1 arastirmada firsat
esitsizliklerinin nedenlerini 6grenci, 6gretmen, veli ve okul aile birligi bagkanlari ile yapilan
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goriismeler merkezi smav sonuclartyla birlikte degerlendirmistir. Bu yaklasimla farkli
paydaslarin bakis agilar1 analiz edilerek daha kapsamli bir sonug elde edilmesi hedeflenmistir.
Arastirmada, merkezi sinav yoluyla belirlenen okul tercihleri ve ailelerin egitim harcamalarinin
yani sira sosyal, kiiltiirel ve ekonomik sermayeleri arasinda herhangi bir iliski bulunup
bulunmadigi sorularina yanit aranmistir. Temel Egitimden Ortadgretime Gegis (TEOG) sinav
sonuglart temel alinarak yapilan ¢oziimlemelere gore, 6grencilerin akademik basarilariyla
ailelerin egitim harcamalar1 arasinda iligki bulundugu ve anne-babalarin egitim durumu,
okullarin fiziki yapisi ve egitim ortami gibi etmenlerin de akademik basarida etkili oldugu tespit
edilmistir.

Atmaca ve Aydin (2020) yaptiklar1 arastirmada iist diizey ekonomik ve kiiltiirel olanaklara
sahip olan ailelerin ¢ocuklarinin akademik basarisini artirabilmek ve sosyal statiilerini korumak
icin gereken bilince ve stratejiye sahip olduklari; dolayisiyla kiiltiirel ve ekonomik sermayeye
sahip ailelerin ¢ocuklarinin nitelikli ve donanimli okullara gittikleri ve avantajli konumlarini
stirdlirdiikleri sonuglarina varmiglardir. Konuya iliskin uluslararasi alanyazina bakildiginda,
Waldinger (2006), erken izleme (6grencileri akademik basarilarina ve yeteneklerine uygun
programlar iceren okullara yonlendirme) uygulamasi yapilan iilkelerde Ogrencilerin test
basarilar1 ve ailelerinin sosyoekonomik arka planlar1 arasindaki iligkileri incelemistir.
Aragtirmada PISA, Uluslararasi Okuma Becerilerinde Gelisim Arastirmas1 (PIRLS) ve
Uluslararas1 Matematik ve Fen Egilimleri Arastirmasi (TIMMS) sinavlarinda elde edilen
sonuclar bazinda OECD iilkelerinden en basarili ve en basarisiz iilkeler gruplara ayrilarak,
‘farklarin farkt’ yontemi kullanilmigtir. Arastirmada, ilkokul 3. ve 4. sinif ile ortaokul arasinda
erken izleme uygulamalar1 goriilen iilkelerde aile arka plani durumunun 6grenci test sonuglari
ile iligkisinin bulunamadig1 ve egitimde esitsizlige neden olarak gosterilemeyecegine dikkat
cekilmistir. Calismada, aile arka plan1 olarak ele alinan dlgiitlerden bazilar1 ise ebeveynlerin
mesleki durumu, ebeveynlerin egitim siireleri ve evde bulunan kitap sayisidir. Ancak
aragtirmada da belirtildigi gibi bu durum Hanushek ve Woessmann’in (2010) bulgulariyla
farklilik gostermektedir. Hanushek ve Woessmann, erken izleme yapilan OECD iilkelerinde
PIRLS ve PISA testlerinde siniflar arasindaki esitsizligin arttigina dikkat ¢ekmislerdir. Her iki
calisma da yontemsel farkliliklar gostermekle birlikte analiz sonuglarinin standart sapmalari
Hanushek ve Woessmann’in (2010) arastirmasinda daha genis bir aralikta alinmis olup
arastirmaya, erken izlemenin 16 yasindan once yapildig: iilkeler dahil edilmistir. Bu durum,
katsayilarin farklilagsmasindan ve farkli izleme 6lgiitleri kullanilmasindan da kaynaklanabilir.
Waldinger’e (2006) gore ise test sonuglarini etkileyebilecek bircok neden vardir. Ornegin
ogrencileri egitim asamalarinin daha ileriki yillarinda izleyen iilkelerin, daha evrensel okul
Oncesi egitim standartlar1 sagladig diisiiniilebilir. Bu yaklagim, 6grencilerin farkli aile arka
planlaria sahip olmalarindan kaynaklanan farklar1 azaltabilir. Sonug¢ olarak basit bir kesitsel
veri setinde bile erken izleme yags1 ve aile arka planinin 6nemi arasinda yanlig bir korelasyon
gozlemlenebilir. Marcenaro-Gutierrez ve digerleri (2007) sosyoekonomik ge¢mis ve iiniversite
O0grenimi gorme arasindaki iliskiyi, 1994-2000 yillar1 arasinda yapilan bir genglik kusak
caligmasinin  verilerini  ¢oziimleyerek ele almiglardir. Arastirma sonucglarina gore
yiiksekdgretime gegiste 6grencilerin, dolayisiyla ailelerin, sosyal sinif farkliliklarinin etkilerine
iliskin bulgulara ulagilmistir. Ancak bu durumun yiiksekdgretim asamasindan Once ortaya
ciktig1 vurgulanmistir. Ingiltere ve Galler’de 6grencilerin 16-18 yas araligindan dnce ulusal bir
sinava girdikleri ve yiiksekdgretim icin ayr1 bir sinava girmeden lise egitimlerini farkli dersler
alarak iiniversiteye yoOnelik bir 6n hazirlik siireciyle gecirdikleri bilinmektedir. Ayrica
tiniversiteler devlet tarafindan fonlansalar bile iiniversite egitimi zorunlu kisisel bir maliyet
karsiliginda verilmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu agamada esitsizliklerin daha onceki yillarda ortaya
ciktig1 gergegiyle arastirma sonucu tutarlilik géstermektedir.
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Carnoy (2016) daha diisiik sosyal sinifta olan ailelerin cocuklarinin ortadgretim ve
yuksekogretime giris i¢in bliyiikk finansal engellerle karsilastiklari, kamu yatirimlarindaki
vergilendirme ve harcama politikalarinin sosyal esitlige daha fazla egilim gostermesi gerektigi
ancak bu durumun, devletlerin egitimi bir kamu mali ya da 6zel mal olarak gérmelerindeki
sonuca bagli olarak degisebilecegini vurgulamistir. Owens ve digerleri (2016) Amerika
Birlesik Devletleri’nde 1970°ten itibaren aileler ile yasadiklar1 bolgeler arasindaki gelir
farkliliklarinin arttigini vurgulamaktadirlar. Bu durumun, okullar ve okullarin bulunduklari
bolgeler arasindaki gelir farkliliklarini, 6zellikle 1990 ve 2010 yillart arasindaki donemde halk
okullarinin bulundugu yerlerde daha belirgin oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Arastirmaya dahil
edilen okullarda 6grenim goren ogrencilerin ailelerinin gelirlerinin farklilastigia iliskin
belirleme, ticretsiz ve indirimli yemek uygulamalar1 bulunan ve bulunmayan okullar iizerinden
yapilmustir. Gelir esitsizliklerinin sonucu olarak egitim esitsizliklerinin olustugu ortaya
konularak, bu durumun 6grencilerin akademik basarilarini ne derece etkiledigi sonucuna iliskin
belirlemeler yapilmistir. Buna gore toplumda artan gelir esitsizliginin ve egitim politikalarinin
okul tercihlerinde yiiksek gelirli aileler lehine bir {istlinliik sagladigi, ailelerin gelir diizeyleri
arttikca okullarin gelir kaynaklarinin ve 6gretim niteliklerinin de arttig1 belirlenmistir. Gelirleri
yiiksek ailelerin sosyal sermayelerinin de gii¢lii olmasi nedeniyle c¢ocuklarin egitim
kaynaklarina daha rahat erismelerinin, onlarin daha yiiksek akademik basariya erismelerini
kolaylagtirdig1 saptanmistir. Chmielewski ve Reardon (2016), 2001 yilindaki PIRLS ve 2006,
2009 ve 2012 yillarindaki PISA sinavlarina ait veriler kullanmislardir. Aragtirma, aile geliri ile
akademik basar1 arasindaki iliskileri OECD iilkeleri bazinda irdelemektedir. Arastirma
sonuclari, aile geliri ile akademik basar1 arasindaki iliskinin OECD iilkeleri arasinda énemli
farkliliklar gdsterdigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ancak gelir esitsizligi ile basar1 arasindaki iliski
siurll diizeydedir. Yiiksek ve diisiik gelirli 68renciler arasindaki basar1 farki, ortalama olarak
1.0 standart sapma civarindadir; ancak bu fark, iilkeler arasinda onemli 6lclide degiskenlik
gostermektedir. Arastirmaya gore gelir ile basar1 farkinin en yiiksek oldugu iilkeler Portekiz,
Liiksemburg, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Bel¢ika (Flandre) ve Macaristan'dir. Bu tlkeler
arasinda gelir esitsizligi ¢ok yiiksek olanlar (6zellikle Amerika Birlesik Devletleri ve Portekiz)
oldugu gibi, gelir esitsizligi diizeyi goreli olarak diisiik olanlar (6rnegin Liiksemburg ve
Belgika-Flandre) da bulunmaktadir. Gelir-bagar1 farkinin en diisiik oldugu iilkeler ise izlanda,
Norveg, Isveg, Polonya ve Danimarka gibi diisiik esitsizlik diizeyine sahip olan ¢ogunlukla
Iskandinav iilkeleridir. Ozetle, okullarin bulunduklar1 yerlesim birimi, fiziki altyap:, egitim
ortamlarinin niteligi gibi etmenlerin yaninda kamu kaynaklarinin adaletsiz dagilimi da mevcut
esitsizlikleri dezavantajli gruplar aleyhine artirmaktadir.

Ozcan (2009) farkli okul tiirlerinin 6grenci basma yaptigi harcamalari ve ailelerin egitim
giderlerini inceleyerek, okullarda biitce yonetiminde karsilasilan sorunlar1 ortaya koymustur.
Arastirma sonugclari, devletin okullarda olusan maliyetleri karsilamasi, velilerden ise sadece
goniillii bagislarmin kabul edilmesi gerektigini vurgulamistir. Bayram (2014) ise kiiresel
ekonomik bunalim donemlerinde Tiirkiye'de egitim yatirimi harcamalarinin  azaldigini
belirlemis ve bu harcamalarin yeniden gbzden gecirilmesi gerektigini isaret etmistir. Bu durum,
egitime yapilan harcamalarin zamanla nasil degistigini anlamak ag¢isindan 6nemlidir. Egitime
yapilan toplam harcamalar icinde devletin katkis1 2014 yilinda %77,7°den 2018 yilinda
%72,9’a gerilemistir. Hanehalkinin egitim harcamalarina katilimi 2018 y1il1 verilerine gére %20
oranindadir (Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu [TUIK], 2020, 2022). Bu baglamda, okullarin 6z
gelirlerinin, yer aldiklar1 bolgelerin sosyoekonomik diizeyi dogrultusunda farklilik gostermesi,
egitimde yapisal esitsizliklerin derinlesmesine neden olabilir (Ozkan vd., 2022). Egitime
yapilan kamusal harcamalarin disinda okullarin yarattigi ek finansman kaynaklarinin egitim
kaynaklar1 igindeki biiyiikliigli ve paylasimi ise arastirilmayan ve sonug¢ olarak bir¢ok
arastirmacinin ¢aligmalarinda yeterince yer almayan bir konu olarak kalmaistir.
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Tiirkiye’de egitim finansmani politikalarinin temel dayanaklarini, basta Anayasa olmak iizere
ilgili kanun ve yonetmelikler ile kalkinma planlar1 ve milli egitim siralarinda alinan kararlar
olusturmaktadir. Egitimin baglica gelir kaynagi ise devlet biitcesinden MEB’e aktarilan
O0deneklerdir. Bunun disinda 6rgiin egitim kurumlarinin; gontlliilerin bagislari, kira ve isletme
gelirleri, doner sermaye gelirleri, faiz ve nemalar, yurt ve pansiyon gelirleri, dis krediler,
yardimlar ve okul aile birligi gelirleri gibi mali kaynaklar1 bulunmaktadir (Karakiitiik, 2021).
Bu finansal kaynaklar egitim sistemlerinin igleyisini ve siirdiiriilebilirligini saglarken, ayni
zamanda toplumsal yapilarin egitimle iliskilerini de ortaya koymaktadir. Bourdieu ve
Passeron’a (1990) gore egitim sistemleri, toplumsal yapilarin yansimasi olarak sosyal yasamda
gozlemlenen esitsizlikleri yeniden iireten kurumlardir. Bagka bir anlatimla, egitimin yeni
kusaklara aktarilmasi siireci, bir dnceki kusagin tagidigi sosyal sermaye kavramiyla yakindan
iligkilidir. Buna gore anne ve babalarin sahip oldugu sosyal, kiiltiirel ve ekonomik olanaklar,
¢ocuklarin egitiminin niteligini dogrudan etkilemektedir ve insanlar, ait olduklar1 sosyal sinifi
yansitan duygu, jest ve mimiklere sahip olmaktadir. Bu durum, kisinin algilama, hissetme,
diisiinme ve davranis bi¢cimlerini belirleyen bir referans ¢ercevesi olarak da tanimlanmaktadir.
Davranis ve edimlerin arkasinda yer alan bu tiir 6grenilmis Oriintiiler, aslinda sosyal tabakanin
arketipi olarak kusaktan kusaga aktarilmaktadir. Yapilandirilmig oriintiiler i¢inde yer alan
ilkeler, tercihler, duygusal ve diisiinsel egilimler, giinlilk yasamda oldugu gibi sosyokiiltiirel
etkinliklere ve egitime de ayn1 sekilde yansimaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede toplumsal sinif, cinsiyet,
mekan ve sosyal statlii gibi bilesenleri yansitan “Habitus” kavrami ortaya c¢ikmistir. Bu
kavramin temelini olusturan yasam alanlari, birer sosyal mekan platformu olarak s6z konusu
gruplarin yasam 6nceliklerini ve bigcimlerini de belirlemektedir. Bourdieu’ya (1992) gore sosyal
bilimci, toplumsal olgular1 incelerken teknisyen kimligiyle hareket etmeli ve bu siirecte deger
yargilari, siyasal doktrinler vb. kisitlayict tutumlardan uzak durmalidir. Ciinkii sosyal
gerceklige dair arastirmacinin zihninde daha dnceden olusmus kalip yargilar ve bakis agilari
onun gercegi gormesini engeller. Bagka bir anlatimla, kurgulanmis bir zihinsel yapiyla
arastirma yapmak, arastirmaciy1 aradigini bulma sonucuna gotiirebilir. Gergekte arastirmaci,
ona dayatilan1 degil iginde bulunulan sorunsali ¢éziimlemeye odaklanarak 6zgiin sonuglar
cikarabilmelidir (Bourdieu, 2018). Bu asamada Bourdieu’nun kilit kavrami “habitus’tur.
Habitus, belli bir sosyal sinifa 6zgii belirgin yapinin ic¢sellestirilmesi anlamindadir. Diger bir
deyisle, farkli sosyal yap1 ve gruplarin kendi yasam anlayislarini yansitan bir dizi deger ve
algiy1 icermektedir. Buna gore Habitus, kisiyi kusatan ve davranislarina kilavuzluk eden bir
referans cergevesidir. Bu nedenle kisi herhangi bir durumda neler yapacagim bilir, ancak bu
davraniglar1 neden gosterdigine iliskin bir i¢gdriisii yoktur. Bu durum, tipki bir orkestra sefinin
orkestray1 yonetirken gosterdigi otomatiklesmis davranig Oriintiisiinii animsatir. Habitus;
aktarilabilir, 6grenilebilir ve grup iiyelerince benimsenen dylesine giiclii aliskanliklart igerir ki,
orkestra sefi olmaksizin da orkestranin tiim iiyeleri kendilerinden beklenen gorevleri
otomatiklesmis bir zihinsel kurguyla kendiliginden gerceklestirirler. Sonu¢ olarak sosyal
esitsizliklerin yeniden tiretilmesi olgusu, habitusun goriilmeyen islevlerinden biridir.

Bourdieu’ya (1990) gore sermaye kavrami sosyal ve ekonomik statiiniin bir pargasi oldugu gibi
egitim de bu yapinin ayrilmaz bir parcasidir. Bu kavramdan hareketle okullarin bulunduklari
habituslardan nasil etkilendikleri, egitimde esitlik ilkesini igeren egitim hakki kavramini
aydinlatmak agisindan énemli bir hareket noktasidir. Onceki kusaklarm sahip olduklar1 sosyal
ve kiiltiirel sermaye diizeyleri, sonraki kusaklarin egitim tercihleri gibi yasam oOnceliklerini
belirleyen bir referans c¢ergevesi olarak goriilebilmektedir. Bu baglamda kamu kaynaklarinin
yetersiz olmasindan kaynakli olarak okullarda finansman c¢esitliliginin arttirildigr dikkate
alindiginda, okullarin bir list egitim kurumuna dgrenci gonderme diizeyleri ve akademik basari
oranlar1 s6z konusu esitsizliklerin bir pargasi olabilmektedir.
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S6z konusu nedenlerle bu aragtirmada sosyal sermaye, habitus vb. kavramlar 1s1ginda farkli
egitim bolgelerinde ortadgretim okullarinin kamu tarafindan olusturulan finansmanlar1 ve ek
gelir kaynaklari ile yiiksekdgretim kurumuna 6grenci gonderme diizeyleri arasindaki iligkiler
incelenmistir.

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, Ankara’nin ilgelerindeki kamu ortadgretim okullarmin kamu
finansmaniyla aldiklar1 cari ddeneklerinin (CO) ve okul aile birlikleri araciligiyla yarattiklari
ek finansman gelirlerinin belirlenmesi ve cari 6denekleri ile okul aile birligi gelirleri (OABG)
ile 6grencilerin yliksekogretime gegis diizeyleri arasindaki iliskilerin irdelenmesidir. Bu genel
amag¢ dogrultusunda asagidaki alt amaglar belirlenmistir.

1- Cari 6deneklerin ve okul aile birligi gelir gruplarinin 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda ilgelere
(Cankaya, Yenimahalle, Mamak, Ke¢idren, Sincan, Altindag, Etimesgut, Polatli, Golbasi,
Pursaklar, Cubuk, Elmadag, Nallihan, Serefliko¢hisar) gore dagilimlar nasildir?

2- On lisans ve lisans programlarma gegiste cari ddenekler ve okul aile birligi gelir gruplari
arasinda 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda anlamli fark var midir?

3- Okul aile birligi gelir gruplarinin 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda ilgelerin sosyoekonomik
gelismislik diizeylerine gore dagilimi nasildir?

4- Okul aile birligi geliri, ilgelerin sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeylerine gore 2018, 2019 ve
2020 yillarinda anlamli farklilik géstermekte midir?

5- On lisans ve lisans programlarma gecis oranlari ilgelerin sosyoekonomik gelismislik
diizeylerine gore 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda anlaml farklilik gostermekte midir?

2. Yontem

Bu aragtirma, Ankara Universitesi Rektorliigii Etik Kurul Baskanligi Sosyal Bilimler Alt Etik
Kurulunun 04/04/2022 tarihli E-85434274-050.04.04-490249 sayili karar ile alinan izinle
yiriitilmistir.

2.1. Arastirma Modeli

Arastirmada, Ankara’daki kamu ortadgretim okullarinin gelirlerinin (cari 6denek ve okul aile
birligi gelir1)) ve ilcelerin sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeylerinin 6n lisans ve lisans
programlarina gecis oranlari ile iligkisi ve ¢dzlim Onerilerinin ortaya konulmasi planlanmistir.
Bu arastirmanin modeli, birden ¢ok degisken arasindaki etkilesimin varliginin saptanmasi
amaglandigindan iligkisel tarama modeli olarak belirlenmistir (Karasar, 2023).

2.2. Evren ve Orneklem

Bu aragtirma nicel yontemle yapilmis bir arastirmadir; arastirma evreni, Ankara ilinin tim
ilgelerindeki kamu ortadgretim okullarindan olusmaktadir. Din Ogretimi Genel Miidiirliigiine
bagli Imam Hatip Liselerine ait 2018 yili cari 6denek verilerine ulasilamamasi nedeniyle
arastirma kapsamindan ¢ikarilmistir. Mesleki ve Teknik Ortadgretim Genel Miidiirliigiine ve
Ortadgretim Genel Miidiirliigiine bagli kamu ortadgretim okullar1 arastirmaya dahil edilmistir.
Ayrica Ozel Egitim Genel Miidiirliigiine bagh liseler kapsam dig1 birakilmistir. Arastirma
evrenindeki kamu ortaggretim okullariin tiimiine ulagilamadigindan arastirmanin 6rneklemi,
uygun (elverislilik) 6rnekleme (convenience sampling) yontemi kullanilarak verilerine
ulasilabilen 238 kamu ortadgretim okulu olarak belirlenmistir. Orneklemin, secildigi evreni iyi
temsil edebilmesi i¢in olasilikli 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmalidir; ancak bu tip 6rnekleme
yontemini kullanma olanaginin bulunmadigi durumlarda uygun Ornekleme ydntemi
kullanilabilir. Uygun ornekleme yontemi, sosyal bilimler alaninda siklikla tercih edilen bir
yontemdir. Uygun Ornekleme yontemi nitel arastirmalarda kullanilmakla birlikte nicel
arastirmalarda da siklikla kullanilmaktadir (Etikan vd., 2016). Ancak 6rneklem birimlerinin
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ornekleme girme sansinin esit olmamasi, Orneklem yanliligina (sampling bias) neden
olmaktadir. Winton ve Sabol (2022), bilingli arastirma tasarimi ve daha biiyiik 6rneklemler
kullanarak arastirmacilara, 6rneklemin eksikliklerini giderebileceklerini belirtmistir. Arastirma
kapsamindaki veriler {i¢c kurumdan ayr ayr1 elde edilmistir. Buna gore, her y1l sonundaki cari
Odenekler, MEB SGB’den; okul aile birligi gelirleri, Ankara MEM’den yiiksekdgretime 6n
lisans ve lisans programlar1 diizeyinde yerlesen dgrenci sayilari ise OSYM’den almmistir.
Ilgelerin sosyoekonomik gelismislik endeks degerleri T.C. Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlig
(2022) tarafindan yayimlanan SEGE sonuglarindan elde edilmistir. Ankara’daki tim kamu
ortadgretim okullarinin ilgelere gére dagilimi Tablo 1°de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 1. Ankara’daki Tiim Kamu Ortaégretim Okullarinin Iicelere Gére Dagilimi

S.No flge Adi Okul Sayist S. No flce Adi Okul Sayist
1 Cankaya 48 13 Nallithan 7
2 Yenimahalle 28 14 Sereflikoghisar 7
3 Mamak 26 15 Kahramankazan 6
4 Kecidren 24 16 Beypazari 6
5 Sincan 20 17 Bala 5
6 Altindag 20 18 Haymana 5
7 Etimesgut 16 19 Kalecik 4
8 Polath 10 20 Kizilcahamam 4
9 Golbasi 10 21 Akyurt 4
10 Pursaklar 8 22 Ayas 2
11 Cubuk 7 23 Gidiil 2
12 Elmadag 7 24 Camlidere 1
Toplam 277

Tablo 1’e gore Kahramankazan, Beypazari, Bala, Haymana, Kalecik, Kizilcahamam, Akyurt,
Ayas, Gidiil ve Camlidere ilgelerinde kamu ortadgretim okul sayisinin az olmasi ve diger
ilgelerle Orneklem c¢apmin dengeli olmasi nedeniyle adi gecen bu ilgelerin analizden
¢ikarilmasina karar verilmistir. Ancak 3. grup ilgelerin de orneklemde temsil edilebilmesi
amaciyla kamu ortadgretim okul sayis1 7 ve tizerinde olan il¢elerin 6rnekleme dahil edilmesine
karar verilmis ve ¢oziimlemeler 238 kamu ortadgretim okulu tizerinden yapilmigstir.

2.3. Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Eslestirilmesi
Verilerin toplanmasi ve eslestirilmesinde izlenen siire¢ soyledir:

1. 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda, ayn1 yil birden fazla cari 6denek alan kamu ortadgretim
okullarinin cari 6denekleri toplanarak birlestirilmistir.

2. Ankara’da bulunan kamu ortadgretim okullarina ait 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillar1 gerceklesen
cari 6denek verileri, MEB SGB’den alinmistir. Alinan tiim cari 6denekler analitik biitge
kodlarina gore kontrol edilmis, siniflandirilarak ¢oziimlenmistir; tekrarlayan bir koddan ayni
yil icerisinde yapilan bakanlik 6demeleri varsa ayni kod numarasiyla birlestirilmis ve bu
islem tek tek her kamu ortadgretim kurumu i¢in yapilmistir. Bu yolla, arastirmada cari
Odeneklere iliskin verilerin hata olasilig1 olusturmasinin 6niine gecilmistir.

3. MEM’den 2015-2020 yillarina iligkin okul aile birligi gelirlerinin verilerine ulasilmistir.

4. MEM’den alinan okul aile birligi gelirlerine ve MEB SGB’den alinan kamu ortadgretim
okullarina ait cari 6denek bilgileri eslestirilmis; bakanlik kayitlarinda yer alip MEM
kayitlarinda yer almayan ve MEM kayitlarinda yer alip bakanlik kayitlarinda yer almayan
kamu ortadgretim okullar1 iki yonlii taranarak basliklar1 ve isimleri bulunamayanlar veri
setine alinmamigtir. Boylece arastirma kapsamini 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarna iliskin cari
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Odeneklere, okul aile birligi gelirlerine ve 6n lisans ve lisans programlar1 diizeyinde
yuksekogretime yerlesen 6grenci sayilarina ait verilerin ¢oziimlenmesi olusturmustur.

5. OSYM’den 2015-2020 yillar1 arasinda Ankara’daki kamu ortadgretim okullarindan mezun
olup yliksekdgretim kurumlarinin 6n lisans ve lisans programlarina yerlesen 6grenci sayisina
iligkin veriler alinmistir. Yukaridaki maddelerde belirtilen kosullart saglayan 2018-2020
yillar1 i¢in toplam 238 kamu ortadgretim okuluna iligkin analizler gergeklestirilmistir.

6. Analiz ile ilgili kullanilacak degiskenlerin se¢iminde, yiiksekdgretim kurumlarina 6n lisans
ve lisans programlar1 diizeyinde yerlesen 6grencilere iliskin yapilacak degerlendirmede,
yiiksekdgretime yerlesen dgrenci yiizdelerinin kullanilmasina karar verilmistir.

7. 1lgeler, SEGE arastirmasinda elde edilen indekse ait skor degerlerine gore 1. grup ‘yiiksek’,
2. grup ‘orta’ ve 3. grup ‘diisiik’ gelir grubu olmak iizere {i¢ gruba ayrilmistir.

Arastirmanin genel amaclarindan birisi, 6n lisans ve lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin
cari 0deneklere ve okul aile birligi gelirlerine gore fark gosterip gostermedigi seklinde
belirlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda veri setindeki cari 6denek ve okul aile birligi gelirleri, arastirma
sorularinin uygun sekilde cevaplanabilmesi i¢in {i¢ grup olacak sekilde Tablo 2’de gosterildigi
gibi gruplandirilmstir.

Tablo 2. Gelir Gruplar

Gruplar Cari Odenek (TL) Okul Aile Birligi Geliri (TL)
1 0-250000 0-50000
2 250001-500000 50001-100000
3 500001 ve tistil 100001 ve iistii

Tablo 2’ye gore aldiklar1 cari 6denek bakimindan 0-250000 TL arasinda olanlar 1. grup
(diisiik), 250001-500000 TL arasinda olanlar 2. grup (orta), 500001 TL ve {iistiinde olan okullar
ise 3. grup (iist) olarak belirlenmistir. Okul aile birligi geliri bakimindan 0-50000 TL arasinda
olanlar 1. grup (diisiik), 50001-100000 TL arasinda olanlar 2. grup (orta), 100001 TL ve iistiinde
olanlar ise 3. grup (iist) olarak gruplandirilmistir. Cari 6denek ve okul aile birligi gelir
degiskenlerinin dagilimlarinin farkli olmasindan dolay:r her iki degisken kendi 6rneklem
aralifina gore gruplandirilmistir. Ankara’da arastirma kapsamindaki kamu ortadgretim
okullarinda, devlet tarafindan saglanan cari 6deneklerin ve okul aile birligi gelirlerinin her y1l
icin toplami, gelir degiskeni olarak adlandirilmistir. Ilgelerin sosyoekonomik diizeyi ile
ogrencilerin yiiksekogretime gecisleri ve okul aile birligi gelir gruplar arasindaki iligkinin
belirlenmesi aragtirmanin alt amaclarindan birisidir. Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanligi (2022),
yerlesim birimlerinin sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeylerini ilge diizeyinde saglik, egitim,
teknoloji, mali yapi, demografi, istihdam, sosyal giivenlik, yasam kalitesi gibi degiskenler
kullanarak belirleyen bir calismadir. Bu aragtirmadan yola ¢ikilarak, belirtilen degiskenler
kullanilarak her ilge i¢in gelismislik diizeyini belirten ve skor olarak tanimlanan bir deger
hesaplanmistir. Arastirmanin yapildigi Ankara iline bagl ilge gruplarma iliskin Sanayi ve
Teknoloji Bakanlig1 (2022) arastirmasindan elde edilen skor degerleri Tablo 3’°te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 3. Ankara [line Gére Ilce Gruplar:

flge No Tlge Adi Grup No  Skor degeri ficeNo  Tlge Ad Grup No  Skor degeri
1 Cankaya 1 6,901 8 Polatl 2 0,581

2 Yenimahalle 1 4,481 9 Golbast 1 1,790

3 Mamak 2 0,779 10 Pursaklar 2 0,447

4 Kegitren 2 1,365 11 Cubuk 3 0,298

5 Sincan 2 1,050 12 Elmadag 2 0,462

6 Altindag 1 2,528 13 Nallithan 3 -0,102

7 Etimesgut 1 1,957 14 Sereflikochisar 3 0,115

Kaynak: Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlig1 (2022)
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Tablo 3 incelendiginde; Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanligi (2022) arastirmasina gore kent merkezine yakin
mesafede yer alan ve niifus bakimindan biiyiik olan Cankaya, Yenimahalle, Altindag, Etimesgut ve
Golbast ilgelerinin yiiksek gelismislik diizeyinde bulundugu (1. grup); Mamak, Kegcidren, Sincan,
Polath ve Pursaklar’n orta gelismislik diizeyinde bulundugu (2. grup); Cubuk, Nallithan ve
Sereflikochisar’in ise diisiik gelismislik diizeyinde bulundugu (3. grup) anlasiimaktadur.

2.4. Verilerin Coziimlenmesi

Arastirma siirecinde yapilan nicel analizlerde, IBM SPSS Statistics 23 paket programindan
yararlanilmis; bu siiregte 6rnekleme iliskin verilerin bazilariin normal dagilim géstermesine
karsin bazilarmin normal dagilim gostermemesi nedeniyle istatistiksel farkliliklarin
belirlenebilmesi amaciyla hem parametrik hem de parametrik olmayan testler kullanilmistir. Bu
baglamda parametrik testler, degiskenlerin belirli bir olasilik dagilimina uydugu varsayimina
dayandig1 gibi degiskenlerin normal dagilimli bir evrenden geldigi ve varyanslarin tiirdes
(homojen) oldugu varsayimlarina da dayalidir.

Normal dagilima sahip olmayan degiskenler i¢in ise parametrik olmayan testler daha uygundur
(Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2012). Arastirmada elde edilen veriler i¢in parametrik testlere iligkin (normal
dagilim) gerekli varsaymmlar saglanmamistir. Bu maksatla kullanilan parametrik olmayan Kruskal-
Wallis H testi, normal dagilimi gostermeyen ikiden fazla bagimsiz grubun farkliligini test etmek icin
Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizine (ANOVA) alternatif olarak kullanilan parametrik olmayan bir testtir.
Kruskal-Wallis H testi istatistigini hesaplamak icin ilk olarak tiim 6rneklemler birlestirilmektedir.
Minimum degerli gdzlemin ranki (sira sayis1) 1 olacak sekilde gozlem degerleri kiigiikten biiyiige
siralanmakta ve test istatistigi hesaplanmaktadir (Corder ve Foreman, 2014).

3. Bulgular ve Yorumlar

Analizler sonucunda; gelir degiskeninin okul aile birligi ve cari 6denek icin yillara gore
tanimlayici istatistikleri, kamu ortadgretim okullarimin yillara gore gelir gruplari igin 6n lisans
ve lisans programlarina geg¢is oranina iliskin bulgular, yillara gore kamu ortadgretim
okullarindaki okul aile birligi gelirlerinin ilgelere gore karsilastirilmas: ve yillara gore kamu
ortadgretim okullarinin, 6n lisans ve lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin ilgelere gore
karsilastirilmasina iliskin bulgular elde edilmistir.

3.1. Kamu Ortaégretim Okullarimin Cari Odenek ve Okul Aile Birligi Gelirlerinin Yillara
Gére Tammlayia Istatistiklerine iliskin Bulgular ve Yorumlar

[k olarak y1l bazinda, cari 6denek (TL), okul aile birligi geliri (TL) ve gelir (TL) degiskenlerinin aritmetik
ortalama (X), standart sapma (SS), ortanca, minimum ve maksimum degerleri Tablo 4’te belirtilmistir.

Tablo 4. Yillara Gore Cari Odenek, Okul Aile Birligi Geliri ve Gelir Degiskenlerinin Tammlayici
Istatistikleri

Yillara Gore Okulun Geliri X SS Ortanca Minimum Maksimum
2018

Cari Odenek 280961,1 246258,6 209851,2 36420 2001953
Okul Aile Birligi Geliri 67227,4 63668,7 51511,3 0 470201
Gelir 348188,6 262682,6 282146,4 42465 2109455
2019

Cari Odenek 269856 286174 185145,5 2859 2204254
Okul Aile Birligi Geliri 78081,4 75302,4 62135,5 0 630385
Gelir 347937,4 310722,1 2625489 3149 2300912
2020

Cari Odenek 278287,6 240333 205650,8 18021 1384070
Okul Aile Birligi Geliri 30925,8 33196,0 24468,3 0 262485
Gelir 309213,4 248778,6 238709,8 18021 1435083
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Tablo 4 incelendiginde, cari d6deneklerin ve okul aile birligi gelirlerinin ortalamaya gore
simetrik bir dagilim gostermedigi anlasilmaktadir. Yillar bazinda ortalamaya bakildiginda ise
cari 6denek miktarinda nominal olarak biiyiik bir farklilik olmadig1 gézlenmektedir. Ancak
2019 yilindaki okul aile birligi gelirlerinin, 2018 yilina kiyasla goreli olarak arttigi; 2020 yilinda
ise okul aile birligi gelirlerinde ciddi bir diislis yasandig1 anlagilmaktadir. Bu durumun 2020
yilinda yasanan kiiresel pandemiyle ilgili oldugu diisiiniilebilir. S6z konusu dénemde, 6rgiin
egitim yerine de uzaktan egitime geg¢ilmesi gerekmistir. Yillar bazinda cari 6deneklerin ve okul
aile birligi gelirlerinin ortalama ve ortanca degerleri karsilastirildiginda, ortalamalarin
ortancaya gore yliksek oldugu gozlenmistir. Bu durum yiiksek gelire sahip okul sayisinin az
oldugunu, baska bir anlatimla okullarin 6nemli bir boliimiiniin diisiik gelir grubunda yer
aldiklarini1 gostermektedir. Gergekte egitim—finansman1 konusunda kapsamli bir inceleme
yapilacak olursa; MEB biit¢esinin genel biit¢e-icinde tasidigi oran kadar bu kapsamda egitime
ayrilan payin verimli ve etkin kullanilmasinin da 6nemli oldugu anlagilacaktir. Bu baglamda
tiim politika belgelerinde vurgulanan egitime erisim ve nitelikli egitim ile egitimde firsat ve
olanak esitligini saglamak gibi dnceliklerin yeterince gozetildigini savunmak giictiir. Nitekim
bu arastirmanin basladig1 2021 yil1 igcinde MEB biitcesi dahilinde uygulanan tasarruf 6nlemleri
agirlagtirilarak diinya 6l¢eginde yasanan kiiresel pandemi nedeniyle egitim harcamalariin bir
boliimii koruyucu saglik hizmetlerine aktarilmis; hane halki gelirlerindeki diisiisle birlikte
egitim harcamalarinin  azalmasi, Ozellikle dezavantajli gruplarin aleyhine sonuglar
dogurmustur. Ayrica Cografi Bilgi Sistemi bagis¢ilar1 bilgilendiren, onlarm istek ve
onceliklerini belirleyerek yapilan bagislarin ne zaman, kim tarafindan, hangi amagcla
kullanildig1 yoniinde bilgi aktaran ve finansman kaynagini giiclendiren bir mekanizma
olmasia karsin; bu siirecte, 6zellikle dezavantajli cografi bolgelerdeki dgrencilerin egitime
erisim hedefinin merkeze alinarak yonlendirilmesi gerekirken bu mekanizmanin nasil isletildigi
yoniinde kamuoyu ile yeterince bilgi de paylagilmamistir. Kamu ortadgretim okullarinin cari
Odeneklerine iliskin tanimlayic istatistiklere gore diizenlenen siklik bilgileri Tablo 5°te yer
almaktadir.

Tablo 5. Ankara’daki Kamu Ortaégretim Okullarinin CO Gruplarina Gére Dagilimi

2018 2019 2020
Gruplar (TL) Frekans % Frekans % Frekans %
0-250000 149 62.6 166 69.7 147 61.8
250001-500000 65 27.3 43 18.1 67 28.2
500001 ve istii 24 10.1 29 12.2 24 10.0
Toplam 238 100.0 238 100.0 238 100.0

Tablo 5’e gore kamu ortadgretim okullarinin 2018 yilt i¢in yaklagik %63 tliniin, 2019 y1l1 i¢in
yaklasik %70’inin ve 2020 yili i¢in yaklasik %62’sinin cari 6deneklerinin 1. gelir grubunda
oldugu, diger bir anlatimla en diislik gelir diliminde yer aldiklar1 anlagilmaktadir. Bu durum,
kamu ortadgretim okullar1 arasinda cari 6deneklerin dagilimi agisindan kayda deger ol¢iide
farkliliklar bulundugunu diisiindiirmektedir. MEB SGB tarafindan hazirlanan 2021 Y1l Biitge
Raporu incelendiginde; 2016 yilinda 76.354.306 TL olan MEB biit¢esinin, 2021 yilinda
146.920.234 TL’ye yiikseldigi goriilmiistiir. Ancak ayni yillar icerisinde Bakanlik biit¢esinin
gayrisafi yurti¢i hasilaya oraninin ise %2.93’ten %2,60’a geriledigi anlagilmistir. Benzer bir
durum Bakanlik biit¢esinin Merkezi Yonetim Biitgesi’ne orani incelendiginde de goriilmiis ve
2016 yilinda %13,38 olan oranin, 2021 yilinda %10.91 e diistiigi tespit edilmistir (MEB, 2021).
Tiim bunlara ek olarak, 6grenci basina diisen yillik egitim harcamalari lizerinden uluslararasi
bir karsilagtirma yapildiginda, 2018 yilinda ilk6gretimde ve ortadgretimde 6grenci basina 4.707
ABD dolar1 harcama yapan Tiirkiye’nin, 10.454 ABD dolar1 olan Organisation for Economic
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Co-operation and Development (OECD) iilkeleri ortalamasinin 5.747 ABD dolar1 kadar altinda
kaldig1 goriilmektedir. Yiiksekdgretim diizeyinde ise Tiirkiye 68renci basina 10.008 ABD
dolar1 yatirim yaparak OECD ortalamasindan 7.057 ABD dolar1 daha az harcama yapmustir.
Genel olarak, Tirkiye’de ilkogretimden yiliksekogretime kadar kamu o6gretim kurumlarina
yapilan toplam harcama 6grenci basina 4.782 ABD dolar1 iken, 6zel 6gretim kurumlarina
yapilan harcama 15.695 ABD dolaridir (OECD, 2021). Bu baglamda, kapsayici ve biitiinlesik
bir politika perspektifine duyulan gereksinim ayni zamanda yatirim biit¢esi dahil egitim
biitgesinin ek mali olanaklarla desteklenmesini zorunlu kilmaktadir.

Ankara’daki kamu ortadgretim okullarinin, okul aile birligi gelir gruplarma gore dagilimimna
iliskin bilgiler Tablo 6’da ayrintili olarak verilmistir.

Tablo 6. Ankara’daki Kamu Ortadgretim Okullarinin OABG Gruplarina Gore Dagilimi

2018 2019 2020
Gruplar (TL) Frekans % Frekans % Frekans %
0-50000 113 47.5 96 40.3 198 83.2
50001-100000 82 34.5 77 324 31 13.0
100001 ve iistii 43 18.0 65 27.3 9 3.8
Toplam 238 100.0 238 100.0 238 100.0

Tablo 6’ya gore kamu ortadgretim okullarinin 2018 yili i¢in yaklasik %48’inin, 2019 yil1 igin
yaklasik %40’ min ve 2020 yili i¢in yaklasik %83 liniin okul aile birligi gelirlerinin 1. gelir
grubu olan en diisiik gelir diliminde yer aldiklar1 anlasiimaktadir. Ote yandan 2020 yilinda okul
aile birligi geliri agisindan 3. gelir grubundaki okul oraninin %3.8 oldugu gézlenmektedir. Bu
durum, 6zellikle pandemi donemi ile daha onceki yillardaki okul aile birligi gelirleri arasinda
gozlenen adaletsiz dagilimin, dezavantajli okullar aleyhine daha da arttigin1 dogrulamaktadir.

3.2. Kamu Ortaégretim Okullarimin Yillara Gére Gelir Gruplar i¢in On Lisans
Programlarina Gegis Oranlarina lliskin Bulgular ve Yorumlar

Caligsma kapsaminda, on lisans programlarina yerlesme yiizdelerinin cari 6denek diizeyleri ve
okul aile birligi geliri acisindan farklilik gosterip gostermedigi arastirilmistir. Tablo 7°ye gore
2018 yil1 i¢in 6n lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin a= .05 anlamlilik diizeyinde cari
Odenek gruplarina gore farklilik gostermedigi goriilmiistiir (H =.101, p=.951). 2019 yilinda 6n
lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin en az bir cari 6denek grubu icin farkli oldugu
goriilmiistiir (H= 11.687, p=.003). 2020 yilinda 6n lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin
a= .05 anlamlilik diizeyinde cari 6denek gruplarina gore farklilik gostermedigi gortilmiistiir (H
=5.965, p=.051). 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda 6n lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin
en az bir okul aile birligi gelir grubu i¢in farkli oldugu goriilmiistiir (Sirastyla H= 15.531, p=
.000; H=34.908, p=.000; H=15.665, p=.000).

Tablo 7. Yillara Gére On lisans Programlarina Yerlesme Oranlart I¢in CO ve OABG Gruplari
Arasindaki Farka Iliskin Kruskal-Wallis H Testi Sonuglart

Cari Odenek Gruplari Test Istatistigi (H) p-degeri
2018 0.101 0.951
2019 11.687 0.003*
2020 5.965 0.051
Okul Aile Birligi Gelir Gruplari

2018 15.531 0.000*
2019 34.908 0.000*
2020 15.665 0.000*
*p <.05
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Kruskal-Wallis testi sonucunda, en az bir grup i¢in fark gosteren durumlarda farkliligin hangi
grup(lar)dan kaynaklandigini bulmak i¢in yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testlerinde fark olan
gruplara ait sonuglar Tablo 8’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 8. Yillara Gore On Lisans Programlarina Yerlesme Oranlart icin OABG ve CO Gruplarina
1liskin Coklu Karsilastirma Testleri

Grup Test Istatistigi Std. Hata p-degeri Diizeltilmis p-degeri
2018 OABG 1-2 30.737 9.988 0.002 0.006*
1-3 41.479 12.336 0.001 0.002*
cO 1-2 -40.273 11.781 0.001 0.002*
2019 1-2 33.019 10.533 0.002 0.005%*
OABG 1-3 64.857 11.059 0.000 0.000%*
2-3 31.838 11.597 0.006 0.018*
2020 OABG 1-2 49.734 13.298 0.000 0.001*

*p <.05

Tablo 8’deki ¢oklu karsilastirma testi sonuglarina gore okul aile birligi gelir gruplari igin 2018
yilinda 6n lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlari bakimindan 1. grubun, 2. ve 3. gruptan
istatistiksel olarak anlaml1 farklilik gdsterdigi soylenebilir (sirastyla p=.006, p=.002 ). 2. ve 3.
gruplar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir. Okul aile birligi gelir
gruplarindan en diisiik gelir grubunun, 6n lisans programlarina yerlesme oraninin diger gruplara
gore daha yiiksek oldugu soylenebilir. Bu durum Ozsoy (2002) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmadaki, ailelerin gelir durumunun yiiksekogretime gecisle iliskili oldugu yoniindeki
bulgularla ortiismektedir. Ayni sekilde Atmaca ve Aydin (2020) ve Sahin (2019) tarafindan
yapilan arastirmalarda da 6zellikle ailelerin egitim harcamalariyla akademik basar1 arasinda
iliski oldugu bulgusuyla benzerlik gostermektedir. 2019 yilinda 6n lisans programlarina
yerlesme oranlari bakimindan cari 6denek gelir gruplarindan 1. ve 2. gruplar arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulundugu sdylenebilir (p=.002). On lisans programlarina
yerlesme oranlar1 bakimindan okul aile birligi i¢in {i¢ gelir grubu arasinda istatistiksel olarak
anlaml bir fark oldugu sdylenebilir (sirastyla p=.005; p=.000; p=.018). Bu bulgular, okul aile
birligi gelirleri azaldik¢a, o okuldaki 6grencilerin 6n lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin
arttigini, es deyisle lisans programlarindan ziyade on lisans programlarina Ogrencilerin
yerlestigini gostermektedir. Aynt zamanda okul aile birligi geliri diisiik gelir grubunda olan
okullarin velilerinin de gelirlerinin daha diisiik oldugu sodylenebilir. 2020 yilinda 6n lisans
programlarina yerlesme oranlar1 bakimindan okul aile birligi gelir gruplari igin 1. ve 2. gruplar
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmaktadir (p=.001). Sonug olarak, s6z konusu
bulgular incelendiginde dezavantajli grup olarak 6ne ¢ikan 1. gelir grubundaki okullarin
mezunlarinin agirlikli olarak 6n lisans programlarina yerlestikleri anlasilmaktadir. Bu durum,
Oon lisans programlarinin kisa siirede meslek edinme olanagr sagladigi igin diisiik
sosyoekonomik gruplarca daha ¢ok tercih edildigini dogrulamaktadir.

3.3. Kamu Ortaégretim Okullarinin Yillara Gére Gelir Gruplar Icin Lisans
Programlarina Gecis Oranlarina iliskin Bulgular ve Yorumlar

Kruskal-Wallis testi sonucunda, en az bir grup icin farklilik gosteren durumlarda farkin hangi
grup(lar)dan kaynaklandigin1 bulmak i¢in yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testlerinin sonuglarina
gore okul aile birligi gelir gruplari i¢in 2018 yilinda lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlari
bakimindan 1. grubun, 2. ve 3. gruptan istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik gosterdigi
sOylenebilir (sirasiyla p=.002; p=.001). 2. ve 3. gruplar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml1 bir
fark bulunmamugstir. Okul aile birligi gelir gruplarindan en diisiik gelir grubunun lisans
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programlarina yerlesme oraninin, diger gruplara gore daha az oldugu sdylenebilir. Fark olan
gruplara ait sonuglar Tablo 9°da yer almaktadir.

Tablo 9. Yillara Gore Lisans Programlarina Yerlesme Oranlari I¢in OABG ve CO Gruplarina Iliskin
Coklu Karsilastirma Testleri

Grup  Test Istatistigi Std. Hata p-degeri Diizeltilmis p-degeri
2018 OABG 1-2 -34.559 9.988 0.001 0.002*
1-3 -46.337 12.336 0.000 0.001%*
coO 1-2 41.594 11.781 0.000 0.001*
2019 1-2 -35.647 10.533 0.001 0.002*
OABG 1-3 -68.133 11.059 0.000 0.000%*
2-3 -32.486 11.597 0.005 0.015%
2020 CO 1-2 26.779 10.149 0.008 0.025%*
OABG 1-2 -51.142 13.298 0.000 0.000*

*p <.05

Tablo 9’a gore cari ddenek gelir gruplar igin 2019 yilinda lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlart
bakimindan 1. ve 2. gruplar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmaktadir (p=.001).
Okul aile birligi gelir gruplar i¢in {i¢ gelir grubunun da lisans programlarina yerlesme oranmnin
birbirinden farkli oldugu s6ylenebilir (sirasiyla p=.002, p=.000, p=.015). Sosyal, duyussal, zihinsel,
fiziksel vb. tiim gelisim siireclerinin toplumsal baglamlarin niteligine gore sekillenecegi
diisiiniildiigiinde, bu durumun yine dezavantajli gruplar aleyhine esitsizlikler yaratacagi
goriilmektedir. Uluslararas1 Ogrenci Degerlendirme Progranu (PISA) test sonuglarina gére de okul
kaynaklarinin artirilmasi ve sosyoekonomik ve akademik altyapinin giiglendirilmesi gibi etmenlerin
ogrencilerin akademik performansi ile yakindan iligkili oldugu goriilmektedir. OECD tarafindan
yapilan bir arastirmada, okullarin 6grenci basma diisen egitim harcamalarinin artmasiyla birlikte
ogrencilerin matematik, fen ve okuma becerilerinde de artislar yagandig saptanmustir (OECD, 2016).
Bu nedenle, egitim sistemlerinin gelistirilmesinde okullarm gerekesinim duyduklar kaynaklarin
saglanmasina ve sosyoekonomik altyapinin giiclendirilmesine dncelik verilmesi gerekmektedir. Cari
Odenek gelir gruplan i¢in 2020 yilinda lisans programlarma yerlesme oranlari bakimindan 1. ve 2.
gruplar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml farklilik bulunmaktadir (p= .025). Okul aile birligi gelir
gruplart i¢in lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlart bakimindan 1. ve 2. gruplar arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlamlh farklilik vardir (p= .000). 2020°de okul aile birligi gelirlerinde diisiis oldugu
gorlilmiistiir. Kiiresel salgina bagl olarak okullarin 6gretime ara vermeleri nedeniyle aileler, okul aile
birliklerine ek finans destegi saglamamuslardir. Dolayistyla 2020 yili igin okul aile birligi gelirlerinin
yiiksekdgretime gegisle iliskisinin tam olarak yansimadig ileri siiriilebilir. MEB 2019-2023 Stratejik
Plani, Egitimde 2023 Vizyon Belgesi ve On Birinci Bes Yillik Kalkinma Planiyla tutarh bir bigimde
hazirlanmistir. Nitekim bu plan cergevesinde okul, kurum, ilge, il ve merkez orgiit ¢alisanlart ile
ogrenci ve veli temsilcilerinin yani sira kamu kurumlarinda paydas anketleri yapilmistir. Anketin
iceriginde MEB tarafindan diizenlenen etkinlikler igerisinde hangilerinden memnun olundugu ve
egitim politikalarinin daha etkili olmasi i¢in paydas katkilarmin neler olabilecegi yoniinde sorular
bulunmaktadir. Ancak memnuniyet oranlarmni yansitan bir kaynak ayirma politikas1 uygulandigina
iligkin herhangi bir bilgi kamuoyuyla paylagilmamakla birlikte 6nceki stratejik planlardan farkli
olarak sadece hedeflere ait gostergelere, stratejilere ve maliyetlere degil, izleme araligina ve amaglarla
ilgili risklere de yer verilmistir. Bu durum, plan hedeflerinin goreli olarak daha analitik bilgilerle
hesaplandigin diistindiirmektedir (Egitim Reformu Girigimi, 2020a). MEB tarafindan yayimlanan
2019 Y1l idari Faaliyet Raporu'nda da dngoriilmesine karsin gerceklestirilemeyen bazi hedefler,
gerceklestirilememe gerekgeleriyle birlikte belirtilmistir. Raporda yer alan Hedef 2.3’te, okullarin
yonetiminde planlama ve biitgeleme islemlerinin daha etkili bir sekilde gergeklestirilmesi ve egitimin
niteliginin artirilmas1 hedeflenerek, planlama ve biitgeleme siirecgleri arasinda siki bir baglanti
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kurulacak olan verimli bir finansman modeline gegis yapilmasi hedeflenmektedir. Ozetle yukaridaki
bulgulara bagl olarak okul aile birligi gelir durumunun yiiksekégretime gecis oranlar ile iligkili
oldugu anlagilmaktadir.

3.4. Kamu Ortaogretim Okullarimin Okul Aile Birligi Gelirlerinin 2018, 2019, 2020 Yillar
I¢in Ilgcelere Gore Karsilastirilmasina Iliskin Bulgular ve Yorumlar

flge gruplarma gére okul aile birligi gelirlerine iliskin tanimlayici istatistikler Tablo 10’da
verilmigtir. Y1l bazinda, ilge gruplarina gére okul aile birligi gelirinin (TL), aritmetik ortalama (X),
standart sapma (SS), ortanca, minimum ve maksimum degerleri Tablo 10’da belirtilmistir.

Tablo 10. lice Gruplarina Gore Okul Aile Birligi Gelirlerine (TL) Iliskin Tanimlayici Istatistikler

flge Gruplar X SS Ortanca Minimum Maksimum
2018

1 88249.2 75945.3 66974.7 0 470201

2 50733.6 36929 46500 0 190879

3 19716 19343.6 9791.6 0 66518
2019

1 102188.9 90451.3 84208.3 327 630385

2 59980.9 42707.4 53445 0 188320

3 19911.4 21689.9 11614.8 0 67172
2020

1 40515.8 40198.6 31110.5 0 262485

2 24150.2 19387.8 22566.2 0 86082

3 5864.5 8765.2 2442.4 0 35436

Tablo 10’a gore 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda ilgelerin sosyoekonomik diizeyleri diistiik¢e okul
aile birligi gelir ortalamalarinin da azaldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu durumun da yiiksekdgretime gecis
stireci ile iligkili bir etmen oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Egitim finansmani saglayan kaynaklarin verimli
ve etkili bicimde yonetilmesi ve okul biitgelerinin bu sekilde giiglendirilmesine yonelik stireclerde
ciddi giicliikler yasanmaktadir. Bu nedenle egitimin finansmaninin; egitimde yenilik¢i finansman
mekanizmalart ve kamu kaynaklar ile 6zel sektorden aktarilan fonlar vasitasiyla diizenli,
ongoriilebilir ve siirdiiriilebilir bir modele kavusturulmasi gerekmektedir. Ancak MEB tarafindan
yayimlanan 2018 Y1li Idari Faaliyet Raporunda ve 2023 Vizyon Belgesinde yer alan iyi yonetisim
ilkesi geregi daha ¢ok verinin paylagilmasi hedeflenmekteyken, Tiirkiye’de Egitimin Finansmani
ve Egitim Harcamalar1 Bilgi Yonetim Sistemi (TEFBIS) igerigindeki “okul aile birligi gelirleri,
doner sermaye gelirleri ve bagislar” basliklar1 altinda yer alan verilerin yeterince saydam
olmamasinin iyi yonetisim ilkesine aykirilik olusturdugu degerlendirilmektedir. Konuya kamu
ortadgretim okullar1 agisindan bakildiginda, TEFBIS teki bilgilere gore okul aile birligine ait gelir
kalemleri arasinda kantin, acik alan, spor tesisleri ve otopark gibi yerlerin kira gelirlerinin yan sira
bagislar, OSYM ¢aligmalarindan saglanan gelirler, agik lise kayit gelirleri, kermes ve dernek
gelirleri ile diger gelir kaynaklart bulunmaktadir. Giderler ise 6grenciler igin yapilan giyim,
kirtasiye, biiro ve donatim harcamalar1 ile bakim-onarim, su, elektrik ve temizlik harcamalari olarak
goriinmektedir. Bu gelir-gider tablosunun okulun iginde bulundugu sosyoekonomik yapiya gore
sekillendigi ve her ne kadar MEB tarafindan okullarin okul aile birligi gelirleri agiklanmasa da
okullar arasinda finansal bir esitsizlik oldugu acikca oOngoriilebilmektedir. Bu esitsizligin
azaltilabilmesi i¢in de MEB tarafindan devlete ait okullardaki kantin vb. gelirlerin %10’luk dilimi
il MEM’lerin biit¢esine, %10’luk dilimi de ilge MEM’lerin biit¢esine aktarilmakta ve burada olusan
fonun, olanaklar1 kisith olan okullarin okul aile birliklerine devredilmesi saglanmaktadir (Egitim
Reformu Girisimi, 2020b). Ayrica arastirmada elde edilen bulgulara bagh olarak Iice Gruplarina

224



Aydin ve Karakiitiik PAUEFD, 65, 211-231 [2025]

Gore OABG Gruplarina Iliskin Frekans Dagilimlarma yonelik durumu belirtmek yararh
goriilmiistiir.

2018 yuli igin 1. gelir grubunda (0-50.000 TL) olan okullarin %35,4’i gelismislik endeksine
gore 1. grupta yer alan ilgelerde bulunurken, 3. gelir grubunda (100.000 TL {istii) olan okullarin
%81,4’1 1. ilge grubunda yer almaktadir. 1. ilge grubunda yer alan ilgelerin %32,8’1 0-50.000
TL gelir grubunda, %38,5°1 50.001-100.000 TL gelir grubunda, %28,7’s1 100.000 TL {istii gelir
grubunda yer alirken; 3. ilge grubunda yer alan ilg¢elerin %95,2’si 0-50.000 TL gelir grubunda,
%4,8°1 50.001-100.000 TL gelir grubunda yer almaktadir. 3. ilge grubunda yer alan il¢elerde
100.000 TL tistii gelir grubunda bulunan okul bulunmamaktadir. Bu durum, yiiksek gelismislik
diizeyindeki ilgelerdeki kamu ortadgretim okullariin okul aile birligi gelirlerinin, orta ve diisiik
gelismislik diizeyindeki ilgelerde bulunan kamu ortadgretim okullarinin okul aile birligi
gelirlerine gore daha fazla oldugunu agiklamaktadir.

2019 yili igin 1. gelir grubunda (0-50.000 TL) olan okullarin % 35,4’1 gelismislik endeksine
gore 1. ilge grubunda yer alan ilgelerde bulunurken, ii¢lincii gelir grubunda (100.000 TL iistii)
olan okullarin %75,4’1 1. ilge grubunda yer almaktadir. Gelismislik endeksine gore 1. ilge
grubunda yer alan ilgelerin %27,9’u 0-50.000 TL gelir grubunda, %32’si 50.001-100.000 TL
gelir grubunda, %40,2°si 100.000 TL {istii gelir grubunda yer alirken; 3. ilge grubunda yer alan
ilgelerin %85,7’s1 0-50.000 TL gelir grubunda, %14,3’i 50.001-100.000 TL gelir grubunda
bulunmaktadir. 3. ilge grubunda yer alan ilgelerde 100.000 TL iistii gelir grubunda bulunan okul
bulunmamaktadir.

2020 yul igin 1. gelir grubunda (0-50.000 TL) olan okullarin %46°s1 gelismislik endeksine gore 1.
ilce grubunda yer alan ilgelerde bulunurken, 3. gelir grubunda (100.000 TL iistii) olan okullarin
tiimii 1. ilge grubunda yer almaktadir. 1. il¢e grubunda yer alan ilgelerin %74,6’s1 0-50.000 TL gelir
grubunda, %18’1 50.001- 100.000 TL gelir grubunda, %7,4’ii 100.000 TL {istii gelir grubunda yer
alirken; 3. ilge grubunda yer alan ilgelerin %100’ 0-50.000 TL gelir grubunda yer almaktadir. 3.
ilge grubunda yer alan ilgelerde 50.000 TL {istii gelir grubunda okul bulunmamaktadir.

Bu bulgularm, Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanligi’na (2022) gore elde edilen ilge gruplar ile kosutluk
gosterdigi, diger bir anlatimla ilgelerin sosyoekonomik diizeyleri arttikca okul aile birligi
gelirlerinin de arttigi goriilmiistiir. Bu durumun yiiksekogretime gegiste dezavantajli gruplarin
aleyhine bir durum olusturacag: sdylenebilir. Sonug olarak; kamu kaynaklarinin, tiim 6grencilerin
devlet okullarinda herhangi bir iicret 6demeden nitelikli sekilde egitime erisimleri amaciyla
kullanilmas: gerekir. Ote yandan kamu kaynaklari artarken hanehalki harcamalarinin da artmasi,
kaynaklarin verimli ve etkili sekilde kullanilmadig1 anlamina gelmektedir. Ayrica egitim biitcesinin
biiyiik kismmin personel giderleri kapsaminda harcandig1 diistiniildiigiinde ve diger kalemler
disarda birakildiginda, yatirim biitgesinin ne denli siirl oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Bu baglamda
hanehalkinin egitim giderlerine katkisi, geliri diisiik olan tilkelerde %29 diizeyinde iken, geliri
yiiksek {ilkelerde bu oran %18’e diigmektedir. Tiirkiye’de ise hanehalkinin egitim harcamalarinin
oram 2020 yilinda % 20,2 iken 2021 yilinda %22 diizeyindedir (TUIK, 2022). Bu durum sadece,
geliri diisiik olan iilkelerde hanehalkinin tizerindeki egitime ait yiikiin fazlahigin1 gostermekle
kalmamakta, ayn1 zamanda egitime erisim konusunda yasanan esitsizliklerin nedenlerini de ortaya
koymaktadir. Benzer bir durum Hindistan i¢in de gecerlidir ve ailelerin gelirleri azaldik¢a egitime
yaptiklar1 harcamalar artmaktadir (Tilak, 2002).

Aragstirmada, okul aile birligi gelirinin ilge gruplar arasindaki farkina iliskin Kruskal- Wallis H testi
sonuglarina gore a= .05 anlamlilik diizeyinde en az bir ilge grubu icin OABG’nin farklilik
gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Buna gore farkliligin hangi ilceler arasinda kaynaklandigimi bulmak i¢in
yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testi sonuglar1 Tablo 11°de yer almaktadir.

225



Aydin ve Karakiitiik PAUEFD, 65, 211-231 [2025]

Tablo 11. Okul Aile Birligi Gelirinin Iice Gruplar: Arasindaki Farkina Iliskin Coklu Karsilastirma

Testleri
Grup Test Istatistigi Std. Hata p-degeri Diizeltilmis p-degeri
1-2 38,546 9,421 0,000 0,000%*
2018 fllge Gruplart  1-3 97,253 16,266 0,000 0,000%*
2-3 58,707 16,602 0,000 0,000%*
1-2 37,110 9,421 0,000 0,000%*
2019 llge Gruplari  1-3 102,448 16,266 0,000 0,000%*
2-3 35,337 16,602 0,000 0,000*
2020 flge Gruplart  1-2 31,193 9,421 0,001 0,003*
1-3 44,496 16,266 0,006 0,019*
*p <.05

Tablo 11°deki ¢oklu karsilastirma testleri sonuglarina gére 2018 ve 2019 yillarinda okul aile
birligi geliri bakimindan tiim ilge gruplarinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklara sahip
oldugu sdylenebilir (sirasiyla p=.000, p=.000, p=.000). 2020 yilinda ise 2. ve 3. grup il¢eler
arasinda okul aile birligi geliri agisindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunamamustir.

3.5. Kamu Ortadgretim Okullari Mezunlarimin On Lisans Programlarina Yerlesme
Oranlarimin Yillara ve Il¢elere Gore Karsilastirilmasina Iliskin Bulgular ve Yorumlar

Arastirma sonuglarina gore 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda lisans programlarina yerlesme
oranlarinin a= .05 anlamlilik diizeyinde en az bir ilge grubu i¢in farklilik gosterdigi
goriilmektedir (Sirastyla p= .013, p= .003, p= .002). Farkliligin hangi ilce veya il¢elerden
kaynaklandigini bulmak icin yapilan ¢oklu karsilagtirma testlerinde fark olan gruplara ait
sonuglar Tablo 12°de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 12. On lisans Programlarina Yerlesme Oranlarimin Ilce Gruplar: Arasindaki Farkina Iliskin
Coklu Karsilagtirma Testleri

Grup Test Istatistigi Std. Hata p-degeri  Diizeltilmis p-degeri
2018 Tlge Gruplan 1-3 -40.524 16.265 0.013 0.038*
2019 Tlce Gruplart 1-2 -23.222 9.421 0.014 0.041*

1-3 -47.065 16.266 0.004 0.011*
2020 Tlge Gruplarn 1-2 -24.539 9.421 0.009 0.028*

1-3 -46.962 16.266 0.004 0.012*

*p <.05

Tablo 12’ye gore ¢oklu karsilagtirma testleri sonuclarina goére 2018 yili i¢in 6n lisans
programlarina yerlesme oraninin 1. ve 3. ilge gruplari arasinda (p=.038); 2019 yil1 i¢in 1.-2. ve
1.-3. ilge gruplar1 arasinda (sirasiyla p= .041, p= .011); 2020 y1il1 i¢in ise 1.-2. ve 1.-3. ilge
gruplar1 arasinda (sirasiyla p= .028, p= .012) istatistiksel olarak anlaml farklilik gosterdigi
sOylenebilir. Bu bulgular sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyi diisiik olan ilgelerdeki 6grencilerin
yiiksek olan ilcelerdeki 6grencilere gore agirlikli olarak 6n lisans programlarina yerlestiklerini
dogrulamaktadir. Diger bir anlatimla; gelir diizeyinin digiikliigii, kisa siirede meslek edinme
arayisint giiglendirmektedir. Dolayisiyla 6n lisans programlarina genellikle diisiik gelir
grubundan gelen 6grencilerin yerlestigi gozlenmektedir.
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3.6. Kamu Ortaogretim Okullart Mezunlarinin Lisans Programlarina Yerlesme
Oranlarinin Yillara ve Il¢celere Gore Karsilastirilmasina Iliskin Bulgular ve Yorumlar

Arastirmada kullanilan Kruskal-Wallis H testi sonuglarina gore 2018, 2019 ve 2020 yillarinda
lisans programlarina yerlesme oranlarinin a= .05 anlamlilik diizeyinde en az bir ilge grubu i¢in
farklilik gosterdigi goriilmektedir (Sirasiyla p=.014, p=.007, p= .004). Farkliligin hangi ilge
veya il¢elerden kaynaklandigini bulmak icin yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirma testlerinde fark olan
gruplara ait bulgular Tablo 13’te yer almaktadir.

Tablo 13. Lisans Programlarina Yerlesme Oranlarimin Iige Gruplar Arasindaki Coklu Karsilastirma

Testleri
Grup Test Istatistigi Std. Hata  p-degeri Diizeltilmis p-degeri
2018 ilge Gruplart 1-3 44.252 16.266 0.007 0.020%*
2019 ilge Gruplart 1-3 43.979 16.266 0.007 0.021%*
2020 TIlge Gruplari 1-3 50.189 16.266 0.002 0.006*
*
p<.05

Tablo 13’te ¢oklu karsilagtirma testleri sonuglarina gore tiim yillar i¢in lisans programlarina
yerlesme oraninin 1. ve 3. il¢e gruplari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik gosterdigi
sOylenebilir (sirasiyla p=.020, p=.021, p=.006). Bu durum sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyi
yiiksek olan ilgelerdeki ogrencilerin, diisiik olan ilgelerdeki Ogrencilere gore lisans
programlarina yerlesme oranlari agisindan iistiin konumda (avantajli) oldugunu; diger bir
anlatimla, gelir diizeyinin disiikligliniin yiliksekogretime geciste onemli bir sirlilik
(dezavantaj) arz ettigini gdstermektedir.

4. Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmada Ankara’daki farkli sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyine sahip il¢elerde bulunan
kamu ortadgretim okullarinin “cari 6denek” ve “okul aile birligi gelir” diizeyleri ile 6grencilerin
yiiksekogretime gegis oranlart arasindaki iligkiler incelenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar, giris
kisminda aktarilan ulusal ve uluslararas: literatiirle biiyiik ol¢iide ortiismektedir.

Yillara gore cari 6denek ve okul aile birligi gelir diizeyleri incelendiginde, ytiksek gelir grubuna
sahip okullarin lisans programlarina 6grenci gecis oranlarinin da yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Ote yandan diisiik gelir grubundaki okullarin 6n lisans programlarina gegis oranlarinin daha
yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu durum, Diindar’in (2010) egitimde firsat ve olanak
esitsizligini konu alan caligmasindaki “bolgeler ve okullar arasi farkliliklar” bulgusuyla
benzerlik gostermektedir. Aym sekilde Ozsoy (2002) tarafindan yapilan ve yiiksekdgretim
politikalar1 baglaminda ailelerin gelir diizeyinin 6grencilerin yliksekdgretime erigimi
lizerindeki etkisini ortaya koyan calisma da bu sonucu destekler niteliktedir. Hem Ozsoy (2002)
hem de bu arastirma, diigiik gelir diizeyine sahip ailelerin, ¢ocuklarinin egitim tercihlerini
dogrudan etkiledigini ve bu durumun yiiksekdgretim kademesine geciste 6nemli bir belirleyici
oldugunu vurgulamaktadir.

Aragtirmada, okul aile birligi gelirlerinin diisiik oldugu ilgelerdeki okullarda, lisans
programlarina gegis oraninin anlamli bi¢gimde diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu, Tabak’in
(2017) arastirmasinda vurguladigi, “ekonomik kaynaklarin yetersiz kalmasmin 6grenci
basarilarin1 ve sinavla girilen okullara erisimi sinirladig1” seklindeki ¢ikarimla ortiismektedir.
Ayrica Tabak’in (2017) PISA verileriyle iliskilendirerek onerdigi “bolgesel farkliliklari
azaltmaya yonelik daha dengeli sosyal politikalar” ihtiyaci, bu c¢alismanin sonuglariyla da
ortiismektedir. Celikkol ve Avcer (2017) tarafindan Isparta il merkezinde yiiriitiilen ve ailelerin
ekonomik, sosyal sermayesinin 6grencilerin okul tercihlerini ve akademik basarilarini biiyiik
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Olciide etkiledigini vurgulayan calisma, bu arastirmadaki “okul aile birligi geliri arttikca lisans
programlarina gecis oranlarinin artmasi” seklindeki bulguyu desteklemektedir.

Arastirma sonuglari, Bourdieu’nun (1990, 1992, 2018) “kiiltiirel sermaye” ve “habitus”
kavramlar1 1s18inda da degerlendirilebilir. Arastirma sonuglari, yiiksek sosyoekonomik
gelismislik diizeyine sahip il¢elerdeki okullarin, hem okul aile birligi gelirlerini artirma hem de
Ogrencilere sunulan akademik ve sosyal firsatlar1 zenginlestirme bakimindan daha avantajh
konumda oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu avantaj, 6grencilerin lisans programlarina gegme
olasiligini artirmaktadir. Buna gore, ailelerin sahip olduklar kiiltiirel ve ekonomik sermaye,
cocuklarin egitim basarilarina yansimakta ve bu sermaye nesiller arasi aktarim yoluyla
pekismektedir.

Ote yandan, Sahin (2019) tarafindan farkl sehirlerde merkezi sinav sonuglari iizerinden yapilan
ve firsat esitsizligi nedenlerini 68renci, veli ve Ogretmen goriisleriyle birlikte analiz eden
calismada, sosyoekonomik gdstergelerin akademik basariya olan etkisinin bir¢ok boyutu
oldugu belirtilmistir. Bu arastirma da benzer sekilde, yiiksekogretime yerlesme oranlarinin
yalnizca okullarin cari 6deneklerine degil, ayn1 zamanda ailelerin sosyoekonomik durumlarina
dolayistyla okul aile birligi gelirlerine de bagli oldugunu gostermektedir.

Uluslararasi diizeyde, Hanushek ve Woessmann (2010) ile Waldinger (2006) arasinda “erken
izleme” uygulamalar1 baglaminda ortaya cikan goriis farkliliklari, aile arka planinin egitim
esitsizliklerini agiklamadaki roliiniin iilkeden lilkeye degisebilecegini vurgulamaktadir. Bu
arastirmanin bulgulari, okul bazinda finansal kaynaklarin (hem kamu cari 6denekleri hem de
veli katkisina dayali gelirler) ayrismasina kosut olarak sosyoekonomik statiiniin belirleyici
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu sonuglar, Owens ve digerleri (2016), ile Carnoy (2016) tarafindan
yapilan calismalarin “daha diisiik gelirli bolgelerdeki okullarin kisith kaynaklara sahip
olmasinin akademik basariy1 olumsuz etkilemesi” seklindeki bulgulariyla da uyumludur.

Ankara’da sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyi diisiik olan il¢elerde, okul gelirlerinin de diisiik
olmasi nedeniyle dgrenciler, lisans yerine on lisans programlarma daha sik yonelmektedir.
“Ayrica kent merkezlerinde yer alan, gelismislik skoru ytiiksek il¢e gruplarinda ayni1 zamanda
okul aile birligi gelirlerinin de yliksek oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir.” Bu durum, egitimde
esitsizligin yalnizca kamusal kaynak dagilimindan degil, ayn1 zamanda toplumun sosyal,
kiiltiirel ve ekonomik sermayeleri lizerinden de siirdiiriildiigiinii gostermektedir.

Aragtirmanin sonuglari, Tiirkiye’de egitim hakkinin Anayasa ve ilgili yasal diizenlemelerle
giivence altina alinmasina ragmen, uygulamada “firsat ve olanak esitligi” ilkesinin tam olarak
saglanamadigin1 gostermektedir. Ankara’daki sosyoekonomik acgidan gelismis ilgelerle
dezavantajli ilgeler arasindaki cari 6denek ve okul aile birligi gelir diizeyleri farkliliklari,
ogrencilerin yiliksekogretime gecis oranlari ile dogrudan iliskilidir. Yiiksek gelir grubuna sahip
okullarin lisans programlarina daha fazla 6grenci yerlestirmesi, diisiik gelir grubundaki
okullarin ise 6n lisans programlarina yoneliminin yiiksek olmasi, egitim sisteminde gelir temelli
bir katmanlagmanin devam ettigini géstermektedir.

MEB biitcesi dezavantajli bolgelerdeki okullara 6ncelik saglayan bir yaklasimla planlanmalidir.
Bu amagla diisiik gelirli okullara ek tesvik mekanizmalar1 saglanarak fiziksel altyap1 ve egitim
ortamlar iyilestirilebilir. Ayrica gelismis ilgelerdeki velilerden veya 6zel sektor paydaglarindan
saglanan bagislar, dezavantajli bolgeler i¢in destekleyici bir kaynak olarak degerlendirilebilir.
Dezavantajli ilgelerdeki Ogrencileri lisans programlarina yonlendiren rehberlik hizmetleri
saglanabilir. Benzer arastirmalar, nicel nitel ya da karma yontemler kullanilarak farkli 6gretim
kademeleri ve tiirleri i¢in de yapilabilir. Asamali olarak artan cari 6denek ve okul aile birligi
gelirlerinin gergcekten akademik basariy1, yiiksekogretime gecisi nasil etkiledigi, diizenli
araliklarla izlenip raporlanabilir. Sonug olarak, egitim hizmetlerinde firsat ve olanak esitligi
ilkesinin hayata gecirilmesi, sadece hukuki metinlerdeki tanim ve ilkelerle degil, okullarin
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finansman yapilarinin toplumsal ihtiyaclara gore yeniden diizenlenmesi ve sosyoekonomik
kosullarin iyilestirilmesi ile miimkiindjir.
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Abstract: This study examines the socioeconomic and sociocultural factors affecting
the right to and access to education within the context of equal opportunity. It examines
whether placement rates in associate and undergraduate programs differ according to
the Ministry of National Education’s (MoNE) current expenditures, school-parent
association (PTA) incomes, and the socioeconomic development levels of districts. The
research population includes public secondary schools in the Ankara district. Data on
MOoNE expenditures were sourced from the Strategy Development Department, while
PTA income data for 2018, 2019, and 2020 were obtained from the Ankara Provincial
Directorate of National Education. Higher education placement data for the same
years were acquired from the Assessment, Selection and Placement Center (OSYM).
The socioeconomic index scores of districts were drawn from the 2022 Socio-
Economic Development Ranking Index (SEGE). Due to the non-normal distribution of
the data, non-parametric methods were employed. The results show that higher
education placement rates differ significantly based on PTA income levels and the
socioeconomic development of districts. The study recommends prioritizing
disadvantaged areas in the allocation of public educational resources to reduce
inequalities in PTA funding and to promote more equitable access to higher education
opportunities across districts.

1. Introduction
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The accelerating scientific and technological developments and the modernization of industrial
technologies around the world have led to the transformation of education systems in line with
expectations and the training of qualified human resources in line with the needs of industry
(Ergiin, 2016). According to Altunya (2003), the transformation of education programs in line
with developments in industry and technology has enabled education to acquire new social
functions and, consequently, has brought the legal regulation of the relationship between the
state (authority) and the individual (rights) to the agenda. This situation also necessitates a data-
driven review of education policies in terms of scope, content, and objectives.

The Constitution and related laws in Turkey protect the right to education. However, official
statistics show that a significant proportion of the population still does not have access to
education (Almis & Karakiitiik, 2021). The right to education is also protected by international
documents such as Article 26 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the United
Nations (UN) Convention on the Rights of the Child (Lee, 2013; Birlesmis Milletler Cocuklara
Yardim Fonu [UNICEF], 2017). These documents emphasize that primary education should be
compulsory and free for all and that equal opportunities in education should be ensured.
However, education financing policies, resource shortages, and the distribution of resources
create significant differences in access to and quality of education.

Among the studies in the national literature, Ozsoy (2002) was the first to determine that
families' income status affects students' transition to higher education, as well as their school
attendance and faculty and program selection processes. Diindar (2010) analyzed policy
documents and reports addressing equality of opportunity and access to education and found
that there were significant differences in the resources and enrolment rates of schools both
between regions and within the same region. According to the scientific reports examined in
the study, issues such as exam success, access to education, and the quality of education were
highlighted, particularly noting that the university admission system is fundamentally perceived
as an access to education issue. Tabak (2017) emphasized that the MoNE budget items should
be structured with an understanding that supports equality of opportunity and access to
education, and that social policies should include regulations that favor disadvantaged groups
for this purpose. One of Tabak's (2017) most important findings relates directly to school
budgets. According to this finding, many schools do not have sufficient budgets to meet their
needs and are forced to collect donations from parents in order to improve their physical
structures and organize social activities (Tabak, 2017). As a result, it is recommended that
regional economic indices be created to reduce parents' dependence on private financing and
that the MoNE budget be distributed at the provincial and school levels in line with the findings
of this study. Celikkol and Avci (2017) examined the relationship between access to economic
and social opportunities and educational inequality in their study, which specifically selected
high school students as a sample within the scope of formal education in the provincial center
of Isparta. According to the research results, the observed inequalities in educational
opportunities and possibilities are a reflection of economic and social inequalities between
social groups. In particular, the study, which draws attention to Bourdieu's theory of the
transmission of cultural capital, shows that the educational status, professional status, and
income status of parents reproduce educational inequalities. These indicators also emerge as
effective factors in the process of students' orientation toward general academic high schools
or vocational technical schools. Accordingly, the social, economic, and cultural conditions of
students at the primary and secondary school levels are reproduced and reinforced through
central exams administered for high school admission (Celikkol & Avci, 2017). In his research,
Sahin (2019) evaluated the causes of inequality of opportunity by conducting interviews with
students, teachers, parents, and school parent association presidents, along with central exam
results. This approach aimed to obtain a more comprehensive result by analyzing the
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perspectives of different stakeholders. The study sought to answer the questions of whether
there was any relationship between school preferences determined by centralized exams and
families' education expenditures, as well as their social, cultural, and economic capital.
According to the analyses based on the Transition from Primary to Secondary Education
(TEOG) exam results, a relationship was found between students' academic achievement and
their families' education expenditures, and it was determined that factors such as parents'
educational status, the physical structure of schools, and the educational environment also had
an impact on academic achievement.

In their research, Atmaca and Aydin (2020) concluded that children of families with high-level
economic and cultural resources have the awareness and strategies necessary to improve their
academic achievement and maintain their social status; therefore, children of families with
cultural and economic capital attend high-quality and well-equipped schools and maintain their
advantageous position. Looking at the international literature on the subject, Waldinger (2006)
examined the relationship between students' test scores and their families' socioeconomic
backgrounds in countries where early tracking (directing students to schools with programs
appropriate to their academic achievement and abilities) is practiced. In the study, the most
successful and least successful countries among OECD countries were grouped based on the
results obtained in the PISA, Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), and
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) exams, and the “difference in
differences” method was used. The study noted that in countries where early monitoring
practices were observed in 3rd and 4th grade elementary school and middle school, no
relationship was found between family background and student test results, and that this could
not be cited as a cause of inequality in education. Some of the criteria considered as family
background in the study include parents' occupational status, parents' education levels, and the
number of books in the home. However, as noted in the study, this differs from the findings of
Hanushek and Woessmann (2010). Hanushek and Woessmann have pointed out that inequality
between classes has increased in PIRLS and PISA tests in OECD countries where early
monitoring is carried out. Although both studies show methodological differences, the standard
deviations of the analysis results are wider in Hanushek and Woessmann's (2010) study, which
includes countries where early monitoring is conducted before the age of 16. This may also be
due to differences in coefficients and the use of different monitoring criteria. According to
Waldinger (2006), there are many reasons that could affect test results. For example, countries
that track students in later years of education may be thought to provide more universal
preschool education standards. This approach could reduce differences arising from students
having different family backgrounds. As a result, even in a simple cross-sectional dataset, a
false correlation between early monitoring age and family background may be observed.
Marcenaro-Gutierrez et al. (2007) examined the relationship between socioeconomic
background and university education by analyzing data from a youth cohort study conducted
between 1994 and 2000. The research findings revealed evidence of the effects of social class
differences on students' transition to higher education, and thus on their families. However, it
was emphasized that this situation emerged before the higher education stage. It is known that
in England and Wales, students take a national exam before the age of 16-18 and complete their
high school education with a preparatory process for university by taking different courses
without taking a separate exam for higher education. Additionally, even though universities are
funded by the state, university education is provided at a mandatory personal cost. Therefore,
the research findings are consistent with the fact that inequalities emerge in earlier years.

Carnoy (2016) emphasizes that children from lower social classes face significant financial
barriers to entering secondary and higher education, and that taxation and spending policies in
public investment should be more oriented toward social equality, but that this situation may

213



Aydin & Karakiitik PUJE, 65, 211-231 [2025]

vary depending on whether states view education as a public or private good. Owens et al.
(2016) emphasize that income disparities between families and the areas in which they live have
increased in the United States since 1970. They reveal that this situation has led to income
disparities between schools and the areas in which they are located, particularly in public
schools between 1990 and 2010. The determination of income disparities among the families
of students attending the schools included in the study was made based on schools with and
without free and reduced-price meal programs. It has been determined that income inequality
leads to educational inequality, and that this situation affects students' academic achievement.
According to this, it has been determined that increasing income inequality in society and
educational policies give high-income families an advantage in school choice, and that as
families' income levels increase, schools' income sources and teaching quality also increase. It
has been determined that the strong social capital of high-income families facilitates their
children's access to educational resources, thereby enabling them to achieve higher academic
success. Chmielewski and Reardon (2016) used data from the 2001 PIRLS and 2006, 2009, and
2012 PISA exams. The study examines the relationship between family income and academic
achievement in OECD countries. The results reveal that the relationship between family income
and academic achievement varies significantly across OECD countries. However, the
relationship between income inequality and achievement is limited. The difference in
achievement between high- and low-income students is, on average, around 1.0 standard
deviation; however, this difference varies significantly between countries. According to the
study, the countries with the highest income-achievement gap are Portugal, Luxembourg, the
United States, Belgium (Flanders), and Hungary. Among these countries, there are those with
very high income inequality (particularly the United States and Portugal) as well as those with
relatively low income inequality (e.g., Luxembourg and Belgium-Flanders). The countries with
the lowest income-achievement gap are predominantly Scandinavian countries with low levels
of inequality, such as Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Poland, and Denmark. In summary, in addition
to factors such as the location of schools, physical infrastructure, and the quality of educational
environments, the unequal distribution of public resources also exacerbates existing inequalities
to the detriment of disadvantaged groups.

Ozcan (2009) examined the expenditures per student of different types of schools and the
educational expenses of families, revealing the problems encountered in budget management
in schools. The research results emphasized that the state should cover the costs incurred by
schools and that only voluntary donations from parents should be accepted. Bayram (2014)
determined that education investment expenditures decreased in Turkey during periods of
global economic crisis and indicated that these expenditures should be reviewed. This situation
1s important in terms of understanding how expenditures on education have changed over time.
The state's contribution to total education spending declined from 77.7% in 2014 to 72.9% in
2018. Household participation in education spending was 20% according to 2018 data (Turkish
Statistical Institute [TUIK], 2020, 2022). In this context, the fact that schools' own incomes
vary according to the socioeconomic level of the regions in which they are located may lead to
a deepening of structural inequalities in education (Ozkan et al., 2022). The size and distribution
of additional funding sources created by schools, apart from public spending on education,
remain an unexplored topic and, as a result, have not been sufficiently addressed in the studies
of many researchers.

The fundamental basis for education financing policies in Turkey consists of the Constitution,
relevant laws and regulations, development plans, and decisions made at national education
councils. The main source of income for education is the funds transferred from the state budget
to the Ministry of National Education (MoNE). In addition, formal education institutions have
other financial resources, such as donations from volunteers, rental and operating income,
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revolving capital income, interest and dividends, dormitory and boarding house income,
external loans, grants, and school parent association income (Karakiitiik, 2021). These financial
resources ensure the functioning and sustainability of education systems, while also revealing
the relationship between social structures and education. According to Bourdieu and Passeron
(1990), education systems are institutions that reproduce the inequalities observed in social life
as a reflection of social structures. In other words, the process of transferring education to new
generations is closely related to the concept of social capital carried by the previous generation.
Accordingly, the social, cultural, and economic opportunities available to parents directly affect
the quality of their children's education, and people possess emotions, gestures, and facial
expressions that reflect the social class to which they belong. This situation is also defined as a
frame of reference that determines a person's ways of perceiving, feeling, thinking, and
behaving. Such learned patterns underlying behaviour and actions are actually transmitted from
generation to generation as the archetype of the social class. The principles, preferences,
emotional and intellectual tendencies found within structured patterns are reflected in
sociocultural activities and education in the same way as they are in everyday life. Within this
framework, the concept of “Habitus” has emerged, reflecting components such as social class,
gender, space, and social status. The living spaces that form the basis of this concept also
determine the priorities and forms of life of the groups in question as social space platforms.
According to Bourdieu (1992), social scientists should act as technicians when examining social
phenomena and should refrain from restrictive attitudes such as value judgments and political
doctrines during this process. This is because preconceived judgments and perspectives about
social reality that have already formed in the researcher's mind prevent them from seeing the
truth. In other words, conducting research with a preconceived mental framework may lead the
researcher to find what they are looking for. In reality, the researcher should focus on solving
the problem at hand rather than what is imposed on them in order to produce original results
(Bourdieu, 2018). At this stage, Bourdieu's key concept is “habitus.” Habitus refers to the
internalization of a distinct structure specific to a particular social class. In other words, it
encompasses a set of values and perceptions that reflect the worldview of different social
structures and groups. Accordingly, habitus is a frame of reference that surrounds the individual
and guides their behaviour. Therefore, the individual knows what to do in any given situation,
but has no insight into why they exhibit such behaviour. This situation is reminiscent of the
automated behaviour patterns exhibited by an orchestra conductor while conducting an
orchestra. Habitus encompasses such powerful habits that are transferable, learnable, and
adopted by group members that even without a conductor, all members of the orchestra
automatically perform the tasks expected of them through an automated mental construct. As a
result, the reproduction of social inequalities is one of the invisible functions of habitus.

According to Bourdieu (1990), the concept of capital is part of social and economic status, and
education is an integral part of this structure. Based on this concept, how schools are affected
by their habitus is an important starting point for elucidating the concept of the right to
education, which includes the principle of equality in education. The levels of social and
cultural capital possessed by previous generations can be seen as a frame of reference that
determines the life priorities of subsequent generations, such as their educational choices. In
this context, considering that the diversity of financing in schools has increased due to the
inadequacy of public resources, the levels at which schools send students to higher education
institutions and their academic success rates may be part of these inequalities.

For these reasons, this study examined the relationship between public funding and additional
sources of income for secondary schools in different educational regions and the level of student
enrolment in higher education institutions in light of concepts such as social capital and habitus.
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The purpose of this study is to determine the current subsidies (CS) received by public
secondary schools in the districts of Ankara from public funding and the additional financial
income they generate through school parent associations, and to examine the relationship
between current subsidies and school parent association income (PTAI) and students' transition
rates to higher education. In line with this general objective, the following sub-objectives have
been determined.

1- What is the distribution of current appropriations and school family association income
groups in 2018, 2019, and 2020 according to districts (Cankaya, Yenimahalle, Mamak,
Kegioren, Sincan, Altindag, Etimesgut, Polatli, Gdolbasi, Pursaklar, Cubuk, Elmadag,
Nallihan, Sereflikoghisar) for the years 2018, 2019, and 2020?

2- Is there a significant difference between current allocations and school parent association
income groups in the transition to associate and bachelor's degree programs for the years
2018, 2019, and 2020?

3- How are the school parent association income groups distributed according to the socio-
economic development levels of the districts in 2018, 2019, and 2020?

4- Does school parent association income show significant differences according to the socio-
economic development levels of districts in 2018, 2019, and 2020?

5- Do the transition rates to associate and bachelor's degree programs show significant
differences according to the socio-economic development levels of districts in 2018, 2019,
and 2020?

2. Method

This research was conducted with permission granted by the Ankara University Rectorate
Ethics Committee Presidency Social Sciences Sub-Ethics Committee in its decision dated
04/04/2022, numbered E-85434274-050.04.04-490249.

2.1. Research Model

The study aims to examine the relationship between the income of public secondary schools in
Ankara (current budget and school parent association income) and the socio-economic
development levels of districts, and the transition rates to associate and bachelor's degree
programs, as well as to propose solutions. The model of this research was determined as a
correlational survey model, as the aim was to determine the existence of interaction between
multiple variables (Karasar, 2023).

2.2. Population and Sample

This research is a quantitative study; the research universe consists of all public secondary
schools in the districts of Ankara province. Imam Hatip High Schools affiliated with the
Directorate of Religious Education were excluded from the scope of the research due to the
unavailability of current budget data for 2018. Public secondary schools affiliated with the
Directorate of Vocational and Technical Secondary Education and the Directorate of Secondary
Education were included in the study. In addition, high schools affiliated with the General
Directorate of Special Education were excluded from the scope. Since it was not possible to
reach all public secondary schools in the research universe, the sample of the research was
determined as 238 public secondary schools whose data could be accessed using the
convenience sampling method. Probability sampling should be used to ensure that the sample
adequately represents the population from which it was selected; however, when this type of
sampling method is not feasible, convenience sampling may be used. Convenience sampling is
a method frequently preferred in the social sciences. While convenience sampling is used in
qualitative research, it is also frequently used in quantitative research (Etikan et al., 2016).
However, the unequal probability of sampling units being included in the sample causes
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sampling bias. Winton and Sabol (2022) have pointed out that researchers can overcome the
shortcomings of the sample by using conscious research design and larger samples. The data
included in the study were obtained separately from three institutions. Accordingly, the current
allocations at the end of each year were obtained from the MoNE SGB; school family
association incomes were obtained from the Ankara MEM; and the number of students enrolled
in associate and bachelor's degree programs in higher education were obtained from the OSYM.
The socio-economic development index values of the districts were obtained from the SEGE
results published by the Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlig1 (2022). The distribution of all public
secondary schools in Ankara by district is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Distribution of All Public Secondary Schools in Ankara by District

No District Name Number of Schools No District Name Number of Schools
1 Cankaya 48 13 Nallithan 7
2 Yenimahalle 28 14 Sereflikoghisar 7
3 Mamak 26 15 Kahramankazan 6
4 Kecidren 24 16 Beypazari 6
5 Sincan 20 17 Bala 5
6 Altindag 20 18 Haymana 5
7 Etimesgut 16 19 Kalecik 4
8 Polath 10 20 Kizilcahamam 4
9 Golbasi 10 21 Akyurt 4
10 Pursaklar 8 22 Ayas 2
11 Cubuk 7 23 Gudiil 2
12 Elmadag 7 24 Camlidere 1
Toplam 277

According to Table 1, it was decided to exclude the districts of Kahramankazan, Beypazari,
Bala, Haymana, Kalecik, Kizilcahamam, Akyurt, Ayas, Giidiil, and Camlidere from the
analysis due to the low number of public secondary schools in these districts and the balanced
sample size with other districts. However, in order to ensure that the third group of districts is
also represented in the sample, it was decided to include districts with seven or more public
secondary schools in the sample, and the analyses were conducted based on 238 public
secondary schools.

2.3. Data Collection and Matching
The process followed for data collection and matching is as follows:

1. In2018, 2019 and 2020, the current appropriations of public secondary schools that received
more than one current appropriation in the same year were combined.

2. The actual current appropriation data for public secondary schools in Ankara for the years
2018, 2019 and 2020 were obtained from MoNE SGB. All current appropriations received
were checked, classified and analyzed according to analytical budget codes; if there were
ministry payments made from a recurring code in the same year, they were merged with the
same code number and this process was done for each public secondary education institution
individually. In this way, the possibility of error in the data on current allocations was
avoided.

Data on PTA incomes for the years 2015-2020 were obtained from the MEM.

4. Current appropriation data for public secondary schools obtained from MoNE SGB and PTA
incomes obtained from MEM were matched; public secondary schools that were included in
ministry records but not in MEM records and public secondary schools that were included
in MEM records but not in ministry records were scanned in two ways and those whose titles

(8]
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and names could not be found were not included in the data set. Thus, the scope of the
research consisted of analyzing the data on current appropriations, PTA incomes, and the
number of students enrolled in higher education at the associate's and bachelor's degree
programs for the years 2018, 2019, and 2020.

5. Data on the number of students who graduated from public secondary schools in Ankara and
were placed in associate and bachelor's degree programs of higher education institutions between
2015-2020 were obtained from OSYM. Analyses were carried out for a total of 238 public
secondary schools for the years 2018-2020, which meet the conditions specified in the above
1tems.

6. In the selection of the variables to be used in the analysis, it was decided to use the percentage
of students placed in higher education in the evaluation to be made regarding the students
placed in higher education institutions at the level of associate degree and bachelor's degree
programs.

7. The districts were divided into three groups according to the score values of the index obtained
in the SEGE survey: st group 'high', 2nd group 'medium' and 3rd group 'low' income group.

One of the general objectives of the research is to determine whether the placement rates in
associate and bachelor's degree programs differ according to current allowances and PTA
income. In this direction, the current allowances and PTA incomes in the data set were grouped
into three groups as shown in Table 2 in order to answer the research questions appropriately.

Table 2. Income Groups

Group Current Appropriation (TRY) PTA Income (TRY)
1 0-250000 0-50000

2 250001-500000 50001-100000

3 500001 and above 100001 and above

According to Table 2, the schools between 0-250000 TRY were categorized as group 1 (low),
those between 250001-500000 TRY were categorized as group 2 (medium), and those with
500001 TRY and above were categorized as group 3 (high). In terms of PTA income, those
between 0-50000 TRY were grouped as group 1 (low), those between 50001-100000 TRY were
group 2 (medium), and those with 100001 TRY and above were group 3 (high). Since the
distributions of current appropriation and PTA income variables were different, both variables
were grouped according to their own sample range. In the public secondary schools in Ankara
within the scope of the study, the sum of the current appropriations provided by the state and
the PTA income for each year was named as the income variable. Determining the relationship
between the socioeconomic level of the districts and students' transition to higher education and
PTA income groups is one of the sub-objectives of the study. Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanligi
(2022) is a study that determines the socioeconomic development levels of settlements at
district level using variables such as health, education, technology, financial structure,
demography, employment, social security, and quality of life. Based on this research, a value
defined as a score indicating the level of development for each district was calculated using the
variables specified. Table 3 shows the score values obtained from the Sanayi ve Teknoloji
Bakanlig1 (2022) survey for the district groups of Ankara province where the research was
conducted.
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Table 3. District Groups by Ankara Province

District District Name  Group No Score Value flceNo  District Name Group No Score Value
No

1 Cankaya 1 6,901 8 Polathi 2 0,581

2 Yenimahalle 1 4,481 9 Golbast 1 1,790

3 Mamak 2 0,779 10 Pursaklar 2 0,447

4 Kegiéren 2 1,365 11 Cubuk 3 0,298

5 Sincan 2 1,050 12 Elmadag 2 0,462

6 Altindag 1 2,528 13 Nallihan 3 -0,102

7 Etimesgut 1 1,957 14 Sereflikochisar 3 0,115

Source: Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlig1 (2022)

When Table 3 is examined, it is understood that Cankaya, Yenimahalle, Altindag, Etimesgut
and Golbas districts, which are located close to the city center and have large populations
according to Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlig1 (2022) research, are at high development level (1st
group); Mamak, Ke¢ioren, Sincan, Polatli and Pursaklar are at medium development level (2nd
group); Cubuk, Nallihan and Sereflikochisar are at low development level (3rd group).

2.4. Analyzing the Data

IBM SPSS Statistics 23 package program was used in the quantitative analyses conducted
during the research process; in this process, both parametric and nonparametric tests were used
in order to determine statistical differences due to the fact that some of the data related to the
sample showed normal distribution while others did not. In this context, parametric tests are
based on the assumption that the variables fit a certain probability distribution as well as the
assumptions that the variables come from a normally distributed population and that the
variances are homogeneous.

Nonparametric tests are more appropriate for variables that do not have a normal distribution
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). The necessary assumptions regarding parametric tests (normal
distribution) were not met for the data obtained in the study. The nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis
H test used for this purpose is a nonparametric test used as an alternative to One-Way Analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) to test the difference of more than two independent groups that do not
show normal distribution. To calculate the Kruskal-Wallis H test statistic, all samples are first
combined. The observation values are ranked from smallest to largest so that the rank of the
observation with the minimum value is 1 and the test statistic is calculated (Corder & Foreman,
2014).

3. Findings and Interpretations

As a result of the analyses; descriptive statistics of the income variable for PTA and current
appropriation by years, findings on the transition rate of public secondary schools to associate
degree and bachelor's degree programs for income groups by years, comparison of PTA income
in public secondary schools by years by districts, and comparison of the placement rates of
public secondary schools to associate degree and bachelor's degree programs by years by
districts were obtained.

3.1. Findings and Comments on Descriptive Statistics of Current Allowance and PTA
Incomes of Public Secondary Schools by Years

Firstly, the arithmetic mean (X), standard deviation (SD), median, minimum and maximum
values of the variables of current appropriation (TRY), PTA income (TRY') and income (TRY)
are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Current Allowance, PTA Income and Income Variables by Years

School Income by Year X SD Median Minimum Maximum
2018

280961,1 246258,6  209851,2 36420 2001953
Current Appropriation 67227,4 63668,7 51511,3 0 470201
PTA Income 348188,6 262682,6 2821464 42465 2109455
2019

269856 286174 185145,5 2859 2204254
Current Appropriation 78081,4 75302,4 62135,5 0 630385
PTA Income 3479374 310722,1 262548.,9 3149 2300912
2020

278287,6 240333 205650,8 18021 1384070
Current Appropriation 30925,8 33196,0 24468,3 0 262485
PTA Income 309213,4 248778,6  238709,8 18021 1435083

When Table 4 is analyzed, it is understood that current appropriations and PTA incomes do not
show a symmetrical distribution according to the average. Looking at the average on a yearly
basis, it is observed that there is no significant nominal difference in the amount of current
appropriations. However, it is understood that PTA incomes in 2019 increased relatively
compared to 2018, while there was a significant decrease in PTA incomes in 2020. This may
be related to the global pandemic in 2020. During this period, distance education had to be used
instead of formal education. When the mean and median values of current appropriations and
PTA incomes are compared by years, it is observed that the mean is higher than the median.
This indicates that the number of schools with high incomes is low, in other words, a significant
portion of schools are in the low income group. In reality, a comprehensive analysis of the
financing of education will show that the efficient and effective use of the share allocated to
education is as important as the share of the MoNE budget in the general budget. In this context,
it is difficult to argue that the priorities emphasized in all policy documents, such as access to
education, quality education and ensuring equality of opportunity and opportunity in education,
have been adequately observed. As a matter of fact, in 2021, when this research began, the
austerity measures implemented within the MoNE budget were aggravated and some of the
education expenditures were transferred to preventive health services due to the global
pandemic; the decrease in education expenditures with the decrease in household incomes had
consequences especially to the detriment of disadvantaged groups. In addition, although the
Geographic Information System is a mechanism that informs donors, identifies their requests
and priorities, provides information on when, by whom and for what purpose the donations are
used, and strengthens the source of financing, not enough information has been shared with the
public on how this mechanism is operated, when it should have been guided by centering the
goal of access to education, especially for students in disadvantaged geographical regions.
Table 5 presents frequency information on the current appropriations of public secondary
schools organized according to descriptive statistics.

Table 5. Distribution of Public Secondary Schools in Ankara by ST Groups

2018 2019 2020
Group (TRY) Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
0-250000 149 62,6 166 69,7 147 61,8
250001-500000 65 27,3 43 18,1 67 28,2
500001 and above 24 10,1 29 12,2 24 10,0
238 100,0 238 100,0 238 100,0
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According to Table 5, approximately 63% of public secondary schools in 2018, 70% in 2019,
and 62% in 2020 are in the 1st income group of current allocations, in other words, they are in
the lowest income bracket. This suggests that there are significant differences among public
secondary schools in terms of the distribution of current allocations. An analysis of the 2021
Budget Report prepared by MoNE SGB shows that the MoNE budget increased from
76,354,306 TRY in 2016 to 146,920,234 TRY in 2021. However, in the same years, the ratio
of the Ministry's budget to gross domestic product decreased from 2.93% to 2.60%. A similar
situation was observed when the ratio of the Ministry's budget to the Central Government
Budget was analyzed and it was found that the ratio decreased from 13.38% in 2016 to 10.91%
in 2021 (MEB, 2021). In addition, an international comparison of annual education
expenditures per student shows that Turkey spent USD 4,707 per student in primary and
secondary education in 2018, which is USD 5,747 below the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) average of USD 10,454. At the higher education level,
Turkey invested USD 10,008 per student, USD 7,057 less than the OECD average. Overall,
total expenditure on public education institutions from primary to tertiary education in Turkey
is USD 4,782 per student, whereas expenditure on private education institutions is USD 15,695
(OECD, 2021). In this context, the need for an inclusive and integrated policy perspective also
necessitates that the education budget, including the investment budget, should be supported by
additional financial means.

Information on the distribution of public secondary schools in Ankara according to PTA income
groups is given in detail in Table 6.

Table 6. Distribution of Public Secondary Schools in Ankara by PTA Groups

2018 2019 2020
Group (TRY) Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
0-50000 113 47,5 96 40,3 198 83,2
50001-100000 82 34,5 77 32,4 31 13,0
100001 and above 43 18,0 65 27,3 9 3,8
238 100,0 238 100,0 238 100,0

According to Table 6, it is understood that approximately 48% of public secondary schools in
2018, 40% in 2019 and 83% in 2020 are in the lowest income bracket, which is the 1st income
group of PTA income. On the other hand, in 2020, the proportion of schools in the 3rd income
group in terms of PTA income was 3.8%. This situation confirms that the unfair distribution of
PTA incomes between the pandemic period and previous years has further increased to the
detriment of disadvantaged schools.

3.2. Findings and Comments on the Transition Rates of Public Secondary Schools to
Associate Degree Programs for Income Groups by Years

Within the scope of the study, it was investigated whether the placement rates to associate
degree programs differed in terms of current allowance levels and PTA income. According to
Table 7, it was observed that the placement rates to associate degree programs for 2018 did not
differ according to the current allowance groups at a = .05 significance level (H = 0.101, p =
.951). In 2019, placement rates to associate degree programs were found to be different for at
least one current allowance group (H = 11.687, p = .003). In 2020, it was observed that the
placement rates to associate degree programs did not differ according to current allowance
groups at a = .05 significance level (H = 5.965, p = .051). Placement rates to associate degree
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programs in 2018, 2019 and 2020 were found to be different for at least one PTA income group
(H =15.531, p=.000; H =34.908, p =.000; H = 15.665, p = .000, respectively).

Table 7. Kruskal-Wallis H Test Results Regarding the Difference Between CS and PTAI Groups for
Placement Rates to Associate Degree Programs by Years

Current Allocation Groups Test Statistic (H) p- value
2018 0,101 0,951
2019 11,687 0,003*
2020 5,965 0,051
PTA Income Groups

2018 15,531 0,000*
2019 34,908 0,000*
2020 15,665 0,000*

* p< .05

In cases where the Kruskal-Wallis test showed a difference for at least one group, the results of
multiple comparison tests conducted to find out which group(s) the difference originated from
are given in Table 8.

Table 8. Multiple Comparison Tests for Placement Rates to Associate Degree Programs by Year for
PTA and CS Groups

Group Test Statistic Std. Error p-value Adjusted p-value
2018 PTAI 1-2 30,737 9,988 0,002 0,006*
1-3 41,479 12,336 0,001 0,002*
CS 1-2 -40,273 11,781 0,001 0,002*
2019 1-2 33,019 10,533 0,002 0,005*
PTAI 1-3 64,857 11,059 0,000 0,000*
2-3 31,838 11,597 0,006 0,018%*
2020 PTAI 1-2 49,734 13,298 0,000 0,001%*

* p< .05

According to the results of the multiple comparison test in Table 8, it can be said that group 1
is statistically significantly different from groups 2 and 3 in terms of placement rates to
associate degree programs in 2018 for PTA income groups (p = .006, p = .002, respectively).
There was no statistically significant difference between the 2nd and 3rd groups. It can be said
that the lowest income group among the PTA income groups has a higher rate of placement in
associate degree programs than the other groups. This coincides with the findings of Ozsoy
(2002) that the income status of families is related to the transition to higher education.
Likewise, it is similar to the findings of Atmaca and Aydin (2020) and Sahin (2019) that there
is a relationship between families' educational expenditures and academic achievement. In
2019, it can be said that there is a statistically significant difference between the 1st and 2nd
groups among the current allowance income groups in terms of placement rates in associate
degree programs (p = .002). It can be said that there is a statistically significant difference
between the three income groups for the PTA in terms of placement rates to associate degree
programs (p = .005; p = .000; p = .018, respectively). These findings indicate that as the PTA
income decreases, the rate of placement of students in associate degree programs increases; in
other words, students are placed in associate degree programs rather than bachelor's degree
programs. At the same time, it can be said that the parents of schools with low PTA incomes
also have lower incomes. In 2020, there is a statistically significant difference between groups
1 and 2 for PTA income groups in terms of placement rates in associate degree programs (p =
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.001). As a result, when these findings are examined, it is understood that graduates of schools
in the 1st income group, which stands out as a disadvantaged group, are predominantly placed
in associate degree programs. This confirms that associate degree programs are preferred more
by low socioeconomic groups because they provide the opportunity to acquire a profession in
a short time.

3.3. Findings and Comments on the Transition Rates of Public Secondary Schools to
Bachelor's Degree Programs for Income Groups by Years

As aresult of the Kruskal-Wallis test, in cases where there is a difference for at least one group,
according to the results of the multiple comparison tests conducted to find out which group(s)
the difference originates from, it can be said that group 1 is statistically significantly different
from groups 2 and 3 in terms of placement rates to undergraduate programs in 2018 for PTA
income groups (p = .002; p = .001, respectively). There was no statistically significant
difference between the 2nd and 3rd groups. It can be said that the lowest income group among
the PTA income groups has a lower rate of placement in undergraduate programs compared to
the other groups. The results of the groups with a difference are presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Multiple Comparison Tests for Placement Rates to Undergraduate Programs by Year for PTA
and CS Groups

Group Test Statistic Std. Error p- value Adjusted p- value
2018 PTAI 1-2 -34,559 9,988 0,001 0,002*
1-3 -46,337 12,336 0,000 0,001*
CS 1-2 41,594 11,781 0,000 0,001*
2019 1-2 -35,647 10,533 0,001 0,002*
PTAI 1-3 -68,133 11,059 0,000 0,000*
2-3 -32,486 11,597 0,005 0,015%
2020 CS 1-2 26,779 10,149 0,008 0,025%*
PTAI 1-2 -51,142 13,298 0,000 0,000*

*p<.05

According to Table 9, there is a statistically significant difference between the 1st and 2nd
groups in terms of placement rates to undergraduate programs in 2019 for the current
appropriation income groups (p = .001). For PTA income groups, it can be said that the
placement rates of all three income groups to undergraduate programs are different from each
other (p =.002, p =.000, p = .015, respectively). Considering that all developmental processes
such as social, affective, mental, physical, etc. will be shaped according to the quality of social
contexts, this situation will again create inequalities against disadvantaged groups. Program for
International Student Assessment (PISA) test results show that factors such as increasing school
resources and strengthening socioeconomic and academic infrastructure are closely related to
students' academic performance. In a study conducted by the OECD, it was found that with the
increase in education expenditures per student, students' math, science and reading skills also
increased (OECD, 2016). Therefore, the development of education systems should prioritize
providing schools with the resources they need and strengthening socioeconomic infrastructure.
There is a statistically significant difference between the Ist and 2nd groups in terms of
placement rates to undergraduate programs in 2020 for the current allowance income groups (p
= .025). There is a statistically significant difference between groups 1 and 2 in terms of
placement rates in undergraduate programs for PTA income groups (p = .000). In 2020, there
was a decrease in PTA income. Families did not provide additional financial support to PTAs
as schools suspended teaching due to the global pandemic. Therefore, it can be argued that the
relationship between PTA incomes and transition to higher education is not fully reflected in
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2020. MoNE's 2019-2023 Strategic Plan is consistent with the 2023 Vision Document on
Education and the Eleventh Five-Year Development Plan. As a matter of fact, within the
framework of this plan, stakeholder surveys were conducted among school, institution, district,
provincial and central organization employees, student and parent representatives, as well as
public institutions. The survey included questions on which of the activities organized by
MOoNE they were satisfied with and what stakeholder contributions could be made to make
education policies more effective. However, no information on the implementation of a
resource allocation policy that reflects satisfaction rates was shared with the public, and unlike
previous strategic plans, not only indicators, strategies and costs for the objectives, but also
monitoring intervals and risks related to the objectives were included. This suggests that the
plan targets were calculated with relatively more analytical information (Egitim Reformu
Girisimi, 2020a). In the 2019 Administrative Activity Report published by MoNE, some of the
targets that could not be realized despite being foreseen are stated along with the reasons for
their non-realization. Target 2.3 in the report aims to transition to an efficient financing model
that will establish a close link between planning and budgeting processes, with the aim of
realizing planning and budgeting processes more effectively in the management of schools and
increasing the quality of education. To summarize, based on the findings above, it is understood
that the income status of PTAs is related to higher education transition rates.

3.4. Findings and Comments on the Comparison of PTA Incomes of Public Secondary
Schools by Districts for 2018, 2019, 2020

Descriptive statistics on PTA income by district groups are given in Table 10. The arithmetic
mean (X), standard deviation (SD), median, minimum and maximum values of PTA income
(TRY) by district groups on a year basis are given in Table 10.

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics on PTA Income (TRY) by District Groups

District Groups X SD Median Minimum Maximum
2018

1 882492 75945,3 66974,7 0 470201

2 50733,6 36929 46500 0 190879

3 19716 19343,6 9791,6 0 66518
2019

1 102188,9 90451,3 84208.3 327 630385

2 59980.,9 42707,4 53445 0 188320

3 19911,4 21689,9 11614,8 0 67172
2020

1 40515,8 40198,6 31110,5 0 262485

2 24150,2 19387,8 22566,2 0 86082

3 5864,5 8765,2 24424 0 35436

According to Table 10, as the socioeconomic levels of the districts decreased in 2018, 2019 and
2020, the average income of PTAs also decreased. It is understood that this is a factor related
to the transition to higher education. There are serious difficulties in the processes to efficiently
and effectively manage the resources that provide education financing and to strengthen school
budgets in this way. Therefore, the financing of education needs to be organized in a regular,
predictable and sustainable model through innovative financing mechanisms and funds
transferred from public and private sectors. However, while it is aimed to share more data in
line with the principle of good governance in the 2018 Administrative Activity Report
published by MoNE and the 2023 Vision Document, it is considered that the lack of
transparency in the data under the headings of “incomes from PTAs, revolving fund incomes
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and donations” in the Financing of Education in Turkey and Education Expenditures
Information Management System (TEFBIS) is contrary to the principle of good governance. In
terms of public secondary schools, according to TEFBIS, PTA incomes include rent revenues
from canteen, open spaces, sports facilities and parking lots, as well as donations, revenues
from OSYM activities, open high school enrolments revenues, income from bazaars and
associations, and other sources of income. Expenses include clothing, stationery, office and
equipment expenditures for students, as well as maintenance-repair, water, electricity and
cleaning expenditures. It can be clearly predicted that this income-expense table is shaped
according to the socio-economic structure of the school and that there is a financial inequality
between schools, even though PTA incomes are not disclosed by MoNE. In order to reduce this
inequality, MoNE transfers 10% of the revenues from canteens, etc. in state-owned schools to
the budget of provincial MEMs and 10% to the budget of district MEMs, and the funds
generated here are transferred to the PTAs of schools with limited resources (Egitim Reformu
Girisimi, 2020b). In addition, depending on the findings obtained in the research, it was deemed
useful to state the situation regarding the Frequency Distribution of PTA Groups by District
Groups.

For 2018, 35.4% of schools in the 1st income group (0-50.000 TRY) are located in districts in
the 1st group according to the development index, while 81,4% of schools in the 3rd income
group (over 100.000 TRY) are located in the st district group. While 32,8% of the districts in
the 1st district group are in the 0-50.000 TRY income group, 38,5% in the 50.001-100.000 TRY
income group, 28,7% in the income group above 100000 TRY; 95.2% of the districts in the 3rd
district group are in the 0-50.000 TRY income group, 4.8% in the 50.001-100,000 TRY income
group. In districts in the 3rd district group, there are no schools in the income group above
100.000 TRY. This situation explains that the PTA income of public secondary schools in high
development level districts is higher than the PTA income of public secondary schools in
medium and low development level districts.

For 2019, 35,4% of schools in the 1st income group (0-50.000 TRY) are located in districts in
the 1st district group according to the development index, while 75.4% of schools in the third
income group (over 100.000 TRY) are located in the 1st district group. According to the
development index, 27,9% of the districts in the 1st district group are in the 0-50,000 TRY
income group, 32% in the 50.001-100.000 TRY income group, and 40.2% in the income group
above 100.000 TRY; while 85,7% of the districts in the 3rd district group are in the 0-50.000
TRY income group, and 14,3% in the 50.001-100.000 TRY income group. In districts in the
3rd district group, there are no schools in the income group above 100.000 TRY.

For 2020, 46% of schools in the 1st income group (0-50.000 TRY) are located in districts in the
Ist district group according to the development index, while all schools in the 3rd income group
(above 100,000 TRY) are located in the 1st district group. While 74,6% of the districts in the
Ist district group are in the 0-50,000 TRY income group, 18% in the 50.001- 100.000 TRY
income group, and 7,4% in the income group above 100.000 TRY; 100% of the districts in the
3rd district group are in the 0-50.000 TRY income group. In districts in the 3rd district group,
there are no schools in the income group above 50.000 TRY.

These findings are in line with the district groups obtained according to Sanayi ve Teknoloji
Bakanlig1 (2022), in other words, as the socioeconomic level of the districts increases, PTA
incomes also increase. It can be said that this situation will create a situation to the detriment of
disadvantaged groups in transition to higher education. In conclusion, public resources should
be used to ensure that all students have access to quality education in public schools without
paying any fees. On the other hand, the increase in household expenditures while public
resources increase means that resources are not used efficiently and effectively. Moreover,
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when it is considered that most of the education budget is spent on personnel expenses and
other items are excluded, it becomes clear how limited the investment budget is. In this context,
while households' contribution to education expenditures is 29% in low-income countries, this
rate drops to 18% in high-income countries. In Turkey, the share of household expenditures on
education was 20,2% in 2020 and 22% in 2021 (TUIK, 2022). This not only shows the high
burden of education on households in low-income countries, but also reveals the causes of
inequalities in access to education. A similar situation is also true for India, where households
spend more on education as their income decreases (Tilak, 2002).

According to the Kruskal-Wallis H test results regarding the difference in PTA income between
district groups, it was determined that PTA income differed for at least one district group at
= (.05 significance level. Accordingly, the results of the multiple comparison test conducted to
find out between which districts the difference originated are given in Table 11.

Table 11. Multiple Comparison Tests for the Difference in PTA Income between District Groups

Group Test Statistic Std. Error p- value Adjusted p- value
1-2 38,546 9,421 0,000 0,000%*
2018 District Groups 1-3 97,253 16,266 0,000 0,000%*
2-3 58,707 16,602 0,000 0,000%*
1-2 37,110 9,421 0,000 0,000%*
2019 District Groups 1-3 102,448 16,266 0,000 0,000%*
2-3 35,337 16,602 0,000 0,000%*
2020 District Groups 1-2 31,193 9,421 0,001 0,003*
1-3 44,496 16,266 0,006 0,019*

*p<.05

According to the results of the multiple comparison tests in Table 11, it can be said that all
district groups have statistically significant differences in terms of PTA income in 2018 and
2019 (p = .000, p= .000, p = .000, p = .000, respectively). In 2020, there was no statistically
significant difference between the 2nd and 3rd group districts in terms of PTA income.

3.5. Findings and Comments on the Comparison of Placement Rates of Public Secondary
School Graduates to Associate Degree Programs by Years and Districts

According to the research results, it is seen that the placement rates to undergraduate programs
in 2018, 2019 and 2020 differ for at least one district group at the @ = 0,05 significance level
(p = .013, p = .003, p = .002, respectively). The results of the multiple comparison tests
conducted to find out from which district or districts the difference originates are shown in
Table 12.

Table 12. Multiple Comparison Tests for the Difference in Placement Rates to Associate Degree
Programs between District Groups

Group  Test Statistic Std. Error p- value Adjusted p- value
2018 District Groups 1-3 -40,524 16,265 0,013 0,038%*
2019 District Groups 1-2 -23,222 9,421 0,014 0,041*
1-3 -47,065 16,266 0,004 0,011%*
2020 District Groups 1-2 -24,539 9,421 0,009 0,028*
1-3 -46,962 16,266 0,004 0,012%*

* p<.05
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According to the results of the multiple comparison tests according to Table 12, the rate of
placement in associate degree programs for 2018 is between the 1st and 3rd district groups (p
=0,038); for 2019 between the 1st-2nd and 1st-3rd district groups (p = .041, respectively); for
2020 between the 1st-2nd and 1st-3rd district groups (p = 0.011, respectively). district groups
for 2019 (p = .041, p = .011, respectively); and between 1st-2nd and 1st-3rd district groups for
2020 (p = .028, p = .012, respectively). These findings confirm that students in districts with
low socioeconomic development level are predominantly placed in associate degree programs
compared to students in districts with high socioeconomic development level. In other words,
low income level strengthens the search for a profession in a short time. Therefore, it is observed
that students from low income groups are generally placed in associate degree programs.

3.6. Findings and Comments on the Comparison of the Placement Rates of Public
Secondary School Graduates to Undergraduate Programs by Years and Districts

According to the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test used in the study, it is seen that the
placement rates in undergraduate programs in 2018, 2019, and 2020 show a difference for at
least one district group at a significance level of a = 0,05 (p = .014, p = .007 , and p = .004,
respectively). The findings for the groups with significant differences, as determined by
multiple comparison tests conducted to identify the district or districts responsible for the
differences, are presented in Table 13.

Table 13. Multiple Comparison Tests of Placement Rates in Undergraduate Programs between District

Groups
Group  Test Statistic Std. Error  p- value Adjusted p- value
2018 District Groups 1-3 44,252 16,266 0,007 0,020%*
2019 District Groups 1-3 43,979 16,266 0,007 0,021%*
2020 District Groups 1-3 50,189 16,266 0,002 0,006*
*
p <.05

According to the results of multiple comparison tests in Table 13, it can be said that there is a
statistically significant difference between the 1st and 3rd district groups in the rate of
placement to undergraduate programs for all years (p = .020, p =.021, p = .006, respectively).
This shows that students in districts with high socioeconomic development level are in a
superior position (advantageous) in terms of placement rates in undergraduate programs
compared to students in districts with low socioeconomic development level; in other words,
low income level is a significant limitation (disadvantage) in transition to higher education.

4. Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

In this study, the relationships between “current appropriation” and “PTA income” levels of
public secondary schools in districts with different socioeconomic development levels in
Ankara and students' transition rates to higher education were analyzed. The results are largely
in line with the national and international literature cited in the introduction.

When the current appropriation and PTA income levels are examined by years, it is seen that
schools with high income groups also have high rates of student transfer to undergraduate
programs. On the other hand, schools in the low income group were found to have higher rates
of transfer to associate degree programs. This is similar to the finding of “differences between
regions and schools” in Diindar's (2010) study on inequality of opportunities and possibilities
in education. Similarly, the study conducted by Ozsoy (2002) on the impact of family income
level on students' access to higher education in the context of higher education policies also
supports this finding. Both Ozsoy (2002) and this study emphasize that families with low
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income levels directly affect their children's educational preferences and this situation is an
important determinant in the transition to higher education.

In the study, it was observed that the rate of transition to undergraduate programs was
significantly lower in schools in districts with low PTA incomes. This rusult is in line with
Tabak's (2017) conclusion that “insufficient economic resources limit student achievement and
access to exam-accessible schools”. In addition, the need for “more balanced social policies to
reduce regional differences” suggested by Tabak (2017) in relation to PISA data also coincides
with the results of this study. The study conducted by Celikkol and Avci (2017) in the city
center of Isparta, which emphasizes that the economic and social capital of families greatly
affects students' school preferences and academic achievement, supports the finding in this
study that “as the income of the PTA increases, the rate of transfer to undergraduate programs
increases”.

The results can also be evaluated in the light of Bourdieu's (1990, 1992, 2018) concepts of
“cultural capital” and “habitus”. The results of the study show that schools in districts with high
socioeconomic development levels are in a more advantageous position in terms of both
increasing PTA incomes and enriching the academic and social opportunities offered to
students. This advantage increases the likelihood of students transferring to undergraduate
programs. Accordingly, the cultural and economic capital of families is reflected in the
educational achievements of children and this capital is reinforced through intergenerational
transmission.

On the other hand, in a study by Sahin (2019), which analyzes the reasons for inequality of
opportunity based on central exam results in different cities and analyzes the reasons for
inequality of opportunity with the views of students, parents and teachers, it is stated that the
impact of socioeconomic indicators on academic achievement has many dimensions. Similarly,
this study shows that higher education placement rates depend not only on the current funds of
schools, but also on the socioeconomic status of families and thus the income of PTAs.

At the international level, the differences of opinion between Hanushek and Woessmann (2010)
and Waldinger (2006) in the context of “early monitoring” practices emphasize that the role of
family background in explaining educational inequalities may vary across countries. The results
of this study show that socioeconomic status is a determinant of the differentiation of financial
resources (both public current allocations and revenues based on parental contributions) at the
school level. These results are in line with the findings of studies by Owens et al. (2016) and
Carnoy (2016) that “schools in lower-income areas with limited resources have a negative
impact on academic achievement”.

In districts with low socioeconomic development levels in Ankara, students are more likely to
pursue associate degree programs rather than bachelor's degree programs due to low school
revenues. “In addition, it has been concluded that the district groups located in the urban centers
with high development scores also have high PTA incomes.” This shows that inequality in
education is perpetuated not only through the distribution of public resources, but also through
the social, cultural and economic capital of society.

The results of the study show that although the right to education is guaranteed by the
Constitution and related legal regulations in Turkey, the principle of “equality of opportunity
and opportunity” has not been fully achieved in practice. Differences in current budget and PTA
income levels between socioeconomically developed and disadvantaged districts in Ankara are
directly related to students' transition rates to higher education. The fact that high-income
schools place more students in bachelor's degree programs, while low-income schools tend to
place more students in associate's degree programs indicates that income-based stratification
continues in the education system.

228



Aydin & Karakiitik PUJE, 65, 211-231 [2025]

The MoNE budget should be planned with an approach that prioritizes schools in disadvantaged
regions. To this end, physical infrastructure and educational environments can be improved by
providing additional incentive mechanisms to low-income schools. In addition, donations from
parents or private sector stakeholders in developed districts can be used as a supportive resource
for disadvantaged districts. Guidance services that direct students from disadvantaged districts
to undergraduate programs can be provided. Similar research could be conducted for different
levels and types of education using quantitative, qualitative or mixed methods. How gradually
increasing current allowances and PTA incomes actually affect academic achievement and
transition to higher education can be monitored and reported at regular intervals. In conclusion,
the realization of the principle of equality of opportunity and opportunity in education services
is possible not only through definitions and principles in legal texts, but also through
reorganizing the financing structures of schools according to social needs and improving socio-
economic conditions.
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